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Introduction

The Classical System is an old and yet still topical branch of the
Caro-Kann. At one time it was considered a ‘levelling’ opening
(Botvinnik’s phrase) with a decidedly drawish tendency. It owed this
reputation ‘particularly to Capablanca, who attained supreme mastery
in the art of drawing with Black’ (Botvinnik).

Attempts by White to secure a lasting initiative just by relying on
‘the advantage of the move’ (5 2d3; 5 Wf3; 5 &Hg3 206 6 £c4; etc.)
or on the two bishops (5 @g3 £g6 6 Dle2 with &fdxgo to follow)
have never produced convincing results. The same goes for the freer
game and greater space which White acquires in the variations 5 §g3
$g6 6 Df3 Hd7 7 £d3, and 7 h4 h6 8 £d3.

An idea of Spassky’s — 8 h5, followed by We2 and &e5, as in the
thirteenth game of his 1966 World Championship Match with Petrosian
- enriched White’s play by giving him new prospects in the endgame
thanks to the advanced h-pawn. For a while, ‘the Classical Caro-Kann’
and ‘the worse ending’ became synonymous . . . .

A counter-strategy for the Black side took shape gradually. At first,
interest focused on the position after 13 We2 0-0-0 14 fHe5 &Hb6!. Then
Black grew bolder with 13 ... c5!, going over to the idea of kingside
castling. Basically similar variations were devised to meet other varieties
of White’s plan - 13 c4, 13 &bl and 13 Hed.

But in present-day tournament practice, following Larsen’s example,
the good old Caro-Kann is treated in a way that is nothing short of
revolutionary: 10 ... e6, 11 ... Hgf6 and 12 ... &e7. Castling on opposite
wings is now taken for granted!

The Classical Caro-Kann has thus become a good deal more
interesting . . . .

In working on this book, we have drawn on the most varied sources:
Volume B of the Encyclopaedia of Chess Openings;* Boleslavsky’s Caro-
Kann bis Sizilianisch; the recent handbook by Konstantinopolsky and
Veits, The Caro-Kann Defence; an old booklet with the same title (in

* Quoted subsequently as ECO
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German), by B.Ulrich (1952); Informator, Volumes 1-34; The New Chess
Player, Volumes 1-9; anthologies of games by Lasker, Chigorin,
Botvinnik, Fischer, Karpov, Geller, Simagin and others; Tournament
Chess, Volumes 1-5; various tournament books and collections of
miniature games; the magazines Shakhmatny Bulletin, Shakhmaty v
SSSR, Shakhmaty (Riga), and others.

We believe that this book takes into account all significant
developments in the Classical Caro-Kann up until 1983,

G.Kasparov
A.Shakarov

Baku, April 1983

1 5 £d3, 5 %3 and 5 &c5

1 ed cb
2 d4 ds
3 &Hel de
4 Hixed KI5 (1)
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In this chapter, we examine:
A5 ad3
B 5 Wf3
C 5 &cs

In the final sections of this
book, we shall be looking in detail
at variations stretching into the
middlegame (sometimes even the
endgame), and analyses will end
after thirty-odd or forty-odd moves.
Here things are different; analysis
cannot seriously extend so far
when the point of departure is
move five.

Does that mean that if White

isn’t fond of studying long opening
variations, he has only to refrain
from 5 &g3 - and scope for
creativity (to coin a phrase) will be
opened up before him? Perhaps.

However, Variation A gives
‘scope’ to Black too - not to
mention an extra pawn! And
underneath its attractive surface,
Variation B is . . . hollow. Black
easily solves his problems by
playing virtually the most obvious
moves.

Among those who have recom-
mended 5 &c5 (Variation C) are
Fischer and Bronstein. Perhaps
for that reason, there is more here
in the way of practical material.
Still, on his fifth move Black has a
wide choice - 5...¢5,5...b6,5...
We7 5 ... Wb6 - and White has not
managed to put any of these
continuations out of action.

White’s ‘scope for creativity’ is,
then, procured at the cost of
deliberately renouncing the best
continuations in favour of second-
rate ones.

A

5 %d3 ()
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To sacrlflce apawnfora couple
of tempi is a ‘perennial’ ploy in the
fight for initiative in the opening.

Not everyone enjoys the role of
defending against raids by an
opponent who, though a pawn
down, is ahead in development.
Hence, against any gambit, Black
would like to have not only the
‘refutation’ (in this case 5
Wxd4), but also some alternative
method of play, which, while
renouncing material gains, avoids
any positional concessions.

In the variation 5 ... €6 6 &OHf3
&d7 7 0-0 £xed 8 Lxed Hgf6 9
£d3 £d6 Black has good develop-
ment, yet since he has paid for it
with an exchange of bishop for
knight (which is a concession), he
cannot be satisfied. On the other
hand, after 7 ... Dgf6 8 Hixf6+ (8
2257 &xed 9 2xed h6) 8 ... Wxf6
9 Rg5 We6 10 LxfS Wxf5 11 c4,
Black’s backward development is
disturbing.

A favourable version of the
same idea is § ... @©d7) 6 HI3 Hgf6

giving the followmg position (3).
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Black utilises a typical Caro-
Kann motif: 7 Qxf6+ Hixfe §
£ xfS Wa5+, and White’s chances
of advantage are nil.

Instead of 6 ©f3, White may
play 6 Wf3, which tranposes into
Variation B after 6 ... €6 or 6 ...
L.g6.

Though perhaps ‘unthematic’,
the move 5 ... &d7 seems to
disarm the gambit 5 £d3 simply
enough,

5 . Wxd4
6 Of3 Wds

Here the queen won’t be attacked
again in a hurry. However, the
worse reputation of 6 ... Wd5 is
undeserved. After 7 We2 H\f6( 7 ...
e6 8 @ hd!? 2969 Hxgbhg 10 £.14)
8 c4 Wd8 (again the familiar
motif: 9 Hxf6+ gf 10 £ x5 Was+)
9 0-0, the same position arises as
after 6 ... Wd8, except for the
unimportant difference in the
placing of White’s c-pawn.

7 We2
In a game Badalov-Shakarov,

\\\\\

1982, White struck out at once
with 7 &fg5, threatening 8 Hxf7!

There followed: 7 ... &f6 (7 ...
Sxed,7...e6and7... Lgbarealso
playable) 8 @xf6+ ef (8 ... gf? 9
xf7! Hxf7 10 Wh5+ is in White’s
favour; a weaker continuation is
10 &c4+ e6! 11 Wxd8 4b4d+)
9 We2+ £e7 10 &xfS WaS+ 11
$d2 Wxf5 12 0-0-0! (Black hadn’t
foreseen that the piece sacrifice
would be so strong. Two lines that
are unpleasant, though in differing
degrees, are 12 ... fg 13 Ehel We6
14 Wd3 Wxa2 15 Exe7+,and 13 ...
0-0 14 Wxe7) 12 ... &Hd7! 13 Ehel
HeS 14 4! (on 14 &Hf3 0-0-0,
White regains his pawn, but thatis
all) 14 ... 0-0M (after 14 ... 0-0-0
15 & xf7, White would retain his
initiative, but an improvement
was 14 ... fg 15 Wxe5 WxeS 16
Hxe516 17 Hed &7 18 2b4 fxb4
19 Ed7+ &g6 20 Exb4 b6 21 fg
Ehd8, with a draw) 15 g4! &ixgd?
(as on moves 7 and 14, Black’s
optimism gets the better of him.
After 15 ... Wxgd 16 Wxgd Hxgd
17 Exe7, he would still have had
drawing chances. However, to be
more exact, we should not call it
optimism but underestimation of
the attacking possibilities afforded
to White by this gambit variation
as a whole) 16 Wxe7 fg 17 fg
Had87? (the position was already
difficult, but now Black loses by
force) 18 4b4 Wc8 19 Exd8 Exd8

5 2d3, 5 W3 and 5 D5 3

20 h3!, and since on 20 ... Hf2
White decides the game with
21 $c3 followed by 22 WeS5, Black
can resign.

7 .. &afe

We would not recommend 7 ...
Hd7.But 7... Kxed 8 Lxed DF69
0-0 leads to the same position as
7 ... @f6.

To players of the Black side, we
give the following variation as a
warning: 7 ... e6M 8 &f4 Hd7
9 0-0-0 Dgf6e? 10 Dxfo+ Wxf6 11
fLg5 Web 12 £xfS Wxf5 13 Wd2
Wd5 14 W4 and wins.

8§ 0-0

8 DHxfe+ gf 9 4xf5 WasS+ 10
£d2 Wxf5 11 0-0-0 is of interest
only because of the trap 11 ... We6
12 Wd3 Wxa2? 13 Wd8+! - as
occurred in a game of Koltanowski’s
in 1931. After 11 ... &0d7 instead,
Black completes his development
while keeping his extra pawn.

A further possibility for White -
8 £d2, with 0-0-0 to follow - has
not been tested in tournament
games (nor, for that matter, has
8 0-0). To be more precise, no such
games are known to us.

8 .. S.xed
9 4xed (4)

Not much is known about this
position. ECO gives 9 ... &Dxed
10 ¥Wxed e6 11 £g5 Le7 12 Hadl
Wc7 13 Efel 0-0 14 &f4 Was
15 £e5, and concludes that White
has ‘compensation for the material’.
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This is probably right. Finishing
Black’s development is an involved
task, and White’s threats may
quickly become dangerous. The
following are illustrations:
a) 15 ... Hd8 16 Wgd g6 17 Rc3
We7 (17 ... W(5? 18 Exd8+ £xd8
19 ¥d4) 18 Exd8+ Wxd8 19 feS.
Now 19 ... &nd7 is unplayable, and
Black needs to defend against ¥f4
followed by &Hg4.
b) 15 ... Ed8 16 Weg4 218 17 416
Bxdl 18 Exdl WS (if 18 ... Hab,
then 19 &e5 is unpleasant) 19
Wxf5 ef 20 Ed8! gf 21 £d4, and it
emerges that after 21 ... &g7 22
Hxf5+ &gb6 23 gd4! h5 24 HxfB
hg 25 &d6 Black loses at once (the
threat is 26 Zc8, followed by De8
and Ac7; Black cannot bring his
king across without losses, e.g.
25 ... 526 Dxb7 &f6 27 Has &e7
28 Bxbs8, or 26 ... a5 27 ¢S5 a4
28 d7); while after 21 ... hS5
22 &xf5, he runs out of mpves.
4 ... W8, to prepare ... Dd7,
might appear safer than 14 ...

Wa5. But White’s reply is obvious:
15 HeS &f6 16 Ze3 (or 16 Hd3),
and after 16 ... &xe5 17 f.xe5
Black is again unable to play 17 ...
#d7 on account of 18 £xg7.

Of course, mere analysis is
inadequate to exhaust the mutual
possibilities in the position after
the ninth (!) move. If you ask what
our ‘feeling’ is, it would seem that
White’s position after 10 Wxe4 is
worth the pawn.

However, one move earlier, the
situation was less favourable
for White. In Diagram 4, Black
shouldn’t be in a hurry to exchange.
Of course, after 9 ... £xed the
attacking pieces are fewer — yet
those that remain can be more
easily positioned for the assault.
Besides, don’t you think that the
knight on f6 is more use to the
defender than the bishop on ed is
to the attacker? We advise Black

to play moves like 9 ... Wc7,9 ...

Hbd7 or 9 ... gb.
B
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The moves 5 £d3 and 5 Wf3
have an idea in common ~ the aim
of seizing the initiative by fairly
simple methods. Also, as we shall
see, the methods echo each other
in the two cases.

Strictly speaking, White’s queen
sortie involves holding up the
development of his minor pieces.
White should, however, be happy
with variations like 5 ..." £xe4?!
6 Wxed D6 7 Wd3 (also 7 Wh4);
or5.. Wds” 6 &£d3 Sxed 7 Wxed
(also 7 fxed!? Wxd4 8 He2) 7 ...
Wxed 8 £xed. The two bishops!

The most natural reply is:

5 .. e6

This ensures Black comfortable
development of his pieces, for
example:

a) 6 ¢3 &d7 (or 6 ... £e7 7 &d3
£.06 8 Hie2 D6 9 D4 S xed, etc)
7 &f4 &dfe! 8 Hd2 He7 9 h3
Heds.
b) 6 $£e3 Wa5+!? (here too 6 ...
@d7 is good; so is the immediate
6... &6 7 DHxfe+ Wxf6) and now:
bl) 7 £d2 ¥Wd5 8 £d3 Wxd4
9 0-0-0 &©d7, and Black has an
extra pawn with a solid position,
Velderhof-Euwe, The Hague 1931.
b2) ECO gives 7¢3 £a3 8 bd Wd5
9 2d3 £b2 10 Ebl £xed 11 £xed
Kxc3+ 12 &fl Wxa2 13 He2,
‘with compensation . . .. This
verdict should not be accepted:
3. £d2 14 We3 (or 14 b5 &He7)
14 . &f6! 15 Wxg7 fHixed 16

5 Rd3, 5Yf3and 5 &5 5

Wxh8+ &e7 17 Edl Wb3, with a
won position for Black. Therefore,
instead of 8 b4? we recommend
the more modest 8 Ebl or 8 £cl.

There remains a gambit idea:

6 £d31?

This may not be a bad chance
for White, e.g. 6 ... W¥xd4 7 He2
Wd8 8 DgS D6 9 Lxf5 WaS+ 10
£.d2 Wxf5 11 Wxf5! ef 120-0-0(6).
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Despite the exchange of queens,
White is able to create unpleasant
threats. For example, 12 ... h6 13
Ehel!? hg 14 Hg3+ &d7 15 £as5+
AdS 16 c4.

Is it not, then, simpler (just as in
Section A) to decline the gambit?
A game Tal-Balashov, USSR Ch
1971, continued:

6 .. Hd7
7 He2 £.6

Neither 7 ... &xe4 8 Wxed, nor
7 ... Dgf6 8 HHxfo+ Hxf6 9 &xfS
WaS+ 10 242 WxfS 11 Wxfs
should satisfy Black if he is
seeking the optimum, since in
both cases White’s chances are

\
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slightly better.

8 4af4 AN
9 4&Qegs Hds
Or 9 ... Wds!?
10 £xg6 hg
11 2d2 Dhé
12 0-0-0 £b4
13 3 Se7
14 h4
And White has the more active
position.

Although not all Balashov’s
moves are above criticism, one of
them -7... £g6-suggeststheidea
of refining Black’s play earlier,
with 5... £g6!76 £d3 Hd7 7 De2
Qgt6, when it is not clear how he
can be stopped from obtaining a
comfortable position.

There is no doubt that 5 ... e6is
(objectively) the best answer to
5 W3, yet if Black is especially
worried about security, 5 ... g6
will suit him as an alternative.

C
5 &He5(7)

// |
,//x//%
%/;///

5

// //
/8/&

‘On tour (1964) I experimented

with the weird 5 &c¢5!? Most of my
opponents countered with 5 ... €5
6 Dxb7 Wxd4 (if 6 ... Wb6 7 HcS
£xc5 8 dec Wxe5 9 ¢3 White's
better, Fischer-Petrosian, five-
minute game, Bled 1961) 7 Wxd4
ed 8 £d3 with the better ending.
Some replied with 5 ... b6 6 Ha6
Dxab 7 Lxa6 WdS! Still others
played 5 ... Wc¢7 6 £d3 £xd3 7
&xd3 e6. White has more space,
but only experience can tell whether
he has the edge; however, the
knight on d3 discourages the
normal freeing manoeuvre ... ¢5
and/or ... e5. At leastit’s something
to break the monotony!” (Fischer).

These lines by the former World
Champion were written nearly
fifteen years ago. At that time,
5 &c5 made a few appearances in
tournaments, but did not become
really popular. We are now going
to examine the reasons.

Black has these choices:

Cl 5. eS5

C25.. b6

C3 5... W7

C4 5 ... Wbo

C1
5 .. es
6 Dxb7(8)
6 .. We7

This idea was tried out in a
game Klovan-Machulsky, Riga
1978. The Bulgarian master Kaikam-
dzdzov has suggested instead 6 ...
Who 7 DcSed 8 We2+ £e79 Ded

AT
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W4+, or 8 Hb3 &bd+ 9 £d2
&\f6 10 Df3 Ded. There is usually
some snag to this kind of play. In
the second variation, for example,
after 11 &d3 &xd2 12 Hfxd2
£xd3 13 c¢d 0-0 14 0-0, there are
noticeable weaknesses in the black

camp.
7 &Has ed+
8 fe2 Wh4+
9 4d2 Wxh?2

Klovan went on to win: 10 £d3
£xd3 11 cd &b4 12 &3 &xd2+
13 Hxd2 De7 14 Hacd Wbd 15
Ebl Wc5 16 Hed Wd5 17 Ded6+
S8 18 0-0c5 19 HbS Wds 20 Wf3
Hbco 21 Hbde f6 22 Wed etc.
However, annotators of this game
have maintained that Machulsky’s
idea is basically sound and would
have worked if he had played
more accurately with 13 ... b4 or

0.. &b4.

We are sceptical about this.
After 13 ... Wbd 14 &Hcd, Black
cannot be satisfied either with

4 ... WeT+ 15 Hed!, or with 14 ...

58d3 593 and 5 &es5 7

D6 15 We2+ We7 16 HA6+ HiB
17 Wxe7+ &xe7 18 HHfS+.

The point of the ingenious 10 ...
£b4 (in place of 10 ... £xd3) is
that after 11 &f3 &xd2+ 12 Hxd2
Ne7 13 Hacd Wbg 14 Ebl WS,
White can’t play 15 &ed. But a
good enough line is (for example)
15 £xf5 &xf5 16 We2+ We7 17
Wxe7+ &xe7 18 Eb7+.

By combining the two recom-
mendations, we arrive at 10 ...
£b4 11 N3 2xd2+ 12 Hxd2 Wh4.
As a counter to this, we suggest
trying 13 £xf5 Wxa5 14 £¢8, for
example: 14 ... Wc7 (14 ... WeS5+ 15
We? Wrxe2+ 16 dxe2 a5 is not as
risky) 15 &c4 (threatening 16
2b7Y) 15 ... S8 16 Wxd4! Wxcy
17 0-0-0 Ha6 18 Wdo+ &He7 19
Zhel Wc7 20 Wa3.

C2
5 .. b6
6 b3
The alternative is 6 Dab (9).
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And now:
a) 6 ... DHxa6 7 fLxa6 WdS!, as
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indicated by Fischer. In view of
the threats of 8 ... Wxg2 and 8 ...
W45+, White has to retreat with
8 £fl. The loss of time is
considerable, even though after
. D6 9 D3 e6 10 Le2 fe7
11 0-0 0-0 all Black has done is
come very close to equalising.
b) In Timman-Pomar, Orense
1976, Black played 6 ... e6 (if 6 ...
Ad7, then 7 d5! fed4 8 do!).
Taking the c6 point as an object of
attack, Timman seized the initiative
after 7 Wf3 He7 8 Hxb8 Wxb8 9
L4 Wb7 10c3 DAS 11 g4 (11 ReS
f6 12 £g3 Hb4?) 11 ... Hxf4 12
Wxf4 £g6 13 2g2 2e7 14 h4 h5
15 &f3.

It appears that players tacitly
consider the line in note (a) to be
adequate for Black, since 6 b3 is
White’s normal choice.

6 .. e6
7 Df3(10)

Or 7 g3 &0d7 8 £.g2 Ec8 9 De2
Dgf6 10 0-0 £.d6 11 ¢4 0-012 Le3
We7 13 Ecl ¢5 14 &c3 £g4 1513
£h516g4 9617 g5 He8 1814 cd
19 &Hxd4 4S5 20 £S5 £xf5 21 HdS
Wd7 22 Exf5 ef 23 £h3 He6 24
Hxf5 &h8 and White’s attack is
unconvincing, Vitolins-Kivlan, Riga
Cup 1979.

The games we shall now quote
(as well as the last one) suggest
that, as yet, both White and Black
are merely feeling their way towards
the correct plans in this variation.

T4 WEHAE
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a)7..5d78 g3 Hgl69 £g2 EcB
10 0-0 £d6 11 We2 Wc7 12 Hh4a!
Sgd 13 3 &h5 14 &f5 0-0 15
Hxd6 Wxd6 16 &f4 We7 17 c4,
with the better chances for White,
Birbrager-Shmit, USSR 1967.
b) 7 .. £d6 8 g3 He7 9 £g2 h6
(9...0-0 10 Hh4) 100-00-0 11 We2
Dd7 12 ¢3 He8 13 Hibd2 £g4 14
h3 £h5 15 &ic4 £b8 16 bd b5 17
Qa5 (17 g4!? £.¢6 18 &ceS £h7 19
a4) 17...&0d518 £d2 Ee8 19c4 be
20 &xcd e5 21 de Hixe5 22 Hicxes
£xe5 23 Hael '5-4 Bronstein-
Petrosian, USSR Ch 1966.
c) 7 .. &f6 8 £e2 h6 9 £d3!?
(evidently Larsen didn’t like to
play 8 £d3 last move, because of
8..8849h3 2h5)9 ... &4xd3 10
Wxd3 Wc7 11 0-0 Hbd7 12 Hel
£.d6 13 bd2 0-0 14 Hied £e7 15
b3 ¢5, and Black has no worries,
Larsen-Hiibner, Tilburg 1979.
The general impression is that
5...b6is asolid continuation. The
same goes for the next variation
too.
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In practice, the spatial plus that
Fischer wrote about has brought
White no tangible gains:

a) 8 &f4 Was5+ 9 ¢3 Hd7 10 &f3
Hgf6 11 0-0 &e7 12 Hel 0-0 13
£e5 Wd8 14 Wb3 Wb6 15 Hadl
Wxb3 16 abasS 17 Eal Efd8 18 c4
&Hf8 19 £d2 'A-1% Bronstein-
Barcza, Tallinn 1971.

b) 8 Hf3 Hd7 9 0-0 DHgf6 10 c4 (or
10 Bel £e7 11c¢40-012 214 2d6
13 &feS HfdR 14 Wf3 HI8 15
Hadl Hgb6 16 £g3 WaS 17 a3
£xe5 18 de &Hh5 19 Wxh5 Hxd3
20 We2 Had8 'A-'4 Sigurjonsson-
Burger, Brighton 1981), and now:
bl) 10 ... Hd8 11 Wad4 a6 12 Hel
£e7 (12 ... b53!17) 13 414 4d6 14
£d2 Wb8 15 £a5 Ec8 16 Hfe50-0
17 h3N (17 £c3) 17 ... b5 18 Wc2
c5 19 &xd7 Hxd7 20 de DxcS, and
Black already has the more active

5 8d3, 5%f3 and 5 &es5 9

position, Jansson-Pomar, Goteborg
1971.
b2) 10 ...b6 11 Eel £d6 12 b4 a5
13¢5 2714 24 Wb715a30-016
Hcl ©d5 17 £¢3 ab 18 ab Ha3,
and again Black hascome off well,
Paoli-Timman, 1967.
C4

5 . Whe (12)
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We feel that thls obv1ous—lookmg
move ought to have become the
standard reply to 5 &¢5. (White is
deprived of the possibility of
6 £d3 &xd3 7 &Hixd3; after 6 H3
€6, the knight on ¢5 has to retreat,
and the whole operation turns out
to have been a waste of time.) But
it has not. Why?

The reason must probably be
sought in a game won by Bronstein
against Belyavsky in the USSR
Ch, 1975. Bronstein’s original
idea in the opening was very
highly esteemed by commentators,
and yet originality is just about the
only thing it has in its favour. The
game went: 6 g4?! g6 7 f4 6 8§
We2 £e79hd4h510(5ef 11 g5 (at
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the cost of a pawn, White has
blocked up the bishop on g6, but
we would still prefer to play the
Black side here; the reason why
Belyavsky lost was that he wenton
playing for a win when the position
demanded caution after some
mistakes he had made) 11 ... Hd7!
12 &b3 (after 12 Hixd7 &xd7 13
H3 & d6, White’s position would
be worsened) 12 ... Wc7 13 Hh3
0-0-0 14 £f4 £d6 15 Wh2 &Hf8 16
0-0-0 e6 17 £xd6 Exd6?! (Black’s
20th move speaks against his 17th)
18 Lc4 DeT 19 D4 Hixf4 20 Wxf4
Hdd8 21 Wxc7+ &xc7. Belyavsky
was justified in playing fora winin

this ending.

In the game Sigurjonnson-Santos
from the Olympiad in Lucerne,
1982, White’s play was more
restrained: 6 &f3 e6 7 Hd3 Hd7 8
£e2 Dgf6 9 0-0 Le7 10¢30-0 11
£.g5c¢5 12 Wb3 cd 13 Hxd4 £ed
14 Wxb6 Hxb6 15 Badl Efd8 16
Hfel Had 17 fcl £d5 18 Hb3
Hac8, and Black’s game is a little
more active,

We repeat Fischer’s verdict on
5 &c5 - ‘at least it’s something to
break the monotony’. Yet in the
positions that arise from it, the
opportunities afforded to White
are very meagre.

Summary

54d3 e6
nd7
Wxd4
SW3 Sxed
Wwds
£.g6
eb
5&Hc5 €5
b6 6 Daé6
6 &£Hh3

i+

I+ 8

We7
Whe 6 g4
6 Df3

[T (15 S 1 S |- S
h

2 585g3 £g66 Hle2

1 ed c6
2 d4 ds
3 Al de
4 Hxed afs
5 &Hg3 L6
6 Dle2 (13

On the face of it, the idea of this
continuation is simple: @9f4, fol-
lowed by &xg6. However, in
eliminating the important bishop,
White opens up the h-file for
Black, and allows him to become
active with ... 5. Isn’t this operation
rather pointless for White? That is
the main question in this line, but
it is not the only one.

Thus, in Variation A (below), it
it turns out that after 6 ... 6
7 &f4, White’s threat is not so
much to exchange on g6 as to push

with h2-h4-h5 (since ...
longer playable).

In Variation B, the accepted
view 1s thatafter 6 ... »d7 7 &Hf4 eS
Black has an easy game; therefore
White doesn’t usually hurry with
7 &f4, but seeks new chances in
the position after 7 hd4 h6 § &Hf4
2h79 &cd

Also, after 6 ... »f6 (Variation
C), White has the same choice
between 7 é\f4 and 7 h4.

Positions that are analysed in
this chapter sometimes arise after
6 h4 h6 7 Hh3, or 6 HHh3. A word
about these possibilities:

a) 6 h4 h6 7 &h3 (14).

h6 1s no

j /

7 éﬁ@

,g/g / ,,,,, way
@////f V/E

2 &
The most practical reply is 7 ...
Dfe 8 &f4 4h7, leading to
Variation C. We advise the reader
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to refrain from 7... e5 8 de Wa5S+.
After 9 c3 Wxe5+ 10 Le2 &f6 11
£f4 ¥Wd5, or 11 Wb3 Wc7, Black
would have a solid posttion. But
11 0-0 followed by 12 Eel could
turn out unpleasantly for him.
In a game Espig-Bonsch, East
German Ch 1979, White sacrificed
a couple of pawns with 9 2d2
WxeS+ 10 22 Wxb2 11 0-0 Wxc2
12 Wel, and won crushingly after
. £e7 13 HEcl Wad 14 Hf4
Nd7 15 &cd B 16 Hixgh Hxgbd
17 &f5 Hf8 18 £c3 &6 19 h5!
@xh5 20 We2 ihf6 21 Hfel £a322
DxgT! etc.
b) 6 ©h3 (15).

/g/ A %Y
////g% g

After 6 ... e5, does the same
gambit work again? If it should
turn out that in the variation 7 de
Was5+ 8 £.d2 WxeS+9 fe2 Wxb2
10 0-0 Wxc2 11 Wel £e7 Black’s
position is more defensible than in
the previous example, the alter-
native 8 ¢3 Wxe5+ 9 fe2 Df6
10 0-0! (10 &f4 Wd5) 10 ... &Hbd7
11 Eel 0-0-0 12 ¥Wa4 isn’t at all

bad for White. Black has difficulty
fending off the assaults of his
opponent’s pieces.

In answerto 6...e60r 6 ... O f6,
White brings his knight from h3 to
f4, so for this see Variations A and
C. On the other hand, after 6 ...
& d7 (and here we see the one real
point of 6 &h3), White avoids
7 @f4 e5, and first develops his
bishop with 7 2c4. With White
now ready to castle, the opening
of the centre with 7 ... e5 looks
risky, while the variation 7 ..
D gf6 80-0 (8 Hf4 e5againleadsto
C below) 8 ... €6 9 &f4 Hb6 (not
9 ... £d6 on account of 10 £xe6!)
10 £b3 (here 10 £xe6 is un-
convincing: 10 ... fe 11 &ixe6 Wd7
12 Zel &f7)10... £d6 gives Black
a position that is solid in appearance
(11 Eel 0-0 12 hd4 Wc7 13 Wf3
& bd5) but nonetheless arouses
misgivings (due to the knight on
b6).

But these niceties don’t count
for much, since in any case after
6 @ 1e2 the continuation 6 ... £Hd7
merely leads Black into trouble.

From Diagram 13, Black has:
A 6. eb

6 ... »d7
6 ... Df6
and also:

a) 6 ... e5, which was shown to be
ineffective long ago, in a game
Prins-Szabo, Venice 1949: 7 de
Wxdl+(or7... WaS+8 £d2 WxeS

9 Rc3) 8 Hxdl £c59 HI4! £xf2
10 Hxgb hg 11 Hed 2d4 12 Hd6+
Le7 13 Lcd £6 14 T Eh5 15 ¢3
4b6 16 &f4, and White’s pieces
are dangerously active.

b) 6 ... h6 7 &f4 £h7. Is it worth
Black’s while to preserve his bishop
like this? Of course not. In com-
parison with regular lines (see 6 ...
&Hf6 7 hd h6 8 D4 £h7 under
Variation C), White has saved
himself a tempo (the move h4),
and after 8 £c4 it will be hard for
Black to find his way out of a
tricky situation. For example,
ECO gives 8 ... €59 de Wa5+ 10c3
WxeS+ 11 Hfe2 Hf6 12 L.f4 Wcs
13 Wb3, or 8 ... &f6 9 0-0 6 10
Hel £e7 11 &xe6! g5 12 £b3! of
13 4xf4 £g6 14 Wd2, with a
strong initiative for White in both
cases.

A
6 ... e6
7 &4 (16)
s AHME”
Mxt// //x/

,%x//x/g//
» 5y
Py
»y 52
&/8//% 43

7 . f.de
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Alternatively:

a) After 7 ... &f6, the exchange
8 &xgé hg would suit Black.
Comparing this situation with the
one in Variation A, Chapter 1
(5 2d3e6” 6 I3 HAT70-0 Lxed
8 fxed Dgf6 9 Ld3), we can see
that here White has paid a higher
price for the bishop, in terms of
both the h-file and the placing of
his own knight (which would like
to be on f3).

But the whole point is that the
transfer of the knight to the f4
square contains the dangerous
threat of 8 h4! After 7... a6 8 ha
£d6 9 hS &f5 10 Hxf5, White
obtained a clear plus in Tompa-
Urzica, Uljma 1981.

8 ... e5 (instead of 8 ... £d6)is
critical. The position is similar to
one that will be examined under C
(after 6 ... &f6 7 &f4 e5), and it
remains for us to decide whether
and how the assessment of the line
is altered by having the pawn on
h4 instead of h2.

Tompa sees a difference in the
fact that after 9 de ¥Wxdl+ 10
Hxdl &Hgd, White can play 11
£e3 (instead of 11 &ixgb as in the
variation with 6 ... &f6), keeping
up the threat of h5. This does in
fact radically alter matters: 11 ...
Dxe3+ 12 fe h6 13 &Hixg6 fg 14
£d3, with appreciable winning
chances.

Things are less clear after 9 ...
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Was+ 10 £d2 Wxe5+ 11 Ke2
Wxb2. In the 6 ... &f6 line, this
idea would be strongly answered
by Hxg6é with Ebl to follow, but
here the pawn on h4 darkens the
picture -~ it isn’t clear where
White's king is going. As to 120-0
&xc2 (or 12 ... Wxc2) 13 Wel -
this would be splendid for White,
only Black needn’t hurry to take
the c-pawn; 12 ... &bd7!1?

In any event, we feel that
Black is on dangerous ground
here, and that something will
be found for White somewhere
(perhaps after 10 ¢3 Wxe5+ 11
fe2). ..

b) We are now in a better position
to understand Flohr’s move 7 ...
WWhd - Black gets rid of the threat
of h4-h5. The move has, however,
nothing else to recommend it, and
if in the first example (below)
Black obtained a good game, in
the other two the return trip with
the queen permitted White to seize
the initiative:

bl) 8 Hixg6 hg 9 Wd3 Hd7 10 Hed
Wd8 11 £e2 Hdf6 12 Hxfo+! gf,
Bogatirchuk-Flohr, 1935.

b2) 8 We2 HA7 9 ¢30-0-0 10 Hxgbd
hg 11 Hed We7 12 &¢5, Ragozin-
Flohr, Moscow 1935.

b3)8 Le2 D79 Le3 £d6 10 Wd2
We7 11 &Hxgb hg 12 Hed Lc7
13 ¢4, Novopashin-Furman, 1963.

7 ... £d6 was played in a game
Boleslavsky-Petrosian, Zurich C

1953. Black is ready to fight
against h4-hS5, but compared with
7 ... Wh4a his method here is more
subtle - on 8 h4 Wc7, the knight’s
position on f4 turns out to be
insecure. Play continued:

8 3

White would like to meet 8 ...
We7 with 9 W3, and therefore
removes his c-pawn from danger.
8 hd4 Wc7 9 HghS fails against 9 ...
£xh5 10 Hxhs gé.

But what if White attacks the
g-pawn at once with 8 &igh5 .. 7
Blacx could play something like
8 ... &f8 9 £e3 Hf6, though this
should rather be to White’s liking.
An interesting and strong line is
8 ... D6 9 HxgT+ &eT (not 9 ...
&f87). In view of ... Wa5+, the
knight can’t return from g7 to hS5,
and it’s difficult to bringhelp to it,
for example: 10 h4 &xf4 11 &xf4
hS, but not 10 ... h5? 11 &Hgxe6.

8 .. AN (3
9 hd W7

‘Now White has the choice
between 10 Wf3, giving rise to
interesting complications, for in-
stance 10... &bd7 11 h5 £c212h6
26 13 &c4 e5 14 We2 0-0-0; and
10 h5, which sacrifices a pawn but
gives Black a permanent weakness
on e6. Boleslavsky chose the
second, and better, line.” (Bronstein).

10 hS 2.xf4
11 2xf4 Wy f4
12 hg fg (17)

Virm?A

13 \gdz

‘White takes the interesting
decision to offer a queen exchange
though a pawn down! Perhaps
Petrosian had been fondly hoping
that Boleslavsky would fall for
13 Wb3. The move played dispels
his illusions of 13 Wb3 Qg4
14 Wxe6+ &d8’ (Bronstein).

13 ... Wxd2+
14 &xd2 Hbd7
15 Eel &f7

16 Scd Hae8
17 4&b3 c5

18 &Hed Dxed+
19 Exed ofe

20 Hes cd

21 od He7

‘Black’s pieces are fettered to
the point €6; on the other hand,
White cannot improve his position

either . . .’ (Bronstein).
22  Ehel Ehe8
23 &d3 h6
24 f4
Va-1h

An instructive game. But one
question has occurred to us: doesn’t

5 Qg3 8g66 Dle2 15

7 ... &d6 make it more attractive
for White to exchange with 8§
Hxgb hg and follow with the blow
9 Hed (18)

- 3 % / i /‘//

///x{g //,x///
. 0. //
% 2

wey)

7

/ / »
U FARY

@Z WHey 8
To sum up the results of this
section: after 6 ... e6 7 &f4, both
7 ... &f6 (8 ha!)and 7 ... Wh4 are
dubious. To some extent, the same
can besaidof 7... £d6 (8 Dxgb!?).
Black definitely ought to adopt
the plan of ... e5, but since the
immediate 6 ... e5 is weak, it
must be postponed for one move
(6 ... Dd7 7 &©f4 e5, or 6 ... Df6
7 &fa e5) or for two moves (6 ...

Df6 7 D4 Hbd7 8 L.cd e5).

6 .. 5d7 (19

»
15,
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7 h4
It’s generally held that 7 &4 e5
8 &xgb hg gives Black a com-
fortable position. However, let us
try to set out the possibilities for
both sides after 9 de &xe5 (20).

(E_WEEAE
v KAT FAK
/x%,7:/
w_E A
W om BB
0

//,,”,

g SwEeEs

a) 10 ¥xd8+ Exd8. The exchange
of queens leads to an ending where
White has the bishop pair in an
open position. On the other hand
the black pieces are excellently
placed, as becomes evident in the
variations 11 f4 £b4+!7 12 ¢3
5d3+ 13 &xd3 Hxd3 14 Ded
(14 cb Exg3) 14 ... f5, or 11 £d2
Hga 12 £3 2. However, if White
starts off a little more carefully
with 11 £e2!, there may be good
prospects ahead for him after 11...
Sba+ 12 ¢3 £c513 Ded,or 11 ...
06 12 0-0 &c5 13 &4,

b) Another method is 10 We2!?
WasS+ (or 10 ... We7 11 2d2)
11 £d2 £b4120-0-0! (12 ¢3 &e7;
or 12 £xb4 Wxbd+ 13 c3 We7
14 0-0-0 &f6 15 Hel? Hd3+) 12...
£xd2+ 13 Exd2 He7 14 a3 (and if

14 ...0-07; then 15 f4). Here again,
it would seem, proof of Black’s
well-being is wanting.

However that may be, in practice
after 6 ... d7 White’s strategy is
usually based on attempts to
exploit Black’s backward kingside
development. In the last analysis,
the point of bringing the knight to
f4 was not solely to eat the bishop
on g6 or make it suffer after h4.
Another plan - sacrificing a piece
on e6 - is also possible, and with
his next few moves White sets
about accomplishing it.

7 .. hé
8 04 $h7
9 Gcd(2])

9 £d3 &xd3 10 ¥xd3is weaker.
Black should not, of course, reply
0 ... &gf6? 11 Lgb!, or 10 ... €5
11 &g6!; but 10 ... e6 gives him a
promising position.

3
Ai Al d

A7 % 4
» %7%,

//8

There can follow:
a) 9 ... e5 and now:
al) Tal-Botvinnik, 7th World
Championship Match game, 1960,

in which a level endgame arose, is
well known: 10 We2 We7 11 de
Wxe5 12 £e3 £c5 13 fxcS
Wxe2+ 14 dxe2 HxcS etc.
a2) Tal’s recommendation is also
well known: 10 Hd3! ed (10 ...
Hgf6 11 de £xd3! 12 Wxd3 WaS+
13 ¢3 Hxe5, or 13 £.d2 Wxe5+, is
quite acceptable, but 11 We2!
favours White) 11 0-0, with an
attack. Indeed, while Black does
manage to prepare for castling in
the line 11 ... &gf6 12 Bel+ Le7
13 We2 Hb6 14 2b3 (14 axf7+?
Hxf7 15 Web+ HfB 16 HDe5 WdS5)
4 ... 4bds, it isn’t easy for him to
do so after 12 & h5! For example:
2 ... &xhS 13 Wxh5 W6 (or 13 ...
£g6 14 Hel+ fLe7 15 We2)
14 Eel+ £e7 15 We2 Hb6 16 2b3
£xd3 17 c¢d Ed8 18 £f4! So Tal’s
opinion twenty years back was
probably right!
b) 9 ... 6 and now:
bl) 10 0-0 Wxhd4 11 £.xe6 fe 12
Dxe6 Hf7 is not dangerous for
Black.
b2) Nor is the situation clear after
10 hs Hgf6 11 0-0 £d6 12 &xeb fe
13 Hixe6 We7 14 Hel &f7, or
12 Eel 0-0 13 &Oxe6 fe 14 Exed
%h8 15 Exd6 He8 16 He6 Rg8.
b3) The most unpleasant reply is
10 We2!, and if 10 ... &gf6 then
11 & xe6. In a different setting, the
bishop sacrifice is not so dangerous:
. £d6 11 &xe6 fe 12 Dxeb
We7 13 &Hf5 4.xf5 14 HxgT+ &f7

5 &g3 £g66 Dle2 17

15 &OxfS Wxe2+ 16 dxe2 f£c7
(compare the Keres-Olafsson game
in Variation A, Chapter 3).
However, 10 £d6 can be
strongly answered by 11 @gh5!
¢) Fears of the sacrifice on e6 gave
rise to the continuation 9 ... &Hgf6
10 0-0 &b6 11 £b3 (22).

2|B7 Nid® B
B’/’/‘/ /’/‘/"/g

Y47, & A
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And now:
cl) 11 ... ©Hbd5. A game Ravinsky-
Panov, Moscow 1947, now con-
tinued: 12 Eel Hxf4 (if 12... Wc7,
then 13 {3 0-0-0 14 HxdS cd 15
£f4) 13 &xf4 e6 14 Hh5! (Black
begins to have worries about his
king; he will have them for the rest
of the game . . .) 14 ... &g6 15
axto+ Wxf6 16 Wed 4f5 (16 ...
0-0-0 17 Exe6!) 17 We3 0-0-0 18
£b8 HEd7 19 d5 £.¢5 20 dc be 21
fLe5 Wd8 22 W3 Wb6 23 Radl
Ehd8 24 Exd7 Exd7 25 £xg7,
with a won position. Thirty years
later, in Kremenetsky-Gutop, 1978,
White achieved the same reult by a
different method: 11 ... &bd5 12
c4 &Hxf4 13 &xf4e6 14 dS! £d6 15
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£xd6 Wxd6 16 c5! Wxe5 17 de.
c2) Petrosian, in a game with
Black against Ravinsky (1950),
unearthed an intersting possibility:

1...%Wc7 12 Hel 0-0-017 13 &xf7
e5 14 2.e6+ (probably the position
after 14 He6 Wxf7 15 Hxd8 Hxd8
16 det+ &fd5 offers White more
chances) 14 ... b8 15 &d3 Exd4
16 £e3 Ed8 17 We2 ed4 18 &S
£xc519 &xc5 WeS5 20 £xb6ab 21
£b3 W4, with double-edged play.
¢3) In Malchikov-Guseinov, USSR
1978, White answered 11 ... Wc¢7
with 12 We2. If we recall the note
to Black’s 12th move in the
Ravinsky-Panov game, it becomes
clear that 12 We2 is less energetic
than 12 Eel. Subsequently too,
White’s play was inferior to his
opponent’s: 12 ... &bdS 13 &d3
£xd3 14 Wxd3 e6 15 c4 Df4 16
W3 g5 17 Hed Hxed 18 Wxed
0-0-0 19 &xf4 Wxf4! 20 Wxf4 gf 21
d5 f£c5 22 Hadl Hdgl! with a
substantial plus.

But, to sum up: the plan based
on 7 h4 exposes the minus side of
6 ... d7, Black’s delay in evacuating
his king to the flank gives his
opponent considerable attacking
chances.

C
6 .. 96 (23)

This move too prepares ... €5,
since after 7 &f4 e5 8 de, the
balance of pawns is re-established
either by 8 ... Wa5+ or by § ...

. ‘“,, ( &
o, ’A/.Q./

Wxdl+ 9 Hxdl Dgd.

But then, ‘after h4 Black will be
forced to play ... h6, and White will
be able to bring his knight to the
good square f4 with tempo’
(Holmov). This is a tempting idea,
which leads White into the various
paths branching from C1 (below).
We shall examine:

Cl 7 h4
C2 7 Bf4!
Cl1
7 h4 h6
8 Of4 £h7 (29

9 4c4
This 1s seen more often than the

alternatives, although with the
solid 9 ... €6 Black can now
transpose into Chapter 3, Variation
A. For the dubious 9 ... &bd7, see
Variation B above (6 ... &d7 7 h4
h6 8 ©Hf4 &h7 9 Lcd Hefb).
Other moves for White:
a) 9 ¢3 ¢6 10 £d3 is dull. This
position arose by transposition in
a game Keres-Petrosian, 1961,
which was drawn without much
fight: 10 ... £xd311 Hxd3 £.d6 12
W3 Hbd7 13 &4 &xf4 14 Wxi4
Wby 15 W3 Wd6 16 0-0-0 WdS 17
Wxd5 cd 18 f4 Hed 19 Dxed de 20
HeS5 Ed8 1-1A.
b) Livelier play was initiated by
Holmov against Ebralidze, 1949:
9 el e6 10 £d3 £xd3 11 Wxd3
Hd5? (‘Black’s desire to exchange
as many pieces as possible and
thus ease his defensive problems
seems entirely natural’, Holmov
writes. We would prefer 11... £d6
or 11 ... &bd7, since it is just here
that Ebralidze’s ‘defensive problems’
arise - for the very reason that he
loses time by exchanging) 12 0-0-0
@Oxf4 13 @xf4 Hd7 (as Holmov
rightly notes, 13 ... £d6isstrongly
met by 14 £xd6 Wxd6 15 HhS!
0-0 16 Hh3 or 15 ... Wd5 16
Dxgl+ Hf8 17 c4 Wa$ 18 Hxebt
fe 19 Eh3) 14 &bl HI6 15 LeS
Wh6 (White retains the initiative
after both 15 ... £d6 16 Wb3 and
. &g4 16 We2) 16 Eh3! (in
connexion with a subsequent He4,
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interesting possibilities arise for
the rook on the third rank) 16 ...
0-0-0 17 Ded Le7 18 W3 Ed5?(in
a position that was already difficult
-~ for example, 18 ... DHxe4 19 Wxed
&f6 20 Ef3! - Black commits
suicide) 19 c4 Ha5 20 d5! and the
front is broken through.

9 .. es

9 ... £a6!? is Bellon-Campora,
Torremolinos 1983.

For a long time this was thought
to favour White after 10 We2
Wxdd 11 0-0 or 10 ... e4 11 £e3
& bd7 12 0-0-0. But old judgements
need reconsidering.

10 We2 Wxd4
11 0-0 Abd7

Ortl..b512 £b3 2c513 &e3
Wd6 14 Eadl We7 15 £xc5 WxcS
16 ©HfhS!, and Black’s king is in
danger, Spassky-Foguelman, Mar
del Plata 1960.

12 3 Wd6
13 &Qe3 We7

13 ... ef is risky, because after
14 2xfd+ We7 15 W3 the black
king doesn’t manage to escape:
15 ... 0-0-0? 16 Wxc6+!

14 Dd3 e4
5 &f4 g5
16 hg hg
17  &hk3 g4
18 &g5 Kg6

White has not achieved anything,
Kallai-Foldi, Hungary 1979. It
probably doesn’t pay White to
avoid Variation C2.
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C2
7 M4 (25)
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Now, following the stock move
.. €5 (either at once or after 7 ...
&bd7 8 £.c4),an endgame usually
arises in which White’s bishops
are a powerful factor. Powerful,
but not of course decisive ~ the
ending is not unplayable for Black,
and hence White by no means
always attempts to reach it.

Black has:
C21 7 ... €5
C22 7 ... &bd7
C21

7 . es
8 Dxgé

Is White being over-hasty in
playing this move without exploiting
the chances given to him by the
threat of h4-hS (compare Variation
A) .. .7 Let us see: 8 de Wa5+ 9
£d2 Wxe5+ 10 £e2 &Hbd7 (not
0 .. Wxb2 Il Hxg6 hg 12 Ebl;
also 11 0-0!? as recommended by
Espig) 11 h4. Here Black has two
possibilities - 11 ... Wxb2, and

11... 0-0-0 - which will presumably
be evaluated by practical tests.
Nor are things clearer after 9 ¢3
(when offering a queen exchange
without having played &xg6, White
has to remove his c-pawn from
attack) 9 ... Wxe5+ 10 We2 H\bd7
11 h4 0-0-0. For example: 12 h3
£c2 13 Re3 £csN?

After 8 de, a game Kremenetsky-
Bagirov, Yaroslav Otborochnii
1982, continued instead § ... Wxd1+
9 &xdl Dgd 10 Hixgb hg (26).

Y
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There followed: 1! £e3 (an
unusual decision. If the books -
and your own eyes! - are to be
believed, the endgame after 11
Ded DxeSs is attractive for White.
For example, 12 £e2 f6 13 ¢3
@bd7 14 2e3 0-0-0 15 &2,
Fischer-Foguelman, Buenos Aires
1960; or 12 &f4 &bd7 13 ¢3 16 14
&c2, Stein-Holmov, 1964) 11 ...
Qxe3+ 12 fe &e7 13 &c4 Hd7 14
e6 Db6 15 £b3c516ad4cd 17 La2
fe 18 &e2 HcB, and the game was
drawn. More often it is Black who

\\

takes steps to avoid the endgame
which would arise after 11 Hed.

8 .. hg

9 de Was+
10 &d2 WyeS+
11 We2 (27)
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And now:

a) 11 ... Hbd7 12 WxeS+ Hixe5 13
£c3 Hed7! 14 £cd Ehd! 15 £b3
&cS 16 0-0-0 Hxb3+ 17 ab Ed8.
White has no ambitions here
(except to draw), Abashalumov-
Kasparov, USSR 1977.

b) 11 ... Wxe2+ 12 &xe2 Hbd7
13 0-0-0 £.c5 14 f40-0 15 {5 gf 16
Hxf5 Hfe§ 17 &Kf3 gb6 18 Hho+
&e7 19 Dgd DHxgd 20 Kxgd De5
21 Re2 6 22 hd &7 23 £.d3 Ke3
etc, Tsheshkovsky-Bagirov, USSR
1978. Again a draw!

What is it that stops White from
gaining a minimal advantage in
this two-bishop ending? Probably,
it’s just that Black’s pieces are
finely placed and co-operating
very well (incidentally, Bagirov
once said that instead of 14 ... 0-0
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in his game against Tseshkovksy,
14 ... &f8!7 was more promising;
the e-file is kept for the queen’s
rook, while the king’s rook is
active on the h-file anyway). It is
possible, though, that White’s
powerlessness is the result of not
arranging his own forces in the
best way (for example, we feel he
ought to castle short, firmly
protecting the pawn on f2).

If White keeps the queens on
with 11 £e2 (instead of 11 We2),
there are chances for both sides:

1..&5bd7(11... Wxb212 Ebl is
dangerous) 12 0-0 Wc7 (with the
idea of meeting 13 £c4 with 13 ...
hesd).

Cc22
7 .. &Hbd7
8§ 4&cd e5(28)

The postponement of ... €5 by
one move introduces nothing
fundamentally new into the play.
The only point is that White’s
bishop has already committed
itself.
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Some examples from practice:
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a) 9 de Wa5+, and now:

al) Keres-Kasparian, USSR Ch
1952, took a curious course: 10
$£d2 Wxe5+ 11 Hge2 £c5120-0
0-0-0 13 &g3 Wd4 14 £d3 Ehe8
15 b4 Rxb4 16 c3 Lxc3 17 Hge2
£xal 18 Hxd4 2xd4 19 We2. To
quote the tournament book: ‘An
exceptionally interesting position
has arisen. Strangely enough,
Kasparian offered a draw here,
and Keres accepted.” Indicating
that 14 ... &eS! would have given
Black the advantage, the same
book recommends White to play
line (b) below.

a2) In Panchenko-Guseinov, USSR
1979, White played 10 c3 Wxe5+
11 We2 Wxe2+ 12 &xe2, and - for
once! - achieved success: 12 ...
De5 13 Hxgb hg 14 £b3 £c5 15
£f4 Hed7 16 HI3 HfF 17h3as 18
a4 Le719 Eadl ©e5 20 £c2 HdS
21 &cl &b6 22 Hhel Hbxad 23
$£xad Hixad 24 Bd7, and Black’s
position is very difficult. The
failure of 16 ... &f8?! is obvious.
But even before that, Black’s
operations lacked precision. A
line more in keeping with 12 ...
&eS5 would be 14 ... HdS8, but
because this is dubious (15 f.e3),
Black ought to have developed his
bishop on move twelve - 12 ...
£c5. Now 13 h4 is ineffective (for
instance 13 ... &e5 14 £b3 Ed8 15
Zdl Exdl 16 fxdl Hed), while
after 13 &xgé hg White would

have two tempi less than in the
actual game (&£b3 and £f4).

b) 9 &Hxgé hg 10 de WasS+ 11 £d2
WxeS+ 12 We2 gives another
position of the familiar type. After
12 ... Wxe2+ 13 &xe2, Black is
simply a tempo up on Tseshkovsky-
Bagirov; if 13 &xe2, an interesting
reply is 13 ... Eh41? (14 £b3 Q¢S5
or 14 f4 £d6).

c) Against Portisch (Tilburg 1978),
Ljubojevi¢ chose a plan that might
seem wholly innocuous: 9 We2
We7 10 de Wxe5 11 £e3 £bd+ 12
c3 2c5 13 £xc5 Wxe2+ 14 £xe2
&Dxc5 15 0-0-0 (29). But the
position didn’t prove so simple.

*8

After 15 ... Ed8 16 3! (this
move, depriving the black knights
of the e4 square, would also be the
answer to 15 ... 0-0) 16 ... Exdl+
17 Hxdl &e7 18 Eel &d7 19 h4
h6 20 &xg6, White obtained the
better ending.

Couldn’t Black have utilised e4
sooner? 15 ... @ced4 16 &xgb hg
17 @xed Dxed 18 £63 Hgs5 (18 ...

Hxf27 19 Ehel+ &8 20 Ed2), or
18 Hhel &f8 19 L.c4 D6, doesn’t
seem to give White anything

tangible.

virtually the whole question
about the 6 &1e2 line boils down

5 9g3 Lg66 Dle2 23

to whether White has a plus in the
ending (see Tseshkovsky-Bagirov,
Panchenko-Guseinov and Ljubo-
jevic-Portisch). Still, let us not
forget one other problematic
position from Variation A: 6 ... €6
7 &f4 2d6 8 SHxgb hg 9 Hed.

Summary

6h4 h6 T@Dh3 €5

(Df6! — cf. 6 Dle2)

6 Hh3 €5 +
Hd7 x
(Df6! — cf. 6 Dle2)

6 H1e2 hé +
es +
e6 TDi4  &Hf6 R

Whda x
£d6 /00
DA77 HI4 €5 t/00
7 h4 h6 8&Hf4 RKh7 9Rcd €5 x
e6 +
&gf6 by
0f6e 7 h4 he 8&f4 K2h7 9 ¢3 =
9%e3
9 Rcd €5
(bdT — cf. 6 ... £d7)
(€6! — cf 6 £c4)
T4 e5 8 de  Wxdl+ x
Was+ =/00
8 Dxgb =/00
Sbd7 8 Lcd eSS 9 de
9 Hxgé =
9 We2 t/=




1 c6

2 ds

3 &Ac3 de

4 &Hxed &f5

5 &Hg3 Rg6

6 cd €6

7 812 &6 (30)

Chapters 2 and 3 have acommon
factor - the white king’s knight
takes the same route. Indeed, in
the previous chapter the white
bishop also frequently arrived on
c4.

By developing his bishop first,
White has forestalled play based

n..e5(6..4Hd77 &Dle2e580-0
is risky for Black). His own plans
have remained essentially the same
- he has sacrifices on e6 in
Variation A (8 h4 h6 9 &Hf4), as

well as hopes of the two bishops
(supplemented by the threat of h4-
h5) in Variation B with 8 &f4.

A new element is introduced by
8 0-0 £d6 9 f4 (Variation C), with
the intention of storming Black’s
kingside after f5.

7 ... Rd6 a move earlier, as
played by Petrosian against Simagin,
USSR 1956, is intended as an
antidote to the last-mentioned
plan. There can follow:

a) 8 0-0 &ad7 (31).

And now:

al) Against 9 f4 Petrosian had
prepared 9 ... &e7, and, since f5 is
impossible, White is left in a
strategically suspect position with
weak squares and little mobility
for his pieces.

a2) Simagin played 9 £b3, which
was met by 9 ... @e7 all the same
(though9 .. . 9gf6 104, leading to
positions in Variation C, should
be to Black’s liking with the moves
_ &\d7 and £b3interposed). The
ame deserves to be quoted more
fully: 10 &f4 Wc7 11 W3 &f6 12
Fel 0-0-01? 13¢3 &b 14a4 h5! 15
HHxgh Dxgb 16 Lc2 DA (better
16 ... h4 17 @f1 &4, with good
chances on the kingside) 17 h4!
5H4ds 18 Hed Sixed 19 &xed D6
20 &c2 Hgd 21 g3 Ehe822a5e5M
(22...a61)23 £.g511624 £d2ed 25
cd Bxel+ 26 Hxel ¢5 27 a6! and
Black’s king position became
insecure. However, despite White’s
eventual success, the move 9 £b3
is clearly of no great strength.
a3) 9 &Hf4 is more active, and
stronger - seeing that on 9 ... Wc7
the piece sacrifice 10 &xe6! fe (or
. &xfd 11 &xd7+ Hxd7 12
Wod+) 11 &Hxe6 We 12 HfS!
Lxf5 13 Hixg7+ &d8 14 &HxfS
gave White a palpable advantage
in Simagin-Goldberg, USSR 1961.
The sacrifice 10 Rxe6 is also
powerful against 9 ... Dgf6. Still,
9 .. &b6 10 &b3 (not 10 Lxe6?
fxfa) 11 ... &f6 is less clear.
b) The principal rejoinder is 8 hd!
h6 9 &f4 &xf4 (since 9 ... £h7 10
@ghS is unfavourable for Black,
he has to give up a bishop for a
knight and put his trust in the
solidity of his position) 10 &xf4

6 fcd 25

9f6 (32).
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There can follow:

bl) 11 ¥Wd2 &Hbd7 12 0-0-0 &d5
(Black succeeds in eliminating one
of the white bishops) 13 Hdel
2T7b6 14 2b3 Dxf4 15 Wxf4 HdS
16 WeS5 0-0 17 Hed Wb 18 Hd6
Ed8 19 &Hed Hb6 20 Wxbs
Zaxb8, and Black secured a draw
in Tal-Botvinnik, 15th match game
1960.

b2) 11 ¢3 Lbd7 12 We2 Hb6 13
£b3 a5 14 hS &h7 150-0 0-0 16
Efel a4 17 &d1 &HbdS 18 £d2 b5
19 Ecl Wb6 20 b3 ab 21 £xb3
Hfc8 22 c4 be 23 Excd Hed '41-14
Matanovic-Darga, Bled 1961. In
this game White’s advantage was
not in evidence.

b3) In ECO, Geller-Bagirov, 27th
USSR Ch 1960, is quoted as a
model: 11 h5 &h7 12 We2 Hbd7
(accepting the pawn sacrifice is
dangerous) 13 0-0-0 Ad5 14 £d2
A6 15 2d3 &xd3 16 Wxd3 Wc7
17 &bl 0-0-0 18 Eh4 We7 19 c4.
This position is evaluated with a
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*+’ sign, yet Bagirov’s comment is
worth putting on record: ‘I got the
draw eastly . . .’

An inferior but solid position is
a doubtful achievement -~ hence,
7 ... &f6! From Diagram 30,
White has:
A 8 h4
B 8 &f4
C 8 0-0
A

8 hd4(33)

%

In Spassky-Foguelman, Amster-
dam IZ 1964, Black’s play was
original: 8 ... &h5 9 £xh5 & xh5
10 f3 h6 11 &f4 2d6, but White’s
was powerful: 12 We2! &xf4 13
£xf4 nd7 14 g4 £.g6 15 0-0-0 Wf6
16 £d6 0-0-0 17 £b3 h5 18 We3!
Zhg8 20 dS!

9 of4 £h7(349)

The only difference between
this position and one that we
examined in Chapter 2 (Variation
B) is in the placing of Black’s

,,,,,,,
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knights - before, he had a knight
on d7, now there is one on f6. But
this difference is very important,
since in the first place it is easier
for Black to prepare castling, and
secondly White’s chances of a
successful sacrifice on e6 are
reduced (the tactical motif of
playing @xe6 and answering ...
£xf4 with £xd7+ is not available).
10 0-0

Kingside castling seems out of
keeping with the move h4; yet
it prepares for sharp play fol-
lowing a piece sacrifice on e6,
and in that kind of game the
position of the h-pawn is an
insignificant detail,

Alternatively:
a) Ciocaltea-Botvinnik, Tel Aviv
1964, went 10 Rb3 £d6 11 HfhS
Zg8! (after 11 ... 0-0 it isn’t clear
how serious White’s attacking
chances are; compare Santurian-
Makogonov, under b2 below. The
line chosen by Botvinnik demon-

7.
/

strates that castling long is more
reliable) 12 £f4 &xf4 13 Hxf4
Hbd7 14 Wd2 W7 15 0-0-0 0-0-0
16 ©Hd3 c5 17 W4 cd 18 Wxd4
51b6 19 W4 (19 We3 Hgd 20 We2
Hxf2H) 19 ... &xd3 20 Wxc7+
Hxc7 21 Exd3 Exd3 22 cd EdS,
with positional plus for Black in
the endgame. The move 10... £d6
is natural and best, whether White
plays 10 0-0, 10 £b3, 10 c3 or
10 We2. However, in the next
example Black plays differently.
b) 10 ¢3, and now:

bl) Aronin-Kasparian, Sochi 1952,
saw 10 ... &bd7. This recalls a
position from Variation B, Chapter
2, but of course the time wasted by
White on the move 10 ¢3, which
doesn’t help his attack, eases
Black’s task. The game is note-
worthy for the way in which this
task was mastered by Kasparian:
11 We2 We7!? (11 ... £d6 is also
possible, transposing into c2 below)
12 0-07 (12 fe3, with queenside
castling to follow, was correct)
12 ... g5!' 13 hg hg 14 ©Hh3 g4 15
g5 L6 16 4 gf 17 Wxf3 &h6 18
£f4 &d5 (Black has gained firm
possession of the initiative, and
now safely avoids the trap 18 ...
0-0-0 19 Wxc6+) 19 &xd5 Lxgs
20 Qe4 Hha! 21 £xg5 Wxgs 22
fxg6 Wxg6 23 Hael 0-0-0, and
the attack against the white king
ended successfully.

b2) A game Santurian-Makogonov,
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USSR 1948, in which 10
£d6 was played, ended in defeat
for Black, but is not convincing:
11 &fh50-0 12 £g5 £e7 13 £x1f6
£xf6 14 Wed Hh] 15 Ded fKxed
16 Wxed4 HA7 17 £d3 g6 18 g4
Was 19 Hf4 Efed 20 Axgot+ fg 21
Wxg6 He7 22 0-0-0 Wc7 23 g5
W4+ 24 &bl Hf8 25 Wxho+ gl
26 Ehgl Eg7 27 &h7+.

¢) The continuation 10 ¥e2 was
described by Keres as ‘strong and
elastic’. Isit? 10... £d6, and now:
cl) In Tal-Botvinnik, 5th match
game 1960, where 10 We2 appears
to have been played for the first
time, the game soon developed in
Black’s favour: 11 fe3 (11 £xe6?
0-01 11 ... &bd7 12 HghS &xh5
13 &xhS Eg8! (‘after this game,
defending the g7 pawn by such
means became the norm in the
present situation. Black is not
afraid to castle long, since White
too can only castle on that side’ -
Botvinnik) 14 g4 ¥Wc7 15 g5 &.g6!
16 0-0-0 (16 gh? Was5+) 16 ...
0-0-0 17 &gl hg 18 Lxgs &f4+ 19
&xf4 (‘after 19 &bl fxg5 20 hg,
the pawn on g5 would be weak’ -
Botvinnik) 19 ... £xfd4+ 20 We3
Who! 21 £d3 &xd3 22 Exd3 @b6
23 ¥Wxh6 gh, and White will have
to struggle to draw.

¢2) A game Keres-Olafsson, Bled
1961, saw what Keres called ‘a
new and successful experiment’:
11 ¢3 (35):
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11 ... &bd7 12 £xe6! (this
sacrifice is ‘undoubtedly correct,
and leads virtually by force to an
endgame with bishop and three
pawns against two knights. This
distribution of forces is most
unusual, but the better prospects
are on White’s side’ - Keres) 12 ...
fe 13 Sxe6 We7 14 DS L xf5 15
DxgT+ Hf7 16 Hixf5 Wxe2+ 17
Hxe2 He6? (‘Black would have a
perfectly acceptable position if he
succeeded in playing ... h5 to
prevent White from fixing the
weakness on hé6. To this end, he
should have played 17... £f8!On
18 h5, Black would considerably
relieve his position by 18 ... &e6
19 &h4 Eg8 20 Hg6 £.d6! 21
£xh6 @Qxh5 22 ExhS Exg6 -
Keres) 18 &Hxd6 &xd6 19 &f4+
&e6 20 h5! Now White’s advantage
is evident, and after some more
mistakes by his opponent, Keres
achieved the win.

So the experiment was successful.
However, as Keres himself wrote,

‘after White had opened the h7-bl
diagonal with 11 ¢3, queenside
castling became risky for him.
Therefore Black could have played

1 ... 0-0!, after which I doubt if
White would have had the slightest
chance of organising a successful
attack.’

Twenty years later, in Hébert-
Vranesi¢, Montreal Z 1981, Black
acted on this advice: 11 ... 0-0! 12
Dd3 Hbd7 13 He5 WcT 14 Hxd7
Wxd7 15 Eh3 e5 16 de £xe5 17
£e3 Efe§, with the initiative.

10 .. £d6

0 ... &d5 is no good because of

11 &xd5 (another strong reply is
11 Wed (612 We2, or 11 ... &Hd7
12 £xdS cd 3 ©Hxd5 ed 14 Eel+
£e7 15 Wxg7) 11 ... cd 12 Whs,
with the threat of &xe6 which is
hard to parry. For example: 12 ...
W6 13 Hel &d8 14 HxdS!ed 15
WxdS+ Hd7 (or 15 ... &c7 16
@hS) 16 £d2 Hb8 17 HhS Wc6?
18 £a5+ 1-0 Hjorth-Tempone,
Junior World Ch 1982.

11 Hxeb

If Black safely castles, he hasan
obvious advantage owing to the
pawn on hd4. Yet in Bellon-
Seirawan, Las Palmas 1981, White
unaccountably allowed this to
happen: 11 &gh50-0 12 Hel Ze8
13 ¢3 &bd7 14 £d2 5 15 Wb3
Ef8 16 de &Hxe5 17 Eadl HxhS518
&Hxh5 Wxhd 19 &4 &Hxcd 20
Wxcd £b8 21 Wb4 c5 (21 ..

Wxh5? 22 Wxfg+) 22 WxcS fxf4

3 & xg3, with an extra pawn.
23 ’ e

1
12 .Qxe6 (36)
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This position, which occurred
for the first time in Tal-Botvinnik,
9th match game 1960, has remained
controversial ever since. In parti-
cular, Black has been quite unable
to decide on the best move to be
played now.

a) Barczay-Schneider, Hungarian
Ch 1977, went: 12 ... &e7 13 Eel
He 14 £xh6 &f8 15 &h5 gh
16 %f3, and . . . Black resigned!
This miniature gives rise to a
whole host of questions. Why not
14...gh .. .? Then neither 15 Wd2,
nor 15 Wf3, nor 15 &hS gives
sufficient attack. Why not 14 &hS
(with the same intentions as in the
game)? And the chief question is,
why not the obvious 14 £.c8+ &f8
15 Rxb7 .. .7 Inthe variation 15...
Kxg3 16 fg £xc2 17 Exe8+ Wxes
18 Wxc2 Wel+ Black gives mate;
but White obtains the advantage
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after 18 Wd2, as he does in the case
of the transposition 15 ... £xc2 16
Exe8+ Wxe8 17 Wxc2 &xg3
18 Qe3!

b) A more solid line is 12 ... &xg3
13 fg We7 14 Eel Led, as in
Biriescu-Rooze, 1980. There fol-
lowed: 15 &5 &£xf5(15... &bd7is
dubious because of 16 g4, but 15...
0-0 is perfectly playable. For
example, 16 £xh6 gh 17 fxed
Nxed 18 Wed+ We7 19 Bxed Hd7
with the better chances for Black;
also 16 g4! Wf7! 17 &xed Hxed 18
Exed W2+ 19 &h2 Wxh4+ 20
gl W2+ with a draw, or - if
Black wants it - unclear play after
21 &h2 HA7? 22 4e3) 16 ExeT+
&xe7. Although Rooze lost this -
position (17 Wel+ &Hf7 18 Wb4 b6
19 £d2 Hbd7 20 Hf1 Le6 21 g4
a5 22 Wd6 &xgd 23 Wxc6 Hac8 24
Wb5 Ehe8 25 Wb3+ &f8 26 Ef4
Hed 27 c4 Hce8 28 ¢5 bc 29 Hxed
Exed 30 dc a4 31 Wd3 Hf7 32 c6
De5 33 Wb5 He2 34 L¢3 Hgb 35
Weda+ HIB 36 £ xf6),itis clear that
either of the other results would
also have been possible.

¢) In Tal-Botvinnik, Black prepared
for queenside castling without
worrying about the discovered
check: 12 ... Wc7 13 Eel &bd7.
This forced White to play 14
He8+ HE 15 &xh7  Hxh7
16 &f5. There followed: 16 ...
g6!? (Black acquiesces in material
equality - a piece for three pawns
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- but quickly completes his
mobilisation. His pieces will now
be operating in harmony’ -
Botvinnik) 17 &xh6+ &g8 18
Dxd6 Wxd6 19 £g5 (in Tal’s
opinion, 19 Wd2 He7 20 £f4 was
stronger) 19 ... Ee7 (‘the rook
exchange reduces the attacking

potential of White’s pieces. An

essenatial feature of the position is
that White doesn’t yet have a
single pased pawn. If he tries to
obtain some with 20 Exe7 Wxe7
21 h3, then Black will have attractive
possibilities either in the endgame
after 21 ... gh 22 WxhS &xh5 23
£.xe7 &f4, or in the attacking line
1... &g722hg Eh8’ - Botvinnik)
20 Wd3 g7 21 Wg3? Bxel+ 22
Hxel Wxg3 23 fg Ef8!, and
Botvinnik won the endgame.
Eighteen years later, the position
in Diagram 36 occurred once
more in a game by Tal. This time
his opponent was Vukié (Bugojno
1978). On 12... Wc7, White played
13 &h5 Hf8 14 c4 (M.Kondratiev
gives 14 f4 06 15 Dxfo+ Exf6 16
f5 27 17 £.g5 hg 18 hg Exe6 19fe
£xe6 20 Wh5+ &d7 21 Eael, or
. Rg6 20 W3 We7 21 Wh3
Dd8 22 ¢4, and assesses White’s
chances optimistically; this analysis
is probably open to doubt) 14 ...
Kg6 15 g3 Hbd7 16¢5 £xg3 17
fg &d5 18 Eel 0-0-0 19 Wga 27
20 axdS &xd5 21 £f4 (this
bishop is White’s last hope) 21 ...

h5 22 WeSs (22 Wxh5 would be met
by 22 ... Hxf4) 22 ... Wa5, and
White’s chances are of a purely
practical nature.

d) 12 ... &Hbd7 13 Eel Wc7.
Botvinnik went so far as to
recommend this as a way of
avoiding 12 ... Wc7 13 &HYh5 Ef8 14
f4, which used to be considered
strong for White — although against

Vuki¢, as we saw, Tal took a-

different course.

Chances of a practical nature -
this is probably the truest appraisal
of the possibilities given to White
by the 8 hd4 variation. Objectively,
Black’s chances are at least no
worse.

B

8 &f4(37)
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We have here a position from
Chapter 2 (Variation A), with the
difference that instead of the very
powerful h4 (after 6 &le2 e6 7
@f4 Df6), White has played $.c4.
The threat of 9 h4 is still there, but
Black has gained an important

m—
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The following line looked good
in practice: 8 . . &©d5 9 Hixgb hg
10 £b3 &d7 ll &d2 Wha 12 ¢3
$d6 13 W3 N7(6 14 Qe2 (or
14 0-0-0 &f4) 14 ... Wed 15 Wxed
Oyxed 16 fLcl 0-0-0 17 £.c2 Def6
18 h3 &5 19 de &xe5, Polugayevsky-
Osnos, USSR 1965.

Criticising the slowness of White’s
play (10 £b3, 11 .Qd2),B91eslavsky
reommended an aggressive set-up
with 10 Hed! Whd 11 We2 fe7
(11 ... Df6 12 g5 Wxd4? 13
&Hxf7) 12 £d2 Hd7 13 0-0-0 2716
14 &g5, when White has the better
chances.

9 2h3

All this is familiar from the
previous chapter; in case of 9 h4
Black is ready to attack the knight
on f4 (9 ... Wc7), while White
defends his c-pawn so as to answer
9 ... Wc7 with 10 Wf3.

Alternatives:
a) In Tal- Botvinnik, 17th match
game 1960, White played 9 &xg6
hg 10 £g5 Hbd7 11 0-0 Wa5. As
Tal has written, ‘White hasn’t a
scrap of opening advantage. But
he could still have steered towards
the haven of a draw with 12 ¥d2.
He has not much choice; any
retreat of the bishop on g5 is
inconsistent, the exchange on {6 is
wholly devoid of positional sense,

defending with 12 Wcl is passive,
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and the move 12 f4 is simply
bad ... Yet 12 f4 was just what he
played, and after 12...0-0-0 13 a3
Wc7 14 b4 b6 15 fe2 LeT (with
threats of 16 ... ¢5 17 bc Exd4, or
16 .. &©fd5), a position was
reached which bears out his judge-
ment of White’s 12th move.

b) In the second game of the
return match in 1961, Tal played
9 0-0 (38).
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- and Botvinnik found a strong
reply: 9 ... &d5! (after 9 ... Wc7
10 Wf3 &xc2,Black is dangerously
behind in development; White can
play, for example, 11 &fhS &xhS
12 &xhS5 0-0 13 £h6). This
challenges White to exchange on
g6, after which Black would have
chances of exploiting the h-file.
After 10 ©gh5 0-0 11 b3 Ad7 12
&Hxgb hg 13 g3 Wha 14 Wd3
Had8, Black obtained a com-
fortable game.

9 .. W7

Or:

a) At this point, 9 ... &d5 is
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ineffective, as a game Korchnoi-
Petrosian, Stockholm 1962, showed:
10 &xg6 hg 11 Hed! Le7 12 0-0
&d7 13 c4 8516 14 Hg5! &h7 15
Df3 Wc7 16 g3 ¢5 (on 16 ... 0-0-0,
Boleslavsky advised 17 We2 Ehe8
18 &f4 ©d6 19 Le3!, threatening
20 c5 or 20 d5) 17 d5 e5 18 La4,
with a substantial plus for White.
This game brings out some subtle
points connected with the exchange
on gb6; the h-file is important, yet
Black needs to be fully equipped
to meet &Hg3-e4 - when White’s
worst piece is activated.
b) It’s interesting to compare the
above game with Jansa-Bagirov,
1966: 9 ... &bd7 10 W13 (on 10 0-0
Black would play 10 ... &d5! all
the same, while 10 h4 Wc7 11 W3
transposes into a line given below,
in Note (a) to White’s 11th) 10 ...
a5 11 a4 &dS 12 Hxg6 hg 13 &ed
@7f6! Bagirov doesn’t waste time
retreating his bishop, since on
14 &xd6+ Wxd6 he wins a pawn
(one threat being 15 ... Wbd+).
Jansa sacrificed the pawn, obtaining
some compensation after 15 £d2
Exh2 16 0-0-0 Xxhl 17 Hxhl
HeT.
10 Wf3
11 0-0(39)
11 h4, which was the main
threat, is now rejected because of
11 .. e5, with the following
variations:
a) 12 de &xe5 13 We2 0-0-0 14 hS

Dbd7

B 77?————_—

Degd 15hghg 16 Exh8 Exh8, and
it’s difficult for White to defend
(17 Wf3 & h2, or 17 Wcd Wbo 18
Dd3 Hxf2 19 Hx2 Lxg3).

b) 12 &xg6 hg 13 £e3 0-0-0
14 0-0-0 (14 £xf77 ed 15 £xd4
De5) 14 ...ed 15 £xd4 HcSwitha
good game.

After 11 £e3, Black had no
problems in Kupreichik-Chandler,
Hastings
120-0-0 ¢5 13 Hxgb hg 14 dec HHxcs
15 &bl £e5 16 h3 a5 17 &xc5
Wxc5 18 Hed Hxed 19 Wxed Bd4
etc.

The move 11 0-0 was preferred
by Simagin, who won two corre-
spondence games with it.
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Both his opponents continued:

1 .. es
12 &Hxgé hg
And now:

a) Simagin-Holetschek, corres
1964, went 13 h3!? (after 13 Hel
0-0-0 14 2xf7 ed 15 £xg6 He5 16
K15+ b8 16 £f5+ b8 17 Wdl
g6 18 &h3 &d5 White is in

1981-2: 11 .. 0-0-0

a dangerous situation, Kotkov-
Antoshin, 1963) 13 ... 0-0-0 (if
13 .. ed, then 14 We2+ s
unpleasant) 14 ¢3 Edf8 15 Ke3
fha 16 £g5 ¢4 17 We2 Ehh8 18
flae] (Black has a strong initiative
after 18 @xed £h2+ 19 &hl Hel
20 £3 &h5) 18 ... Dh7 (Holetschek’s
conception will be refuted, but
18 ... £xg3 19 fg is bad too.
Evidently the chief mistake occurred
earlier) 19 &xed! Lh2+ 20 &hifs
71 £e7 He8? (21 ... fe 22 &xf8
Hhxf8 23 Wxed4 favours White,
but Black would not yet be
doomed) 22 &Hc5 &Hgs 23 &xg51?
(after 23 £e6 Dxe6 24 Wxeb, or
23 ... Hxe7 24 &xd7+ Exd7 25
Hixd7 Wxd7 26 Bxh2 14 27 Hgl!,
White wins fairly simply. However,
one annotator has maintained
that on 23 &e6 Holetschek had
prepared ‘winning variations starting
with 23 Hxh3’. We have
managed to ascertain that after
24 Lxd7+ Wxd7 25 Hixd7 Df4!
White has no defence against . . .
perpetual check! But 25 gh Wd5+
26 &xh2 Hxe7 27 Wd3!, or at
once 24 gh, would not even give
Black that chance) 23 ... Exe2 24
Hxe2 &Hxc5 25 dc £e5 26 g3!
(the point of Simagin’s original
idea; Efel next move will force
the bishop on e5 to retreat. After
that, the white bishops will create
irresistible threats from e6 and f4.
The situation is so grave that on
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the last move Black ought to have
returned the queen - 25 ... 21426
He7 £xg5 - with some slight
drawing chances) 26 ... b6 (26 ...
Lxg3 27 fg Exh3+ 28 Eh2 does
not alter matters) 27 Hfel &6 28
£14 Wd8 29 He6, and White won.
In our view, instead of 15 ... Eh4
followed by 16 ... e4, Black should
have played 15 ... ed 16 £.xd4
QDeS, or 16 cd &Hb6. With this plan
in view, it is better if he also places
his king on the other wing - 13 ...
0-0.
b) In a game against Dubinin,
corres 1966, Simagin chose 13 ¢3,
and after 13 ... ¢571 (13 ... 0-0) 14
£g50-015dc £xc516 Hadl #c6
17 Wxc6 be 18 Hfel a3 19 &Qed
£a7 20 £x16 Hxf621 Hxfo+gf 22
Ed7, he obtained a clearly superior
endgame (the bishop on b3 is
very powerfull!).
The white king’s bishop played
a major role in both these games,
and one can’t help wondering why
it was necessary (in the position on
Diagram 39) to lengthen this
bishop’s diagonal with 11 ... e5.
While the counter-stroke 11 ... e5
was natural as a reply to 11 h4, it
seems more appropriate to meet
110-0 with 11...0-0 (12 h4eS!), or
.. 0-0-0 (perhaps followed by
.. ¢5).
And finally, before we finish
with 8 &Of4, let us recall Jansa-
Bagirov. It may be that the order
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of moves in that game (9... & bd7)
was the most accurate.
C

8 0-0 £d6

A few words about 8 ... £Hbd7,

the chief aim of which is to
counter 9 f4 with an immediate
9 ... &b6 10 £b3 c5. Instead of
9 f4, there is more point in 9 &f4,
forcing 9 ... &b6 (9 ... £d6 10
L£xe6!) 10 £b3 £d6. We have
examined this position before
(6 ©h3 &d7 in Chapter 2), and
repeat that we doubt the soundness
of bringing the knight to bé.

9 f4040)

Black can choose between:
Cl 9 .. Wc7
C29.. &f5
C3 9 .. w47
and also 9 ... Ded 10 5! L xg3 11
Dxg3 Dxg3 12 fg Hixfl 13 ef+
Dxf7 14 Wgd He8 15 & h6! (Keres)
- compare C1 below.
C1

9 . We7
10 15! ef

11 &xf5 (41)

11 .. Kxh2+
It’s. easier for Black to
organise his defences if he

doesn’t waste time taking this
pawn - 11 ... @xf5 12 Bxf5 &Hbd7.
An example is Zaitsev-Pavlov,
1967: 13 &hl 0-0 14 Wl Hae§ 15
Kg5b5 16 £d3 £1d5 17 Wf3 f6 18
£.d2g619 Exd5cd 20 £h6 Ef72]
Wxd5 a6, with chances for both
sides.
12 &ht 0-0
Or 12 ... &xf5 13 BxfS £d6 14
2h6! Hg8 15 &H)f4 We7 16 Hh5
Dbd7 17 Dxgl+ A8 18 Wel
Dgd 29 Ke5 Hdf6 20 HhS ete
Sejkora-Groszpeter, 1979, ,
13 g3
We are following the game
Keres—Golombek, Moscow 1956;
the way Black’s position now
collapsed was a good start for the
opening line. A game Shianovsky-
Spiridonov, played ten years later,
Is a variation on the same theme:
13 Wel &£d6M 14 Dxg7! dxg7 15

pm—

f1xf6 nd7 16 Wha Efed 17 £h6+
&h8 19 £g5 &e7 20 Exgb etc.
13 ... Axfs
14 Exf5 £xg3
15 Exf6!  We7
There followed: 16 Wfl Wed+
17 Wf3 Wha+ 18 &g2 Wh2+ 19
&fl Wh3+ 20 Wg2 etc.

C2
9 .. &f5

The general opinion (notwith-
standing the Zaitsev-Paviov game
under C1) is that Black ought not
to allow f5. The reason is not
merely that this advance is dan-
gerous for him. The pawn on f4
has curtailed the mobility of the
white queen’s bishop and king’s
knight; and if Black succeeded in
turning this short-term factor into
a long-term one, he could contend
for the opening advantage.

This idea is so attractive that it
gave rise to such an unusual recipe
(suggested by Furman).

10  &xf5 ef (42)
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The f4 pawn is blocked, and
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weak points in the White camp
(on e3 and e4) have been exposed.
But no small price has been paid
for this. Black’s pawn structure
has been spoilt, and his king
position is not entirely secure.
(The move ... g6 is not to be
avoided, but after that White's
bishop on the al-h8 diagonal may
prove dangerous, especially in
conjunction with an eventual
piece sacrifice on f5.) What has
practice revealed?
11 Qg3

The advantages of bringing the
knight to e5, by 11 &ht W7
12 &gl etc, are doubtful. In
Westerinen-Kagan, Ybbs 1968,
White surrendered the e3 square
for the sake of the al-h8 diagonal:
12 b3!? bd7 13 £b2 0-0 14 &d3
g6 15 Wel Hfe8 16 Wh4 hdS17a3
Wds 18 Who He3? 19 Ef3 41820
Wh3 Hxc2? (a mistake which
Kagan had been preparing with
his 18th move; he should have
played 20 ... g4, or, earlier, 18 ...
£18. After the capture on c2,
Black comes under a heavy
attack) 21 Bcl Hxa3 22 Hg3 Dbs
23 §xf5! f6 24 d5! 23725 Who
£18 26 Wh4, with a won position.

1 .. g6
12 Xel+ &f8
13 W3

A tense, unclear position resulted
after 13 b3 Hbd7 14 W3 h5! 15
£b2 h4 16 &f1 Hed 17 d5 Who+
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18 Qe3 &df6 19 dc be 20 h3 Bh7
21 Hadl £b4 22 Be2 4¢3
23 fa3+ g8 24 Hh2 Hes,

Panchenko-Bagirov, Burevestnik
Ch, 1975.
13 ... We7
Not 13 ... &4bd7? 14 Wb3.
14 4d3 c5
15 ds!

In the correspondence game,
Altshuler—M.Zagorovsky, 1964, the
weaker 15 ¢3 was played. While
White, with this move, prevented
his own bishop from coming out
onto the aggressive diagonal,
Black made full use of his chances
to seize the initiative: 15 .. Abd7
16 &hl hS! 17 ge3 Dg4 18 dc
£xc5 19 £xc5 HixeS 20 S0 De6

21 Efl h4 22 &e2 Dg5123 Wd3 h3
0-1.

15 ... c4
16  2xfs! gf
17 &Hxf5 &bd7
18 &d2 Hg8
19 4¢3 Hgo

The knight on f5 and bishop on
¢3 ensure Black continual worries
about the defence of his king.
Here 19 ... &xf47 fails against

20 Rbd+ HeS 21 Wxfar

20 &hi Zds

21  Eadl @Dbe

22 Hh4! &bxds
Or 22 ... Eh6 23 Wo3.

23 Hxg6+ hg
24 Hxds Dxds
25 Wxds 2xf4

26 Wf3! He8
By now there is no defence:

a) 26 ... £g5 27 Wh3.
b) 26 .. &£d2 27 &xd2 Exd?
28 wfe,
¢) 26 ... &g8, and now not 27
Wh3? £e5!, but 27 416!
d)26... Ed727 Wh3 $e528 Exes
Wxe5 29 Wxd7.

27 Lg7+
and Black resigned, Yefimov-
Shakarov, corres 1981,

In the position after 17 Dxfs,
there is probably no necessity for
Black to lose. Still less would we
take it upon ourselves to condemn
9 ... &f5 outright on the basis of
this game (together with Westerinen-
Kagan). The conclusion that
suggests itself, though, is that the
drawbacks to this continuation
(insecure king position) outweigh
its advantages.

Longago, Boleslavsky suggested
a different way of preventing f35.
We shall now turn to this.

10 £d3
Also: -

a) At this point, the pawn sacrﬁ1f1ce
10 £52 ef 11 &£d3 QDed s dup10u§.
b) An idea that looks logical is
10 &b3, followed by ¢4 and d5, so
as to remove the pawn from ep
and renew the threat of fS. But this
is hardly practicable after 10 ...
Ha6 11 c4 DcT.
¢) In Eolian-Kasparov, USSR
Junior Ch 1977, the pointless
10 &h1?! allowed Black to seize
the initiative at once with 10 ... h5!
(the knight on g3 is short of room)
11£5ef 12 &Di4 2xf4 13 Exf4hd 14
Wel+ &8 15 He2 h3.

10 .. S$xd3

11 Wxd3 g6 (44)

,,,,,,,
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As Boleslavsky wrote, ‘although

the black queen is depriving the
knight on b8 of its natural square,
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the white pieces are not well
enough placed to exploit this’. It
only remains for us to give a game
which confirmed Boleslavsky’s
opinion and drew attention to the
strategic risk that White has
incurred by playing f4.

Van der Wiel-Seirawan, Baden
bei Wien 1980: 12 b3 Ha6 13 £b2
£eT 14 ¢4 T 15 W3 0-0 16 Hicl
Deed! 17 Hd3 Hg7 18 He5 We7
19 h3 Had8 20 Zadl (the
annotators were right to advise a
morce energetic course of action:
20 &e2, with g4 to follow) 20 ...
h5! 21 @De2 hd! 22 Hig4 &fhs 23
Wel Hh7 24 3 OFS 25 &iel &16
26 g4 &h8 27 DeS? (after 27
Wcl White would ‘merely’ have a
bad position) 27 ... Hxf4!, and
Black won.

To conclude: efforts by White
to create sharp play (8 h4, or 8§ 0-0
£d6 9 f4) should be welcome to
Black. The line 8 &f4 is more
solid, but there again the choices
at Black’s disposal are not bad,
and are at any rate more interesting
than in Chapter 2, where the
knight is transferred to f4 without
a preliminary 6 £c4.
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7.. 2dé6
Dfe 8 hd

8 D4

8 0-0

Summary
Hhs
h6é 9&f4 £h7 10 &b3
10 We2
10 0-0 &dS
£d6 11 ghs
11 Hixe6
Hds
£d6 9 Hxg6
9 0-0
9 &bl 4HdS
Abd7
We7 10%13  Hbd7 11 hd
11 &e3
11 0-0
Dbd7 9 14
9 N4
&do 9 f4 We7
215
Wd7

ﬁ
g
h

i+ I 8

o+ 0+ g AHEHT0 H
I

4 6D

1 ed c6
2 d4 ds
3 &c3 de
4 Hxed afs
5 &Hg3 £g6
6 Df3(47)

The plans for White that we
examined in the preceding sections
were not lacking in aggressiveness.
In the present chapter, we shall be
analysing variations and positions
of a different nature, in which
White sets his hopes of advantage
merely on his slightly more active
pieces and slightly greater man-
oeuvring space.

Another move to have been
played with the aim of consolidating
White’s spatial gains is 6 f4 (45).

Z&?/&

7

However - just as in Variation

C, Chapter 3 - practice has shown
that in the subsequent play the
weaknesses formed in the white
camp by the advance of the
f-pawn make themselves felt.
Thus:

a) The game Marshall-Capablanca,
New York 1927, is characteristic:
6..e67 3 £d68 £d3(or8 fc4
De7 9 0-0 Hd7 10 DeS Df6 11 ¢3
We7 12 We2 0-0 13 e3¢5 14 dc
axc5 15 &xc5 WxcS+ 16 &hl
Ead8 with a fine position for
Black, Stolz-Flohr 1931) 8 ... &e7
9 0-0 »d7 10 Hhl Wc7 11 HeS
Zd8 12 We2 £xd3 13 &Axd30-014
£d2c515 Ded HIS16dc DxcS. If
White could now move his pawn
back to {2, he would equalise . . .
b) ECO gives some interesting
lines: 6 ... h8!1? 7 &3 (7 15?7 &xf5)
7...h4 8 &e2 HdT 9 Hie5 HxeS 10
fe e6 11 &f4 &fS, with the better
chances for Black; or 7h4 6 8 Hf3
Nd79 £cd4 2e7100-0 W7 (10 ...
£xh4? 11 5! with an attack) 11
Ae2 0-0-0.

In practice, the trouble with
Black’s idea in (b) above is its lack
of adaptability. By a change of
move order — 6 h4 h6 (6 ... h5 7
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& h3') 7 f4 — White eliminates the
possiblility of ... h5. Then, after
7 ...e6 8 &f3 Hd7 9 hS Lh7 10
£d3 &£xd3 11 Wxd3 Wc7 12 Rd2
(46), we reach positions of a
modern kind, only with a white
pawn on {4,

/*/‘// E A
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There can follow:

a) 12 ... &Hgf6, and now:

al) 13 He5 2d6 14 0-0-0 0-0 15
e (or 15 W3 Hfd8 16 &bl c517
SHxd7 BExd7 18 dc &xc5 19 &3
DdS5 20 &e5 £d6 21 &xd6 Exdb
22 Ed4 Ec6 23 ¢3 Hc8, with
an active position for Black,
Shamkovich-Dely, 1981) 15 ... ¢5
16 &xd7 xd7 17 &bl Hfd8 18 g4
cd 19 g5 &c520 Wxda £.1821 We3
hg 22 fg EdS5 23 &c3 Exdl+ 24
Exdl Hd8 25 Efl HdS, with
chances for both sides, Diickstein-
Hort, 1968. Diickstein’s handling
of the position was good if only
because it stopped the defects of
the move f4 from showing. Hort’s
play needs refining - this purpose
seems to be served by 15 ... EfdS,

threatening to capture twice on e5
(if 16 &xd7, then 16 ... Exd7).

a2) 13 0-0-0 c5 14 We2 0-0-0 15
De5 Hb6 16 dc £xc5, and Black
obtained a fully satisfactory position
in Kavalek-Saidy, Las Palmas

1973. However, the modern treat-

ment of the Caro-Kann demands
a different decision: 14 ... £d6,
with kingside castling to follow.
ECO’s recommendation must be
viewed as an oddity: 15 @f5 &xf4
16 dc, with the evaluation ‘t’.
After the natural 16 ... 0-0 Black
has a winning position!

b) 12 ... 0-0-0 13 0-0-0 £d6
appears more subtle. In Ciocaltea-
Golombek, Moscow 1956, White
was forced to renounce He5 and
play 14 &e2 Qgf6 etc. Of course,
13 We2 is more accurate.

But, to return to 6 &Hf3:
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Here Black has:

6 ... D16

6 ... »d7

Variation A is played now and
again when Black is sceptical

D e

about White’s possible  De5.
yariation B occurs considerably
more often. In this chapter we
shall look at some insipid plans by
White, beginning with 7 2c4 (B1)
or7 £d3(B2). The remaining two
thirds of the book will be devoted
to the continuation 7 h4.

A
6 .. &6 (48)
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We have often happened to
read that ‘6 ... &©d7 is essential
here, in view of the threatened 7 h4
h6 8 &e5’. However, there do exist
other opinions.

7 hd4

7 &e5 §bd7 8 &xgb hg is to
Black’s liking, just as it was in
similar positions in Chapters 2
and 3. In exchange for the bishop,
White has given not only a knight
(his better one, incidentally) but
also the h-file and a certain
amount of time.

1. h6

Or:

a) If Black plays 7 .. e6,
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disregarding the advance of the
h-pawn, White obtains a highly
favourable position after 8 h5 £ed
9 Dxed Hxed 10 £d3 D611 We?.
b) In Suetin-Ratner, USSR 1951,
Black halted the h-pawn with 7...
&h5. Suetin’s further conduct of
the game has been very highly
praised in opening handbooks:
8 Del (49).
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8 ... ©d7 9 g4 Dhf6 10 h5 fed 11
Dg3 WasS+ 12 £d2 Wds 13 &g2
£.xf3 14 Wxf3 Wxd4 15 g5 £Hd5 16
0-0-0 &e5 17 Wb3 0-0-0 18 £a5
Wf4+ 19 &bl, and in view of his
very backward development Black
is unable to organise a defence.

However, a full two decades
ago Suetin himself asserted that
after 8 ... e6! 9 g4 &f6 10 h5 Led
11 &g3 Qxf3 12 Wxf3 Wxdd 13 g5
&9d5 14 g6, the position is ‘not
easy to assess’. This is the first
reason for questioning whether
6 ... &d7 is ‘essential’.

8 &es
Gaining a tempo . . .
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It could be maintained that a
more practical choice is 8 h5
{or8 £d3)8 ... £h79 2d3, taking
the game into familiar variations.
Yet there is no certainty that after
9 ... 2xd3 10 Wxd3 e6 Black will
not achieve a scheme of develop-
ment which is original (without ...
&d7) and good.

8 .. 2£h7
9 2cd4 €6 (50)
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So White has utilised the defect
of 7 ... &f6, and his pieces have
taken up active posts. But what
now? Fischer, for example, has
written that after 10 We2 HdS
(10 ... Wxd4? 11 &xf7), with ...
&d7 to follow, Black equalises.
The following game shows that
the forward position of the knight
on e5 may actually prove a
hindrance to White, facilitating
his opponent’s counterplay.

10 We2 &HdS 11 0-0 (White
probably does better to castle
long: 11 2d3 &d7 12 £d2 and
13 0-0-0) 11 ... &d7 (11 ... Wxh4?

12 £xd5) 12h5 £d6 13 el 0-0 14
a3 Wce7 15 fa2 Ead8 16 c4 256
17 b4 b6 18 £b2 c519 Hacl cd 20
£xd4 DHxe5 21 Lxe5 Lxe5 22
WxeS Wxe5 23 Exe5 Ed2 with a
favourable endgame, Liao-Campora
1982.

So we see there is more to 6 ...
&6 than just its shortcomings.
B

6 .. aHd7

We now examine these con-

tinuations:

Bl 7 &c4

B2 7 &d3

and also 7 fe2 (571). It isn’t
entirely clear why White should
want his bishop on the a2-g8
diagonal if it isn’t supported by a
knight on f4. Therefore even 7
£e2 looks no worse than 7 £c4,
although here too, as the following
games show, the position offers
few chances to White:

si\ &7 Q%QM
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7 ... €6 8 0-0 (would the reader

like some entertainment? Geissert-
Stark, 1973, went 8 c3 Wc7 9 £HHh4

D e

Hgfo 10 =3 Se7 11 Wb30-0 12
Hxg6 hg 13 hd e5 14 h5 &Hxh5 15
$xh5 gh 16 Exh5 @f6 17 Ehd ed
18 Wc2 Efe8 19 Sfl Wa5 20 Hf5
Had8 21 Dxd4 Exd4 22 c¢d - an
inaccuracy - 22 .. Wel+) 8
&Hgf6, and now:

a)9c4 £e710b30-0 11 Dhda W7
12 £b2 Bfd8 13 &Hxgb hg 14 We2
e5! 15 Eadl ed 16 &£xd4 K5 17
$c3 £d6 18 b4 ¢5 19 bS Le5 20
$£3 £xc3 21 Wxc3 918 22 Hed
Hxed 23 Kxed, and a draw was
agreed, Dizdarevi¢-Kele€evi¢, Sara-
jevo 1982,

b) 9 Hel £d6 10 &1 Wc7 11 c4
0-0 12 £d2 c¢5 13 £c3 Efd8 14
We2 cd 15 ©Hxd4 a6 16 Hedl &)c5
(already Black’s game is more
active) 17 D3 Hced 18 kel DHxg3
19 hg €520 ¢c5 £.xc521 WxeS Wbo
with initiative for Black, Spassky-
Seirawan, 1982.

Bl

7 fLcd4(52)

(0 WEWAE
¥ 7’5/ , &
%x% /2/
e / |

ARCAT

%@4
7 e6
8 00 Nef6

6 53 43

In Holmov-Kasparov, Daugav-
pils Otborochnii 1978, the desire
for a livelier game prompted
Black to choose queenside castling:
8 ... W7 9 We2 0-0-0 10 ¢3 Dgf6
11 Eel (53)

b=t/
M

@

7
4

1t .. .Q.e7 (one could advise
Black to be more enterprising
here: 11 ... &d5 12 a4 &b8 13 a5
£d6, or 12 ... a5 13 £d2 £d6 14
Ded &4, or 11 ... c5) 12 a4 &d5
13 a5a6 14 £d2 Ehe8?! (14 ... hS
is more logical) 15 b4 {6 16 £d3!
218 (or 16 ... &f8 17 Eabl, with
c4 to follow. All Black’s chances
to improve have already gone)
17 &xg6 hg 18 &ha! g5 19 Hg6
£d6 20 We4, and Black is hard
pressed.

We feel that experiments with
queenside castling could be con-
tinued.

9 We2

Or 9 &g5 - a move played by
Tal. White is not averse to
sacrificing a bishop with 10 £ xe6.
Tal-Petrosian, Bled 1961, went
9...h6 10 &h3 &d6 11 &4 Lxf4
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(was there danger in 11 ... h7 12
Sxe6 fe 13 Hixe6 We7 14 Hel
.. 12 fxfa HdS 13 £l (if
13 £d2, then 13 ... Wb6! is good)
. Whd 14 Rd3 (this isn’t a
pawn sacrifice - 14 ... Wxd4 15
Lxg6 Wxdl 16 Kxf7+ - but nor
does it ‘fight for the advantage’; to
that end, 14 ¢3 would be more to
the point) 14 ... &xd3, with equal
chances.
9 .. e’
Whether to develop the bishop
one7 ord6is a matter of taste. The
first edition of ECO has a low
opinion of 9 ... £d6, pointing out
that on 10 HeS5 the move 10 ... 0-0
is weak on account of 11 £xe6 fe
12 Hxgb hg 13 Wxe6+. This is
true, but if castling is delayed with
. Wc7 (54), the unpleasant
consequences can be avoided.

IE Een %
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1 ﬁel 0-0, and now:
a) 12 £g5 £d5 13 Eadl bs 14
Ab3aS15h4 &xe5 16 de h6 17hS
£h7 18 £d2 a4 19 £xd5 cd 20
$£b4 Efc8 21 ¢3 W4 and Black
has nothing to fear, Klovan-

D

Suleimanov, 1979.
b) 12 £b3 c5 13 &xgb hg 14 Rel
leads to transposition of moves to
a situation from the game Torre-
Buki¢, Biel 1977. Black man-
oeuvred ineffectively - 14 ... Ead8
15 Eadl b6 16 dc &xc517 &xcs
Wxc5 18 &ed - and the position
changed from harmless to un-
pleasant; Black will soon have an
inferior endgame to defend. We
would prefer 14 ... Eac8! (15 dc
& xc5), and we think this position
promises White nothing,

10 EHel

Here 10 &eS5 is wholly lacking

in strength because of 10 ... &ixe5
(this is just the difference between
.. &d6and ... £e7) 11 de &Hd5 12
Zdl Wc7, and Black castles long.

10 .. 0-0

11 b3

Preparation for c4. After the

modest 11 ¢3(55), White’s game is
active only in appearance; there is
no clear plan for strengthening his
position.

For example:

a) 11 . . We7, and now:

al) 12 £g5 h6 13 fhd4 Had8 14
gadl Efe8 15 Zd2 &h7 16 &f1
Hed! 17 Kxel SHxd2 18 £xd8
oHxf3+ 19 Wxf3 Exd8 20 De3 Df6
21 £b3¢522dc Le423 We2 2d3
24 Wf3 Kedetc, Hiibner-Portisch,
Montreal 1979.
a2) 12 ad c5 13 a5 (this position
arose in the game by a different
move order) 13 ... Efe8 (13 ... a6
was rather more ‘solid’. Hiibner
aims for a sharp struggle and gets
one, but his hands will be tied by
his weak queenside pawns) 14 a6
£1815 2b5 Eeb8 16 25 d517
He5 Hxe5 18 de Wb6 19 £cl ba
20 4xa6 Ed8 21 h4 h622 h5 &h7
23 Ded Wc7 24 14 Hb6 25 £d3 c4
26 £.¢2, and subsequently Black
was on the defensive (the pawns
on a7 and c4 need guarding);
Kagan-Hiibner, Lucerne 1979.
b) 11 ... &dS 12 £d2 a5 13 Eadl
He§ 14 a3 Wc7 15 &cl @7Tb6 16
Ra2 Hf4 17 Wl HA7 18 Hes
Axe5 19 Hxe5 Hid5 20 Heel £d6
21 We2 4422 &xdS cd 23 Wed
Kd6! 24 We2 Heb8 25 £d2 bS,
and Black outplayed his experienced
Opponent, Klovan-Kivlan, Riga
Cup 1980.

| § Hds!

The best move. The knight aims
towards b4 (in the case of 12 c4) or
f4 (after, say, 12 a3 Wc7 13 c4 -
although in this line 12 ... bS is not
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at all bad either).
12 ¢4 9b4d
13 a3
13 Edl would be met by 13 ...
asS 14 a3 a4!
13 .. Hd3
14 Hdi Hixel
15 EHaxcl (56)

,/;7;%,
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There was a time when this
position was thought to favour
White. But good continuations
for Black are readily to hand, for
example:

a)15 ... Wh6 16 £a2 Bfe8(16...a5
17 d5) 17 &bl a5 18 £xgb hg 19
Hed Had8 20 ba ab 21 ab Hag 22
Hc5 HHxe5 3 be W7 24 Hbl 216
25 Wed4 Had, as in Korolev-
Akopov, corres 198l1. A more
thematic try is 17 b4, and if 17 ...
a5, then 18 ¢5 Wc7 19 b5, Evensso,
19 ... cb 20 Wxb5 Wc6 21 ad Hec8,
with ... b6 to follow, gives Black
a comfortable position.

b) An even simpler methodis 15 ...
He8 16 £c2 a5, or 16 HeS DHxed
17 de ®b6 18 £a2 Eads.
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B2
7 2d3(57)

72

In opening manuals this move
tends to be followed by a cluster of
variations ending in the verdict
‘. In almost every case, the ‘%’
sign could be exchanged for a ‘="
with a clear conscience, because,
despite the seemingly greater
freedom and activity of his pieces,
White lacks efficient, concrete
methods of breaching his opponent’s
position - even when Black
handles it passively.

One of Black’s slight problems
in this variation is the question
where the bishop exchange should
take place - d3 or g6. Black
exchanges on d3 when he plans to
castle short and ‘doesn’t like
having to consider whether his
king will be safe if his h-pawn
moves up to g6 (Gligoric).
Although . .. £xd3isaconcession
- it does, after all, lose time -
practice shows that either way of
exchanging bishops is acceptable.

Pwy

2izzziA

We shall treat 7 ... e6 - followeq

by kingside castling - as the main
line. Alternative plans for Black
are as follows.
a) In Spassky-Larsen, Bugojno
1978, Black gave up a tempo with
7 ... WaS5+ 8 2d2 Wc7, so as to
induce 9 £ .xg6 hg. The h-file gives
chances to Black if his opponent
should castle short. What are
Black’s prospects if White castles
on the queenside? This game does
not answer the question, since
Larsen played it on an off day:
10 We2 e6 11 Hed 0-0-0 123 ¢513
K14 Wc6? 14 0-0-0 c4 15 &3t
&Hh6 16 d5 ed 17 Exd5 £c5 18
Zhdl £6? 19 Bd6! £xd620 Exdé
Wc5 21 EdS, and Black resigned.
b) In a similar situation, in the
game V.Ivanov-Kuksov, Nikolayev
1978, Black coped better: 7 ... We7
8 £xg6 hg 9 Hed 0-0-0 10 We2
@Qh6 11 2g57! 6 12 &d2 e5 13
0-0-0 &5 14 de &HxeS 15 g3 &Hxf3
16 Wxf3 W7 17 &bl Ke7 etc.

Games of particular interest are
those where White exchanges on
g6 and then castles kingside all the
same, without fearing his opponent’s
possible threats on the h-file; and
also games where Black castles
long without even bringing about
an opening of the h-file first.
Basically, what is at issue is an
attempt by Black io change a quiet
(perhaps the quietest) variation of
the Caro-Kann, by violent means,

USSR Ch 7 ...

into something unclear but in-
teresting. For example:

) Chistiakov-Furman, '4f 28th
We7 8 0-0 DHgf6
9 4£xg6 (blatantly disregarding
Black’s chances on the rook’s file!
In Rovner-Zhilin, 1928, White
succeeded with a Blirzkrieg: 9 Eel
e6 10 Dg5S £xd3 11 Wxd3 h6? 12
HExeb6+ RKe7 13 &5 HdS 14
gxe7+ &Hxel 15 &Hxg7+ 1-0. Of
course, if Black had taken just a
bit more care, with 11 ... £d6, he
would have had no problems)9 ...
hg 10 We2 6 11 c4 £d6 12 £d2
£f4 13 £.c3 0-0-0! 14 Efel (58)

s| €8 7
xwm/x
%/

9007,

7 Y

14, 57 (Furman’s fine opening
play could have culminated effec-
tively in 14 ... &g4!, with a highly
Promising position) 15 Hf1! Hh7
16 g3 £d6 17 d5! ed 18 cd ¢5 19
&xg7 Ehg8 20 f£c3 f5 21 Hacl
©b8 22 We6 4 23 H3d2 Hib6 24
Ded! Hge8 25 Hxd6! Exe6 26 de
Ads 27 ¢7 Dxe7 28 HbS Wd7 29
ReS+ ®ag 30 &7+ &bS 31
Qe6+ @a8 32 Hxd8 Wxds 33
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Hxc5, and White won.

Observe that when Furman

castled long, he already held both
the h-file and the b8-h2 diagonal.
In Diickstein-Petrosian (below),
Black was bolder.
d) 7...e6 8 0-0 Wc79 cd4 0-0-0 10
£xg6 (what if White plays, say, 10
f£e3 b8 11 Hbl .. .? Thenll ...
&h6 12 b4 §g4 13 b5c5, or 13 ¢5
e5) 10 ... hg 11 a4 HbY 12 b4
Qh6 13 gb3 Df5 (59)
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And now:

dl) 14 a4 5! 15 de &Hixe5 16 Hixes
Wxe5 17 b2 Wc7 18 c5 as!! 19
Zadl Hxdl 20 Hxdl Eh4!
(Petrosian isn’t playing for the
‘kingside attack’ - it’s the weak
pawns that attract him!) 21 ba
£xc522a6b623 Hel &a724 Les
Wd7 25 Ded £d4 26 g3 &xeS! 27
gh @©d4 28 Wdl Wds 29 Ee3 HfS
30 el &d4 (30 .. £d4!?7)31 Wd3
5 32 g5 c5 33 He3 c4 34 Wdl
&xab, and Black won, Diickstein-
Petrosian, Varna 1962.

d2) 14 EHel is more precise, as was
shown by the game Neuronov-
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Mandzhdaladze, USSR 1980. White
forestalls ... e5; the game is now
characterised by the players’ attacks
on each other’s kings: 14 ... &e7
15 a4 Hf8 16 £b2{617a5g518bS
cb 19 cb Wd7 20 Hxf5 ef 21 a6 g4
(21 ... b6 22 d5, and &Hd4) 22 ab!
Wxb7 (or 22 ... gf 23 b6!) 23 d5! gf
24 £d4 a5 25 Hxa5! W7 26 d6
Wxas5 (26 ... £xd627 Wad)27 £c3
Wh6 28 de He829 4bd! W7 30 g3
&d7 31 Wa3!, and, finding no
defence against the threats, Black
resigned. A fine win by Neuronov
- but couldn’t Black have improved
somewhere? 15 ... 216 16 &b2 p5,
for instance, is not a bad idea.

In the next two games, White
refrained from exchanging on g6.
e) 7 ...e6 8 0-0 Wc7 9b30-0-0 10
£b2 Dgf6 11 ¢4 (or 11 Hg5 £xd3
12 Wxd3 HesS 13 We2 Hgo) 11 ...
£.d6 12 We2 Hh5! 13 HixhS £xh5
14 h3 &f6?! 15 Hadl Ehe8?!
(surely he could have thought of
something more suited to creating
threats against the white king — or
else tried to initiate play in the
centre with 14 ... Ehe8 a move
earlier, aiming for 15 ... e5) 16
Kbl £f4 17 Bfel g518 g4 £g6 19
fxgb hg 20 &cl Eh8 21 &g2
S&xcl 22 Excl Hxgd!?23 hg Exd4
24 WeS! Exgd+ 25 &fl Ehl+ 26
He2 EHxel+ 27 Hxel WxeS+ 28
Hxe5 Ef4, and Black has no more
than chances of a draw, Racine-
Antom, 1977.

f) N.Zhuravlyov-Shakarov, corres
1977, went: 7 ... W7 8 0-0 0-0-09
We2 ¢6 10 Ed1 Hgf6 11 c4 Hh5N
(imitating Antom; 11 ... e5 was
probably better) 12 d5! ed 13cd c5
14 b4 &b 15 Lxgb hg 16 L.g5 16
17 £e3 &Hxgd 18 hg £d6 19 Hacl
EhS. In this position, in which
White could have counted on an
advantage (20 Wc2!), the players
agreed a draw.

It appears that games which
would fully clarify the assessment
of Black’s risky plan of queenside
castling have yet to be played.

The plan of castling short is
more solid (but duller).

7 .. e6
8 0-0 Def6

The moves 8 ... £d67! 9 We2?!
DeTMN were played in Kashdan-
Taube, 1928, one of the best
games in the 2nd Olympiad. The
players wre not particular about
accuracy in the opening, or Taube
would have played 9 ... £xd3 10
Wxd3 &gf6, and Kashdan would
have preferred 9 Eel (9... Hgf6 10
&f5). We shall give the score of
this game in full, since it illustrates
one of the themes of the variation
- the possibility, and the method,
of attacking Black’s king after an
exchange on g6: 10 &Hg5 &Hf6 11
D3ed HedS 12 47! 0-07 (12 ...
Le7) 13 &Hixd6 Wxdé6M (13 ..
£xd3) 14 £xg6 hg 15 £d2 Had8
16 Hadl Wc7 17 c4 He7 18 &c3

gd7 19 We3 Wbo 20 Yh3 &5 21

5! WbS 22 d5! Wxc5+ 23 &hl

phS 24 g4 Exd525 gh gh 26 WxhS
ph6 27 &xg? &xg7 28 Hgl 1-0.
9 b3

It's difficult to tell whether this
move is the very best or whether 9
Hel or 9 c4 is more exact. In any
event, White is playing without a
clear notion of how to gain the
advantage; for example:
)9 cd £e7 10 £40-011 fxgbhg
12 We2 Wbo 13 Efdl Hfd8 14 b3
a5 15 &Ded Dxed 16 Wxed ad 17
HEabl ab 18 ab Ha2, and a draw
was agreed a few moves later,
Spassky-Seirawan, Baden bei Wien
1980.
b) 9 Eel &£e7 10 ¢4 and now:
b1) 10 ... 0-0 11 $.xgb hg 12 &f4
He8 13 Wc2 ¢5 14 Hadl cd 15
Hxd4 £b4 16 £d2 £xd2 17 Wxd2
a6 18 b4 Wc7 19 Ecl Ead8 20 We3
Qb6 was played in Najdorf-
Kotov, Zurich C 1953. ‘White has
just one slight advantage - his
queenside pawn majority. Black,
on the other hand, has an extra
pawn in the centre. This means
that in an ending the chances will
be on White’s side, but in a
Complex struggle with queens on
the board Black will have a
Perfectly viable game.” (Bronstein)
b2) 10 ... @xd3 11 Wxd3 0-0 12
L£d2 as (or 12 ... ¥c7 13 &c3
Hadg 14 We2 Rfe8 15 Hadl ¢5 16
de £xc5 17b4 67 18 Hel 8 19
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Nd2 £.d6 with an easy game for
Black, Unzicker-Golombek, 1952)
13 Hadl £b4 14 Hed WcT 15 Hc3
Efd8 16 £g51h6 17 2.h4 Wf4 18 a3
$£xc3 19 Wxc3 WS etc, Sznapik-
Hort, 1980. It’s plain that Hort
wanted not so much to ‘equalise’
as to upset the stable positional
balance.
9 .. fe?

Spassky-Karpov, match 1974,
saw 9 ... £d610 £b20-0 11 £.xgb6
hg 12 c4 Wc7 13 We2 Efed 14 Hed
(14 &e5 ¢5) 14 ... HDHxed 15 Wxed
fe7 (‘Black guards the g5 square.
However, 15 ... ¢5 may have been
better, aiming for simplification in
the line 16 ¢5 £e7! ~not 16... &f8
17 Wha Se7 18 We3 - 17 Hxed
Hxe5 18 de £xc5 - Botvinnik;
‘but it seems White could have
kept some initiative after 15 ... e5
16 Bael ©f6 17 Wha' - Karpov)
16 Eadl Ead8 17 Efel Wa5 18 a3
WS 19 We2 g5! 20 h3 (‘20 dS
would have led to sharp play, for
example 20 ...ed 21 cd-or 21 &d4
Wed - 21 ... gd! 22 HHd4 WxdS 23
Wxegd D6, and Black’s chances
are no worse’ - Karpov) 20 ... g4
21 hg WWxgd4 22 d5 (‘White's
position is freer, but the opening
of the centre deprives him of this,
his only advantage. It was worth
considering 22 Hd3 - Karpov)
22 ... cd 23 cd e5! 24 d6 (‘it would
have been more sensible to
simplify with 24 b5 £c5 25
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Dxe5 DHxe5 26 LxedS &Lxf2+ 27
Hxf2 ExeS 28 Hxe5 W4+ 29 bgl
Wxe5, with approximate equality.
On the other hand, playing for a
draw in too straightforward a
fashion, with 24 &Hxe5 Wxe2 25
Exe2 £d626 Edel Dxe527 &xed
£xa3, would have led to some
advantage for Black’ - Botvinnik)
24 .. &f6 25 Hd2? (in the
endgame White will have nothing
but worries, in view of the weak
pawn on d6. Therefore the indicated
line was 25 Wb5 e4 26 ©Hh2 We6
27 axf6 Qxf6 28 Wxb7 Hd7 29
Wc6 Hed8, with a probable draw’
- Botvinnik) 25 ... $Wxe2 26 Exe2
Hc8 27 Hed £d8 28 g4 {6, and
Karpov won the ending.

10 2b2 0-0
11 2xgé hg
12 cd (60)
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The picture is a usual one for
the 7 &d3 variation; White’s game
combines outward harmony with
a lack of constructive ideas, as the
following examples confirm.

a) 12 ... Wh6 13 Hel Efe§ 14 We2
¢5 15a3 a5 16 dc ©xcS 17 Eabl
Hed8 18 £d4 Wc6 19 We2 Hice7
20 £b2 D521 De5 We8 22 b4 ab
23 ab Hcd7 24-90d3 Eac8 25 Eec
Hb8 26 h3 e 27 Lal Wd7 28
Zdl Wc7 414 Spassky-Portisch,
Montreal 1979.

b) 12 ... We7 13 We2 a5 14 Hid]
Lfe§ 15 Ded ad 16 Hxfo+ gf!? 17
h3?! (17 g3, followed by &g2 and
h4, was more appropriate) 17 ...
L1818 We2 £¢7 19 &Hd2 ab 20 ab
521 D3 D622 He5 Ded 23 N3
Hed8 24 Exa8 HExa8 25 Hd2 Wi4
26 Dxed Wxed, and already White's
position is difficult, Fedoruk-
Kasparov, USSR 1978.

So we have seen how few
problems Black faces in the
variations 7 &c4 and 7 £d3 - so
few that at times he is prepared to
make some for himself (and for
White too, of course) by castling
queenside and thus intensifying
the struggle.

Summary

e6 8 0-0 Wc7 9WWe2 0-0-0

Hgfe 9 Dgs
9 We2 2d6
fe’
7 £d3 Wc7 8 £xgb
8 0-0 0-0-0
e6 8 0-0 &Hgfe 9 cd
9 Eel
9 b3
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5 6 &Hf3 Hd77 h4

1 ed cb

2 dd ds

3 &Acl3 ed

4 Hxed 215
5 &gl 226
6 Df3 nd7
7 hd(6l)
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Obviously, White’s purpose in
advancing his rook’s pawn is to
unsettle the bishop on g6. After
7 ... h5 (Variation A) or 7 ... h6
8 £d3 (Variation B), Black is
forced to exchange on d3, when
White finishes his development a
little more quickly. To judge from
a number of games in Variation B
of Chapter 4, this achievement is,
in itself, insignificant.

A new factor is the weakening of
the kingside, making it less of a

safe haven for the kings. Whereas
in Chapter 4 (Variation B2)
castling long seemed virtually an
act of daring, the opposite is now
the case - it is now kingside
castling that introduces sharpness
into the position.

Nonetheless, plans involving
kingside castling (for White or
Black) became widespread when
practice had demonstrated the
solidity of Black’s position after
7...h68 £d3 £xd3 9 Wxd3 w7
10 2d2 ¢6 11 0-0-0 &pgf6 12 ¢4
(Variation Bl), or 12 &bl (B2) -
and 8 £d3 had been supplanted
by 8 h5 £h7 9 £d3. Incidentally,
many positions in Variation B
differ only in the placing of
White’s h-pawn from those we
examine in later chapters. We
therefore recommend to the reader
a paraliel study of such situations,
bearing in mind that there are
many ideas which are practicable
whether the pawn is on h4 or h5.

From Diagram 61, Black has:

AT7..hS
B 7..h6
A
T .. h5 (62)
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The only defect of Black’s
position is that the g5 square may
be utilised by White to create
threats.

8§ 4d3

In a game against Bikhovsky,
USSR 1979, Kapengut played 8
K85 (63).
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By move 17, Black already had
a lost position: 8 ... Wh6 9 £d3!
£xd3 10 Wxd3 &gf6 11 0-0-0 e6
12 DeS fe7 13 Bhel HixeS 14 de
Hd8 15 W3 Hxdl+ 16 Exdl Higd
17 &xh5! But this should chiefly
be blamed on his inconsistency. If
taking the b- -pawn was dangerous

\

\
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(10 ... ¥xb2 11 0-0 Wb6 12 Habl
Wc7 13 ZEfel), Black ought to
have played 8 ... &gf6 at once.
White would then perhaps have
been unable to achieve much.

8 .. £xd3
9 Wxd3 e6
10 £d2

Karpov-Larsen, Bugojno 1978,
saw instead 10 Hed Was+ 11 £d2
Wf5 12 0-0-0 0-0-0 13 23 &h6 14
Degs Wxd3 15 Exd3 &e7 (adraw
would be the rightful outcome of
this situation, though the need to
defend the f7 point ties Black
down) 16 Eel Ehf8 17 &h3 Hgd
18 Lg5 Efe8 19 fxe7 Hxe7 20
&fg5S, etc. In the end Larsen lost
this game, although it was a long
time before the balance was
seriously upset.

10 .. Def6
11 0-0-0 We7 (64)
D-(
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And now, in Matulovi¢-Hort,
Sombor 1968, White played 12
Ded, on the lines of Karpov-
Larsen. There followed: 12 ..
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Hxed 13 Wxed Le7 14 bl H16?!
(Hort condemns the knight man-
oeuvre to g4, considering 14 ...
0-0-0 to be more accurate) 15 We?2
Hgd 16 Hg5 £d6 17 ¢4 0-0-0 13
£c3 Zhel 19 Ehel ¥Wd7 20 g3.
Here too White’s gains look
insignificant, yet the appearance is
deceptive; Black’s game is cramped
and passive.

Boleslavsky considered 12 g5
more aggressive, preventing castling.
“Then 12 ... £d6is bad because of
13 Ehel, with threats of 14 Exe6+
and 14 &f5. The only move Black
can play is 12 ... ©b6, which is met
by 13 He2 &d6(if 13...0-0-0, then
14 £f4 £d6 15 &xd6 Hxd6 16
Wa3, with the double threat of
17 &xf7 and 17 Wxa7) 14 c4 0-0-0
15 &bl c5 16 b3, and Black’s
position is unsatistactory: 16 ... cd
17 Hxd4 £c5 18 £c3, or 16 ...
Degd 17 W3,

We don’t entirely agree with the
final verdict (it’s too severe), but
after 16 b3 White does, of course,
have the better chances.

To deprive his opponent of the
whole possibility of ... hS, White
need only alter the move orderto 6
h4 h6 7 &f3,since 6... h57 @Dh3!is
unacceptable for Black. (7 ... €5
would lead to variations similar to
those examined in Chapter 2 after
6 hd4 h6 7 &h3 ¢5.)

B
7 .. heé

8§ ad3
9 Wxd3 (65)

$xd3
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9 .. We7

This queen move, preventing 10
£f4, used to be thought essential.
The newest approach (see the
next chapter) dispenses with it.
That is understandable; if Black
plans to castle short (which is *the
newest approach’), it makes little
difference to him whether White’s
bishop is placed on f4 or d2; while
there are other squares for the
queen than ¢7.

In practice, this old-fashioned
line with 8 £d3 has hardly ever
come up against the currently
fashionable treatment. Here is
perhaps the only example: 9 ... €6
10 &£d2 &gfo 11 0-0-0 fe7 12
&bl ¢5 13 Ehel 0-0 14 &Hed Ec8
15 dc &xc5 16 Hxf6+ fxfo 17
Wxdg Hfxd8 18 &Le3 Exdl+ 19
Hxdl a6 20 ¢3 Hf8 etc, Hort-
Larsen, Buenos Aires 1980.

Of course, a game in which
White was ‘not trying’ doesn’t

mean much. We would again refer
the reader to the next chapter,
where analogous cases will help
him to understand situations that
could arise from the line now
under discussion.
Let us now turn to some older
ames where White answered 9 ...
¢6 with 10 Kf4 (66). From just
such games it was formerly
concluded that playing the queen
to c7 is indispensable for Black.
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0.. &gf6 11 0—0-0, and now:
a) 11 ... &d5 (in our day, Black
would choose either 11 ... Re7
“here, or 10 ... WaS+ last move)
12 2d2 b5 (we may regard this as
forced, since 12 ... Wc7 13 c4 &H)f4
14 Wed is bad for Black, while
after 13 ... &gf6 he simply loses a
tempo in comparision with normal
lines) 13 &bl Le7 (or 13 ... £d6
14 Heq 716 15 Ehgl Eb8 16 g4
b4 17 Hixd6+ Wxd6 18 g5 9d719
Hdel, and Black’s king is in
danger, Matanovi¢-Wade, Opatija
1953) 14 &hS &f6 15 g4 g6 16
Qxfo+ O Sxf6 17 g5 hg 18 Lxg5
(‘a superficial move; 18 hg &h5 19
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Wed was considerably better, giving
White strong pressure’ — Yudovich)
8 ... Wc7 19 He5 (he should
have played 19 Ehel, and when
appropriate c4 ~ Yudovich) 19 ...
&xe5 20 de ©»d521 Ehel? (21 c4)
1 ... Eb8 22 Wf3 Eh5 23 Ee4 b4,
Suetin-Kasparian, USSR 1952.
Black stands quite well here, but
the position he had a few moves
ago is one which nobody will want
to have again.
b) 11 ... Wa5 12 &bl 0-0-0 13 c4
Le7 14 W2 Ede8 15 Ed3 a6 16
Ehdl £d8 17 d5! e5 18 dc be 19
Ha3 Wc7 20 fe3 with a won
position, Matanovi¢-Germek, Yugo-
slavia 1961,
10 &d2 e6
11 0-0-0
Against Donner, Varna 1962,
Fischer played 11 c4 &gf6 12 £c3
(‘the whole idea is to prevent
Black from swapping bishops’ -
Fischer. The ex-World Champion
is referring to 12 0-0-0 £dé6 13
SDed £4) 12 ... aS! 13 0-0!? &d6
(‘the logical continuation was
3 ... &b4. If anyone’s kingside is
weak, it is White’s, not Black’s’ -
Mednis) 14 Hed (‘Tal suggested 14
d5!? mixing it up, but 14 ... £xg3!
holds: 15 fg cd 16 cd @xd5 17
&xg7 Hg8 18 Wh7 Q76 19 £xf6
G\xf6 20 Wxh6 Wxg3 21 Wd2 =" -
Fischer) 14 ... fixed 15 Wxe4 0-0,
and Fischer judges the position to
be level.
1 .. &gf6
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A position known long ago . . .
White’s main choices are:
Bl 12 c4
B2 12 &bl
-and also the following:
a) 12 Ehel 0-0-0 (67)
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And now:

al) Lasker-Lee, London 1899!,
continued 13 Wb3 £.d6 14 &He2
Hgd (14 ... Ded!? 15 fe3 D df6)
15 Bfl &df6 16 Wad &Hb8 17 c4
We7? 18 Hc3 We7 19 g3 Weg 20 b4a
e5 21 de &xe5 22 Ke3!, and
already Black is defenceless.

a2) 13 We2 nd5!? 14 HedS DHxe5 15
de £e7 16 h5(16 Wgd h5! 17 Wxg7
$xh4 -not 17 ... Dc3? 18 Wxf7! -
18 Hed Hdgd 19 Hd6+ &b 20
Wxf7 Wxf7 21 Hxf7 Eh7 22 Hd6
Hxg2, with the better chances for
Black - Botvinnik) 16 ... Ehe8 17
Wed $1818f4c5! 19 Hed(asto 19
c4 Hbd 20 £.xb4 cb, see the game
Spassky-Botvinnik in Chapter 11,
Variation A - where a similar
position arose) 19 ... c4! 20 Wf3
&b8 21 g4 b522a3a523c3 BEd7!

24 2.e3 b4 25 ab ab 26 £d4 Was,
Grigoriev-Panov, Moscow Ch
1928. Grigoriev has handled the
game ineffectually, and as a result
we receive a vivid illustration of
what Black is dreaming of in such
positions.

a3) 13 &bl ¢S (13 ... &d6 14 QDed
Dxed 15 Wxed Ehe8 is also good)
14 ¢37 (14 ¢4; 14dc) 14 ... £d6 15
Ded Dxed 16 Wxed HI6 17 We c4
18 fe3 b8 19 &HA2  Hcs,
Rabinovich-Makogonov, USSR
1939; here again Black’s dreams
come true.

b) Chigorin-Popiel, Hanover 1902!,
saw 12 &Hed 0-0-0 13 g3 (a similar
position, only with pawn on h$
improving White’s possibilities,
is examined in detail in Chapter 9,
Variations A and B) 13... &ixe4 14
Wxed £d6 15 Ehel Ehe8 16 &bl
9f6 (16 ... ¢5!7) 17 We2 Wbho?!
(17...c5) 18 c4 ¢519 Hcl! &b8 20
DeS! Ee7 21 £d3! Lad 22 &Hal
(22 b4') 22 ... Wc7 23 b4! Wd7,
and now, instead of 24 Hedl1? cd
(as played), White could have won
with 24 &§xc5 (24 ... £xc5 25 dc
Wxd2 26 Hedl).

¢) 12 We2 0-0-0 (nowadays 12...¢5
is thought to be simplest; compare
Chapter 10) 13 &He5 Hxe5 (and
here, ideas based on 13 ... &b6 or
even 13 ... &Hb8 might be suitable;
compare Chapters 11 and 12) 14
de &d7 1514 £e7 16 h5 &c5, and
the chances are probably level

Black’s extra tempo compared
Variation

(wlth Chapter 11,

A, must be worth something!),
R&ssollmo Eliskases, 1949.

B1

12 4

The set-up which Whiteenvisages
with this move will prove un-
realisable (Black will manage to
turn the position of the king on ¢l
to his own account); White
should, therefore, initiate the
same plan with 12 &bl as in
Variation B2.

12 .. b5!? (68)

The most resclute answer to
12 c4; Black attempts to seize the
initiative. Alternatively:
a) ‘12 ... £d6! 13 Qed (if 13 &e2
0-0-0 14 &bl e5 =) 13 ... &f4!
leads to immediate simplifications’
(Fischer). But simplification isn’t
the same as equalisation. (Compare
Chapter 8, Variation A, although
it must be admitted that with the
pawn on h4 White has less chance
of keeping up the pressure.)
b) 12 ... 0-0-0 (This allows White
to make good his ‘mistake’ of 12
¢4, and transpose into Variation
B2 with 12 &bl. But he persists in
his error) 13 £¢3, and now:
bl) Fischer-Steinmeyer, US Ch
1963-4, concluded: 13 ... Wf4+?
14 &bl 6157 15 We2 Heed 16
@es! &xf2 17 Edf1!, and Black
Tesigned! ‘On 17 ... Wxg3 18 Exf2
We3 19 me2 wig 20 A x{7 wins at
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least the exchange’ (Fischer).

b2) 13 ... &d6! 14 Ded £f4+ 15
&bl Hes! 16 Hxe5 Lxe5. By this
manoeuvre Black has achieved the
favourable exchange of the knight
on d7 for the one on f3. A game
Szabo-Barcza, Leningrad 1967,
continued: 17 We3 Dxed 18 de
(18 Wxe4 is weaker; 18 ... &f6,
followed by ... Ed7 and ... Ehds,
bombarding the pawn on d4) 18 ...
Bxdl+ 19 Exdl Ed8! (had White
played 15 @c2, Black would not
have this opportunity. But that
would not matter; after 18 ...
fxc3 19 Wxc3d Hxdl 20 Exdl
Hd8, it is hard to imagine the
game ending in anything but a
draw) 20 Ed4?! &xc3+ 21 Wxce3
c5! 22 Exd8+ Wxd8 23 g3 Wdl+
24 Wl We2 25 W4 Wdl+ 26 Wcl
Wd3+! 27 al We2 28 f4 W2
with winning chances, which
Barcza did not let slip.
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13 «cb
In our view, White ought to
play 13 ¢5 here. This possibility is
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discussed in detail in Chapter 8,
Variation A.
13 ... cb+
14 &bl

Thanks to 12 ... b5, Black has
gained control of the d5 point.
This plan has, however, been
condemned in all the books, on
the basis of a game Smyslov-
Kasparian, Parnu 1947: 14 ... Wb7
15 Ehel fe7 16 Ecl a6 17 De5
HixeS 18 de Hd8 19 We2 HdS 20
Wea! &8 21 Hed etc.

But wouldn’t 17 ... 0-0 have
given Black a solid position?

Besides, 14 ... £d6! as played in
a correspondence game Meyer-
Shakarov, USSR 1979, is highly
promising: 15 fed Dxed 16 Wxed
0-0 17 &g5!7? (trying to regain the
lost initiative; instead 17 Ecl
Hif6! 18 Wd3 Wb7 favours Black)
17 ... hg!? (a similar reply was 17 ...
&6 18 W3 Hac8, with the better
chances) 18 hg Efc8 19 Ecl Wd8
20 Wh7+ &fg8 21 Hceel &eT!
(Black would lose after 21 ... Wb6?
22 d5e523 Wf5 &e724 g6, 0r21 ...
Hb6? 22 HExeo! fe 23 Whe+ Hf7 24
g6+) 22 d5 (or 22 Wxg7 Wg8 23
Who Hb6) 22 ... We8 23 de fe 24
Wd3 &HHc5 25 Wd4 Wf7 26 Eh3
Hc6 27 f4 Eh8! 28 Ef3 (28 Exhg?
Wf5+ 29 &al Hb3+ is only too
obvicus, but interposing an attack
on the knight with 28 b4 would
also be refuted: 28 ... Exh3 29 bc
Wo6+ 30 $b2 £xc531 £bd Ed3,

or 30 f5 Wxf5+ 31 &b2 Ke5! 32
Exe5 Ed3) 28 ... WS+ 29 dal
&7 30 Ec3 Ehc8 31 g4 Wd5 32
g6+ Hg8 (not 32 ... Hxgb? 33
Hxe6+!) 33 Wxd5 ed, and Black
won,

So 12 c4 allows Black good
drawing chances with 12 ... £d6
13 Hed4 £f4, a fully satisfactory
game with 12 ... 0-0-0 13 £¢3
£d6, or the hope of something
more with 12 ... bS.

B2
12 &bl (69)

o
”A@m/g,
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As we have said, White’s
plans involve 13 ¢4 and 14 &.¢3 -
i.e. the build-up which he didn’t
manage to achieve with 12 c4.

12 .. 0-0-0

12 ... ¢5!7 is also possible;

compare Chapter 8, Variation C.
13 c4 c5
Also 13 ... £d6 14 ed Hxed 15

Wxed. Black has never yet managed
to find anything after 15 ... Ehe8
16 £c3, so instead he usually
plays 15 ...

playing ...

06 16 We2 c5 (by
c5 on his thirteenth,

Black sometimes gets this position
with himself to move). A game
Timoshenko- Bagirov, Lvov 1977,
continued: 17 £¢3 cd 18 &xd41?
(if 18 Hxd4, then not 18 ... £c5?
19 b5 Wbo 20 b4!, but 18 .. a6,
when 19 @©b37! Wc6 20 g3 .@,,07
equalises, though 19 &f317 gives
prospects of initiative) 18 ... &c¢5
19 &xc5 Wxc5 20 Hes ‘%’07 21 g4
gxdl+ 22 Exd! Ed8 23 Exd8+
&xd8 24 h5, and the endgame
(though of a type that is
generally drawn) is unpleasant
for Black to defend.
14 2¢3
14 We2 looks illogical, but is

not without its subtleties. The
point is that on 14 @c3, Black
normally replies 14 ... c¢d 15 &xd4
a6. In this position, White would
like to have his queen on e2. His
bishop, on the other hand, could
go to a5 (its usual destination)
from either ¢3 or d2.
.~ S0, 14 We2 and now:

a)14 ... ed (14 ... a6? 15 &eS) 15
Dxd4 a6 16 b3 4.d6 (if 16 ...
&c5, then 17 £a5 Exdi+ 18
Hxdl b6 19 Wf3 is disturbing)
17 ¢5 (or 17 £a5!? b6 18 £c3
fxg3 19 fg Wxg3 20 ¢5) 17 ...
£xg3 18 La5 WeS 19 Wc2 HdeB
20 c6 Hb8! 21 cb+ Hxb7 22 fg Ec8
23 W2, and Black’s king position
18 insecure, Parma-Vuki¢, Yugoslav
Ch 1972,

b) Black should, of course,

6 &f3 &d7 7 hd 59

play 14 ... 2d6 15 &Hed Hxed
16 Wxed Hf6. 1f 17 We2, Black has
gained a tempo in comparison
with Timoshenko-Bagirov, above.
Further:

bl) 17 ... Ehe8 18 £c3 Hgd!? is
interesting, e.g: 19 dc £xc5 20
& d4 h5 21 £3 (or 21 &bS5 Wbe 22
3 &e3) 21 ... 2122 Wxf2 e5, etc.
b2) A dubious endgame results
from 17 ... Wc6?! 18 HeS &xe519
de Wed+ 20 Wxed Dxed 21 &e3,
when the knight is in danger from
the threatened 22 g4, for example:
21 ... Exdl+ 22 Zxd1 b623 g4, or
21 ... h5 22 &c2 b6 23 Exd8+
Exd8 24 Eh3.

b3)17 ... cd 18 &xd4 a6 19 2.3 (70).

70
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By a different move order, we
have arrived at a position from
Smyslov-Botvinnik, 3rd game of
the return World Championship
match, 1958. The continuation
was 19 ... Ed7! (Botvinnik has
written that this move *defuses the
chief positional threat of &f3-e5’,
since ‘in the event of 20 & f3 Black
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completes his development, and
equalises, by 20 ... Ehd8! The
move played has only one drawback:
the advance c¢5-c6 becomes un-
pleasant, since the rook will be
under attack’) 20 Ecl! ¥c5 21
Nb3 WS+ 22 Hc2 £c723c5(‘the
threat of c¢5-c6 cannot now be
prevented, but the d5 square
comes under Black’s control’ -
Botvinnik) 23 ... Ed5 24 c6 &b6
25 &d2! (now Black has to make
counter-measures against the threat-
ened 26 &cd £c7 27 Qe3; the
continuation 25 ... Wxf2 26 &c4
Zhd8 27 a4 is clearly no good for
him) 25 ... ¥d3 26 Hicd L7 27
Wxd3 Hxd3 28 HeS5? (a blunder;
better 28 cb+ &xb7 29 £e5 &xe5
30 &Hxe5 EdS 314 £HHd7! 32 Ehcel
Hxe5 33 Hc7+ b6 34 fe, upon
which Botvinnik gives the following
sample variation: 34 ... Ef8 35 b4
&bS 36 Eb7+ &ad 37 Ec5 ExcS
38 bc Ec8 39 Exf7 ExcS, with a
draw) 28 ... Exc3, and Black won.
So the essential choice for Black
is between (bl) and (b3).
14 .. cd .
15 &Oxd4
On 15 £xd4, various writers
concur in giving 15 ... £c5 16 Ded
£xd4 17 Wxd4 &b8 =, but of
course Black could also vary -
6 ... Dxed 17 Wxed Hf6.
15 .. a6
5 ... ©eS 16 We2 Hxcd? does
not work. On the other hand, 15 ...

HcS 16 We2 Had! 17 DbS Dxc3+
18 &Hxc3 Exdl+ 19 Exdl a6 20 hS
£e7 21 &ged4 BB gave Black an
easy game in Padevsky-Barcza,
Kecskemet 1966. It’s hard to
understand why Padevsky rejected
16 Wc2! a6 17 &f3. For example,
after 17 ... £d6 18 b4 &Hicd7 (18 ...
£xg3 19 bc) 19 Ded Hxed 20
Wxed OH)f6 21 We2, White has the
initiative.
16 &Hf3

16 We2 could lead to a position
we have examined already: 16 ...
£d6 17 Hed Hxed 18 Wxed D6
19 We?2 (see Smyslov-Botvinnik,
above). But Black also has better
lines, for example 18 ... &c5 19
We2 $e520 Ehel £1621g3 Ed7!,
Unzicker-Porath, Munich 1958§;
‘and the game quickly ended in a
draw, seeing that 22 b4 would fail
to 22 ... Ehd® (Botvinnik). Also

7 ... £e517 or 16 ... 5.

In Spassky-Portisch, Budapest
1961, Black had a perfectly sound
position after 16 &b3 &c5 17 Wi3
£e7 18 £a5 ExdI+ 19 Exdl WeS
20 £c3 Wc7. However, in a game
between the same opponents two
decades later (1980), Portisch
rejected ... @c5 in favour of an
immediate ... £e7 (see Chapter 8,
Variation B).

16 .. fc5

Here 16 ... &c5 is bad: 17
Wxdg+ Wxd8 18 Exd8+ &xd¥
19 QeS!

17 We2 £d6
According to ECO, in Sokolov-
Susit, Yugoslavia 1965, Black
lved the problem differently:
&5gd 18 Qed Hdf6 19 Dxf6
f20 @d4 Zhg8 21 b4 WeS =", But
n the simple 19 &xc5 Wxc5 20

eve
$d4 secures White the better
chances.

18 Ded (71)
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Spassky-Petrosian, Ist game,
World Championship match (1966),
now continued: 18 ... £e¢7 (on
8 .. Dxed 19 Wxed D6 20 We2
ﬂc(o, ECO recommends 21 Edel
£¢7 22 &d4 and judges the
position to be in White’s favour)
19 &xf6 (in an earlier game
against Matulovi¢, in 1964, Spassky
Obtained a plus after 19 Ehel
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Hxed 20 Wxed 46 21 We3 & xc3
22 Wxc3 Dt6 23 Exd8+ Exdg 24
He5 He8 25 ¢S5, achieving the win
in a long endgame. Among a
number of possibilities for im-
proving Black’s play, we would
point to 24 ... h5!? or 19 ... Wf41?
20 Dxf6 &xf6 21 &xf6 Hxf6 22
Hes5 Hd7) 19 ... 2xf6 20 L£xf6
Hxf6 (Boleslavsky considered 20 ...
gf stronger, with ... §e5 to follow)
21 He5 Exdl+ 22 Exdl Ed8 23
Bxd8+ &xd8 24 Wd3+ (or 24 h5
Pe7 25 g4 HdT7) 24 ... &e725 Wd4
h5! 26 a3 Hd7! 27 ©Hxd7 Wxd7,
with a drawn endgame (28 Wxg7?
Wd3+).

The material we have examined
shows that, given the plan which
White has chosen here, his slim
chances of advantage would be
substantially increased by having
his pawn on h5. We have not
analysed 12 ... ¢5 (probably the

best reply to 12 &bl) - there are
no practical examples. But the
reader can learn a lot from the
essentially similar Variation C in
Chapter 8.
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Summary 6 8 h5 with 10 ... eb
7.. hs t
he  84d3 &xd3 9Wxd3 e6 :::i:: et 11000 s T 1 ed c6 Games played with this line fall
a1 ;ﬁ 10.. Wast - of. 8 h 2 d4 ds into three categories. In Variation
wer mﬁdzm o6 ’”(;:;)_0 @ f;t 8 3 Ac3 de A, White continues just as if Black
. & 4 Oxed afs had played 10 ... Wc7, that is with
;121 o 1‘ 5 &Hg3 Sg6 11 £d2. In Bl, White tries to
g : B 6 I3 N7 profit from the active placing of
12{g{ez B 7 hd h6 his queen’s bishop after 11 &4
v L 8 b5 &h7 Hgf6 12 0-0-0. In B2, Black
000 13 83 - 9 4£4d3 £xd3 answers 11 24 by checking with
0-0 13 e -
(13 $hL! - of. 12 S1) 10 Wxd3 €6 (72) 1 ... Wa5+, ready to transpose
b 1 s el - into the more usual lines after
s 12 £d2 Wc7; but White rejects
J [¢.0) . . .
b 5 (. 888 ;l:;s with 12 ¢3. The choices, then,
0-0-0 13 ¢4 £d6 1 .
¢S 14We2 cod L f; H i?j
£d6 =
) \ B In Spassky-Karpov, match 1974,
142c3 «od ;:Z:g‘f e ; / White developed his bishop by 11
* " 6wz - 8/ , b3 &gf6 12 &b2. Considering
. @23 ] {Q’? /@j Black’s reaction - 12 ... Wa5+! 13
1600 B ; P ' Rc3(or13c3 £a3)13... £b4. we
- 9.:5 - The present-day fashion. Instead  may take it that the f nk

of 10 ... Wc7 followed by ... 0-0-0,
which used to be thought essential,
Black prepares to castle short.
This livens up the play, although
the cost is a less secure king
Position (g4-g5 is threatened).

development of White’s queen’s
bishop makes more sense if Black -
has played 10 ... Wc7.
A

11 &d2

12 0-0-0 (73)

Def6



64 8 h5 with 10 ... e6

St an
PN
BoE

/@/

Also:
a) As a game between high-
ranking International Grandmasters
showed, opening up the position
with one’s king uncastled is bad.
Kavalek-Hiibner, Montreal 1979,
went: 12 ... ¢5? 13 Ehel £e7 (not
I3 ... cd 14 Exe6+!) 14 d5! &xdS
15 Hxe6? (succumbing to the
temptation . . .} 15 ... fe 16 Wg6+
B8 17 Wrxe6 Hc7 18 WIS+ H1f6 19
D5 We 20 Mgo+ &f7 21 Hxhs+
Wxh8 22 Eel He8, and the position
favours Black. However, 15 &f5!
would have secured White a
considerable plus; Hiibner gives
15 ... 0-0 16 &Hxe7+ &Hixe7 17
£xh6, or 15 ... &8 16 c4 56 17
Dxe7 Wxe7 18 414 Hg8 19 £.d6.
b) 12 ... ¥be (in the working out of
the whole system with 10 ... e6,
Larsen, who is constantly intro-
ducing something new into Black’s
play, has earned special credit. He
started by bringing the queen out
to b6) 13 “HeS (in Tatai-Larsen,

1971, 13 ¢4 was played: See
Chapter 7, Variation A) 13 .. .87
14 f4 Xd8 15 Wc4 HixeS 16 de
Ed4! 17 Wbl Wxb3 18 ab Dy,
with equal chances, Andersson.
Larsen, 1971. Improvements
have been suggested for White are
14 Zhel Ed8 (14...0-0 15 &f5) 15
We2, threatening Hxf7; and |3
We2!? Perhaps it was thinking
about this game that gave Larsep
the idea of leaving the queen op
d8, where it defends the king’s
bishop and thus ensures that
Black can castle (the threat of 4\f5
is removed).

The ‘idea’ of castling kingside
was, of course, of small value in
itself. It was necessary to think up,
and elaborate, a scheme of play in
which Black’s unsafe king position
would not be the prime factor. In
this connexion Larsen did a great
deal.

13 Ded (76)

Alternatively:

a) 13 Ehel a5!? (74)
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A recent idea of Larsen’s.
Everyone had somehow got used
1o thinking that in such positions
Black ‘must’ play the ‘freeing’
move .- €5- Yet it turns out that
another policy, relying on the
firmness of Black’s central outposts
and the lack of concrete threats
from the white side, is also
possible. After 14 We2 0-0, play
can continue:
al) 15 &bl Wb6 16 DeS5 ad 17 c4?
23 18 b3 Wxd4 19 2.b4 WxeS, and
Black won a pawn; Hiibner-
Larsen, Tilburg 1980.
a2) In Glatt-Burger, Budapest
1982, White sacrificed a pawn
with 15 &f5!?, reckoning on 15 ...
ef 16 Wxe7 &Oxh5 17 Hhd. When
Black replied instead 15 ... &bd,
there followed: 16 & xh6+!? gh 17
¢3. Burger declined to test the
strength of White’s attack (after

7. Le7 18 £xh6 He8 19 Hed),
played 17 ... Ee8 (threatening ...
ffS), which forced 18 cb ab. The
position of both kings is now
shaky, but it was Black who
triumphed: 19 &He5 Hxa2 20
Kxh62 (20 £.xb4?) 20 ... b3! 21
Dxd7? (counting on 21 ... Wxd7?
22 Wes. On 21 Wd3 Hal+ 22 &d2
Was+ 23 @e2 &Hixes 24 Wo3+
Degd 25 Bxal Wb5+, as indicated
by Byrne and Mednis, the situation
Would remain unclear) 21
¥asit 22 fxfe+ @hs, with
Unanswerable threats.

8 hS with 10 ... e6 65

b) Griinfeld-Lobron, Lugano 1981,
saw 13 We2 a5!? 14 HQeS ad 15 14
a3 16 b3 0-0 (75)

//
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17 £5 &xe5! 18 de HA519 &bl (19

/
8/8

f6 £xf6!) 19 ... Wb6 20 c4 Wd4 21
fel De3+ 22 &xc3 Wxe3 23 Ed3
Was 24 f62! gf 25 ef Lx16 26 Hed
L8727 ¢5 1528 &Hd6 Wxc529 Ecl
Wa7 30 Wxe6+ Hh8, and White’s
king is in greater danger.

V/A/tﬁ
W W .
W mom B
o BYEOH
,,,,, A
B Eow ms

13 ... Hxed
It’s evident that the main idea of
13 &ed consisted in 14 Hxfe+
Dxf6 15 §es, with Wg3 to follow,
aiming at the point g7. For that
reason, ... a5-a4 looks out of place
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here. The alternatives are:
a) 13 ... Whe?! 14 Hixfe+ Hxf6 15
©De5 EdI8 16 We3, Hiibner-
Larsen, Bugojno 1982; now Black
could find nothing better than
6 ... &f8.

b) 13 ... a5?! 14 &bl (avoiding the
attack on the a-pawn after 14
Dxfot+ Dxfo6 15 Hes Wds) 14 ...
fxe4 (better late than never?
That isn’t always true. In the
subsequent play, the queen sortie
to d5 will no longer gain a tempo.
Of course, 14 ... a4 is met by
15 &xf6+ Dxf6 16 Des) 15 Wxed
D6 16 Wd3 Wd5 17 Hdel!
(directed against 17 ... Wed) 17 ...
b5 18 &HeS5 0-0 19 g4 ¢5 20 g5 c4
(Hort gives question marks to
17 ...b5 and 20 ... c4, but we won’t
do likewise, since after 17 Hdel
we already don’t like Black’s
position) 21 Wg3! hg (or 21 ...
Ded 22 Hxed Wxed 23 Hgl) 22
£xg5 Ded 23 Hxed Lxgs 24
Wxg5 f6 25 h6! 1-0 Hort-
Chandler, Wijk aan Zee 1982.

¢) With Black against Kavalek
(1980), Hort himself simply castled;
after 13 ... 0-0 14 &xf6+ Hxf6 15
&bl, he solved his problems by
means of the old-fashioned 15 ...
c5. There followed: 16 We2 cd 17
£e3 £c518 £xd4 £xd4 19 Exd4
Wbo 20 g4 Efd8 21 ¢3 Ed5 22
Bxd5 Hxd5 23 &al Ed8 24 Hd4
W7, with a good game for Black.
14 WWxedq af6

15 We2
In Kavalek’s opinion, 15 W3
Wd5 16 c4 Wed 17 Wb3 is worth
trying for White.
15 .. Wds

16 c4(77)
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Play can continue:

a) 16 ... W5 17 QeS c5 18 g4 Wed
19 ¥Wxed &Hxed 20 Le3 Ec8 21
&bl (21 d5!7) 21 ... 0-0 22 3 &\16,
Karpov-Larsen, Linares 1981,
Larsen drew this somewhat inferior
ending.
b) 16 ... Wed! |7 Hdel (Kavalek
recommends answering 17 Wfl
with 17 ... g4, and 17 &e3 with

7...&g4 18 nd2 W5) 17 ... Wxe
18 Hxe2 0-0 19 &He5S Efd8 (we
agree with Kavalek that the need
to defend the pawns on d4 and h5
means that White’s position is
worse) 20 £2c¢3 Eac8! (intending
21 ... bS), and Black holds the
initiative; Ivanovi¢-Kavalek, 1982.
B

11 &4
Now Black can choose between:

gl 11 ... Defb
B2 11 ... Wa5+

In Karpov-Larsen Tilburg 1982,
the Danish Grandmaster played
11 ... &bd+ 12 ¢3 fe7, and
answered 13 %Hed with 13
pef6!? (you would rather have
expected 13 . . &dfe) 14 Hdo+
$xd6 15 .@.xd() Wa5! The queen
attacks the pawns on h5 and a2,
giving White problems about
castling, yet Black’s important
pishop has been ‘sacrificed’
The surprise, clearly, had such an
effect on the World Champion
that seven moves later his position
was not a pleasant sight: 16 &b4
Wc7 17 £a3 b5 18 We2? (18 Wd2
a5 19 Ecl) 18 ... Hd5 19 Wd2 a5
20 Hcl Wb8 21 c4 b4! 22 cd cd.
Still, Karpov did win this game!

It isn’t easy to determine what
benefit Larsen thought he would
have had from the position of the
pawn on c3 if White had played
the normal 13 0-0-0 &gf6 14 eS.

-Bl

1 .. Hgf6
12 0-0-0 2e7 (78)

2 ... &d5 13 £d2 b5 14 Edel
Re7 15 &ed b4 16 g4 a5 17 g5 was
Tisdall-Hartein, Lugano 1983.

13 &Hes
Practice has brought this move

~ to the forefront. Alternatively:

a) Just as in positions with the
blshop on d2, 13 £ed here can be
Met by 13 ... Hixed 14 Wxed Hf6 15

8 h5 with 10 ... e6
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Wd3 (15 We2 WdS 16 &bl £ -
Karpov) 15 ... ¥d5 (but not 15 ...
Was5 16 &bl Hxh5?17 £d2) 16 ¢4
Weq.

b) In Torre-Karpov, Moscow
1981, White took the precaution
of 13 &bl. There followed: 13 ...
aS!? (13 ... Wa5 14 He5 Hd8 is
inferior: 15 Qc4! Wb5 16 Lc7 Ecl
17 &d6+ £xd6 18 £xd6 Wxd3 19
Exd3 with a plus, Timman-
Larsen, 1980) 14 &ed &Hxed 15
Wxed Df6 (15 ... ad!? 16 De5 a3,
Karpov-Larsen, Linares 1983) 16
We? (the queen is probably better
placed on d3, with the prospect of
going to g3) 16 ... a4 17 He5 Wds
18 g4 (it seems he should first have
taken control of ed with 18 f3, but
then 18 ... b5 19 g4 b4, followed by
.. Wb5, isn’t bad for Black) 18 ...
a3 19 b3 Wed 20 £e30-021 Wd37!
(after the queen exchange, Black
seizes the initiative. The situation
arising after 21 f3 Wds5 22 Ed3
Hh7 23 &d2 is less clear) 21 ...
Wxd322 Exd3 £d6 23 f3 Efdg§ 24

\\\\\\
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Zhdl &d5 25 c4 ©b4 26 H3d2 b5
27 f4 be 28 bec Eabs etc.

c) On 13 c4, Black can again play
13 ... a5 (79).

tinued 14 Ehel (Karpov-Larsen,
Amsterdam 1980, saw 14 &bl a4
15 De5 &Hxe5 16 £xe5. These
days, Black castles kingside in
such positions without giving it a
thought - 16 ... 0-0, or 15 ... 0-0.
Three years ago, however, Larsen
was attracted by 16 ... Wa5?! 17
HDed 0-0-0. After 18 c5! &ixed 19
Wxed 2f6 - 19 ... Ehg8 20 BEh3 -
20 2xf6 gf 21 W4 522 Ed3, his
pawn weaknesses and unsafe king
position made Black’s game
difficult) 14 ... b5!? (this idea is
quite a good reaction to c4, and
was playable last move too) 15 ¢35
HdS 16 Re50-0 17 Ded H7f6 18
Dxfo+ Dxf6 19 Lxf6 £xf6 20 g4
WdS 21 &bl Efd8, and Black’s
game is more active.
13 .. 0-0 (81)
Or:
a) 13 ... a5 14 Ehel (80).

And now:

al) Belyavsky-Larsen, Tilburg
1981, continued 14 ... a4? |5
Dgo!! Dd5 (Belyavsky’s analysis
demonstrates that Black already
has no satisfactory continuations:
15 ... fg 16 Wxgb+ Hf8 17 Hxe6
We8 18 EHdel Wxg6 19 hg £b4
(19 ... &d5 20 Exe7) 20 c3 &\d5
(20 ... Ra521 Kd6+ g8 22 &Hfs)
21 fd2 Qa5 22 c4 £xd2+ 23
&xd2 @956 24 He7 with a won
position; or 15 ... a3! 16 b3! fg
17 Wxgb+ &8 18 Exet Wes 19
&Of5! Wxg6 20 hg £bd 21 ¢3
&d5 22 cb HHxf4 23 He7) 16 H15!
£18 17 £.d6! Eg8 18 ¢4 &Hbg 19
Wh3! fg 20 Exe6+ &f7 21 hgt
&xe6 22 Eel+ HeS 23 @xe5, and
Black resigned. The 15 &e5 line
received good publicity from this
game.

a2) Consequently, against Suradi-
radja, Indonesia 1982, Chandler
played 14 ... 0-0, and after 15 &bl
a4 16¢4a317b3 2b4 18 Ehl We7
19 &ed4 Had8 obtained a com-
fortable position. If he had been

facing Belyavsky, the issue would
have been more complex. Instead
of 15 &bl?!, White should
probably have played 15 We2,
aiming for 16 &gb.

b) 13 .. Hd5 14 &d2 £g5 is
strongly met by 15 Ded Lxd2+16
%xd2 0-0 17 g4, as indicated by
Belyavsky.

c) Psakhis-Larsen, Las Palmas 1Z
1982, went 13 ... &xeS 14 fxe5
b5 15 Hed Hc8 16 &bl a5 17
£xf6 gf (17 ... £xf6 18 g4 0-0 19
f4, or 18 Wg3 0-0 19 Lxf6+ Wxf6
20 Eh4) 18 g4 Wd5 19 4, with a
clear edge.

To return to 13 ... 0-0:

[ &3

%

D
S

If White fails to demonstrate his

advantage after developing his
forces so actively, this will strongly
Influence our appraisal of the
Stability of Black’s set-up with
10 ... ¢6. Some examples:
2) 14 We2 Wa5(14... a5 15c4ad 16
&b a3 17 b3 Ea6 18 Wf3 Wcg 19
Ehe| Ed8 20 We3 c5 21 Hxd7

Xd7 Y5-14 Timman-Lobron, Plov-
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div 1983) 15 &bl Ead8 16 c4
(analysing 16 ©g6!?, Tal concludes
that there are chances for both
sides after 16 ... fg 17 Wxe6+ &h8
18 Wxe7 - 18 hg Hg8 - 18 ... »ndS
19 £.d2 Wxa2+ 20 Pdxa2 Hxe7 21
£b4 c5) 16 ... Dxe5 17 de &d7 18
Hd2 (Tal recommends 18 a3 &Hc5
19 Wc2) 18 ... 2519 £xg5 hg20
h6 (20 Ehd1? or 20 Eel? would
fail against 20 ... &xe5!) 20 ..
Dxe5! (20 ... WxeS? loses to 21
h7+ &h8 22 Exd7 Wxe2 23 ExdS;
while if 20 ... g6, then 21 h7+ &h8
22 EHhdl is strong) 21 EdS5! (21
hg? Exd2, or 21 Exd8? Exd8 22
hg &xg7 favours Black) 21 ..
ExdS 22 cd Wxd523 hg &xg7, and
a draw was agreed (24 Dh5+ &gb
25 &fa+ gf 26 Whs+ Hf6 27
Wha+ &f5 28 WhS+), Belyavsky-
Tal, 1981.

b) 14 c4 c¢5 (it would be interesting
totry 14 ... ©xe5 15 £xe5 Hgd, or
15 de Wc71?7) 15d5 &xe5(15...ed
16 &f51) 16 £.xeS &gd 17 Lxg?!?
Hxg7 (17 ... ©xf2 18 Wf3 Hxhl 19
&xf8 £g5+ 20 &bl &Hxgl is
unclear) 18 We2 05+ (18 ... &Hf6
would be answered by 19 de Wc7
20 &f5+ &h7 21 We2) 19 &bl
&6 20 de Wrc821 7 Heg 22 Ed6!
Wod 23 WeS &Hg8 24 ZHel! (24
Exf6 &.xf6 25 Wxf6 We6 would be
to Black’s liking) 24 ... &d7 25
Exd7! Wxd7 26 AfS {6 27 Wds5+!
Wxd5 28 cd £f429 g3 £¢7 30 &c2
b5 31 &xh6+ &h7 32 HIS Hg8 33



70 8 hS with 10 ... e6

d6 f.a5 34 He6 Zg5 35 Exf6
ExhS 36 d7 Eh2 37 Qel 1-0,
Karpov-Hiibner, Tilburg 1982.
An exceedingly beautiful win by
the World Champion, although
not everything in it is convincing,
c) 14 Hxd7 Wxd7 15 LeS5S Ead8
(15... Dga!?) 16 We2 Wd5 17 &bl
Ed7?7(17 ... bS) 18 c4 Wa519{4 b5
20 ¢5 Hd5 21 f5 &nd722 &4 Wds
23 fe, and White won, Timman-
Hiibner, Tilburg 1982.

These three games played ‘at
top level’ clearly point to the
dangers lurking round the black
king in this variation, but also to
the fact that the search for the best
continuations (for both sides) is
not yet finished.

B2
1 .. Was+

A move showing that Black

admits his ‘mistake’ (10 ... e6) and

wants to return, after 12 £d2, to

traditional

queen on c7.
12 c3(82)

positions with his

w[E7 T aHAE
B”t/m/t%w

,,,,,,,,,,,,,

This is played on ‘principle’, by,
reveals that White will castle shorg
(bringing about queenside Castling
is more involved), despite the
weakening of his kingside. A
similar plan is considered ip
Chapter 7, Variation B.

12 .. Def6
13 a4

Intending to play 14 b4, driving
away the black queen (and so
removing the threat to the h-pawn),
and then to castle.

Another possibility is 13 %e)
£e7 14 &eS, likewise ensuring
kingside castling. A game Kapengut-
Shakarov, 1981, continued: 14 ..
0-0 15 a3 c5 16 dc DHxe5? (16 ...
WxcS5) 17 b4 Wad 18 & xe5 Hid7
£d4?  (after 19 0-0 Black’s
position isn’t worth the pawn) 19
19 ... e5 20 Le3 (20 &Hf5 ed 21
Dxe7+ &h8 22 cd Hae8 23 dS
&Axc3, or 23 0-0 &f6, is unclear)
20 ... f5 21 Wed+ &h8 22 Hxf5
Exf5 23 We6 Wc2 24 0-0 Hf6 25
Wxe7 Wed, with good play for
Black.

13 c5

After 13 .@.67 White carries
out his idea - 14 b4 Wdg 15 0-0 -
but how to assess it objectively is
by no means obvious.

A game Panchenko-Bronstein,
Moscow Open Ch 1981, went 13 ...
&d51? 14 £d2 Wc7 15 Sfl a5 16
We2 &e7 17 DeS HxeS5 18 WxeS
Wxe5 19 de Db6 20 &4 521 efgf

22 &e2 &7 23 Ehdl f5 24 &3
5d5 25 £d4 Ehd8 26 c4 96 27
ges Degd 28 £c7 Hdc829 £f4e5

30 £d2 $eb, and Bronstein
u:played his opponent.
14 0-0 2e7

Gaprindashvili-Nikolac, Wijk
aan Zee saw 14 ... Hc87! 15 Hfel
o4 16 Wc2 2e7 (do we infer that
Nikolac had first been planning
to take the h-pawn? Black’s
position would then quickly have
become difficult: 16 ... &xh5 17
HixhS WxhS 18 Wed) 17 Des5 0-0
18 D5 Efe8? (83)

B
%x/ga:«
b AR
w7 %@/78
a/x@,& _
By ,/
wﬁ@/ %&7

(18 ... wdg) 19 &Hxg7! &xg7 20
Kxh6+! &xh6 21 Hxf7+ ExhS 22
g4+! &h4 23 3 Hxgd 24 Hed 1-0.
15 Efel 0-0 (84)

After 15 ... cd 16 b4 Wa6 17 b5
Was 18 £xd4, White’s pieces
become very active. One more
indiscretion - 18 ... Ec8? - and

‘Black was crushed in Vitolins-

Antom, USSR 1978: 19 Exe6!
Wxe3 20 Hxe7+ @xe7 21 Wdl
Bhdg 22 g d6+! ©xd6 23 Qdf5+

o
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&Hc5 24 Wdo+ Hcd 25 Hie3+ Wxe3
26 fe etc.

e R
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Black has finished his develop-
ment, and the fate of the white
h-pawn becomes a major issue.
Vitolins-Kivlan, Latvian Ch 1978,
continued: 16 &5 Efe8 17
& xh6+ (Vitolins isn’t happy with
17 &xe7+, because after that the
pawn on hS would not be easy to
defend) 17 ... gh 18 &e5 Hxe5 19
de &h7 20 £xh6 £18 21 &4 &h8
22 Hed W7 23 Hael £e724 £h6
Hg8 25 Wf3 &p5 26 &xg5 Exg5
27 g4 Ed8, and Black has a
winning position.

An improvement is 16 &e3, for
instance 16 ... Dxe5 17 de £Hd5 18
£d2 Efd8 19 Hed 06 etc, and
White’s chances may be no worse.

To draw conclusions from the
material examined in this chapter,
we may say that the variations
10 ... e6 11 £f4 &gf6 and 11 ..
Wa5+ 12 ¢3 are undoubtedly
interesting and lead to sharp
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situations; yet in the first case  position, while in the second case @ 7
Black forfeits the stability of his ~ White does so. 7 C
Summary 1 e4 c6 the rook itself, on h4, leaves
2 A ds something to be desired . . .
11 b3 = ! 3 He3 de Kingside castling with the h-pawn
11 2d2 &gfé 120-0-0 <5 ® 4 Dxed &f5 far advanced (Variation B) sharpens
Whe : 5 &Hgl Ke6 the struggle, but the white king’s
£e7 13 Ehel o0 6 HI3 ad7 defences are open to threats. The
13 ¥e2 00 7 h4 hé6 same can be said of White’s
13 Hed  Whe £ 8§ hS £h7 commencement of warlike oper-
as + 9 &d3 £xd3 ations with his king still in the
0-0 = 10 Wxd3 We7 (85) centre (Variation C).
&Dxed = It would only be just if all these
11 214 &SHgfe 120-0-0 $Le7 13 Hed =/ o0 tries allowed Black good counter-
13 &bl =/00 play.
13 o4 o From Diagram 85, White has:
135  aS e A 11 Eh4
Hxes b B 11 0-0
0-0 1/00 / ,/ C 1l &4d2
Was+ 12 ¢3  Dglo 13 We2 = ,' /@/@ @ A
13 24 &5 o0 ATAT TAY 11 Eh4 (86)
cS = / Y V4 /
(12 £d2 WeT - cf. 10 ... WeT) £ % = 5| K7 /@&mﬁj
" The customary continuation B % F @ m/‘/ 7
. % P Y
ll::.)re is (ljl Q.q2 e?hIZ ﬁ;}O—O,hbut ” /////‘ /y/ ///// /5/‘%
N W and again other €s have // // //% /8
appened to become popular and W /&4 75
displace it. Such lines are 11 Ehd, > / »
110-0 and 11 £d2 €6 12 We2, or // /‘g’//@@
12 c4. Their common factor is 8/ ,/&/g//
their obvious artificiality. The %{ /// :@é /

rook sortie (Variation A) makes
| &f4 possible, but the position of By way of explaining 8 h4,
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Gligori¢ once wrote: ‘ White wants
to bring his king’s rook into play
on the fourth rank and fight for
the f4 square.” Nowadays White
associates 8 h5 with quite other
plans, but 11 Zh4 does still occur
occasionally.
11 .. €6

Or 11 ... &Hgf6 12 4.f4 Was5+ 13
£d2 (13 &f112 e6 14 QeS5) 13 ...
Wh5 14 Wxb5 cb 15a4 ba 16 Exad
€6 17 b3 £e7 18 ¥e2 a6 19 Ehl,
and the players agreed a draw,
Sax-Hort, 1979.

12 &f4 WasS+

White’s successes in the alter-
native variation 12 ... £d6 13
£ xd6 Wxd6 14 Hed areillustrated
by the following games:
a) 14 ... Whda+ 15 Wc3 (if 15 ¢3,
then 15 ... Wxb2 is dangerous
because of 16 &Hd6+ and 17 Ebl,
so Black would have to withdraw
his queen to e7. Also after 15 Wc3,
Botvinnik considers it was nottoo
late for 15 ... We7) 15... Wxc3+ 16
be e 17 Hc5! Higf6 (‘if 17 ... b6,
then 18 &Hxd7 &xd7 19 HesS+,
winning a pawn; or 17 ... &xc5 dc,
and again one of Black’s pawns
will fall' - Botvinnik) 18 &xb7
Zheg 19 Hes (19 He51) 19 .. ¢S
20 Ha5 Hc7 21 0-0-0 Eac8 22
Hxd7 &Hxd7 23 d5! ed 24 Exds,
with the initiative as well as a
slight material plus, Spassky-
Botvinnik, Leiden 1970.
b) 14 ... We7 (§7)

7:/:%'%
7 / % /&
7 Y

Z

__ 7@%®%
AWAE KA
3
15 Wa3! (‘the sort of move Tolush
would suggest’” - Botvinnik. In
Keres-Bagirov, 1959, White obtained
the better position after 15 0-0-0
Hgfe 16 Dxfo+ Dxf6 17 Qes
0-0-0 18 Wg3, but in a game
against Gligori¢ in the Candidates’
Tournament of that year, Petrosian
strengthened Black’s defence:
6 ... gf! 17 Wd2M Hbo6 18 Was
Wd6! 19 Ed3 Wd5 20 Wa3 Hcd 21
Wh4 Hd6 22 b3 a5 23 Wd2 a4 24
c4 ab!, with advantage to Black.
Another game Spassky-Botvinnik,
1970, went 16 &ed2 0-0-0 17 &icd
&b8 18 g3 Hib6 19 We2 HHbds,
with a draw) 15... Wxa3 16 ba &e7
17 Bbl (probably more exact than
17 &c5 Hxc5 18 dc a5 19 Hbl,
when Seirawan in one of his games
played 19 ... Ea7 and succeeded in
defending after 20 Hes o6 21
2d4 Be8 22 a4 Hc7 23 Ebdl
Eab6);, and now:

b1)17 ... b6 18 He5 Hixe5 19 det5
20 g3 Ed8 21 Had Ed722 Edl
Hxdl+ 23 sxdl a5 24 Hd4 525

§ \\\\*

gd2 &f7 26 Ed8, with a clear
advantage, Belyavsky-Pomar, Las
palmas 1974.

b2) 17 ..
19 dc (88)

b8 18 &Hc5 Dxcs

B 7 b
A % @x,v
/x/xﬁ %

BB
_ /

L,%/%%%
ﬁ%ﬁ%y@&/
V8 &

The same type of position (with
a white pawn on c3 instead of a3)
would have arisen in Spassky-
Botvinnik - see (a) above - if
Black had played 17 ... &DxcS.

White's pawn structure, though
ugly, allows him to exert strong
pressure against b7 (Eb4). Does
the position favour White, then?

At one time it was generally
thought that the answer to this
question was given by a game
Bellon-Pomar, Olot 1975: 19 ... a5
20 He5(20 Bad Df6 21 Exas Hd7
is good for Black despite the pawn
minus) 20 ... &6 21 Ed4 Ehc8 22

w R
\\\\\

,,,,,,

\\\\\\\

Eb3 Ec7 23 g4 Ed8 24 Exb7
Exd4 25 &Hixc6+ &d7 26 Hixd4
Exb7 27 c6+ &c7 28 cb Hixgd,
Wwith chances for both sides.

But the next encounter between
the same opponents,

Bellon-

0..%c7 75

Pomar, Orense 1976, brought
victory to White: 22 gd4! (instead of
gb3) 22 ... Ec7 23 {3 Ed8? 24
Hxb7. The same blow as before,
but this time White’s pawn on g4
1s defended.

Has Grandmaster Pomar since
succeeded in proving that the
position is drawn nonetheless? It
would of course be interesting to
find out ~ yet we have always felt
that wasting his energy over such a
tedious exercise was not worth
Black’s while. The ineffectuality
of 11 Eh4 can be brought out if
Black refrains from 12 ... £d6.
White will have to waste time
moving his rook to a more
suitable square, and the tempo is
just what Black needs.

13 &d2 Whe

13 ... Wc7 is also playable
(provided Black has no objection
to an immediate draw with 14
£f4). A game Kitces-Tavadian
(1977) proceeded: 14 0-0-0 0-0-0
15 &bl &Hgfe 16 &f4 &d6 17
$.xd6 Wxd6 18 ¢4 ¢5 19 Wa3 ab
20 Hd2 Wc7 21 We3 cd 22 Ehxd4
Nb8! 23 Hied?! Hxed 24 Wxed
Ac6 25 B4d3 Exd3 26 Exd3 Ed8
(after all the rooks are exchanged
it emerges that White’s pawns are
hard to defend, for example
27 Hxd8+ Wxd8 28 &Hc2 Wal) 27
a3 Exd3 28 Wxd3 Wf4 29 Wh7
Wea! with a won game for Black.

14 0-0-0 Se7
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A debatable point - is driving
the rook away necessary?
15 Ehhl
In Mukhamedzhanov-Vdovin
(1979), White played 15 Zf4 (15
H2g4? Hgf6) 15 ... Defo 16 Hes,
and . . . managed to draw after
16 ... EdS 17 We2 ¢5 18 dc WxcS
19 &xd7 Exd7 20 Bc4 ¥d5 21
$c3 Wxdl+ 22 Wxdl Exdl+ 23
Hxdl &d7.
15 .. Hgf6 (89)
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Gilezetdinov-Shakarov, corres
1976, now continued: 16 c4 (16
Ehel appears best, aiming to
meet 16 ...0-0 or 16 ... 0-0-0 with 17
&5fS. Black can choose between
16 ... ¢S and 16 ... Ed8) 16 ... Wab
17 &bl £d6 (exploiting White’s
unpreparedness for 18 Ned) 18
He2 Hgd 19 Kel 0-0-0 (five years
earlier, this position had been seen
in a game Tatai-Larsen, though the
players had taken three moves
fewer to reach it: 10 ... e6 11 Rd2
Wbe 12 0-0-0 Hgf6 13 c4 Wab! 14
&bl £d6 15 He2 Hgd 16 Kel

\§

\

0-0-0. After 17 &d2 ¢S5 18 &Heq
£c7 19 £3 £571 20 &d2 Hgf6 24
We2 &b 22 &f2 £b6 23 H1b3 cd
24 &Hexd4 Black was left in a
dubious position, but 17 ... Higfer
followed by ... 5 or ... ¢35 would
have given him a good game) 20
We2 ¢S5 21 Ed3 (White'’s violent
attempt to seize the initiative
quickly produces the opposite
result) 21 ... c¢d 22 ¢5 fe7 (not
2 ... &Hxc57 23 Exd4) 23 Hexd4s
(23 Ea3? fails to 23 ... d3 24 Wc3
d2, or 24 Exd3 &xe5 25 Exd+
&xd8) 23 ... de5 24 Ec3?! (he
had to exchange queens with 24
a3 Wed 25 Wxcd) 24 ... Dxf3 25
Hxf3 ££6, and White’s position is
in disarray.

We will give the finale of this
game (by way of advertisement!):
26 Hb3 (26 Hal Wb5 27 Exa7?
Edl+) 26 ... Bd5 27 Eb4? Ehd8
28 a3 (or 28 £c3 Hxf2! 29 Wxf2
Hdl+ 30 Exdl Exdl+ 31 &c2
Wd3+ 32 &b3 4xc3) 28 ... Bdl+
29 &a2 Hxf2! 30 Wxf2 Hald!
with a mating attack.

We hope to have convinced the
reader that by avoiding the
exchanging line 12 ... £d67! Black
obtains a fully satisfactory game.
B

11 0-0 (90)

An optimistic decision, bringing
sharpness into the position in
keeping with the tastes of
A.Vitolins - the only master who
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employs this variation regularly
(or used toM.

{n our view, the advanced pawn
on hS means, above all, an
opportunity for Black in positions
where the players castle on the
same side. In practice, however,
Black has preferred to castle
queenside without delay.

1 .. e6
12 4
Alternatively:

a)Even Vitolins failed to shineina
game where Black castled
kingside: 12 We2 Hgf6 13 Des5
&d6 14 Het 0-0 (91).

/’//
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15 c4 Had8 16 &4 c517 dc ¥Wxc5
18 &Hd3 Wc7 19 &xd6 Wxdé 20
Hadl a5 21 b3 Hc5 22 De5 Who
23 We3 Wb4, Vitolins-Kivlan,
1980. With ... a4 in view, Black’s
position is the more promising; in
fact, Vitolins sacrificed his
h-pawn here with 24 &e2, to alter
the unfavourable course the game
was taking.

b) 12 Hel Dgf6 13 @e5 (92) is
hardly any stronger

,,,,,,,,,,
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— although, in Schneider-
Lauterbach, 1958, Black was
crushed after 13 ... £e7? 14 &x{7!
GHxf7 15 Weo+ g8 (if 15 ... Sf8,
then of course 16 Exe6 with &f5
to follow) 16 &f5! ef 17 Exe7 Eh7
18 £xh6 &HxhS 19 W7+ $h8 20
He®+. Instead 13 ... &xeS 14 de
&Hd7 was good enough, while 13 ...
&d6 14 &5 0-0 (14 ... &xh5 15
Hg6!) 15 &Hxh6+! gh 16 &xh6
Hxe5 17 de &.xeS is problematic.

12 .. Def6! (94)

The alternative is 12 ... 0-0-0

(93).
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And now, from Diagram 93:

a) Vitolins-Mikhalchishin, 1978,
continued 13 d5 &c5 14 Wd4ed 15
84 de! 16 Wxcd (after 16 £xc7
Exd4 17 &Hxd4 Hxc7 Black’s
chances may even be better) 16 ...
£d6 17 £xd6 Wxd6 18 b4?! fDeb
19 b5 &e7, and after beating off
the assaults, Black won. The same
outcome can be envisaged after
18 Eadl ¥xd1 19 Exd1l Exd1+20
&h2 HdS, but in the case of 18
Wxf7 the result is harder to
predict.
b) Vitolins-Okhotnik, Onyepro-
petrovsk Otborochnii 1980, went
13 b4 &xbd 14 Ebl £d6 15 Ded
gl 16 Hxd6+ Wxde 17 Wb3 b6
18 a4 c5 19 a5cd 20ab ab 21 £a3
&c5 22 Wxb6 Wxb6 23 Exb6 Had
24 Hab Hc3 25 Ea7 Ehef 26 Eal
Ed7 27 Eab 5 28 £d6 Exd6 29
HExd6 &c7 30 ¢5 Hced 31 Eal+
Hb8 32 Edab Hxc5 33 a5 Hed7
34 Ha8+ &c7 35 Hxe8 @Dxe8
36 HxeS, and Vitolins achieved
the win.

Closely associating  Blackg
failure with his decision to castje
queenside would be wrong. W,
suggest 13 ... Dgf6 as worth trying
(14 b5 ¢35, or 14 ¢5 Eg8 with the
idea of ... g6), while even afte;
13 ... Kxb4 not everything j
clear.

However, the most precise
move is 12 ... &gt6!, which doesn’y
commit the king for the moment,

_
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On 13 Bel, the reply 13 ... 0-0-0
looks better than it did on move
12.

In a correspondence game
Kneller-Kikust, 1981, Black met
13 Hel with 13 ... £b4,aimingfor
kingside castling. There followed:
14 He2 (quite good, since it
threatens both 15 dS and 15 ¢5)
14 ... Ed8! 15 d57 (an il
considered decision. 15 Wb3 a5 16
a3 was more logical, prompting
the bishop to go to d6 or e7, where
the knight on g3 can reach it. But
then, we would still prefer th€
black side after 16 ... £d6 17 D3
0-0 18 &)xd6 Wxds) 15 ... 0-0 169

g e

mes 17 eft Exf7 18 Wb3 Hxf3+
19 Wxf3 Bd1+ 20 Hf1 Wd8 21 g3
¢S, and the white position is
pard to defend.

Let us frankly state that the
plan of 11 0-0 is devoid of
gtrength. The pawn on h5 is
misplaced, as Black can demon-
strate with careful play.

11 &d2 e6
At this point, we consider:
Cl 12 We2
C2 12 c4
Cl
12 We2

In the 1960s, White’s successes
with the variation 12 0-0-0 &gf6
13 We2 0-0-0 14 He5 made Black
want to refine his play. The idea of
delaying development of the king’s
knight, and playing 12 ... 0-0-0 13
We2 £d6, so as to prevent De5
(compare Chapter 10, Variation
A), seemed to represent such a
refinement. White, in turn, took
counter-measures, and started
making the queen’s move earlier.
As a result, a new set of variations
arose: 12 We2 0-0-0 13 QeS, 12 ...
Kd6, and 12 ... Hgf6 13 &eS.

12 .. Nef6

A tough sentence was passed on
12 ... 0-0-0 as early as 1966. A
8ame Nikitin-Lazarev went: 13
%es (95).

. &b6 (or 13 ... Dxe5 14 de

. %e7 15 0-0-0 c5 16f4@c617c3

/,/
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and Black’s game holds few
prospects; see analogous positions
in Chapter 11, Variation A) 14 c3
06 15 0-0! £d6 (15 ... c5 16 bda!)
16 a4 Ehf8 17 a5 & bd7 18 {4, and
while

Black remains passive,
White prepares an attack on the
queenside.

As to the manoeuvre 12 ... £d6
13 Hed Lf4, the following ana-
lysis by Boleslavsky purports to
refute it. After 14 &e5 (96), Black
has (he says) an unpleasant choice:

/ /x/,w
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a)l4... @xeS 15 &xf4 Hd3+ 16
Wxd3 Wxf4 17 g3 Wc7 18 Wa3.
b) 14 ... &xe5 15 de Hxe5 16 £bd
0-0-0 17 f4 ¢5 18 fe cb 19 0-0 Wxe5
20 Exf{7 Wd4+! 21 L2 Hf6 22
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2dl Wb6 23 Exd8+ Hxd8 24
Exg7 EdS5 25 g4, and ‘in view of
the threats of 26 Egb6 and 26 Wf3,
Black’s position is difficult’
(Boleslavsky).

c) 14 ... &xd2+ 15 &xd2 Hxe5 16
de 0-0-0 17 &c4 &b8 18 &Hdé 16
19 f4.

Is all this incontestable? In the
final position of (b), Black is not
without chances: 25 ... Ed4!? 26
wWf3 (26 Hg6 Ef4) 26 ... e5! 27
WS+ &dg 28 Wxe5? Hxgd+ 19
Exgd Wx{2+!

It seems to us that a simpler
answer to 12 ... £d6is 13 &f5 &4
14 &e3 &g 15 g3; or 14 Kxf4
Wxf4 15 Hel Qgfe 16 0-0-0,
transposing to a position from
Chapter 10 (Variation A), which
favours White.

13 Ehd4?! (98)

White has achieved his aim
after 12 ... &gf6, and could simply
castle here (for 13 0-0-0, see
Chapters 11 and 12). But it is
understandable that he should
want to try out 13 He5 (97).

7.
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Tal-Kasparov, exhibition game
1980, continued: 13 .. ¢517 14
Hxd7 Wxd7 15 dec Kxc5 16 0-04
Wad 17 &c3! Ec8 18 &xf6 gf |9
&bl (19 Ded Le3+! 20 fe Wxeq)

9 ... £e7 20 Ed3 (20 Ded Weay)
20 ... Eg8 21 Ehdl f5! (all Black’s
pieces are well placed - except for
his king, which Tal has resolved to
get to grips with .. .) 22 §xf57 ef
23 Hel Wh4 24 He3 Ec725 Whs+
S8 26 WeS 41 27 Hed EcS! 28
Wxe7+ Wxe7 29 Exe7 Hxg2 30
Bxb7 Exf2 31 a4 3 32 Hed Ef5
33 Eb5 Hxb5 34 ab He2 35 Ef4
f2 36 &a2 HExc2, and Black
won.

Still, perhaps White will find a
way to profit from Black’s
insecure king position. If so, Black
should rely on 13 ... £d6 14f40-0.
Then 15 0-0-0 leads to a position
examined in Chapter 4 (see 6 h4 h6
7 f4, as in the games Diickstein-
Hort and Shamkovich-Dely),
except that here White has played
We2 instead of Diickstein’s
15 &e2 or Shamkovich’s 15 Wi3.
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The move 13 Eh4?! was played
in a few games by Matulovic:

a) 13 - . 0-0-0 14 QeSS HxeS 15
de A7 16 f4 &£c5 17 0-0-0 £e7 18
ghhl (compared with situations
in Chapter 11, Variation A,
Black has two extra tempi here!)

. Bd5 and now:

1) 19 c4 Hd3+ 20 &bl Ed7 21

4e3 Ehd822 Hed £6 23 ef gf, with
chances for both sides, Matulovic-
Nikolic, Yugoslav Ch 1978.
a2) 19 Le3 Ehd8 20 &xc5 f.xcs5
21 ¢4 Bxdl+ 22 Exdl 5! 23 &fl
Who 24 Exd8+ Wxdg 25 g3 Wd4,
and the advantage is on Black’s
side, Matulovié-Nikolac, 1979.
b) 13 ... &e7 14 0-0-0 &dS (for
14 ... ¢5, see Chapter 10, Variation
C) 15 Ehhl ¢5 16 dc &xc5 17
b5+ Wd7 18 Wxd7+ Hxd7 19
&f1 Ec8 20 &bl £.c521 fel bS,
and Black has the initiative.

-C2

12 c4(99)
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This continuation was especially

.Popular in the first half of the

0.. W7 81

1970s. As in Variation C1, White
is intent on gaining something by
starting active operations one
move earlier, instead of deciding
on the position of his king.

12 .. Hgf6

13 We2

One of the paths that were

explored in investigations of the
12 ¢4 line was 13 ¢5, cramping
Black and envisaging a queenside
pawn advance (100).
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What is there to reassure Black
here? The answer is, the dS
outpost for his pieces, the pawn on
d4 to be pressurised, and various
possibilities of breaking with ...
b6, ... €5 or gb. On the whole thisis
quite enough for an optimistic
appraisal of his chances:

a) The pawn break .. b6,
combined with kingside castling,
gave Black a good position in
Romm-Porath, 1976: 13 ... b6 14
b4 a5 (half measures - 14 ... bc
15 bc - are not very effective, as
was shown in Vasyukov-Podgayets,
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USSR Ch Ist L 1975: 15 ... 2e716
0-0 0-0 17 Efb1 Efbg 18 Eb3 Hd5
19 Hel Exb3 20 ab Eb8 21 Zal
Eb5 22 Ha4 a5 23 He2 £f6 24
We2 eS 25 de &£.xe5 26 Ec4 Eb8
etc. Black’s position is satisfactory,
but no more) 15 cb Wxb6 16 ba
Wa6 17 Wxa6 HExab 18 He5 £d6
19 &1c4 £xg3 20 fg 0-0 21 &e2 ¢S5
22 Hh4 Ec8 (Black creates
counterplay which compensates
for the white passed pawn on a5)
23 Hel cd 24 Exd4 Hac6 25 &dl
e5 26 Bhd Hd527 Hd6 Excl+ 28
&xcl Bcb 29 HbS Ec5 30 a4 Ecb
31 Hed f5 32 He2 Hab 33 &£d2
&f7, and by now Black has the
better chances.

b) 13 ... 0-0-0 is motivated by a
sceptical view of White’s coming
attack on the queenside. And
indeed, the counterplay based on
pawn breaks in the centre or on
the kingside is powerful enough.
Play can proceed:

bl) 14 Wa3eS! 15 WxaTed 16 Ka5
He8+ 17 &f1 L.xc5withadvantage
to Black, Kayumov-Shakarov,
1976.

b2) 14 b4 Hg8!? (not a bad plan,
but 14 ... e5 is more convincing) 15
ad g6 16 &fl gh 17 Hxh5 Egd 18
237 (White allows a forceful blow.
After 18 &Hxf6 &Oxf6 19 &xh6
£xh6 20 Exh6 W4, Black's
activity is worth the pawn) 18 ...
Hes! 19 Dxe5 Egxd4 20 We3 Hed
21 Wa3 &xh5 22 Hf3 &Hfe 23

£xh6 Lxh6 24 Exh6 £d525 gy,
Ne3+! 26 wgl LOf5 27 Bh3 g 3
28 &fl Wd8 29 Wb3 Wit 30 py
De3+ 31 &e2 Dd5+ 32 Sfl Zhy
0-1 Skulener-Tavadian, 1977,
b3) 14 We2 (I01) is directeq
against ... e5.
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This position is often reached
by the move order 13 We2 0-0-0 14
¢5, but White cannot reach itatall
if Black is unwilling: 13 c5 b6 (see
Romm-Porath and Vasyukov-
Podgayets, above), or 13 We2
£.d6! (which we analyse below).

Karpov-Hort, Portoroz-Ljubljana
1975, continued: 14 ... Eg8! (the
plan of .. e5 was successfully
countered in a number of games
by Ciocaltea. Ciocaltea-Sribar,
1976, went 14 ... e5 15 de He8 16
0-0 &xc5 - or 16 ... Pxe5 17 &f*
&fe4 18 Bfel f6 19 Hed - 1704
QI8N = 17... Lb6!7 18 ad BDxeS-
18 Efel &d5 19 bs, and Black’s
king is in danger. Ciocalted
Valero, 1980, saw 14 ... Hyd5 15 b4
Te8 16 Hf1 05 17 de Dxes 18 Be!

6 19 #hd, and the threat of Hed
ts Black in a difficult situation)
15 b4 g6 16 Ebl gh 17 &f1 Hgd 18
gb3 b8 19 &xh5 Hxh5 20 Exh5
of6 21 Bed £9722b5Hd523b6
ab 24 ¢b Wd6 25 Hed Hxed 26
wxed £5 27 W2 416 28 Wed Hg8
29 Wa4 h5, with chances for both

sides.

13 .. 4.de!

On 13 ... 0-0-0, White is at a
partmg of the ways; should he
start an offensive with 14 ¢5 (see
13 ¢5), establish a knight on e5, or
make one more non-committal
developing move (14 £.c3)? The
continuation 14 £.¢3 ¢5 15 0-0-0
leads to a position from Chapter
8, Variation A (12 0-0-0 &gf6 13
c4 0-0-0 14 £.c3 c5 15 We2), while
on 14 &He5 (102) Black at once
acquires a number of interesting
possibilities:

1 02
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a) 14 ... HixeS 15 de Hd7 16 f4
DS 17 0-0-0 Hd3+ 18 Hbl
Dxb2! 19 wxb2 Who+ 20 B2
%26 21 @b (avoiding the risk

0.. %7 83

entailed by 21 £.c¢3, 21 Eal or 21
Ebl) 21 ... Wb6+ 22 Hc2 with a
draw, Klovan-Andreyev, corres
1976.

b) 14 ... Hb6?! 15 c5 &xc5! (the
only move which in some way
justifies his last one. After 15 ...
&Hbd5 16 0-0, Black has lost time
and risks coming under attack) 16
dc Exd2 17 &xd2 Wxe5 18 Wxe5
(White loses after 18 c¢b? Wxb2+
19 &e3 We3+ 20 Wd3 HdS+, or
20 Hf4 Hds5+) 18 ... Hcd+, with
chances of a draw - an outcome
that isn’t worth it.

c) 14 ... HbH8!? 15 £.c3 ¢5160-0-0
Ao,

The choice between 13 ... 0-0-0
and 13 ... £d6is a matter of taste.
We choose 13 ... £d6!

14 Of5 0-0!?
Or:
a) In one of the first games with
3 ... £d6, only the minus side of
this line was revealed. Karpov-
Pomar, 1974, went 14 ... 0-0-0?! 15
Hxd6+ Wxd6. Having exchanged
a knight (indeed, such an un-
appealing one as his knight on g3)
for the black bishop, White
obtained a clear advantage: 16
$a5 Hde8 17 De5 We7 18 £c3(18
f417) 18 ... Ed8 19 f4 HxeS 20 fe
&h7 21 0-0-0.
b) In a game Spassky-Karpov,
match 1974, Black’s position was
again suspect: 14 ... &4 15 &xf4
Wxtd 16 Hel (103)
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6 ... Wc7 17 0-0-0 b5 18 cb cb+
19 &bl 0-0 20 g4! with an attack.
Commenting on this game,
Botvinnik wrote: ‘16 ... 0-0-0
would have been dangerous on
account of 17 c¢5, threatening
&c4-d6. Therefore, most likely,
the correct decision was to break
with 16 ...c5!,and if 17 &d5 HxdS
18 cd, then 18 ... 0-0 19 de Efe8’
This was confirmed by a game
Tal-Portisch, Bugojno 1978, which
ended in a draw after 20 0-0 Exe6
21 Wb5 W7 etc.

But the evolution of this
variation was to take a different
course again. Black now allowed
the knight on g3 to be exchanged
for the bishop as in Karpov-
Pomar, but castled on the kingside.
This enabled him to exploit the

resource ... b5 in order to seize the
initiative.

15  Hxdeé wWxd6

16 0-0-0

As the following game shows,
the counter-stroke ... b5 loses

none of its force through Whige:g

postponement of castling here
Nor is this surprising; in tpe
present situation the white king g
no more secure on the right flany
or in the centre thanit would be op
the left flank.

Kapengut-Kasparov, Otborochnj
1978, went 16 Kc3b5! 17 cbceb 18
Wxb5 Hd5 19 DeS Dxe5 (19
76 20 We2 Efc8 was probably
even better) 20 de &Hxc3 21 be We7
22 Eh3?! (in our view White can
more easily hold his shaky position
after 22 0-0) 22 ... Efd8 23 We2
2d5 (104)
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24 f4 (Belyavsky-Bagxrov, USSR
Ch 1st L 1977, went 24 Ee3 Exed.
An oversight? But Bagirov main-
tains that after 24 f4 which holds
the extra pawn, White is worse off
still! He’s right - White’s king now
has nowhere to hide) 24 ... Had8
25 He3 Wb6 (25 ... We7! 20 83
Wb7, or 26 Eh3 6!, is also strong)
26 Hcl bS5 27 $f2 Bb2 28 Bl
Hbl 29 &g3 Ebd] 30 Bb2 We53!
W3 a5 32 Wed Wa3 (32 ...ad!7 33

gc2 Bhl 34 dgd (34 W3 We7 35
gg4 &h8, with ... Eg8 to follow)
. Wes 35 ﬁh3 Ehdl. Black
haS “handled the attack with
msufﬁaem imagination, and al-
though White’s position is still
difficult, he managed to hold on.
16 ... b5
And now:
a) In a game Lukin-Gorshkov,
«Zenit® Ch 1975, there followed: 17
cb cb 18 &bl b4 (alternatively
18 ... Bfc8 19 g4 Wc6, or 19 He5
Wc7) 19 He5 &d5 (105), and
Black’s chances on the queenside
are no worse than White’s on the
kingside:

20 Eh3 (the attack on the king with
Pieces was not to materialise, but
nor does a pawn storm have much
chance of success: 20 g4 f6 21 Dg6
Bfb8 22 ®al a5 23 Ehel Ha6 24
413 25 a3 DHb4N 20 ... f6 21 &cd
Wa6 27 Hg3 &h8 23 Hel Efe§24
Hgd?! Hacg 25 b3 Hc6 26 Hed f5
27 Bh4 Hec§ 28 g4 HTb6, and
Black is near to his goal (29 D xb6
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Hcl4!).

b) The energetic 17 g4! nearly
brought White a win in the game
Mnatsakanian-Bagirov, Kirovakan
1978: 17 ...bc 18 g5 hg 19 h6 g6 20
h7+ &xh7 21 Hxgs Hxgs 22
Kxg5 (106)

106
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22 ... 16?7 23 Wed Hf7 24 Eh7+
HeB 25 £f4 WS 26 Wxgo+ &d8
27 W7 &c8 28 Hgl Ed8 29 We7
(with his last move Black prevented
29 Wxf8+, but now 30 Wxd8+! is
threatened) 29 ... e5! 30 de ¢3 31
b3? Wf3! 32 &Le3 We2, and by now
it is White who is on the brink of
defeat. However, there is no
ambiguity about the position after
23 We4 - it is won for White. A
game Taran-Streltsov, corres 1980,
concluded: 27 Eh5 (instead of
We7) 27 ... Wf3 28 Kd6 c3 29
Edh1! cb+ 30 &bl 5 31 Wg7!
Wd3+ 32 &xb2 Wd2+ 33 &bl 4
34 HcS5! Wd3+ 35 &al 1-0.

In the position of Diagram 106,
Black missed a notable opportunity:
22 ... ¢3! Now White can’t play
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23 Wed? Whd or 23 Hd3? WdS,
but after 23 WeS5! cb+ 24 &bl
WxeS! 25 de f6 26 Hxd7 fg 27
Ehh7, the result of it all is

and trying to utilise the tempo tq
seize the initiative promises ng
success for White, and merely
gives Black the interesting choice

perpetual check to the black king.  between 14 ... 0-0 and 14 ... 2f4;
or between 13 £d6 anci
So we see that delaying castling 13 ... 0-0-0.
Summary
11 Eh4 €6 12 &f4  Rkd6 s
WasS+ =
11 0-0 e6  12We2 3
12 Eel 00
12 c4  0-0-0 /o0
Def6 ¥
11 £d2  e6 12 We2 0-0-0 +
£dé t
Dgfe 13 He5 oS 00
Ldé =
13 Eh4 =

(13 0-0-0 - cf. 12 0-0-0)

12 ¢4 &gl 13 ¢S

13 We2

b6 =
0-0-0 14 a3 ¥
14 b4 ¥
14 We2 00
0-0-0 14 HeS f=
(14 ¢5 - cf. 13 ¢5)
(14 $.¢3 ¢S5 15 0-0-0
- cf. 12 0-0-0)
&d6 145015 0-0-0 t
Kf4 =
0-0 =

We7 11 f£d2 €6

12 0-0-0 &ef6

1 ed c6

2 d4 ds

3 &cl de

4 Hixed &fs

5 &Hg3 [gb

6 I3 9nd7

7 h4 hé

8 bs £h7

9 &d3 £xd3
10 Wxd3 We7
11 &d2 eb
12 0-0-0 &ef6 (107)
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A key position for the whole
Classical System, and one where
there are various plans White can
adopt in his fight for the advantage.
From the mid-1960s, he chose the
manoeuvre 13 We2 followed by
@eS. Today, 13 &ed is more often

seen.

But earlier, before the insertion
of 8 h5 &h7 became popular, the
plan of c4 and &c3 was considered
the main line. Our analysis of this
plan began in Chapter 5 (Variation
B), and will be continued in the
present chapter. Partly, the aim of
this analysis will be to ascertain in
what way the pawn placed on h3
affects positions similar to those
examined in Chapter 5 - thatis, 13
c4 0-0-0 or 13 ... b5 (Variation A),
or 13 &bl 0-0-0 (Variation B1).
However, we also study some new
ideas here - for example, 13 &bl
¢5 (Variation B2) - which would
have featured in some of the lines
in Chapter 5, but for the fact that
8 £d3 had departed from the
scene by the time these new ideas
came in.

From Diagram 107:
A 13 c4
B 13 &bl
A

13 c4

The alternatives are:
a) 13 ... 0-0-0 14 L¢3, and now:
al) 14 ... ¢5 (108).

b5 (112)
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Now 15 @bl transposes into
Variation Bl, but has White
anything more energetic? Let us
see:
all) 15 We2 aims for DeS. This is
hardly advisable, if only because

5... £d6 16 Ded Dxed 17 Wxed
516 18 We2 cd 19 Hxd4 ab leads
to Chapter 9, Variation B, with
the difference that here White has
a tempo less (g3). Black can also
play 15 ... cd 16 &xd4 a6, when a
game Hulak-Bagirov (1976) con-
tinued: 17 &b3 (if 17 Df3, then

7 ... £d6 18 Qed Le7! 19 Dxf6
4xf6, with a draw in prospect)

7 ... £d6 18 &ed (at this point
the pawn sacrifice 18 £a5!? b6 19
Sc3isinteresting;if 19... £xg320
fg Wxg3, then 21 ¢5, with chances
of penetrating to the black king)

8 ... Sixed 19 Wxed HI6 20 We2
Weo! 21 g3 £c7! (an  ideal
arrangement of the pieces!) 22
Hxd8+ Exd8 23 Eel, and now
Black could have secured the
initiative with 23 ... Wg2!
al2) Some writers give an ex-

clamation mark to 15 dS, con-
sidering it the critical reply tq
4 ...c5. Butitisn’t so simple. The
retort 15 ... b6 (109) threatens
both the pawn on d5 and the one
on c4 (on account of ... Wf4+),

hyﬁgﬁd
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White is not likely to be pleased
with either 16 &xf6 W4+ (17 &bl
Wxf6 18 Hed WIS 19 d6 £.xd6) or
16 &bl fgd. Nor is there much
future in 16 &e5 £d6 17 &.xf6 gf
18 &e2.
a2) 14 ... £d6! starts a manoeuvre
which exploits the position of the
king on cl, and which we have
seen before in Chapter 5. Further:
15 &Hed Lfa4+ 16 &2 HeS! 17
Nxes _@.xeS (11()) )
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If White plays 18 We3 now, the

undane 18 ... Hxed 19 de (19
Wxed Lf6) 19 ... Dxc3 20 Wxc3
gxdl 21 Exdl Ed8 leads to a
drawn position.

In a game Bronstein-Kotov,
Amsterdam 1968, White continued
with 18 @&c5 &d6 19 @b3,
preservmg his minor pieces from
exchange. After 19 ... We7 20 a3
Hd77! 21 We2 He8 22 Zhel W8N
23 g4 Hde7 24 Wf3 Hh7 25 Has!
5 26 &ixcod be 27 Wxc6+ Hc7 28
Wab+ Hb8 29 ¢S5 £f4 30 Hxeb
Hxe6 31 Wxe6, Bronstein had
chances of succeeding. However,
the significance of this game
should not be over-estimated.
Transferring the knight from one
flank square (g3) to another (b3)
didn’t strengthen White’s position,
and improving on Black’s play is
not difficult. A better move than
0 ... Ed7 is 20 ... Ehe8, planning

... €5. Then, after 21 Edel, Black
could choose between 21 ... Ed7
(with a view to ... Wd8, ... Ede7,
... €5) and 21 ... &d7 (a sample
variation being 22 g4 5 23 de
DxeS 24 fxe5S Kxe5 25 W5+
Wd7 26 Exe5 HxeS 27 Wxe5
Wd3+ 28 &l Wxb3).
b) There is also another way of
utilising the king’s position on cl
to force simplifications: 13 ... £d6
14 Qea 414 (111).

But the bishop exchange weakens
the black squares, and although in

0..Wc7 1l 8d2 e6 12 0-0-0 Dgf6 89
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a game Mnatsakanian-Shakarov
(1981) Black did achieve a draw,
this was not such a simple matter:
15 g3 (perhaps it was worth
activating his rook with 15 Eh4!?
&xd2+ 16 Dfxd2) 15... £xd2+ 16
Dfxd2 0-0-0 17 Wa3 &Hxed 18
Hxed &b 19 4 (another, probably
better, method was 19 Dd6!? 46
20 ¢S5 el 21 Hced; also, two
moves earlier, White could have
played 17 ¢5!'7 &ixed 18 &xed D6
19 £d6+ Hb 20 We2 &Hel 21
Ded) 19 ... &6 20 &cS Ehed 21
We3 Hd7 22 Hxd7+(after 23 Hd3
f6, or 22 ... Wa$5, Black’s position is
solid; but the endgame that
Mnatsakanian is heading for is
simply drawn) 22 ... Exd7 23 We5
WxeS5 24 de Hed8 25 Hxd7 Exd7
26 Eh4 Hd8! 27 Hgd Hg8. The
rook on g4 is no more than a
symbol of activity. Another ten
moves, and the players agreed toa
draw.

The purpose of all three con-
tinuations - 13 ... 0-0-0 14 &c3
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£d6!, 13 ... &d6and 13...bS!?-is
to prove that White’s move 13 ¢4
was over-hasty. But the difference
between them is crucial. In the
first two cases Black is counting
on an easy draw, whereas 13 ... b5
fights for the point d5 and,
ultimately, for the initiative.

14 5

In Hanov-Shakarov, 1979, White
played 14 &e5?!, hoping to
exploit Black’s delay in removing
his king from the centre. There
followed: 14 ... &Hxe5 15 de Wxe5!
(this involves some risk, but is
stronger than 15 ... bc 16 ¥Wxc4
Hds 17 f4, with S to follow)
16 Ehel bc 17 Wc2 Wb5 18 ad (18
&5 looks attractive, but after
18 ... Ed8 it isn’t easy to find a
continuation of the attack. The
combination 19 &Hxg7+ fxg? 20
Hxe6+ fe 21 Weo6+ gives a draw
after 21 ... 8?22 b4+ Wxb4 23
Exd8+ &c7 24 WxgT7+ Hxd8 25
Wxf6+, but 21 &d7! is in
Black’s favour) 18 .. Wb3”
(better 18 ... Wb7, though even

then White’s chances shouldn’t be
underrated; for example, 19 &5
8e7?-19... Bd8 - 20 DxgT+ &iy
21 Hixe6+ fe 22 We6) 19 Exeo+ fe
20 Weot+ de7 21 fc3 HdS! 2
A5+ (White loses with 22 &xg7
¢3, or 22 Eel &d8 23 La5+ &cg
24 Wxe6+ &b7 25 Wd7+ Fab 26
Wxc6+ Obo 27 Lxbé6 Wxbo 28
Wxa8 £a3!) 22 .. ef 23 Hel+
&d7 24 La5! &eT (perpetual
check similarly results from 24 ...
Nb6 25 W7+ &d6 26 Eeb+ &Hcs
27 EeS+ HdS5 28 Exd5+ cd 29
We7+ Hd4 30 Wia+) 25 Weo+
He8 26 Wxco+ &7 27 Web+, with
a draw.

Black is happy with 14 ¢b ¢b+
15 &bl Wb7 or 15 .. &do6
(compare Chapter 5, Variation
B1).

14 ¢5 concedes the dS point just
as 14 cb does, but at least it
cramps Black. Also, there is
reason to think that the black king
will be easier to get at (on either
wing) than the white king.

14 ... L ReT (113
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The plan of 14 ... a5,15 ... aHdSs
and then ... 0-0-0 (or ... &d8-c8-
p7) deprives Black of the counter-
chances based on queenside play
against the white king or a break
in the centre with ... e5.

In a game Shishov-Vdovin,
Lokomotiv Ch Sochi 1980, Biack
succumbed to a pawn storm after
castling on the kingside: 15 &bl
0-0 16 Hed d5 17 D3 Dxc3+ 18
Wxc3 Of6 19 Wel QdS 20 Edel
b4 21 g4 Eabg 22 &al b3 23 a3 a5
24 &bl Wc8 25 We4 £d8 26 Ehgl
Wb7 27 De5 16 28 Hgb Hed 29 f4
W7 30 Wd3 Se7 31 g5 etc.

In this game, Vdovin showed
what may await the white king.
After ... b4 and ... EbS, the threat
of ... &c3 hangs over it; if the king
goes to al, then the idea of ... b3
(aiming to answer a3 with ... ©b4)
comes into the picture. Yet Black
lost ... Was Vdovin’s whole
conception faulty, or did he just
show insufficient tactical flair?

As we have said, Black’s other
chance lies in the undermining
move ... e5. For example, 16 ... €5
(instead of ... &xd5) 17 DxeS &xed
18 de Wxe5 19 &HOxf6+ Kxf6 20
K3 Wxc5 21 &xf6 gf, or (to be
more cautious) 19 ... Wxf6 20 f£.c3
Wi4.

An attempt by White to prevent
this break with 16 Edel is
ineffective because of 16 ... g4 17
We2 (17 &ed £5; 17 Be2 Hxf2; or
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We7 11 &d2 e6 12 0-0-0 &gf6 91

17 &5 ef 18 Hxe7 Dxc5) 17 ...
Efe8.

On the whole, White has good
reason to refrain from 13 ¢4 in
favour of 13 &bl.

B
13 &bl
Now Black can choose between:
B1 13 ... 0-0-0
B2 13.. ¢S
B1
13 .. 0-0-0
14 c4

14 We2 in conjunction with
&bl looks like a loss of time, but
is ‘renowned’ for bringing quick
success to Kurajica in a game
against Bagirov, Titovo Uzica
1978: 14 ... Ld6 15 Ded Dxed
(15 .. .Qf4'?) 16 Wxed (114)
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16 ... c5 17 dc @ch 18 @04'
Problems have unexpectedly
arisen for Black. The threat is
19 £e3 and 20 Exd6; if the knight
leaves ¢S5, then Wd4 follows,
attacking the pawns on a7 and g7,
nor does the bishop want to move
from d6, on account of RKf4.
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Bagirov played 18 ... Ehe8 19 Le3
L18, and after 20 £14 Wc6 21 Qe5
Wxg2 (or 21 ... Wc7 22 Hd7! Wcb
23 Hixf8 Hxfs 24 @e3 &Hd7 25
Wxc6+ be 2 £xa7 c527 Ed3, with
a won position) 22 b4 6 23 g6
Wf3 24 Hdel b5 25 Wxb5 Wb7 26
Wed as 27 c3 Wab 28 Eed!, he lost
a piece and the game.

The least of the evils was 18 ...
Ehg8, defending the g-pawn and
preparing to meet 19 RKe3 with

9 ... ab.

A more general point is that
when playing ... c5 before White’s
c4, Black has to be careful not to
let White make effective use of the
c4 square. This factor will crop up
repeatedly in the sections which
follow.

To come back to Kurajica-
Bagirov, we would point out that
in addition to 15 ... £f4 Black has
another possibility, a move later:

6 ... &Hf6 17 We2 Ehe8, with the
idea of ... e5. White doesn’tappear
to have any convincing rejoinder:
18 &eS c5 19 fcl &f8 20 dc
%.xcS, or 18 ¢4 e519¢5 &1820de
ad7.
14 .. cS
15 We2

Also 15 £¢3. To what was said
about the analogous 14 2c3 in
Chapter 5 (B2), we will add
another game: Spassky-Portisch,
match 1980. On 15 ... cd 16 &xd4
a6 17 &b3, Portisch played 17 ...

fe7, and after 18 £a5 b6 19 &3
HcS 20 W3 Wh7 21 Wxb7+ dxb7
22 &HxcS+ be 23 f3 Exdl+ 24
Hxdl &c6 25 Ehl HdA7 26 &2
Hg8 27 He2 £d6 28 a3 1529 b4,
Black had the worse ending.

In Bagirov's view, Black should
draw easily by either of two
methods: 26 ... &6 (instead of ...
HgB) 27 &xf6 gf!, or 22 ... &xc5
(instead of ... bc) 23 &xf6 gf 24
Ded 5! 25 &Hxc5+ be, with
counterplay on the open files.

15 .. oXi [

The position after 15 ... c¢d 16
fxd4 a6 17 Ob3! is unpleasant
for Black; (again we refer you to
Chapter 5), for in playing his
queen to e2 White has more or less
gained a tempo. (Instead of £.c3-
a5-c3, as in Spassky-Portisch,
White will now play £a5-¢3.) Is it
all that important? To the variations

7..&%c5and 17 ... Kd6(compare
Chapter 5), we will add one more:
7 ... &£e7 (imitating Portisch) 13
£2a5b6 19 2.3 £ ¢S, and now not
20 Wf3, but 20 £e5, or 20 DHxcs
&xcS 21 b4 £e7 22 ¢5, with the
initiative.
16 Hed Hxed
17 Yxed a6
18 We2 (1]5)

What concerns us here is to s€¢
how the various possibilities for
Black (examined in Chapter 5)are
affected by the placing of White’s
h-pawn:

10 ...
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a) 18 ... Wc6 19 @De5 &xe5 20 de
Wed+ 21 Wxed HDxed 22 Ked. In
Chapter 5 this endgame was
dubious for Black, but here it
Jooks acceptable, since the knight
has been given the retreat square
g5. Vasyukov-A.Zaitsev, 1969,
continued 22 ... Exdi+ 23 Exdl
b6 24 Ehl {5 25 ef &Hixf6 26 Ehd
¢S, and Black drew without
trouble.

b) In Kavalek-Karpov, 1979, the
World Champion had the task of
extinguishing White’s powerful
initiative: 18 ... Ehe8 19 2c3 Ee7
(if 19 ... &g4 here, then 20 dc
Kxc5 21 &£ d4 is adequate. Black
doesn’t have ... h5, and 21 ... Wf4
loses to 22 g3) 20 GeS5cd 21 fxd4
Kxe5 22 & xe5 Was (22 ... Wc6!?)
23 Exdg+ &xd8 24 £3! Hd725g4
Be72 (the ending after 25 ... Wd2
26 Hel is good for White on
account of the pawn on h3, fixing
ll}e favourable situation on the
king’s wing. But the line Karpov
80es in for is very risky) 26 Eh2"!

%
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(after 26 £c3 White would have
good attacking chances)26 ... Ded
27 a3 Wa4! 28 Ehl Wb3 29 Kc3
&5de6! (the position has become
unclear: it still will be, when the
draw is agreed) 30 Ecl &xc4 31
2b4+ Hd6 32 Held K-,
¢) We don’t know of any games in
whlch Black played g la Botvinnik:
. cd 19 &xd4 a6 20 £c¢3 EA7!
etc. (Compare Chapter 5, Variation
B2). In contrast to the 18 ... Ehe8
line, the position of the white
pawn on h5 has in this case
virtually no significance.

So queenside castling combined
with 18 ... cd or 18 ... ¥c6 gives
Black, if not equal play (in the full
sense of the term), then at any rate
a sound position.

B2
13 .. 5 (1i6)

7 //a{

% %

Instead of the usual queenside
castling and the traditional play -
‘for equality’, Black aims for a
position where the players have
castled on opposite wings and
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both have chances; this is the new
way of handling the Caro- Kann
(we have discussed it before).
Admittedly, in practice this method
of play has hardly ever been tried
against 13 &bl, butthe explanation
is simple: the plan involving &bl
departed almost entirely from the
scene at the same time as 8§ Rd3.
(For instance, in the Kavalek-
Karpov and Spassky-Portisch games
from the previous section, the 13
&bl line was reached almost
accidentally; in the former game the
move order was 13 We2 c5 14 &bl
0-0-07! 15 c4, and in the latter: 13 ¢4
0-0-0 14 £c37 c5 15 &bl))

In Chapter 10, we shall give
games in which Black played 13 ...
¢5 as a reply to 13 We2. Does
13 &bl make the situation less
favourable for this pawn break?
Probably not.

How, in fact, is White to
counter Black’s immediate 13 ...
¢5 . . .? The reply 14 &eS looks
energetic, yet if Black avoids
taking on e5 (14 ... &xe5 15 de
Wxe57? 16 Wb5+) and continues
with 14 ... cd, White doesn’t
appear to have anything better
than 15 &Hxd7 Wxd7 16 Kf4,
equalising the pawns and the
chances.

14 We2
This solid and logical move
presents Black with a choice:
a) 14 ... c4, with the aim of

We7 11 £.d2 e6 12 0-0-0 Dgf6

securing d5 for a knight, inspireg
no particular confidence. Afte;
15 &f5 0-0-07 16 De3 Db6 17 445
HfdS 18 DeS, Black is in trouble,
Still, after 15 Zc8! not
everything is so clear.

b) The same position can also
arise after 14 ... Ec8 15 &f5 ¢4
but in this line an interesting try i;
15 ... cd 16 ©D3xd4 Wcd (117).
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And now:
b1) In Meribanov-Shakarov, 1980,
White exchanged queens and lost
his chances of advantage: 17 #xcd
Hxcd 18 Ehel &d8 19 b3 Ec520
Hg3 HeB 21 c4a622 Kbl He5 etc.
b2) Instead, a piece sacrifice
promises a dangerous attack:
17 Wi3! ef 18 Ehel+ &d8 19
Wxb7, or 17 ... Wd5 18 Wxd5 (18
Wo3? ef 19 ﬁhel+ Hed) 18 -
&xd5 19 &b517(19 ... ef 20 zhe1+
@d8 21 fas+ &c7 22 Bd3 b6 2

AxaTl).
¢) A game Kupreichik- Casugll(‘me
1968, in which Black chose 14 -
ed 15 &xdd (118), was WOU

13 ¢4 0-0-0
&dé
b3

13 &bl 0-0-0
cS

14 2c3

14 Hes
14 ¢b
14 ¢5
14 We2
14 c4

14 Hes
14 We2

c5

£d6

cS

c4
Hc8
cd
Sel

a6?, there followed
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16 &Hixe6! fe 17 Wxe6+ &Hd8 18
Hhel Hc8 19 £c3 We6 20 S xf6+
of 21 Exd7+ Wxd722 Woot! Wc7?
23 Wxfo+ &d7 24 Weobt and

mates. In our view, 15 ... &c5was
adequate.
d) 14 ... £e7 is playable, post-

poning ... cd for a move or two.

Certainly 13 ... c5solves Black’s
problem successfully and ensures
him counterplay.

Summary

15 We2
15 d5

(15 &bl - cf. 13 Hb1)

15 &¢3
15 We2

by
I
¥
00
cd x
£.d6 =
x
z




1 c6

2 d4 ds

3 &¢c3 de

4 Dxed fo} ]

5 &gl L6

6 &HI3 9nd7

7 h4 hé6

8 hS 2h7

9 ad3 Sxd3
10  Wxd3 We7
11 2d2 eb
12 0-0-0 Nef6

13 &ed (119)
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Common sense in chess . . .
Before deciding which scheme to
adopt in his bid for the advantage
(c4 and £¢3, or We2 and @e5),
White improves the position of his
passive knight on g3. After 13 ...
0-0-0 14 g3, Black has to do

something about the threateneq
15 Kf4. Of several moves thy
have been played, only two - 14

&5 (Al) and 14 ... Bxed (A2) -
have had a solid reputation, gt
least until recently. In both caseg
by exchanging off the knight ox;
e4 Black acquires the possibility of
parrying £f4 with ... £d6. After

4 ... 9Hc5 15 Dxc5 £xc5, Black is
more actively placed than in the
14 ... &xed line; thanks to the
position of his bishop on ¢5 and
his knight on f6 (rather than d7),
the white d-pawn is under fire.
However, practice has shown that
his opponent’s activity doesn’t
bother White. The bishop on ¢35
will have to retreat ‘of its own
accord’; also, in positions of this
type, Black’s knight needs to be on
d7 for the moment, to guard thee5
point. In short, these days 14 ...
&c5 cannot be called a solid
continuation.

The modern trend is represented
in -this chapter by Variations B
and C - that is, 13 ... Ed8 or

. Re7, followed (of course!)
by kingside castling.

Black’s choices, then, are:

13

14
And no
Al 14 ..

0-0-0

g3
w Black has:
&Hed

A2 14. . &Hxed
and also:

a) In Geller-Petrosian, 1967, the
lay took an unusual course: 14..
Hgd” 15 We2 (15 &4 Wa5, w1th

threats of ... ¥xa2and .. .f5)15.
Hdfe 16 L4 Wa5 17 @Dxf6! gf 18
&5d2 £57 19 &bl1? Wa6 20 c4 Hg8
21 &b3, and Black ‘merely’ has
the worse position. White could
have won with 19 f3 & {6 20 Ab3,
threatening 21 WeS5; hence 18 .
Hg8 was essential (1913 €520 @bS
Wa6).

b) 14 ... ¢5? 15 &f4 c4, as in
Tsheshkovsky-Kasparov, USSR

Ch 1978, is also weak (120).
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Black had assumed that 16
Lxe7 cd 17 Hxf6 dxcT 18 &xd7

- dc 19 Gxe2 Hxd7 20 HeS+ He8 21
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d5 £d6 leads to a level ending,
and that 16 We2 Wc6 17 DHxf6 gf
18 d5 ed 19 &Hd4 Wa6 gives him
counter-chances in a complex
position.

Tsheshkovsky chose the latter
variation, and obtained the better
prospects after 20 &bl £d6 21
W3 &xf4 22 Wxf4 Hes5 23 WIS+
b8 24 f4.

But we reject 14 .. c5 for
another reason. It turns out that
after 16 $xc7 cd, the unexpected
17 £xd8! &xed 18 EKhd! leaves
White the exchange up.

A
14 .. &Aes
15 DHxcs &xc5(121)

7
-4

2
wwxw

White’s next few moves might
seem obvious: 16 ¢4, 17 Sc3,
18 We2. In practice, strangely
enough, he has tended to neglect
this sound plan. For example:

a) 16 £f4 £d6 17 fe5 Kxe5 18
&Hixe5 ¢S5 19 Wed EdS 20 4 Ded
with a good game for Black,
Velikov-Podgayets, USSR Ch 1968.
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b) Ljubojevic-Karpov, Linares
1981, went: 16 Wced4 £.d6 17 Wadq
&b8 18 He5 Hd5 19 f4 Hb6 20
Wb3 fxe5 21 de &Hd5 22 c4 (the
World Champion considers it
wasn’t worth weakening the squares
d3 and d4, and analyses 22 Wf3,
with the following results: 22 ...
Ed7 23 Wegd Ehd8 24 Wxg7 Wbo
25 Wgd He3 26 fLxe3 Wxeld+ 27
&bl Exdl+ -27... Wxg328 Exd7
is in White’s favour - 28 Hxdl
HExdl+ 29 ¥xdl &c8! with a
drawn endgame) 22 ... Qe7 23
fKe3 c5 24 Exd8+ Exd8 25 Hdl
Exdl+ 26 Wxd] b6 27 Wd3?! g6!
28 hg fg 29 a3 a5 30 b3 h5 31 We4q
&fS 32 K2 Wd7, and the ending
favours Black.

c) 16 We2 4xdd 17 Hxd4?
(17 &4 eS5 18 Kxe5 £.xe5 19 Hixes
promised White no advantage,
but Tal’s gambit is incorrect) 17 ...
Hd4 18 &f4 Exdl+ 19 Wxdl (or
19 Hxdl WaS) 19 ... e5 20 fe3
Wa5, and White lacks both his
pawn and the initiative, Tal-
Chandler, Wijk aan Zee 1982.

d) A game Kapengut-Podgayets,
USSR 1970, is interesting: 16 a3
(preparing for an early pawn
attack on the queenside) 16 ...
2d6 17 We2 d7 (17 ... c5 18 dc
Kxc519 &4 £d6 20 £xd6 Exdé
21 Exd6 Wxd6 22 He5 W7 23
Ehd! &b8 24 Hc4 We7 25 Ed4
with advantage — Boleslavsky) 18
c4 ¢S5 (or 18 ... 519 de Hxe5 20

£.c3, and again in BOleSlaVSky’S
opinion White stands better) |q
£.c3 cd 20 Hxd4 a6 21 £3b3 Bh g8
22 Bd2 2723 Ehdl &f6 24 5gq
Hge8 25 b4 2f8 26 &b2 Hd7 7
b3 Eed8 28 2.d4 Wco! 29 $xfg
gf 30 Exd7 Exd7 31 &as We7 3)
Hxd7 Wxd7 33 ¢5 f5, and after
conducting the defence well, Black
has preserved hopes of drawing,

In this last example,did the
reader notice how quickly Black
renounced the ‘advantages’ which

. &5 has over 14 ... &ixeq
(16 ... £d6, 17 ... ©d7)? Essentially,
White gained two free tempi;
imagine 14 ... Hixe4 15 Wxed £.d6,
and then three moves for White at
once: 16 a3, We2, c4.

Boleslavsky has shown that the
bishop retreat was pointless for
Black; he recommends 16 ... 8d7.
Indeed, 17 c4 is then met by 17 ...
£xd4 18 &Hxd4 e5, while after 17
K14 2d6 18 &e5 Edd8 White has
to reckon with ... &dS (19 c4 c5).

In a recent game Christiansen-
Chandler, Wijk aan Zee, White at
last played the obvious-seeming
move:

16  c4!

It's clear that 16 .. &xd4?
doesn’t now work: 17 &xd4 €5
18 Wf5+, or 17 ... ¢5 18 &bs.

And in the game, Chandler had
a rough time: 16 ... Ehe8 17 &¢3
b8 18 We2 48 19 &e5c520dc
$.xc5 21 f4 §rg8 22 &bl 1623 Dgb

6 24 Exd8+ Exd8 25 Hdl
gxd1+ 26 Wxd] &c8 27 We2 &d7
28 g4 e 29 Wed Wd6 30 &e2
wd7 31 a3 a5 32f5e533 Hi4 a4 34
He6 L1835 £a5 De7 36 4b4 &f7
37 Wd3 W8 38 Wdg 1-0.

You get the impression that the
best answer to 16 ¢4 is 16 ... £d6,
asking White’s permission to go
into Variation A22. But permission
may be refused, for example 17
@c3c5, and now not 18 We2cd 19

&yxd4 a6 (done it! - see A22), but
18 d5!
A2

14 .. Hxed

15 Wxed

In recent years there has been
particularly intensive investigation
of this position. The search for the
best set-up for Black has taken
various directions. We shall examine:

A21 15 ... &e7
A22 15 ... &6
and also:

a) 15 ... ¢5(122)
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al) A game Titz-Shakarov, corres
1979, was quickly drawn: 16 af4
£d6 17 £xd6 Wxd6 18 DeS DxeS
19 de Wa6 20 a3 Exdl+ 21 Exdl
Bd8 etc. White rejected some
possibilities that ~were —more
interesting, for example: 18 Wod
Wds 19 c4!? &f6! 20 Wi4 Wed, or
18 dc Hxc5 19 Wgd Wa6 20 &bl
gHxdl+ 21 Exdl We2 (the simple
21 ... Bd8 22 HeS leaves the
initiative with White) 22 Wd4!
Hed! (with 22 ... b6? 23 DeS5, or

. Wxf3? 23 Wxc5+ &b8 24
Wd6+ &c8 25 a3, Blackistakinga
big risk) 23 Dgl Wxh5 24 {3 AT
and White can regain his pawn
with equal chances.

This may seem all very well,
but if we know about Kurajica-
Bagirov (Chapter 8, Variation
Bl), the following continuation
suggests itself:
a2) 16 dc! If now 16 ... &xc5, then
17 Wc4! and in view of the
threatened £f4 the position has
suddenly become unpleasant for
Black. the intermediate 16 ... &f6
transposes, after 17 We2 fxc5 18
fha! (123), into a no less
unpleasant position from Tal-
Hiibner, Montreal 1979.

There can follow:
a21) 18 ... &b8? This unfortunate
move was brilliantly refuted by
Tal: 19 &f4 £d6 20 Exd6 Exd6
21 &e5! (‘though temporarily
blocking the key diagonal, White
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brings his knight into the fray with
decisive effect. No satisfactory
defence is to be found against the
two threats of 22 Hxf7 and 22
&c4. Thus, 21 ... &d5 fails against
22 Hixf7 Hxfa 23 Hxf4 Bf8 24
Hxd6 Exf425 HbS5 Wcd 26 WesS+.
Another hopeless line is 21 ..
Zhd8 22 &icd He8 23 Hixd6 Hxd6
24 Hgd’ - Tal) 21 ... &a8 22 &\c4!
De8 23 Egd We7 24 HHxd6 Hxd6
25 Hxg7, with a won position.
a22) However, even the better
18 ... We7 doesn’t solve the
problem. According to Tal, after
19 Hcd4 &Hb8 20 He5 Ed5 White
can choose between 21 §d3, and
21 Qf4 £d6 22 Ec6 with idea of
Exd6.

Thus, the ‘freeing’ move 15...c5
dramatically enhances the activity
of White’s pieces. Black should
postpone this break until after
White’s ¢4, as in the next
examples.

b) 15 ... 2d6 16 c4 c5 (124).

Play can continue:
bl) 17 &bl, and now:

bll) 17 ... Ehe8 18 £c3 &6 19
We2 He7 20 HeS leads to a
position from Gheorghiu-Benko,
Palma de Mallorca, 1968, which is
favourable for White, although
that game was drawn without
much fight: 20 ... cd 21 $£xd4
Kxe5 22 fxe5 Wc6 23 Hxds+
&xd8 24 Edi+ Ed7 25 Exd7+
&xd7 26 Lxf6 gf 27 b3 &e? 28
We3 b6 29 &c2 Whi 30 Wxh6 W3
31 Wd2 Wxh5 32 b4 Wf3 etc.
White shouldn’t have exchanged
all the rooks; 24 Hel! Ed7 25 g4
would have made life difficult for
Black.

b12) In our view, Black has a good
opportunity in 17 ... &f6! 18 Wc2
(for 18 We2 cd 19 Hxd4 £ xg3! see
Variation A22 below) 18 ... Wcb
19 @DeS Kxe5 20 de Hg4d.

b2) 17 Kc3 is the most exact. Now
7 ... Df6 18 We2 leads to A22, but
Black may try 17 .... cd!? 18 Wxd4

0. )
In the Gheorghiu-Benko game

(see above), a different move
order was employed: 15 ... £d616
&bl Bhe8 17 c4 96 18 We2 c5 19
fc3. This means that Benko
didn’t have the ‘good opportunity’
that we mentioned. He had
another, though: 18 ... e5! (instead
of ... ¢5) 19 ¢5 Lf8 20 de &d7.

So it emerges that after 15 ...
£d6 the play will generally
transpose  into Variation A22
(with 15 ... &f6), but some
additional possibilities also crop
up for Black (16 c4c517 fe3cd!?,
and perhaps some other lines too ~
we can easily surmise that there
should be positions where the
knight on d7 is effective).
A21

15 .. Le7(125)

Without doubt a subtle move.
The biow &f4 will be parried by ...
£d6, while a good answer to
16c4¢517 &c3is17... £f6.0n 16
@eS, Black can choose either 16 ...
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Hxe5 17 de EAS, or 16 ... 5
17 We2 Hxe5 18 de EdS.
16 &bl Hhe8
17 We2! (127)
Also 17 c4 ¢5 18 214 &d6, and
now:
a) 19 &Ses (126)

126

: X7 7
Xx@m%;g/
7 #s] &
B /@g
//&/’*&'/ 0

e /gf %
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. 9xe5? 20 de KB (we are
heading for the type of Caro-
Kann ending that is normally
desired by White. Black is
tied down by the need to defend
the pawns on {7 and g7; later, he
will have to withstand a kingside
pawn attack) 21 Ke3 Hxdl+ 22
HExdl Ed8 23 Exd8+ wWxd8 24
Hc2 Wa5 25 a3 Wad+ 26 Scl
&c7M (as Geller notes, 26 ... Le7!
was more precise, aiming to
answer 27 Wgd4 or 27 Wf4 with
27 ... Rg5. White could play
27 f4 &7 28 g4, but Black would
have saving chances due to the
active position of his queen. Now
the queen is forced to retreat)
27 Wf4! Wd7 28 b3 &d8 29 &2
el 30 Wed W7 31 f4 Se7 32 g4
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£hd 33 (5 £¢3 34 fe fe 35 Wgo+
Hf8 36 Wxe6 £xe5 (Black's
defence appears to have held, but
the white king now enters the
game with decisive effect) 37
&d3! 2p3 38 Hed &£h2 39 HfS
£g340 £d2 £h2 41 £c¢3,and in
view of 41 ... W7+ 42 Wx{7+ Hxf7
43 &ed4 and 44 &d5, Black
resigned, Geller-Hort, Skopje 1968.

Geller’s fine win contains a
significant flaw. In Diagram 126,
Black shouldn’t have exchanged
knights. Nor was 19 ... f5? any
good in view of the combinative
stroke 20 @f7!, but 19 ... He7!
basically refutes White’s plan.
White’s central position is shaky,
20 ... cd is threatened, and after
20 &xd7 Eexd7 the initiative
passes to Black.
b) In a game against Vuki¢, Novi
Sad 1978, Geller varied with 19
£xd6 Wxd6 20 &HeS5. Vuki¢ was
evidently trying to win, and
therefore after 20 ... &xe5 21
WxeS5 he rejected an immediate
queen exchange in favour of 21 ...
cd 22 Wxg7 e5 23 Wxf7 Bf8 24
We6 Exf2 25 Wxd6 Exdo6 26 Ehel
b6 27 b3 Ef5? (a serious
mistake) 28 g4 HgS 29 Zed Hd7
30 Edel! Ee6 31 &2 He7 32 &d3
b6 33 b4 &d6 34 Efl, and the
endgame clearly favours White.
27 ... Ea6 would have drawn
(28 a4 Ef3).

17 We2 is another discovery of

Geller’s.

White doesn’t now have g
reckon with ... @f6 (in reply to
Ehel) or ... f5(in the case of 41¢5),
He is preparing 18 Ehel. Although
his last two move (&b, We2) look
like a loss of time, the freeing
advance ... ¢5 plays into his hands
as before: 17 ...¢57 18 £f4 £d6 19
£.xd6 Wxd6 20 dc Wxc5 21 Ed3.

17 .. £2deé
7 ... &8 is also possible, so as
to answer 18 Ehel with 18 ... &f6,
attacking both the h-pawn and the
d-pawn. If then 19 &4, Black has
9 ... Wb6. Although, after that.
20 &DeS5! appears to be to White’s
advantage, a game Balashov-
Hitbner, Wijk aan Zee 1982, took
a different course: 18 c4 ¢5
19 £¢3(128).
This type of position (i.e. with
Ehe8 and ... £f8 while the
knight is on d7) can also com¢
about (if Black wants it) after
15 ... 4£d6, or in Chapter 8
Variation Bl. It is therefor¢
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important to establish how reliable
this position is for him. There was
nothing attractive in Hiibner’s
handling of it: 19 ... &b8 20 Ehel
od 21 &Hxd4 a6 22 Hb3 Hal 23
@M3!, and Black was in difficulties.
In our opinion, bringing the king to
a8 was wrong. 19 ... a6 is correct,
with a view to 20 Ehel cd 21

Hxd4 HicS, or 21 ... KeT with ...
£16 to follow.
18 Ehel He7
Or:
“a) 18 .. e5 (like 17 ... ¢5 in

Diagram 127) opens up interesting
possibilities for White more than
Black; two good lines are 19 c4 e4
20 Hha &6 21 HfS and 19 de
Dxe5 20 Lc3.

b) Geller-Kasparov, USSR Ch
1978, went: 18... &6 19 De5c520
dc (leads to the better ending.
This is pleasant for White, but the
‘tisk’ of drawing is great! After
20 £c11? &8 21 dc £xc5 we have
2 middlegame position, but thenis
it to White’s advantage?) 20 .
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SxeS 21 Wxe5 Wxe5 22 Exe5 Bd4
23 el Eed8 24 {3 H1d7 25 Eeel
(he should probably have kept the
rooks on with 25 Ee2 Hxc5 26
Edel) 25 ... &xc5 26 Kc3 (26 g4
was more precise) 26 ... Exd1+ 27
Hxdl Exdi+ 28 dxdl f6 29 &b4
Hd7 30 Fe2 (after 30 Ke7! £5! 31
Se2 9f6 32 Lxf6 gf 33 &e3 e5
White cannot win, but now it is
Black how gets ideas of victory)

0 ... $d8! Bringing his king to {7
and following with ... g6 gives
Black a few chances, though not
enough to win.

We shall now follow the game
Kasparov-Vukié, European Team
Ch, Skara 1980:

19 c4 c5
20 K3 &fe
21 De5(129)

This sort of position is already
known to the reader from the
games Kavalek-Karpov (Chapter
8, Variation Bl) and Gheorghiu-
Benko (see above, 15 ... £d6).
The difference is that Gheorghiu’s
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rook was still on hl, while
Kavalek hadn’t played either
Ehel or g3. It’s clear that Vukit is
in for a hard time.
21 .. cd
22 Hxd4?!
22 Lxd4 &xe523 &xe5 Exdl+
24 Exdl Wc6 25 g4 Ed7 26 Hel!
was more accurate.

22 ... £xes
23  Exd8+ Wxd8
24  HxeS Bd7!

Vuki¢ neglects the opportunity
to cross his opponent’s plans by
4 ... Wa5! threatening ... Hxhs.
The game continued: 25 £.¢3 Wb6
26 g4 Wd6 27 3 (27 g5 hg 28 hé
isn’t very convincing in view of
. Wf4 29 hg Ed8) 27 ... a6
28 a4! (a policy of confining and
constricting. The endgame will be
difficult for Black, but good
prospects for him are not to be
discerned in the middlegame
either. If 28 ... Wc6, then 29 b3,
followed by &b2 and a5) 28 ...
Wd3+ 29 el He7 30 Wxd3 Exdl
31 Efl &6 32 &c2 Ed7 33 as!
e 34 Hel! Bd6 354 5167 (one
can understand Vuki¢’s effort to
prevent g5, after which a bishop
sacrifice on g7 would be in the air;
but...)36 &xf6gf37 Ed1!1-0.In
the pawn endgame White creates
passed pawns on both wings.
A22
15 .. Df6
16 We2 (/30

16 .. L.de
Earlier, we noted that ‘after

5 ... £d6 the play will generally
transpose into Variation A2)
(with 15 ... &f6), but some
additional possibilities also crop
up for Black’. It must be said that
here again Black has alternative
possibilities. They are, however,
unfavourable for him:

a) For 16 ... ¢5 17 dc! £xc5 18
Eh4! see Tal-Hiibner, above
(15 ... ¢5).
b) 16 ... £d5, and now:
bl) 17 £f4 led to a level position
in Stein-Korchnoi, Sousse Z 1967:
7 ... 2d6! (not 17 ... Wa5 18 &bl
dxhS5 19 &eS, or 18 ... &Hxh5 19
£.d2 Wa6 20 c4 &H6 21 Hes Exd4
22 &xf7) 18 £xd6 (18 HeScSisno
better) 18 ... Exd6 19 HfieS Ehd8
20 c3 ¢5.
b2) An effective refutation was
carried out by Horvath against
Vadasz (1980): 17 c4! Exh5 18
&4 Was (or 18 ... £d6 19 £xd6
Wxd6 20 ExhS Hxh5 21 He5) 19

pe5 Bxhl 20 Exhl £d6 (20 ..
@xa2? 21 @Dxf7 Wal+ 22 QCZ
wral 23 Wxeot Hd7 24 Wel
mate!) 21 Dxf7 Lxfa+22 gf Wxa?2
93 Eh3 Wal+ 24 &c2 Wad+
25 Bb3 with a won position.
So 16 ... £d6 must be considered
more precise!
17 c4
The nondescript waiting move
17 &bl turns out to be a cunning
trap if Black does the same thing:
17... ©b87? 18 c4 ¢5 19 dc Wxc520
el We7 21 Exd6! Hxd6 22 cS5.
The right course is 17 ... Ehe8!,
intending ... €5; and now neither
18 c4 €5 19 ¢5 £.8 20 de &hd7, nor
18 &e5c5 19 £cl £f820dc Lxcd
promises White a plus.
17 .. c5
18 R&c3
But here 18 &bl allows Black to
seize the initiative: 18 ... cd 19
Hxd4 (19 c5 d31) 19 ... Kxg3!
(131)

/// WA
o

20 Hxe6? Zhe$ 21 fg (21 @Dxc7
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was no better: 21 ... Exe2 22 fg
Hdxd2 23 Exd2 Exd2 24 &bS ab
25 &cl Bd7 26 &Hc3 Ed4 27 b3
Egd4, and White emerges a pawn
down) 21 ... Hxe6 22 Wf3 ¥Wco!
(the tempting 22 ... Eed6? would
lead to a draw after 23 Wf5+! ¥Wd7
24 Wxd7+ E8xd7 25 &c2; for
example, 25 ... Ded 26 Lf4 Exdl
27 Hxdl Exdl 28 &xdt &f6 29
SeS! Hxh5 30 g4 D6 31 &xf6 gf
32 &e2, or 25 ... Ed3 26 Lc3!
Hxg3 27 £xf6 gf 28 Ehfl), and
White was forced to capitulate in
Perevyorzev-Shakarov, corres 1982,
on account of 23 Wxc6+ Excb6 24
b3 &He4 or 24 Eh4 EcS.

In the diagrammed position,
instead of 20 &xe6? White shouid
have played 20 &bS, although
after the obvious 20 ... We5 the
chances are on Black’s side.

18 .. cd
19 &Hxd4

After 19 £xd4, Black’s man-
oeuvres were successful in the
game Polovodin-Haritonov, 1980:

. Was! 20 &bl Lc7 21 c5
Wad! 22 b3 Wco 23 HeS Lxe5 24
& xeS, and now instead of 24 ...
Ehg8 a simpler line was 24 ...
Bxdl+ 25 HExdl &xh5 26 Wxh5
(or 26 Ed6 Whi+ 27 Hdl Wco)

6 ... Wed+ 27 Fal (but not 27
&cl? g6 28 Hdd4 Wel+ 29 Edl
Wxf2!) 27 ... gb 28 Ed4 Wel+ 29
Hdl We4, with a draw.

19 .. a6 (132)
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A critical position, of which the
drawback, from Black’s point of
view, is that it merely leaves him
with the prospect of fending off
White’s various tries for the
advantage: 20 ©f3, 20 Hb3,
20 Hd2 or 20 g4!? The last-
mentioned move has not, to date,
been seen in tournaments (although
constructing the pawn chain
f3/g4/h5 does strengthen White’s
position); the other three have
produced these results:

a) 20 &f3 Ed7 (20 ... ¥co!?)
21 &bl (21 £Hes!?) 21 ... Ehd8 22
a3 Wco6 23 Eh4 £c7 24 Exd7
HExd7 25 He5 &xe5 26 WxeS Hes
27 We2 f6 28 Hed e5 with no
problems, Benko-Kagan, 1967.
b) 20 ©b3 Wc6 21 Eh4 (21 Has
Wc7)21 ... £.c722 Hd4 We523b4
WS+ 24 £.d2 We5 25 WxeS 2.xe5
with chances for both sides in a
complex endgame, Kudriashov-
Haritonov, 1981.

c) 20 Ed2 Wc5 21 &e2 RcT 22 g4
£as1? 23 Hb3 We6 24 ExdB+

Exd8 25 &xa5 Wxhl 26 gygq
&Hxd8 27 3 Wel 28 Wd2+ Ddy,
and a draw is to be expected,
Cabrilo-Vadasz, 1981.

On the basis of what we haye
looked at, it is hard to dray
categorical conclusions about the
variation 13 ... 0-0-0 14 g3 &ixeq,
Advantage for White? Where isit?
Fully equal play for Black?
Perhaps not, Black is in the
passive role here.

B

13 ... Bd8 (133)
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Here, as in Variation C, Black
envisages kingside castling.
14 &Hxfée+ Hxf6
15 Hes!
This is directed against 15 ..
£d6 (16 Wg3), or 15 ... ¢5 (16

Wbs+; also 16 &f4 &Hds 17
Wh5+).

Karpov-Seirawan, Lucerne O
1982, continued instead: 15 We2
¢5 16 dc &xc5 (with Karpov’s
acquiescence, Seirawan has managed
to gain a tempo over Variation €)

7 5e50-0 18 £ d3 (there is risk in
18f4 £d5 19 g4 Hc8) 18 ... £eT19
&bl Hc8 (19 ... Hd4! is even
petter. This rook will have
interesting possibilities on the 4th
rank, while the other one will goto
¢8) 20 Hcl Wc4 21 Ehel &dS 22
gd as 23 &He5 (an admission that
Black’s chances on the queenside
are more substantial) 23 ... Wxe2
24 Bxe2 a4 25a3 b5 26 ®d3 Hc4

27 £3 Efcg 28 c3 &d6, and Black
has the more active position.

This game was played in round
3 of the Olympiad in Lucerne. At
the same time as Karpov was up
against difficulties, the Sweden-
England match at a neighbouring
table saw Wedberg, on the white
side of this same variation, tear
Grandmaster Stean’s position apart!
We are now following that game.

15 .. ab

Intending 16 ... ¢5. A very

important alternative is 15 .. . Rc5
16 Wg3 (16 Le3 0-0) 16 . .. &xd4
17 Wxg7 (134).
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Black has a number of possibilities
here, but they all seem to favour
White:

a) 17 ... Bg8 18 Wxf6 LxeS5, and
now not 19 Wxh6?! Hxd2!, but 19
W31 with the better chances.

b) 17 ... Eh7 18 ¥xf6 Wxe5 19
WxeS SxeS with a favourable
endgame for White.

) 17 ... Wxe5 18 Wxh&+ Fe7 19
'Exd8+‘ (19 Wxh6? Kxb2+ 20
&bl £a3) 19 ... &xd8 20 Kel
(20¢3!M20...¢5 21 c3 &Hixh5 (after
21 ... Wc7 22 cd cdt 23 &bl
€5 24 &xh6, the pawn on h5
ought to decide the issue) 22 cd
cd 23 %£xd4 WfS5, and Black’s

position, though not lost, is
unpleasant.
16 Kf4 £4d6?

Black should of course have
played 16 ... &d5 17 g3 Kdb,
although after 18 c4 &nf6 19 c5, or
18 ... &b4 19 Wb3, things are
again not easy for him.

17 We3

Now Black has to abandon
hope of castling and hence also of
a settled life. There followed:

. Hg8 18 Wf3 Wa5 19 &bl
‘gdS 20 Wh3 e7 21 Ehel, and
White soon broke through to the
black king.

Evidently 13 ... Hd8, which
holds up Black’s kingside develop-
ment, is a dubious idea.

C
13 .. f2e7 (135)
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14 &bl

In a position where the players
are castling on opposite wings, the
manoeuvre to seize the d6 square
by 14 g3 0-0 15 &£f4 is pointless.

More likely, you would expect
White to attempt the advance
g4-g5 - but not to play 14 Edgl
before Black has castled! In that
case Black could switch plans with
4 ... 0-0-0.

Matanovi¢ recommends 14
Dxf6+!? Dxf6 15 Hes 0-0 16 g4
Efd8 17 g5 hg 18 h6,0r 14 ... &xf6
15 We4! 0-0-0 16 £f4 WaS 17 &bl
Ehe8 18 £g3 as in Karpov-
Seirawan, Linares 1983.

14 ... c5
15 &Oxfe+ Hxf6
16 dc 0-0 (136)

In a game Hiibner-Korchnoi,
match 1980-1, Black played 16 ...
$£xc5. Exchanging queens by
17 Wb5+ Wc6 18 Wxc6+ be brings
White no advantage (the pawns
on f2 and hS5 need defending), so
Hiibner preferred 17 We2 0-0 18
De5 Efd8 19 f4 Rac8 20 g4 with

sharp play. There followed: 20
£b6 (some annotators rec0m-
mended 20 ... 2d4!? 21 Qcl & xes
22 fe &h7, with chances for both
sides) 21 Rcl @Dd7 22 Hxd7 (by
now it was White they were
advising: 21 &f3!7 Wca 23 Wp))
22 ... Bxd7 23 g5 Exdl 24 Hxd}
@cf‘ 25 Ed3 hg 26 fg e5, and the
position remains double-edged.

. 0-0 seems more precise.

Geller-Christiansen, Moscow 1Z
1982, continued: 17 g4 Efd8 18
We2 Wxc5 19 HeS Hac8 20 Lcl
Wb4! (demonstrating what advan-
tages Bilack gained through
activating his queen. 21 g5 will be
answered by 21 ... fed) 21 a3. At
this point, taking into account

... Wed 22 Wxed Hixed 23 Ke3,
the players agreed a draw.

New games and analyses in the
near future will permit a truer
assessment of the mutual chances
in this interesting variation.
It would seem that the only
problem for Black is posed
by 14 Hxf6+.

Summary
+
13 Ded 0-0-0 14 g3  &gd :
:355 /%
c
+
Hixed 15 Wxed ¢S i
£d6 16 ¢4 <5 17dbl =
17 &c3 oS 00
17 ... &f6 -
cf. 15 ... &f6)
16 &bl =
Se7 16&bl Ehe8 17 c4 =
17 We2 e
0ni6 16We2 HdS +
(16 ... ¢5 - cf. 15 ... ¢5)
4%dé6 17%bl =
17 c4 [
And now: _
18 &bl e
184c¢3 cod 19 2xdd =
19 Hxd4 1/
2d8 14 Hxfe+ Dxf6 15 We2 :

13..

13..

15 DeS

&
z

Se7 14Hxf6+
14 &bl
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13 We2

1 ed c6

2 d4 ds

3 &e3 de

4 Dxed &f5

5 @g3 £.26

6 of3 £d7

7 hd hé

8 b5 2h7

9 243 &xd3
10 WWxd3 We7
11 &d2 €6
12 0-0-0  &gf6

The idea of 13 We2 followed by
&e5 had attention focused on it
after Spassky’s win against Petrosian
in the 13th game of the 1966
World Championship Match (we
analyse this game in Chapter 11,
Variation A).

In the present chapter, we
examine continuations preventing
&e5. Is ‘preventing He5 so
simple?

Well, 13 We2 2d6 14 &f5 &4
(Variation A) means either that
Black’s king is unsettled by
15 &xg7+ (‘White has three
pawns and an attack for the piece’
was the severe verdict passed not
so long ago . . .) or that his black
squares are weakened after 15

Lxf4 Wxf4+ 16 &Hel.

As for 13 ... ¢5 (Variation B),
which opens the position with
Black’s king in the centre - thjg
too, at one time, was a step not
lightly taken! One particulas
reason was that the books indicateg
14 Hhd (see B2) as a very powerfy]
retort, threatening 15 £f4.

But nothing - stands still. If
today 13 We2 is seen more rarely
than 14 &Qed, an explanation is
that after trying out more or less
all conceivable replies to 13 ... ¢5
White cannot say which one’
promises him ‘the better position’
or even ‘a slight initiative’.

Two alternatives to 12 ... Hgf6
are related to Variation A:

a) In a note to his duel with
Sp?ssky (for this game see Variation
A in Chapter 11), Botvinnik wrote
that in the opening he ‘did a
careless thing - playing ... £f6 too
early. Now Black will have
difficulties, since White is able to
establish his knight on e5.” What
method of development without

&f6 did Botvinnik have in

mind? Naturally, 12 .. 0-0-0 13
We2 £d6 (137), as played in

" Wxdl (21 Bxdl ©xf3)21..

Sp assky-Barcza, Sochi 1966. Let’s

examine that game:

2R A

VI ANAT AR
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14 Ded L7715 c4 Def6 16 Ael
Ehe8 17 g3 &8 18 &bl Was?! 19
Hes Hixe5 20 de Hd7 21 DbS!
Wab 22 Hd6+ Lxd6 23ed Db624
b3 Hxd6 25 £c3 Wa3 (25 ..
Exdl+ 26 Exdl f6 is strongly
answered by 27 Wg4 Ee7 28 2.x{6)
26 &xg7 Bxdl+ 27 Exdl ¥eS 28
W3 WS+ 29 WxfS ef 30 Ehl
He6 31 Ehd &d7 32 Ef4, with a
won position for White.

The significance of this game 1s
diminished by some play (on both
sides) that wasn’t very convincing.
In place of 18 ... Wa5, a line to
have been recommended is 18 ...
e51? 19 de HxeS5 20 &f4 Exdl+21
afd7.

Possibly on move 17 White
should have played his knight to
€5 at once, but if this doesn’t give
the desired advantage (17 @De5

&xe5 18 de Hd7 19 {4 {67 20 ef

Lxf6 21 Hed is in White’s favour,
but after 19 ... Hc5 20 Ke3 Was
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Black can reckon on drawing), he
could try 15 g3 Dgf6 16 &bl!
(16 &f4 is ineffective because of
. Wa5, attacking the a-pawn).
In view of the threatened 17 &4,
Black has nothing better than
6 ... Sxed 17 Wxed, transposing
to an unfavourable position from
Chapter 9 (A21).

.. £d6 ought to be combined
wnh 14 . &4, exchanging off the
black-squared bishops. A position
of this type will be examined

below (12 ... Dgf6 13 We2 £d6 14
a5 L4 15 &xfa Wxl4+ 16 Del),
but here the situation is more
acceptable for Black; White's
pieces aren’t as effectively placed.
b) On the other hand, one other
version of the same idea is clearly
in White’s favour: 12 ... £d6 13
Hed &4 (138)

_

A AW A /
A7) A
%/// 7/

14 Wa3! Hgf6 15 Eh4! Dxed (or

_ gxd2+ 16 &Hfxd2 Dxed 17
Hixed) 16 L.xf4 Wd8 17 Sed! Def6
18 &1d2 (all White's moves deserve
exclamation marks!) 18 ... b5 19
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We3 Hg8 20 &c7 We7 21 £de6,

with an overwhelming position;
Timman-Ivanovi¢, Nik§i¢ 1978.
If White is intent on carrying
out the plan of We2 and &e5, and
doesn’t like the possibility of 12....
0-0-0 13 We2 R2d6 14 Hed Lf4,
then he must make the queen
move earlier - 12 We2!, whereupon
Black has nothing better than
12 &f6 (see Chapter 7,

Variation C1).
13 We2 (139)

139| K77

Here Black can choose between:

A 13 .. 2d6
B 13.. ¢5
A
13 Rd6
14 &f5 Ri4
15  R{xf4!
Alternatives:

a) The knight sacrifice 15 &xg7+
&f8 16 Hxe6+ fe (140) robs the
black king of its pawn cover, and
at the same time gives White the
full material equivalent: three
pawns. Black might seem to be

N

running a big risk, and yet Yoy
would not say so from looking a

the games that have been playeg f4

//7//,’ .
?@ 4 .

al) Maltser-Bakharev, corres 1969,
continued: 17 Wxe6 He8 18 Wrs
Kxd2+ 19 Exd2 Eg8 (the king s
solidly shielded by pieces which
are also threatening to become
active. What follows is not forced,
but it is thematic) 20 Egl Hgd 2l
DeS DxeS 22 Wxf6+ Hf7 23 W
Hged 24 g3 Wa$5 25 a3 wds 2
Hgdl Hd8, and having failed to
exploit the uncomfortable position

of the black king, White already |
has trouble defending his extra '
pawns (27 c3 Exd4). 20 £h4!?, s0 ‘
as to occupy f5 with the knight .

after the queen’s retreat, might be
advocated in place of 20 Hgl.

a2) In Shershnev-Bakharev, corres
1969, White didn’t bother about
getting enough pawns for his
piece - he continued 17 &Ohd.
Though interesting, this move to0
is completely unclear in its con
sequences: 17 ... £xd2+ 18 Hxdl

9 Hgd gEh7 20 Eh3 He8 21
22 @eS+ &e723 g4 Hg724
48, and both sides can still
nhopes ¢f ultimate success.
have the old verdict ‘White has
50 awns and an attack for the
thr: P may have been over-
ie
Slm”l;‘tln?loﬁly published game in
hich White immediately withdrew
y lh 15 He3 was Buljov&i¢-Vukic,
w‘fm Indeed, the lack of followers
}Zr this move can be explamedsby
the further course of events: 1

ped (141)
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16 $el &Odf6 17 g3 fxed+ 18
Wxe3 0-0-0 19 g4? ¢520 Eg! HdS!
21 dc Exc5 22 ¢3 EaS! 23 &bl
Rd8 24 Exds+ Wxd8 25 Dd2

" EeS! 26 &c2 Wa5, and by now the
activity of Black’s pieces is hard to
damp down.

Vukié’s suggestion 19 &e5¢520
f4 cd 21 Exd4 Hxds 22 Wxd4
b8, ‘with equality’ (yes — after
B 2f), gaining an important
tempo!), is unconvincing because
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of 22 ... b6!, when the initiative
remains with Black. .

We are also inclined to dispute
another recommendation by Vukic:
‘16 §4bd a517 Kel 2. In our view,
after either 17 ... 0-0 or 16 ... 2df6
17 &bt 0-0-0, there are chances
for both sides.

15

wWxf4+
16 &He3 (142)
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In this variation White has had
considerable success! For example:
a) 16 ... b5 17 Edgl 0-0-0”
(castling short is risky, but castling
long doesn’t fit in with ... b5)18c4
26 19 &bl &b720 Ecl Ec821 a4!
ba 22 c5! ©d5 23 Ecd,and Blgck ]

osition is highly precarious,
}I)vanowc-Vuklc Yugoslav Ch 1978.
b) 16 ... 0-0-0, and now:
bl) 17 g3 Wc7 18 De4 Ehe8 19

Hfe5 &Hb6 20 Dad (White is
planning c4-c5, with &c4 to
follow) 20 ... &b8 21 c4 (21 14)

by g4-g5, is also strong
fouow:is(lti z2g 253 He7 23 ¢5 &d5
24 Bhdl f6 25 &Hgo Hee8 26 Hed
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Ed7 27 &bl Wd8 28 WWed bS! 29
cb ab 30 Eb3 Eb7 31 &)f4 H1d6 32
Dxd6 Wxd6 33 ©d3 EdS, and by
now Black’s position is safe,
Mihalj¢i$in-Nikolac, 1978.
b2) 17 &bl &b8 18 Hcd W7 19
&fe5 @b6 20 a5 Ehf8 21 Hb3
@fd7 22 £d3 Hde8 23 f4 (total
command of the black squares!)
. @ds 24 g3 571 (Black is
enticed by the prospect of activating
at least one piece - hé prepares to
transfer a knight to e4. But it was
better to continue 4 /a Nikolac,
with 24 ... f6) 25 c4 & 5f6 26 Ehgl
Dga (26 ... Ded 27 gd) 27 Hes
DdxeS5 28 de Ed8 29 c5! EdS5 30
&xdS cd 31 Ecl, and White won
with an attack on the king,
Magerramov-Vdovin, 1978.
Drawing conclusions from the
material examined, we must say
that Black’s position is (a) resilient,
in spite of the weak black squares,
yet (b) so passive that playing it is
not easy. Perhaps the course of the
Mihalj¢iin-Nikolac game (compare
also Mnatsakanian-Shakarov in
Chapter 8, Variation A) is most
typical of this strategic set-up.
B
13 .. c5 (143)
This continuation combines
three ideas: it prevents {e5, sets
up the positional threat of ... c4
(securing d5 for a knight), and
also prepares to open the c-file for
active operations. The black king

plans to castle short.
White has these replies:

Bl 14 &f5

B2 14 Zh4

and also:

a) If White is seriously troubled by
the possibility of ... c4, he can play
14 c4. But the ease with which
Black obtained a comfortable
position in the following games
speaks against this continuation.

4 ... cd 15 Hxd4, and now:
al)15.. Qc516 &ibs We6 17 &Hf5
0-0 18 &xh6+M (over-optimistic,
but sooner or later White had to
try to punish Black for castling
short, whatever the means . . .)
18 ... gh 19 &£xh6 Efd§ 20 Eh4
K821 Lxf8 Hixf8 22 Wes Exdl+
23 &Hxdl D8AT 24 Wgld+ Hf8 25
hé6 &e7, and Black is justified in
counting on a win, Velikov-
Bagirov, Wroclaw 1976.
a2) 15 ... Ec8 (the main defect of
14 ¢4 is that the c-pawn gives an
additional stimulus to Black’s
queenside activity) 16 bl £c517

¢30-0 18 Eh4a6 19 b3 £e720
ghd4 @b6 21 £as5 Weo 22 Ecl
a4 23 f4 b6 24 2d2 Hfe8 25 Kel
4d6 26 Eddl ¢5 27 f5 Hed8 28
gc2 ed4 29 @fl $e5, and White
soon resigned, Marjanovic-Seirawan,
Ni§ 1979.
b) 14 Ehel, and now: ,
bl) 14 ... c4 15 &f5 (not 15 d57
5xd5 16 fxh6 &c3) 15.. .0-0-0 16
Hed DxhS (if 16 . . &b6,then 17
$a5 is strong) 17 @xc4 (17 g317)
17 ... ©f4, or 15 ... ©d5 16 Del
@xe3 17 &xe3 c3, leads to sharp
positions not without dangers for
Black.

b2) 14 ... cd 15 Hxd4 Lc516 9b3
4b6 was played in Griinfeld-
Stean, Biel 1981. With 17 Rb4
White stopped his opponent from
castling kingside, but in return
Stean picked up a pawn: 17 ..
W4+ 18 Wd2 Wxf2. Then when
Griinfeld prevented queenside
castling too, by 19 Wc3, Black . ..
increased his material advantage
with 19 ... Wf4+ 20 &bl &Lf2 21
He2 fxel 22 Wxel Wgs - and
eventually pressed it home. An
intriguing game!
" ¢) 14 &bl transposes into Chapter
8 (B2).

Bl

14 D5 (144)

The strength of this move is
seen from the fact that it compels
Black to castle queenside. In these
circumstances, ... €3 may turn out
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to have been premature. Also,
White’s knight is transferred to a
more active post (though of
course with loss of time).
14 .. 0-0-0
We said that 14 &f5 forced
queenside castling. This is true
unless one counts 14 ... Ec8!7,
with the idea of 15 ... cd 16 £3xd4
Wc4! To avoid the queen exchange,
the white pawn on a2 has to be
defended; after 15 &bl we reach a
position already examined in
Chapter 8 (B2), in which (as we
recall) the critical line is 15 ... c4
15 el b8!
Finding the right course for
Black is not easy (15 ... Re7 16
&cdy 15 ... Hed 16d5!7;15...cd 16
Hxdd Ded 17 @bS). In the game
Faibisovich-Okhotnik (1979), which
we are following, we think that
both sides essentially played inthe
best way.
16 Eh4!
A familiar motif (see Tal-
Hiibner in Chapter 9, Variation
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A2) - the rook heads for cd, to
make Black regret his ‘premature’
13 ... ¢5.
16 .. &6
16 ... cd!? 17 &xd4 Lc5 ought
to be tried too.
17 &c3! fKe?

18 dec Lxc5
19 Xc4! fxe3+
20 Wxe3 HExdl+
21 &Hxdl Hd8+
22 &el Ads!
22 ... ©xh5 23 §e5 is dangerous.
23 el &xce3

24 Wxc3 (145)

Up to here we are prepared to
endorse all the moves by both
sides, but the second phase of the
game was not a success for
Okhotnik: 24 ... Wb6 25 b4! Hbg?
26 De5! Wxf2 (the rook endgames
after 26 ... Dxe527 Wxe5+ Hag 28
Wc7 Wxc7 29 Exc7 or 27 ... Wd6
28 Wxd6+ Hxd6 29 Hgd are
difficult for Black) 27 Exc6 bc?
(rather than the dubious queen
ending after 27 ... Wf4+ 28 &b2 be

29 Dxc6+ dc7 30 Hxds+ Dxdg
31 ¥c5, Okhotnik prefers a Pawn
ending which, alas, is hopelessv)
28 Dxc6+ HcT 29 Hixds+ @xd.8
30 Wd2+! Wxd2+ 31 @xd? £5 32
c4 &c7 33 5 6 34 Sd3 ©d5 35
g3 e5 36 &c3 a6 37 &d3, and the
zugzwang seals Black’s fate.
However, after 25 ... £6 26 Hcs
&bs, or 26 ... HdS (27 We3 Wyhg
28 Wxe6+ Ed7 29 EdS5 Wa3+ 30
&d1 We7), Black would have a
perfectly secure position, while
24 ... f6 was probably even more
accurate (24 b4 Hd5). In short, in
the diagrammed position Black’s

chances are in no sense worse.
B2

14 Ehd4 (146)

The threatis 15 &f4 Wa5 16 d5;
and Black also has to reckon with
15 dc followed by 16 Hcd. If 14 ...
c4, then 15 d5 is strong.

14 .. dc8

Or:

a) 14 ... 0-0-0 - is this as bad as it
looks? At all events, the tempting

‘refutation’, 15 dc &xc5 16 Hcd,
can itself be refuted. After 16 ...
Hb6 17 £f47 Exdl+ White loses
the exchange (18 Wxdl fe3+, or
18 &xdl Wd7+). The consequences
of 16 £f4 Wa5 17 &bl &HdS are
élso unclear.

b) 14 ... £e7 (in one of the first
games played with the 13 ... ¢5
line, this logical developing move
gave Black a position with no
problems - see (bl) below) 15 dc
axce5 (147).

2. 2
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And now:

bl) 16 Zd4 0-0 17 &bl Efd8 18
K4 Wb6 19 c4 Exd4 20 Hxd4
EdR 21 &b5 a6 22 &c3 Exdl+23
Wxdl We6 24 f3bSetc, Butnorius-
Bagirov, 1975.

b2) An attempt to violate such
harmony was made in L.Levin-
Shakarov, corres 1982: 16 Ec4!?
b5 17 Hc3 Wb7 (after 17 ... b4 18
Wb5+, Black must sacrifice either
a pawn with 18 ... Hfd7 19 Wxb4,
or his castling rights with 18 ...
$f8) 18 &Hd4 (on 18 &f5, Black
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has an interesting choice between
sacrificing a pawn with 18 ... 0-0
19 Hxe7+ Wxe7 20 Wxb5, and
winning the exchange with 18 ...
Hced 19 Hxe7 Dxc3 20 £xc3
Hxe7 21 £bd+ He8. It may well
be better to take the exchange -
White can hardly create serious
threats against the black king)
18 ... &fed! (18 ... ab? is very
strongly answered by 19 &gfS!) 19
Nxed Hxed 20 W3l (20 Eb3?
doesn’t work in view of 20 ..
Hxd2 21 Exb5 Wxg2 22 Exd2
£g5) 20 ... Eb8! (not 20 ... £b4?
21 Ee3, or 20 ... 216?21 Kf4!)21
Eb3 Hxd2 22 &xd2 (forced, but
perfectly safe, since avoiding the
queen exchange is scarcely advisable
for Black) 22 .. Wxf3, and a
couple of moves later a draw was
agreed.

So even 14 ... &e7 neutralises 14
Eh4 reliably enough, while 14 ...
Ec8 is basically an attempt to
contend for the initiative.

15 &f4
Or:
a) 15 Of5, and now:
al) While 15 ... c4 (14 ... Ec8 did
not reinforce this ‘threat’) 16 d5
Hxd5 17 £xh6 He3 is to Black’s
liking, 16 &e3!, with d5 to follow,
is highly unpleasant.
a2) The idea behind 14 ... Ec8 was
revealed in Mikhalchishin-Kasparov,
Daugavpils Otborochnii  1978:
15 ... cd! 16 &3xd4 Wcd! 17 Wxcd
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Hxcd4. The players agreed a draw
at this point, but the struggle was
continued in another game -
Gaprindashvili - Chiburdanidze,
1978 - which showed that Black
even has the better chances owing
to White’s worries about the h5
pawn: 18 Hel Ec5! 19 Higl Le7
20 Hb3 Hc 21 &b4 &xbd 22
Exb4 Ec723 §Hd4 a6 24 HAF50-0
25 De3 Efc8 26 He2 bS etc.
b) 15 &bl. The point of guarding
the a-pawn in this way is, for one
thing, to avoid the main line given
below (15 &4 a5 16 d5 Wxa2);
and secondly, to refuse a queen
exchange in the case of 15 ... ¢d 16
&xd4 Wed. Black can nonetheless
be happy with the latter variation,
after 17 Wf3 Wd5 In a game
Dadashadze-Shakarov, 1979, Black
went in for 15 c4. The
continuation was: 16 &fS &Hds
(I6 ... c3 17 &xc3 &Hd5 is
tempting, but after 18 el £\f4 19
Wd2 &Hxg2 20 Hgd4 Black has
difficulties due to his unsafe king
position) 17 ¢3 Wa5 (threatening
8 ... &xc3+; or, where appropriate,
. Ec6-a6) 18 &e5 Hixe5 19 Wxe5
Dxc3+ 20 £2xc3 WxeS 21 de ef 22
&f4, with equal chances.

15 ... Was
16 d5s Wxa2
17 ¢4

After 17 de Wxe6 18 Wb5 the
position is unpleasant for Black,
but the consequences of 17 ... fe

are unclear, for example: 18 Whs
7! 19 £d6 £xd6 20 Ead (3g
Hxd6 a6!)20... £f4+21 Bxf4 a6,
or 18 Wd3 Hco! 19 Wob+ &dg 2()
De5 Wal+ 21 &d2 Bde+ 22 &d3
Was5+ with counter-chances.

17 .. Le7! (148

18 2&de!
This is stronger than 18 de fe 19
£d6, because of the immediate

counter-attack 19 ... Ec6! 20 &5
Eb6! But perhaps it pays White to
drive a wedge into Black’s position
with 18 d6!?
18 .. £.xd6
19 de 0-0
In Shakarov-Asrian, corres 1973,
Black gave two preliminary checks
- 19 ... Wal+ 20 &2 Wag+ 21
&bl - before playing 21 ... 0-0.
The game continued: 22 Hxd6 fe
23 Wxe6+ Hh8 24 H(5 Hcel 25
@Del Hxel! 26 Wxe7 He8 27
Hxd7! (but not 27 Wf7? He2)27 ...
Hxe7 28 Hxe7 Wdl+ 29 &a2
Wad+, with a draw.
Instead of 22 Exd6, White may

lay 22 @f5, and after 22 ... fe 23
Wxe6+ Hh8 24 Wxd6 we reach a
posmon that is examined below
(see Kanani-Shakarov).

20 DS

Also:

a)20 ed is weak on account of 20 ..

Wal+ 21 &e2 Wadt+ 22 @bl
Wxd7 (or 21 &d2 Wxb2+ 22 el
Wxe2+ and 23 ... Hcb). .

b) 20 Exdé transposes into
Shakarov-Asrian (see above) after
20 ... fe 21 Wxe6+ &h8 22 &Of5
Wal+ 23 Hc2 Wadt 24 &bl

Hceg, but an attempt by Bla'ck tp
extract more from this variationis
of interest: 22 ... Hce8 23 De7
Hxe7 24 Wxe7 Hed 25 Exd7?
Hxe7 26 Bxe7 Wal+ 27 &2 Wi,
with chances . . . However, White
for his part could ‘risk” 25 Wf7!
Wal+ 26 Hc2 Wad+, and now not
27 &bl1? He2, nor even 27 Fcl
Wal+ with a draw, but 27 &d2
Was+ 28 &d3!?
20 .. fe
21 Wxe6t+ &h8
22 Wxd6 (/49)

We have already sufficiently
analysed 22 Exd6, but 22 Hxd6!?
remains to be tried . . .

This sharp position was reached
in a game Kanani-Shakarov,
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corres 1982. Accurately assessing
the prospects for either side is not
casy, but we feel the stronger
player should win! Let’s see how
the struggle developed: 22
Wal+ (22 .. Hc6? 23 Wel)
23 &2 Wad+ 24 &bl HeeB 25
Me3 Bf7 26 Bd3! Hfe7! 27 Hal
Wha 28 Hxa7 Hb6 29 Wd2 Hed 30
Wxb4 cb 31 5! &)c8!32 Ea8b3 33
5d5! Hd2+! 34 el Ee2 35 Hel
&Vxf3 36 gf Bd8 37 Ehl Exf2, and
a few moves later a draw was
reed.
agAs we can see, 14 ... Hc8 lcads
to positions that are mterestmg
but perhaps rather dangerous for
Black. The possibility that Whlti
may improve somewhere canno
be ydnsc:unted (17 de!?; 18 do!™;
22 H1xd6). It is therefore important
that Black has a solid method of
play in 14 ... fe7.
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12 ...

0-0-0 13 We2 &dé
2d6
Defe 13We2 2de6

c§

Summary

14515 @14

14 c4
14 Ehel

15 &xg7+
15 He3
15 & xf4

(14 b1 - cf. 13 b1)

14 &S
14 Zhd  Ge7
Hcs8

15 &5
15 b1
15 &14

H+ 0

I+

g

1l

0O

{1 13 We2 0-0-0 14 HeS

1 e4 cb

2 d4 ds

3 &l de

4 Hxed 4f15

5 &Hgl £.86

6 Df3 Nd7

7 h4 hé6

8§ h5 2h7

9 &d3 £xd3
10 ¥xd3 We7
11 &d2 e6
12 0-0-0 Hef6
13 We2 0-0-0

14 De5 (150)
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The idea of We2 and @e5 had
been applied to similar positions
before the Spassky-Petrosian match;
nor was Spassky the first to play
8hS5. .. Yet it wasin the thirteenth
game of the 1966 match for the

World Championship that the
position in the diagram first arose,
becoming popular for a long time
after.

Combining the old moves h4-h5
and &\f3-e5 proved effective. The
pawn-couple on e5 and h5 which
is formed after 14 ... &xe5 15 de
(Variation A) creates a special
configuration on the kingside -
one that favours White, since the
pawns on f7 and g7 can be
attacked by White’s queen or
rook, while the moves ... f6 or

g6 produce weaknesses. In
addition, White may obtain new
assets by an advance of his own
f-pawn and g-pawn, particularly
in the ending (the reader has
already seen this in the Geller-
Hort game from Chapter 9,
Variation A21).

If Black seeks counterplay
based on undermining the knight’s
position on €5 by ...c5, heemploys
Variation B (below), or, more
often, Variation C.

We consider:

A 14 ... DxeS
B 14 ... &b8
C 14 .. &b6
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A
14 .. Dxes
15 de ad7
Instead, 15 ... &d5 (151} ‘looks

dubious, but involves a cunning
positional idea’ (Botvinnik).

oo % V577,

164 (16 ¢4 ©b4d 17 £xbd &xbd
18 14 is weaker because of 18 ... f6
or 18...£5) 16 ... ¢5 (‘forces events,
for White cannot allow ... ¢4’ -
Botvinnik) 17 ¢4 &b4 18 &xb4
(‘once a black pawn settles on b4,
it will be hard for White to shelter
his king comfortably. This is why
Black will have counterplay in any
endgame with queens on the
board. Perhaps White should have
preferred 18 &bl’ - Botvinnik)
18 ... Exdl+ 19 Exdl cb 20 &Hed
£e7 21 Hd6+ b8, and now:
a) In Spassky-Botvinnik, USSR
Team Ch 1966, White played 22
@xf7, whereupon 22 ... Eff 23
@d6 Exf4 24 g3 HfS 25 Wgd Wd7
26 &bl Rg5 gave Black counter-
play (27 &b5 Ef1).
b) In Boleslavsky’s view, White

could have consolidated his ad-

vantage with 22 g3 (752)

- and if 22 ... f6 (the move
Botvinnik had in mind; on 22 .
Ef8, Boleslavsky recommends 23
&bl a6 24 Wed! with threats of
25 Wxb7+ or 25 c5), then 23 eft
£xd6 24 fg Ze8 25 W4,
Boleslavsky’s verdict appears
mistaken. After 25 ... Wxcd+ 26
&bl Wed+ (but not 26 ... e5?
because of 27 Wd7 or 27 Wg6 - or
even 27 Exd6 ef 28 Wxf4 Hel+ 29
Hdl+ Wxf4 30 g8W+) 27 mal
Hg8 28 Hxd6 Hxg7 or 28 ... Wc2,
there are chances for both sides.
We agree, then, with Botvinnik:
18 &bl! (instead of £xb4). After
18 ... 2e7 19 £¢3, the black
knight will retreat (at once or
later) to ¢6; a position of this type

is examined below (15 ... £\d7 16
f4 c5 17 c4 b8 ete).
16 f4 £e7(153)

Or:

a) Analysis shows that the plan of
transferring the knight to d4 after

16 ... ¢5 17 c4 Dby is ineffective: .18
$c3 Le7 (he can’t keep the white
knight out - 18 ... £57 19 ef!) 19
Hed Hico 20 W2 (if 20 Wed, then
20 ... &Hd4) 20 ... Wb6 (if 20 ... b6,
then 21 &d6+! is strong) 21 @bl
(but at this point 21 @d6+ is
unconvincing because of 21
$xd6 22 ed 6. Nor should White
hurry with 21 Wg3 in view of 21...
wWa6!) 21 ... Exdl+ (21 ... %d.4?
loses to 22 £xd4 cd 23 ¢5!, while
on 21 ... &b White does play
22 Wg3) 22 Exdl Ed8 23 Exd8+
(but not 23 Hd6+? Lxd6 24 ed
&Hd4 25 £xd4 Wxd6) 23 ... Wxd8
24 &c2 b6 25 Wd2, and the
position is difficult for Black to
hold. The exchange of queens
gives an endgame which Parma
won against Barcza in the 1970
European Championship at Kap-
fenberg. o
b) E.Schiller advocates the original
16 ... 2g8 17 &c3(17 Qed 5)17...
£5 18 Wc4 HcS. Now 19 Hxf5?7 b5
20 Hd6+ Wxd6, or 19 bd bS, or
19 b4 Hd5should be welcome to

153

\

§

¥ T
4”1@2@:2%
//l// 7
// 7 /8/7//
@g%@%ﬁ%
7, wu) &

\\\

\ >

13 We2 0-0-0 14 De5 123

Black, but after 19 Exd8+ followed
by Edl and &b4, his position is
suspect.
17 SDed

In our view, there is greater
unpleasantness for Black in a
more restrained strategy, directed
towards exchanges and an endgame
in which White has good chances
owing (as ever) to those pawns on
e5 and hS. Thus, 17 £e3 (154).
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And now: .

a) We call your attention to one
vivid illustration of White’s
possibilities - a variant adapt.ed
from the game Zatulovskaia-
Niinchert, 1968: 17 ... &cS 18
fxc5 &xc5 19 Hed Ke7 20 g3
Hxdl+ 21 Exdl Ed8 22 ¢4 c523
Hxd8+ Wxd8 24 Wd2 Wxd2+ 25
Hxd?2 &d7 26 g4 b6 27 g5 28 28
gh gh 29 &f2 27 30 Hgd &.18 31
&d3 Be6 32 a4 &d7 33 ded &7
34 £5 &d7 35 £6 &c6 36 D2 &cT
37 4d3 a5 38 Df4 &d7 39 &f3
GeB 40 Hgd &d7 41 Dg6! Hed
42 &Hh4! - zugzwang.
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b) Also in Suetin-Pachman, Titovo
Uzice 1966, Black was unable to
oppose anything to White’s
exchanging policy: 17 ... Wa5 18
&bl D5 19 ¢3 Exdl+ 20 Exdl
Hd8 21 Hd4 Exd4 22 &xd4 wds
23 Wc2 a5 24 &1 Wd5 25 &e3
Wed 26 & xc5 Wxc2+ 27 &xc2 £xcS
(the endgame doesn’t look hopeless
for Black, but it quickly became
$0) 28 @Dcd a4 29 &d3 &d7 30 g4
b5 31 d2 gl 32 Hed 57 33 b3
ab 34 ab ®e7 35 &f3! b4 36 cb cb
37 &ed 2c5 38 O3 &d7 39 Hd4
26 40 &d3 etc.

Of course, we have been distortin g
the actual state of affairs - Black’s
position after 17 $e3 certainly
isn’t that desperate. That it is
unpromising cannot, however, be
denied.

17 ... 9Hes
18 &3 f6!
19 of £xf6

We are now at last examining
the Spassky-Petrosian game that
started it all.

Black has activated his pieces at
the cost of weakening e6. But it
turns out that Spassky is prepared
to pay a bigger price for the
initiative ~ he weakens his own
king position!

20 Weq Whe
21 b4! (155
21 ... Naé6

In Shabanov-Kuksov, RSFSR
Spartakiad 1978, Black adopted

~oP=t

~an old recommendation — 21 .

Wa6, which is based on the trap
22 Wxc5? Wal+ 23 &bl Hxd2
The game went: 22 Wxa6 &\xa6 23
Ded Ed4 24 Hxf6 gf 25 a3 f5 26
Hdel Ed6 27 £c¢3 Eg8 28 Hed
D7 29 Le5 BA7 30 £xc7 dxeT
31 Exe6 Hxg2 32 Edl, with a
draw.

As  Boleslavsky has rightly
pointed out, White has the
advantage after 25 ¢3 Hed 26 g4
&c7 27 g5.

22 Hed

22 ¥xe6+? &b heads straight

for a loss.

22 ... DeT
22 ... Bd517 - Pachman.
23  Hhel Hdq?!

A recommendation of Lilienthal’s
is very interesting: 23 ... &e71? 24
Kc3 Dd5 25 @xg7 .Q.xb4

24 b3 Whs
25 3 Hxed!
26 Zxed Wxhs
27 Wedq wes
28  We2 h5 (156)
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White’s material plus is slight,
and his king’s position isn"t very
secure. Perhaps Black is not
without chances, yet after 29 &el
Ee8 30 g3 a5 31 ba Wxa5 32 Wc2
W5 33 Ha4 g5 34 fg &xg5+ 35
&b2 Wxc2+ 36 &xc2 e5 37 Hed,
Spassky set about what has by
now become an obvious advantage.

14 . &©b8 (157)

i) / ‘ /% 7o)
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While avoiding the pin (£a5)
that is possible in the 14 ... &b6
line, Black plans, after 15 c3, to
solve his problems by 15 ...¢5 16
&bl &Hc6 — when White has to
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worry about his knight on €5 and
his pawn on d4.
15 Eh4!

Directed against 15 ...

followed by Ecd).
15 .. 2.d6

With this move Black renews
the threat of .. ¢5, in the
expectation that White will parry
it with some such move as 16 Eel,
or 16 ¢4 ¢5 17 £c3 (158). In the
latter case, the placing of the rook
on h4 loses some of its point.

cS(l6dc!
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Let there be no mistake, though
— White retains good chances, for
example:
a) 17 ... cd 18 Ehxd4! (after 18
&xdd Hco 19 SHxc6 Wxcb Black
has everything in order) 18 ...
Sxe5 (18 ... &c6? 19 Hxd6) 19
Exd8+, and a tough struggle for
the draw is in store for Blacl.(. .
b) In a game Baikov-Tseitlin,
1973, Black chose 17 ... &c6?! 18
Hixeb be 19 Hed Lfa+ 20 fd2
S xd2+ 21 Bxd2 Hxed 22 Exedcd
23 Hexd4 Exd4 24 Exd4 Ed8,
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and drew the endgame. White
seems to have been aiming for that
result too, otherwise he would
have played 20 &c2 or 19 dc.
Seeing that 18 ... Wxc6 19 d5 is
also in White’s favour, it must be
supposed that the idea of 14 ...
b8 followed by ... c5 and ... &§c6
is faulty - for the reason that it
consumes a great deal of time and
hence comes up against strong
counter-chances from White’s well
mobilised army.
There is one other continuation,
suggested by Ivanovié:
16 4! (159)

Accepting the sacrifice is dan-
gerous (16 ... Lxg3 17 fg Wxg3 18
Zf4), so in the game Ivanovié-
Vuki¢, Vukovar 1976, Black
surrendered his bishop:

16 ... @bd7
17 Hxdé+  Wxde

By now White’s advantage is
obvious, but we’ll take a look at
the further course of the struggle:
18 Lf4 Wba 19 dS (Ivanovi¢ has

visions of giving mate . . .) 19

d" 20 Ed3 &b6 21 §b3 We7 (Or

. W8 22 We5) 22 H)f5 WS 23
ﬁbS Wxb5 (or 23 ... Wcd 24 2.de!
Wxe2 25 Bc5+ &d7 26 Hc7+ e
27 @xg7 mate!) 24 Wxb5 ef 25
Wes+ &d7 26 We7+ e 27 &h
etc.

Black should have taken the
pawn on d5 with his knight, ang
after 19 ... &xd5 20 £g5 &\c31 2]
Wd2 Hxa2+ 22 &bl Hic3+ 23
@cl he should play not 23
@a2+ with a draw, but 23 ... Wa st
with a won position. Although
Ivanovi¢ gives 20 &Hed!? “with
compensation’, this try is also
illusory (20 ... e5 or 20 ... A716).

Instead of the incorrect 19 ds?,
White should play 19 c4 - or
something . Once Black’s
important bishop has been removed,
White has, of course, clearly the

better chances.
C
14 .. Dbé

A continuation that has displaced
both 14 ... &ixe5 and 14 ... £ b8 in
tournament practice, and has
given Black the best results. As in
the 14 ... b8 line, White cannot
afford simply to guard his attacked
d-pawn with 15 c3, since 15 ... ¢5
16 &bl 2.d6! (not 16 ... &bs? 17
£f4 2d6 18 dc WxcS 19 Hx(7) 17
f4 cd 18 cd &b8 (Boleslavsky)

gives Black a very comfortable
position.

These days, White nearly always

replies 15 Ka5. For this, see

Chapter 12. But there was a time

when the following move also had
a good reputation:

15 Zh4 (160)

160

/@ //

15 .. &.de6!

In spite of the fact that the
knight on b6 controls .the c4
square, the plan of 15...¢5 1s, once
again, risky. Soviet Master Ubilava
has convincingly demonstrated
this to his opponents: 16 aS5!
(161).
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And now:
a) 16 ... £d6 17 dc! &xe5(or 17 ...
4xc5 18 Exd8+ Exd8 19 Ec4! -
the entire operation for refuting
15 ... ¢5 turns on this idea) 18
HExd8+ Exd8 19 cb &f4+ 20 &bl
ab 21 $£xb6 Wxb6 22 Hxf4, and
Black is a pawn down with an
unsafe king position, Ubilava-
Peresipkin, USSR Cup 1974.
b) 16 ...cd 17 Edxd4! £c5 18 Ecd
Hd5 19 Hd3 &d7(19... &b8loses
to 20 b4) 20 Ec3 (but here 20 b4
is weaker, because of 20 ... £e3+
21 fe Wxg3 or 21 Wxe3 Dxcd - the
queen on ¢7 is captured without
check!) 20 ... Ec821 Qed Dxed 22
Wxed WHS (or 22 ... Wdo6 23 Wf3)
23 HixeS+ Edxce5 24 Exc5 Exc)
25 £c3, and the alarming position
of Black’s king settles the outcome,
Ubilava-Fyodorov, 1977.
16 a5

After 16 &fl, Black was
outplayed in Gipslis-Suleimanov,
1978: 16 ... b8 17 &bl HadM!
18 &h2 ¢5 19 dc &xc5 20 Dhf3
We7 21 c4 &Hbd7 22 La5 £b6 23
&xb6 Hxb6 24 Ehd4 Hxd4 25
Hxd4 EAZ 26 HbS Hxdlt+ 27
Wxdl Hfd7 28 Hxd7 Wxd7 29
Wxd7 Hxd7 30 Hd6, and Bla'ck
drew the knight ending with
difficulty.

Quietly removing the king to a8
is unjustified; Black wanted to
avoid some kind of vague dangers
in the middlegame, but the distant
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position of his
the endgame.

The natural reaction to 16 &l
s 16 ... ¢5 17 dc £xc5, when 1§
£a5 is harmless in view of 18 ...
Zxdi+ 19 $xdl Ed8+, followed
by ... Ed5 or ... Hd4.

king told in

16 ... £.xes5
17 de Exdl+
18  &xdl atd7

19 Hed (162)

White neglects two opportunities
to . . . lose the game. We are
referring, in the first place, to a
line recommended by several
writers: 19 g4 g8 20 f4. Black’s
improvement consists in 19 ..
Dxes! 20 Hxg7 Wd8+ and 21 ...
WF6, when the rook js trapped.

The second possibility  was
found by Grandmaster Tseshkovsky
In a game against Bagirov (1973).
19 47 &xe5 (19 ... Wd8 isn’t bad
either). The position, admittedly,
turned out to be ‘a draw’: 20 el
Ded7 21 Hg4 g8 22 c4 Wde 23

£c3 521 24 Hg6 Wxfa+ 25 &by

Yxcd 26 Wxcd &xed 27 H xeg

DI8 28 He8+ Hd7 29 Eb8 &

30 Za8 g6 31 &b4 gh 32 &gy

Hxg2 33 b3 Hf2 34 Bxfg Zf1+ 35

D2 ExfS 36 be Hxf 37 &xf8 iy

38 £xh6 ¢S, and as the pawn on ¢4

gets exchanged off, White(!) canngy

win,
19 .. Wag!

It was owing to this cunning
move that the sting was considered
to have been taken out of 15 Ehg,
Earlier, 19 ... mdg 20 el &S
had been played, but in a game
Haag-Flesch, 1967, the position
became difficult for Black after
21 Eg4! (21 He3 BdS led toalevel
game in Holmov-Hort, Leningrad
1967) 21 Ed5? (Flesch is
striving for counterplay, but this
loses by force. A more stubborn
continuation was 21 . Eg8
22 &d2 Wd8, when all s not
yetlost!) 22 Exg7 H\b3+ (or22 ...
Hxe5 23 Eg8+ &d7 24 Wd2+
&e7 25 Wxh6) 23 ab Exa5 24
c4 (or 24 Hg8+ &d7 25 Wd2+
DdS 26 c4) 24 ... Hxes 25 Bgs+
©d7 26 Wd2+ @e7 27 Wxho
etc.

After 19 ... Wds! in a game
Privorotsky-Makagonov (1969),
White mechanically played 20
©cl (20 Wd217) 20 .. D521 Hea,
when the reply 21 .. Wds! (163)
confronted him with an unpleasant
problem.
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Privorotsky didn’t have to solve
it, though, because after 22 £2xb6
ab the veteran master offered a
draw. o

Had he not done so, achieving
this result would have been molre

L .
difficult for White. For example,
23 b3 Bd8 24 Hxg7? Wd4 25 &bl
Zad! (25 ... Wel3 26 Hgd Ed2 27
Hed) 26 ba Wba+ 27 scl Wal+
28 bl Ed4.

Summary
t
14 ... Hixe515 de  DdS :
. Hnd7 16 4 c5 .
Hg8 s
Se7 17 se3 1/00
17 &ed :
2b8 15 ¢3 .
15Eh4 &d6 16 c4 N
16 Hicd i
Hb6 15 ¢3 N
1SEh4 o5 -
ade 16 Hf1
16 £a5 £xe517 de  Exdl+
18 &xdl &Hfd7 .\
19 Hed Hd8 =
Wd8 =
L ]
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1 ed c6

2 4 ds

3 &3 de

4  HDxeq Af5

5 &gl £g6

6 O3 Dd7

7 h4 hé

8 hs £h7

9 %d3 £xd3
10 W43 We7
11 Ld2 e6
12 0-0-0 Hgf6
13 We2 0-0-0
14  Hes Hbé

15 £a5 (/69

The pinning move with the
bishop is White’s chief weapon
against 14 . @b6, and, bearing in
mind Variation C in Chapter 11,
the only one worth using. Just

now Black isn’t threatened With
anything, but he soon will be _
when White follows with 16 c4.

Black’s choice is between the
standard pawn-break IS ... ¢5
(Variation A), and 15 . &ds
which sounds out the white
bishop’s intentions (Variation B)
In the latter case, 16 b4 (see BI)‘
compels Black to sacrifice the
exchange. But the. counterplay
Black gets in return js so dangerous
Fhat in grandmaster practice 16 b4
Is a remarkable event (we know of
only one such case!).

There is a firmly established
opinion that the eXchange 16
Qxl?6 ab (see B2) guarantees
White lasting pressure on Black’s
position. This widespread delusion
is one that we aim to dispel.

From Diagram 164:

Al5.. ¢5
B 15 .. "ds
A
15 .. c5 (165)

. This line has had 3 complicated
hlstory. Shortly after being devised
It was discarded, since it was

thought that Black has no good
answer to . | |

. 8B T

16 c4
White’s idea is: 16 ... ¢d 17 &bl
£d6 18 cS!, and the new pin
arising after 18 ... &xc5 19 Hclis
deadly. Nor are things altered

much by 17 ... &b8 18 Ecl,
threatening 19 c5.
16 .. Exd4

It was always generally under-
stood that 16 ... Exd4 was better
than 16 ... cd, simply because one
piece fewer will now be affected by
the pin on the a5-d8 diagonal. But
until recently Black never discovered
a variation in which this was
significant. For example, in an old
game Haag-Golz, Zinnowitz 1966,
Black lost in the familiar manner:
17 Exd4 cd 18 &bl £d6 19 cSetc.

However, in 1979, a new idea
was suggested by Soviet Master
Bikhovsky; for this, see the main
variation below.

16 ... &b lead to a draw in
Mari¢-Vukic, Kraljevo 1967: 17 dc
Kxc5 18 f4 £d4 19 Hxf7 Wxf7 20
Exdd Hxd4 21 WesS+ Wc7 22
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Wxd4 ¥xc4+. But this made no
great impression, since it was clear
that after 17 &bl (instead of dc)
Black faces the same problems as
before; if 17 ... cd, then 18 Zcl,
while after 17 ... £d6 18 dc £.xc5
(18 ... &xe5 19 ¢b ab 20 £xb6)
19 f4, White has gained an
important tempo (%bl), and now
19 ... £d4 20 Hxf7 isin hisfavour.
Later, in Runau-Mohadam,
Hastings 1971-2, White was again
successful with &bl, only he
played it on move 19: 16... &b8 17
dc 2xc5 18 f4 £d4 19 &bl! &xes
20 fe &Dfd7 21 fed! Wxe5 22 &3
W5 (or22... Wc723 £xg7 Eh724
2.3 Dxcd 25 916) 23 Bhfl Wh7
24 Exf7 &cS 25 Hel Hd7 (alost
ending likewise results from 25 ...
DHxed 26 Wxed Edl+ 27 &Hc2
Exel 28 Wxh7 etc) 26 Exd7
@Obxd7 27 Wc2 HfE 28 &Hixcs
Wxc2+ 29 ®xc2 Ef2+ 30 bl
Dxc5 31 4.d4 Hf5 32 g4 EgS 33
Ee5!, and a couple of moves later
Black resigned.
17 Exd4
In A.Rodriguez-Armas, 1980,
White sidestepped the controversy
of the main line by playing a
gambit of his own devising:
17 &bl!? Exdl+ (of course not
17 ... £d6 18 Exd4 cd - see Haag-
Golz above) 18 Exdl1 (166).
Although Black faces no direct
threats, he has no convenient
moves either. The point is, he has
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to guard d7 (18 ...
and 7 (18 ...
19 Exd6).

There followed: 18 ... Eg819f4
£d6! (otherwise he can’t untangle)
20 Dxf7 £xf4 21 Wxe6+ &b 22
Df5! He® 23 Wxe8+ Hixe8 24
Ed8+ Wxd8 25 Hixd8 Hxed 26
£c3 . With &e6 coming, White is
assured of getting his pawn back,
and has some chances in the
endgame (which possibly is drawn,
though).

De8? 19 4.xb6)
£d6? 19 &xf7 or

17 .. cd

18 &bl &h8

19 Eecl Lc5! (167)
After 19 ... £d6 20 c5 &xeS 21

cb ¥d6 22 bat+ &xa7 23 &c7,
Black loses his queen. He may
happen to succeed in winning this
position: 23 ... Wxc7 24 Hxc?
£xc7 25 Wd3 Hd8 26 &c2 Lxg3
27 Wrxg3 d3+ 28 &d1 d229 Wxg7?
@ed 30 Wxf7 Ec8, Bogda-Santos,
1980. But trying to obtain it is
definitely not worth while.

The point of Bikhovsky’s 19 ...
£c5! is that in the event of 20 b4
£d6 21 ¢5 £xeS 22 cb Wd6 23
bat+ &xa7 24 £c7?, Black has
the check 24 ... Wxbd+. 24 Hc57is
alsobad: 24 ... £xg325fg (25 &.¢7
Wxc5, or 25 Wed Hedt) 25 ... H\d5
26 Wc4 b6! 27 Hc6 WeS. But
perhaps after 24 $Sed4 &Hixed 25
Wxed, Black doesn’t win . . .

From the diagram, White has
some other tries:

a) The first game with this line,
Korsunsky-Bikhovsky, 1979, went:
20 a3 Ec8 21 f4 Hfd7 22 &d3
Wd8? 23 Hed WIS 24 Hexc5 Hixcs
25 &b4 Hbd7 26 Hixes Hixe5 27
WeS+ EHc7 28 Wxd4 b6 29 HdI,
and White obtained a considerable
advantage. Had Black played
22 ... W6, a no less substantial
plus would have been on Ais side.
b) A game Agapov-Shashin, 1982,
developed in Black’s favour: 20 f4
Ec8 21 Ded Dxed 22 Wxed We7
23 2xb6 &xb6 24 H1d3 W6, and

White has 'no compensation for
the pawn.
¢) One more possibility is 20 Ad3
We7 21 b4 £.d6 22 ¢5 2xg3 23 ¢b
£d6 24 ba+ FHxa7 25 Wb2, when
you notice what a risk the black
kmg is taking. Wowever, after
.. Ha8! the same can be said of
the white king.

But if White fails to demonstrate
an advantage in the ‘Bikhovsky
position’ (i.e. after 19 ... £c5h,
and if the ending in Rodriguez-
Armas promises a draw, we
would remind the reader that
White has one other method:
16 Zh4! (instead of c4). In this
way he transposes to the highly
favourable ‘Ubilava position’ that
we analysed in Chapter 11 (Varation

Q).
B
15 .. gd5
Now White can choose between:
Bl 16 b4
B2 16 £.xb6
B1
16 b4 (168)

///% ///
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With ¢4 coming, White is
winning the exchange. But at what
cost? Black obtains a pawn and
good prospects for hunting the
white king.

16 .. Exa$
6 ... £d6!7 also has its points,
for example: 17 ¢4 @xe5 18 cd
£xg3.
17  ba fal3+

Alternatively:

a) In Hermlin-Korchmar, 1969,
the first game in which 16 b4 was
tried, Black played 17 ... &bd5
here, and after 18 Wc4 Wxa$5 19
Bd3 £a3+ 20 &bl Ef 21
Wh3 (169)

169
B
/n

1... £e77 22 &al Wc7? 23 Wad
&b8 24 Ebl, the roles were
reversed and it was Black’s king
that was being hunted.

We think 17 ... &©bd5 isn’t so
bad if followed up more astutely;
in the diagrammed position we
suggest 21 ... &b4! 22 a3 Ke7,
when the situation isn’t entirely
clear - in some lines the pawn on
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a3 may be left hanging, and there
are possibilitiesof ... cSand ... §if4
for White to worry about.
b) 17 ... Had, when White has:
bl) 18 Wd3 Hd5 19 &e2 Wxas 20
Eh3 (20 Hxf7 &Hac3 21 &xc3
@Dxc3 22 Hxh8 is dangerous
because of 22 ... £b4!, cutting off
the king’s escape route - 23 &d2
Hd5+ 24 el Hf4+.  After
23 ¥c4 there doesn’t appear to be
a mate, but Black is guaranteed a
draw with 23 ... Dxa2+)20... £b4
21 Ded Wab 22 &b2 Hacl 23
Dxc3 Hxc3 24 Wxab ba 25 Hfl
(25 Edd3? De2+ and 26 ... H)f4)
. Dxa2+ 26 &bl &3+ 27
&al Hd8 28 Ed3 Ed5 29 &dl
&xd1 30 Efxdl Exh5, and Black
is playing to win the ending,
E.Zakharov-Vdovin, 1979.
b2) 18 Hd3 &dS, and now:
b21) 19 W3 4e7! 20 He2 (if 20
Wxf77, then 20 ... &f4! 21 Bb3
Ef8 and wins) 20 ... £g5+ 21 &bl

Wxa$5 22 @xf7 Ef8! (170)

23 Hd6+? &d7 24 Wxf8 Hdc3+r
25 Excd - not 25 Gixc3? What
and mates - 25 ... Hixc3+ 26 @xej
g’b4+, Black ws not intending to
give perpetual check; he can wip
with the forced continuation 27
Dal Wxc3+28 bl Wbd+ 29 Hal
Wxd4+ 30 ¢3 Wxc3+ 31 @b
Wd3+ 32 &b2 &Lf6+ etc) 23
Dde3+ 24 Exc3 Dxed+ 25 Hixel
Wbd+ 26 dc2 £627 Ebl We7 28
Ded Bxf729 c5 LeS530 Wed, and
a draw was agreed, Sorokin-
Sichev, corres 1972.

b22) The little-known game
Pegararo-Elstrand, 1969, is an
example of quick retribution
against the black king: 19 Eb3!
(171)

7 W E
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171
B

19 ... Wxa5? 20 Hxf7 Hacl?
(astonishing carelessness!) 21 Wxe6+
&7 22 WeS+ Hc8 23 WeS+ 7
24 Wd8 mate!

Instead of 19 ... Wxa5? Black
can try 19 ... Hac3 or 19 ... Se7.
but frankly we don’t like either
9 ... &ac3 20 W3 Wxas5 21 &Hcd,
or 19 ... £e7 20 c4.

P T D RN

Did bringing the rook to b3
really alter the situation so much?

18 &bl Dad
19 Ed3
19 ¥Wf3 4b4 20 Ed3 merely
transposes, but 19 el fails
because of 19 ... &d5.
19 .. £bd
20 W3 Wxas
21 He2 Hds!
After 21 ... Ef822 Eb3 £d5 23

&4 Wa6 24 Wd3, White manages
to consolidate, Byrne-Saidy, 1969.
22 Wxf7!(173)
By continuing the struggle for
the ¢3 point with 22 Eh3? (172),
White risks being routed.
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There can follow:
a) 22 ...f6 23 &Hg6 EdS, and now:
al) A game Schipers-Tarnay,
corres 1972, saw 24 &Hgfd, when
Black retorted with a striking
combination: 24 ... &dc3+ 25
$xcl £xc3 26 Exc3 Wba+! 27
el Exd4 28 Ed3 Exf4. But there
was no need for it. The simple
4 ... Wb5! would have left White
in severe difficulties (25 Eb3

\*

15 &a5 135

AHxfa).
a2) 24 Eb3 appears stronger;
sheltering his king, White prepares
to drive Black’s minor pieces
back. This was played in Reid-
Shakarov, corres 1977, and Black
had to apply drastic measures:
24 ... c5' 25 ¢3 (or 25 c4 &db6 26
a3, when Black has the choice
between 26 ... &el 27 Hgfd eSand
6 ... £xa3!? 27 Exald &Dxcd; in
either case his attack looks
irresistible) 25 ... c4 26 cb Wb5 27
b2 (after 27 Ea3 Wxbd+ 28 &c2
Wh2+ 29 &dl 3 30 Hxc3! Wxal
31 Hixd5 Wxf3+? 32 Exf3 ed,
Black’s position is suspect — 33
HeT+. But 31 ... Wxa?2! gives him
highly promising play for the
piece. Another possibility for
White is 27 Ee3, which after 27 ...
Wxbd+ 28 &c2 Wb+ 29 &dl
Wal+ 30 &d2 Wxa2+ 31 el
could lead to a draw - an
unnatural result in such a position!
Black really ought to think up
something — how about 29 ..
&b8!? threatening ... ¢3, and-if
30 Wed, then 30 ... Wal+ 31 &d2
e5! ete) 27 ... Dxb2 28 &xb2
Wxbd+ 29 He2 Wad+, and White
can no longer hold out.
b) A method of play that was
demonstrated in another corre-
spondence game, Lisan-Margolite,
1975, appears even more convincing:
2 ... Se7 23 Wxf7 Wel+ 24 Hcl
£g5 25 Wxe6+ &c7 26 Wd7+
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FbR 27 Wd6+ Hal 28 Wal3 &xcl
29 Wxcl Hdc3+ 30 Exc3 Dxe3+
31 &b2 Had+ 32 &bl Wba+ 33
Eb3 Wxd4 (re-establishing the
material balance by force, Black
has retained a powerful initiative)
34 &d3 Hc3+ 35 dal Ee8 36 Ebg
(if 36 Wb2, then 36... Eel+1)36...
WdS 37 Wa3 c5 38 g4 Hed 3913
92! 40 Ead &b8 41 &Hicl a6 42
&bl Eel 43 Ha5 Wd2 44 Exc5
Hxcl+ 0-1.

So the hazards in store for
White after 22 Eh3 are evident.

True, the first edition of ECO
gives analysis to condemn 22
Wxf7 as well:

2 ... Hac3+ 23 @xc3 £xc324
Wxe6+ Hb8 25 Hxc3 Hixc3+ 26
&b2 Hd5 27 Wde+ &ag 28 Wes
Wd2 29 Hd3 He8 F

Yet virtually every move in this
line is an error. Above all, the
verdict on the final position is
wrong; White has an extra pawn,
and after 30 Eel he goes over to
the attack too. But then, a move
earlier he could have won by 29

Dxcb! Db6 30 Wb4! Wy 3
DxaT etc.

Clearly, instead of 26 ...
Black should play 26 ...
(26 ... &b51? is
example 27 Wc4 Wal+ 28 &b
Ed8 29 Zh3 Wd6), and on 27

Hdso
Dad+
unclear, for

&el, either 27 ... &Hc3 or27 .. We3
28 Wb3 Wal+ 29 Wbl W3,

But before that, White can
improve with 26 ®al! (instead of
&b2), intending to use the b-file
for attack. After this move, the
drawing line is truly mind-bending;
26 ... Ed8 27 Wb3 &Hbs 28 Hb
Hxd4! 29 ¢4 Ed2 30 cb Exa2+ 31
Wxa2 We3+, with perpetual check.

Finally (seeing that after 26
Fall Black has to show so much
ingenuity), a simpler line is 23 ...
Hxc3+  (instead of £H.xc3)
24 Hxc3 (24 &cl? Wxa2) 24 ..
£xc3 25 Wxe6+ &c7 (not 25 ...
&b8? 26 Wb3!) 26 W7+ Hc8, and
White has no reason to avoid

27 We6+, repeating moves.
B2

16 £xb6

ab (174)

We promised to refute the
notion that this is one variation of
the Caro-Kann in which White
has a durable advantage (however
slight). Such an assessment has
been called into question by some
little-known games and analyses
from recent years. Having demon-
strated the solidity of his position
in some lines, Black sought and
found good counterplay in others.

17 c4

Evidently concluding that this
move eases Black’s problems (the
d-pawn is, after all, being deprived
of a defender, hence the knight’s
position on e5 becomes less
secure), Grandmaster Romanishin
continued with 17 f4 in a game
against Bagirov (1978). There
followed: 17 ... £d6 (the cautious
recommend removing the rook
first — 17 ... Ed8) 18 &bl Hd8 (in
Shamkovich-Griinfeld, 1980, Black
was unsuccessful with 18 ... b5 19

&f1 b4 20 HHe3 Eb521 @3c4 Ed8
22 Hhfl £18 23 gdetc)19c3(175)
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(observe that 19 ¢4 Ha5 leadstoa
variation we shall examine later -
since 19 ... £xe5, which looks
attractive if answered by 20 cd
& xf4 or 20 {e? Exd4, unmistakably
favours White after 20 de! Exd1+
21 Hxdl) 19 ... &b8Y 20 &f!
$xes5 21 fe &h7 22 He3 ES5d7 23
Hcd Hgs 24 Zhfl. White's game
is the more active, and although
Bagirov cleverly created counterplay
and drew after 24 ... ¢5 25 &d6
We6 26 Ef4 16 27 Edfl cd 28 cd
Wd5 29 4b5 530 Hd6 Ec7 31 g4
Hh3 32 B4f3 HgS5S, Romanishin
maintains he could have improved;
as an example he suggests 31 Edl1,
with g4 to follow.

We believe that in the diagrammed
position Black missed a good
chance: 19 ... ¢5! The aim of this
move is clear - to undermine the
knight’s position on €5, or, after
.. ¢d, to give White an isolated
pawn and consolidate the d5
square (for example, 20 Hcl &bs
21 Ehdl cd 22 cd We7 23 &Ofl
Sxe5 24 fe He8). A very good
answer to 20 &f1is 20 ...cd 21 cd
S.c51 22 O3 Wxfa 23 Bcl Exdd
24 Hxd4 Exd4, or 23 Eha! WS+
24 &al &Hgd! 25 Hcl Exd4 26
Hxd4 WeS! 27 Wel Exd4 28 He3
%b8 with chances for both sides.

17 .. Ha$s

Or 17 "d8 (176), when
practice has shown that Black’s
fortifications are secure.
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For example: 18 &4 (it isn’t
only Black who should be concerned
about security - 18 f4 &d6 19
We2! ¢5 20 Ehel od 21 Hxd4
£xe5! 22 Bxd8+ Exd8 23 fe H)d7
24 Wa4 &b8 25 Wb5 £6, and White
lost, Litvinov-Begun, 1978) 18 .
@xe4 (the careless 18 ... ¢5 proved
costly to Black in Tatai-Pomar
1968: 19 &c3! £.d620 Hb5 We7 21’

dc 2xc5 22 Ha7+! @7 23 Hxf7!

was crushing) 19 Wxed £d6. and
now: ’

a) 20 &f3 (177)

Ehel Wf6 23 g3 &c7 24 a3 Wrs5 25
WxfS ef, with a tedious struggle
for the draw) 21 Hd3 £f6 22 &bl
(22 Ehdl EBdS!?) 22 ... 247 23
Ehdl Eﬁd& White’s position is
Enprgmlsing, whereas Black could
¢ advised to tr
&b8 and ... b5!?y the plan of
We even think that after
%67! White does better to 1'82311:;1'
his knight to e5 (21 &He5 £671 22
fé.l), so that on 21 ... £d6 he. .can
cither agree a draw at once or
do so afterwards. o
b) For some time, there was a
debate about the ending arising
after 20 f4 5! 21 We2 HxeS5 22

- Wxe5 WxeS 23 de (178):

Pee)
&

bl) The pawn endgame turned out

20 ... .Q.e.7! (Black’s play was
unconvincing in Spassky-Pomar
1968: 20 ... Ehe8 21 &bl We7 271

to be hopeless for Black: 23
Ehg8? 24 Exds+ Exd8 25 Edl
Exq1+? 26 &xdl &d7 27 &2 -
White brings his king to b4 and
breaks through with a4 and c5
The dangers of certain types .of
rook endgames are shown by the

following variations: 25 .. . EeB 26
Bd6 727 &2 B 28 ®C3 &cT
29 &b4d &c8 30 a4 (White handles
this rook ending like the pawn
endlng we have spoken about)
_&e7 31 b3 Hel 32c¢5bet 33
éch b6+ 34 &cd He8 35 b4 EeT
36 b5c537aSetc;or24 ... &Hxd8 25
gdl+ &c7 (if 25 ... &e7, then
26 Bd3, threatening Eb3) 26 Zd6
527 g3! gf 28 gf He8 (the position
after 28 ... Hga4 29 Exe6 Hxf4 30
Exh6 Zxc4+ 31 &d2 is also lost)
29 &¢2 Hel 30 &b3, and play
proceeds on the same lines as
before, Martin-Pomar, 1977.
b2) The discussion was closed
once the right solution had been
found: 23 ... g5! 24 hg (24 g3 Hhgl
25 Hhgl Bd71)24 ... Edg8 25 Bd3
Hxg6 26 g3 Bhgd 27 Eh3 h5 28
&c2 h4 29 gh Eh6, with an
obvious draw.

Well, if 17 ... Ed8 resolves all
the questlons SO 51mply, why play
17 ... Ba5...? Afterall, the rook
may end up out of play . . .
However, 17 ... Ea5 may only be
denounced for crudity’ if Black
has some answer to 17 f4 other
than 17 ... £d6 18 &bl Ed8. We
recall that 19 c4 then forces 19 ...
Eas.

18 &bl £.d6
19 14 Ed8 (179)

We find it hard to believe that

9 ... We7, followed by ... &c7 and

. Bhag, is a sound idea.
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20 Ed2
Recommended by Boleslavsky.
The alternatives are:
a) 20 Hed Dxed 21 Wxed (180).
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Boleslavsky considered that the
knight exchange eases Black’s
task. There can follow:
al) 21 ... &b8 22 g3 b5 23 ¢5 2xes
24 de? (24 fe) 24 ... Had! 25 We3
2d5 26 b3? (26 BExd5) 26 ... ¥d7!
27 HxdS Wxd5 28 Ecl Hd4, with
a won position for Black, Maeder-
Podgayets, 1969. (Ina note to this
game, Boleslavsky wrote that, if
White had kept the knights on,
then after 20 Ed2 bS5 21 ¢5 &xe5
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22 fe Hd5 23 &Hed this knight
would occupy the d6 strongpoint
and ensure White the advantage.
Later, we shall show that the
matter is not so simple.)

a2) Malchikov-Morgulyov (1978)
went: 21 ... f51? (after 21 ... {6 22
Hd3 ¥d7 23 g3 White kept up the
pressure for a long time in
Bednarski-Smyslov, 1967. A doubt-
ful alternative is 21 ... bS 22 ¢S5
&xe5 23 fe - 23 de? Had - 23 ...
Had4 24 b3 Ea3 25 Eh4, and
Black’s kingside pawns are
threatened. If you gave Black the
extra move ... f5 in this last
variation, the verdict would be
altered. That explains Morgulyov’s
21st move) 22 We2 b5 23 ¢5 &.xe5
24 de Ead 25 Ed6 (an entirely
correct decision. Black threatened
not only 25 ... Exf4, but also 25 ...
Had4!) 25 ... Exf426 Ehdl Exd6
27 ed Wd7 28 Ed3 Hed4 29 Ea3?
(White does have compensation
for the pawn, but here he over-
estimates his position, and what’s
more, allows a powerful stroke. In
Mokatsian-Vdovin, corres 1979, a
draw was agreed after 29 Ee3 b6
30 Hxed fe 31 b4 be 32 bc Wa7 33
W2 Wal3) 29 ... b6? (29 ... Wxdo6
wouldn’t be at all bad here .. .) 30
Wd2 b4 31 Ha8+ (involves a trap,
but Black sees through it. 31 Wd3!
ba 32 Wa6+ &d8 33 Was+ Wcd 34
Wa7 would have forced a draw by
repetition!) 31 ... &b7 32 Hf8 be

33 Hf7 Wxf7 34 d7 Ee2! (White
had been looking forward to 34 ...
Ed4 35 Wxd4 cd 36 d8&H+!) 35
Wd3 Wie! 36 Wxe2 Wd4, and
Black won.

b) 20 Ed3 b5 (if 20 ... ¢5, a strong
answer is 21 Ehdl, with pressure
on the d-file that is being opened.
In Vogt-Bonsch, 1979, Black first
regrouped with 20 ... We7 21
Zhdl £.c7, and only after 22 Hed
Dxed 23 Wxed did he play 23 ...
b5. The delay was of benefit to
White, who broke through the
front at once with 24 d5! {525 We|
be 26 d6 £.xd6 27 &\gb etc) 21 ¢5
&xe5 22 fe &d5 (181).
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In Boleslavsky’s view, the defect
of 20 Ed3 as opposed to 20 Ed2is
that in this position White must
lose time owing to the threats of

&f4 and ... Db4. A game
Malchikov-Shakarov, 1976, con-
tinued: 23 Wd2 Ea4 24 b3 Ea3 25
Ded b4 26 Efl (on 26 Hg3, the
exchanging continuation 26 ...
WasS? 27 Hd6+ Exd6 28 ed Hc3+

29 HExc3 be 30 Wc2 is clearly in
White’s favour. But a fascinating
battle would develop after 26 ...
£51 27 ef & 1xf6 28 Hd6+ Exd6 29
cd Wxd6. White’s salvation lies in
counter-threats: 30 Hxg7! Hed 31
Wxh6 &Hc3+ 32 dc2 &bl 33
Hg8+ &a7 34 Wf8! The queen
exchange with which Black is
threatened — 34 ... Wxd4? 35 Wag+
&b6 36 Wd8+ — compels him to go
after perpetual check: 34
Hxa2+ 35 &d3 Ed2+! 36 &xd2
Wxdd+ 37 Fel Weld+ 38 Hfl
Wet+ 39 &gl Wel+ 40 &h2 - not
40 Wf1? He2+, and mates - 40 ...
Wha+ etc) 26 ... b8 27 Edf3 Ed7
28 HIf2 Ha7 29 g4 Wds! 30 Wl
(the pawn could have been taken-
30 Exf7 Bxf7 31 Hxf7 Wha 32
We2 Whi+ 33 &b2 - not 33 Ef1?
Wxed+ - 33 ... Wgl 34 Ef2 Eab,
and neither the attacker nor the
defender can make progress.
Incidentally, if instead of 34 Ef2
White chose the ‘energetic’ 34 W2
Wxed 35 Hd6?, he would lose
to 35 ... Bxa2+!) 30 ... Wh4 31
Wel &3+ (there wasno necessity
to force events. 31 ... a8 32 Ex{7
Bx{7 33 Hxf7 Wh3 was also
acceptable) 32 &xc3 be 33 Hc2
Hxd4 34 Wxdd4 Whi+ 35 EHcl
Wxf3 36 HExc3 We2 37 Hc2 Wel+
38 Hcl We2 39 Hc2 Wel+ 40 &b2
Wa5 41 &bl A-1A.
20 ... b5
21 o5 £xes
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On 21 &8, Boleslavsky
considers that a good reply is 22
Hed Had 23 Ehdl Hxed 24 Wxed,
when 24 ... £xc5 fails against 25
b3 Hb4 26 We3, threatening 27 dc
or 27 a3.

22 fe

As the Malchikov-Shakarov
game has already shown, the
possibility of &ed-d6 does not by
itself determine our assessment of
the position. Black has his
counterchances: with ... Za4 and

.. W35 he can induce b3 (a3 is met

y ... b4), after which White has to
reckon with the threat of ... &c3.

Therefore the verdict depends
on whose threats are more
dangerous. The element of timing
is important, isn’t it? If White had
played 20 Ed3, he couldn’t
follow with 23 &ed, because of
23 ... &f4. On the other hand,
there is also a snag to having the
rook on d2, since it turns out that
Black can exploit the undefended
position of the knight on g3.

22 .. Zad! (182)
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The thematic move, conveniently
attacking the pawn on d4. Of
course, both 23 ef? Wxg3 and
23 Eh4 &d5 24 Hed Was 25 b3
Ha3 26 Egd4? {5 27 ef gf, are no
good for White. Instead:

a) In Korolyov-Vdovin, corres
1979, White played solidly: 23
Zhdl Dd5 24 Hed Wa525b3 Hal
26 W3 5 27 ef gf 28 g4. It’s
noticeable that White has to think
in terms of security rather than
advantage: 28 ... b4 29 Wg3 15 30
gf ef 31 Wh3 &b8 32 Wxf5 He8 33
Hcl &a7 34 We6 Ee7 35 Bf2 Wa6
36 Bd2 Was 14-14.
b) In E.Zakharov-Shakarov, corres
1978, White gave up the exchange
with 23 Hh3 QdS 24 &ed. This
kind of sacrificial possibility has
been ‘in the air’ —isn’t the knight
on d6 stronger than a rook? But
you still have to give some thought
to finding the best possible
conditions for the sacrifice; here it
is unconvincing: 24 ... {\f4 25 W)
@xh3 26 gh &b8 27 HHd6 Ef8 28
b3 Ea6? (underestimating White’s
chances on the kingside; Black
should have brought the rook into
play via a8) 29 Wg2! (Black had
envisaged 29 Wa3? f6 30 g2 fe 31
WxeS Efl+ 32 &Hb2 Hxa2+!)
29 ... 1630 ef gf 31 Wg6e532 Hg2!
(not 32 ¥Wxh6? Eg8), and Black
had to struggle for a draw.
c) 23 Wf2, which defends the pawn
on d4 and the knight on g3, and

takes aim at the f7 pawn in
advance, seems the most logical.
What would happen after 23 ...
Od5 24 %Hed4 has yet to be
clarified, since in Marzell-Shakarov,
corres 1977, Black was tempted
into 23 ... Dgd 24 W4 (183)

183

4... Dxe525b3 Was!?(25... Ebs
26 Ehdl is no less risky) 26 ba
Wba+ 27 el (27 Hb2? Wxb2+)

7 ... W3+ 28 &dl Sicd. After
29 Ef1!e5 (29 ... &4xd2? 30 He2!)
30 W5+ b8 31 Hed Wbd, the
position is quite complex although
probably in  White’s favour.
(However, White didn’t succeed
in stabilising the situation — the
problem is his king! - and after a
sharp fight the game ended in a
draw: 32 &e2?! Hixd2 33 Wxe5+
&a7l 34 Hxd2 Exd4 35 We3 ba 36
Del f5! 37 a3 Wh2 etc).

Instead of 27 ... Wc3+7!, there is
more to worry White in 27 ...
Wed+! 28 &dl Hd3 28 We3
(29 ¥xf7 Wxd4 is worse) 29 ...
Hxd4 30 ab 5! 31 bc f4, with

advantage to Black; or 30 De2
Wxad+ 31 Hc2 Ed7, with the same
verdict; or 30 &e2 Ded5+ 31 &el

Welt 32 He2 Wed+, drawing.

We must add that White didn’t
have to take the rook at once; he
could have played 26 Ehdl or 26
&e4. Analysis of these possibilities
has given the following results: 26
Ehdl &Hc4! 27 be (27 ba We3)27 ...
We3 28 Eb2 Ebd, with a draw; or
26 SHed Hd3! (putting pieces en
prise is the main theme of this
variation!) 27 We3!? (27 Exd3
Exa2) 27 .. Baxd4 28 Ddo+
E4xd6 29 cd Hbd 30 Wc3! Wa3 3l
Wxp7 HdS, and the outcome is
obscure. . _
There is one more Interesting
course for Black. From Diagram
183 he can play 24 ... WxeS!? 25
Wxgd Haxd4 26 Hxd4 Bxdd 27
W3 Ed2 (184) with good chances.
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For example: 28 a3 (if 28
Wc3, then 28 ... Wd5! is strong)
28 ... ba!? (or 28 ... f5!?, after
which White would lose with
29 Wag+? &d7 30 Wxb7+ &d8 31
Wag+ &e7 32 Wal Hxg2, and
must therefore play 29 Zcl) 29
Wag+ (29 Wxb4? is bad on
account of 29 ... Exg2 30 Hed
Exb2+!) 29 ... &c7 30 WaS+ &Hc8
(30 ... &b 31 Wxb4 Hxg2 32 &dl)
31 Wag+ and draws.

We have come a long way in our
analysis, butasa result we cansay
with assurance that in the complex
and at times sharp struggle that
results from 17 ... a5, Black has
substantial counter-chances.

* * *

Having concluded our investi-
gation of the Classical Caro Kann,
we will state that the modern way
of handling it (13 c4 b5; 13 &bl c§;
13 Hed fe7; 13 We2c5;10...¢6)1s
characterised by Black’s effort to
create positions where the players
have castled on opposite wings
and both have their full share of
the play. At the same time, the
traditional method (13 . . 0-0-0)
has retained its solid reputatlon.
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Summary
15 ... ¢S5 16 c4 cd +
b3 N |
Exdd 17 &bl + . e
17 24 - Index of Variations
(16 Eh4! - cf. 15 Eh4)
Hd5 16 b4 HxaS517 ba &Hbds /w
Dad /00 1 ed4 c6 2 d4 d5 3 Hc3 de 4 Hxed 215
£a3+ 18&Hbl Had 19 Hd3 4bd
And now: Chapter 1:
20913 WxaS 21 He2 EIY + A 5 gd:} 1
Hd5 22 Eh3 F B 5 ‘QB 4
22 Wxf7 =
16 &xb6 ab 17 f4  &d6 18%bl Hd§ 19 ¢3  &bs £ C 5@&c56
cs 00 Cl 5.. eS 6
(19 ¢4 - | C2 5..b67
cf. 17 c4)
17 ¢4 Hd8 - k C3 5. Wc7 9
S... Wb6 9

Eas 00/ = ] C4

Chapter 2: 5 Hg3 226 6 Dle2(6h4h67 Hh3 11,6 Hh3 12)

A 6..¢6 13
B 6..&d7 15
C 6..&f6 18
Cl 7 h4 18
C2 7 &Df4 20
C21 7..¢e520
C22 7..4&bd7 21
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Chapter 3: 5 9g3 286 6 Lcde6 7 Hle2 &6 (7... £.d6 24)

A 8 h4 26

B 8 &f4 30

C 8 0-0 2d69 f4 34
Cl 9. %7 34
C2 9.. afs 35
C3 9..%d7 36

Chapter 4: 5 9g3 206 6 HOHf3 (6 f4 39; 6 ha h6 7 f4 40)

A 6. 06 41

B 6..4&d7 42
Bl 7 fc4 43
B2 7 &d3 46

Chapter 5: 5 g3 286 6 Hf3 HHd7 7 hd
A 7.. h5 52

B 7.. h68 £d3 £xd3 9 Wxd3 Wc7 10 £d?2
11 0-0-0 &Hgf6 55 ¢

Bl 12 c4 57
B2 12 &bl 58

Chapter 6: 5 Dg3 26 6 Hf3 £d7 7hd h6 8 h5 & h7
9 £d3 2xd3 10 Wxd3 e6

A 11 £d2 63

B 11 &£f4 66
Bl 11.. &gf6 67
B2 11 .. WaS+ 70
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Chapter 7: 5 &g3 £.g6 6 Hf3 ©d7 7 hd h6 8 hs &h7
9 £d3 £xd3 10 Wxd3 We7

A 11 Eh4 73

B 11 0-0 76

C 11 &d2e6 79
Cl 12 We2 79
C2 12 c4 81

Chapter 8: 5 &Hg3 £g6 6 Df3 Hd7 7hd h6 8 hS £h79 &£d3
£xd3 10 Wxd3 Wc7 11 £d2 e6 12 0-0-0 Hegf6

A 13 c4 &7

B 13 &bl 9]
Bl 13 ..0-0-0 91
B2 13.. ¢5 93

Chapter 9: 5 DHg3 £.g6 6 53 2Hd7 7h4 he 8 hS £h79 &2d3
6xd3 10 Wxd3 Wc7 11 2d2 e6 12 0-0-0 Hef6
13 Hed

A 13 ..0-0-0 14 g3 97
Al 14 ... &cS 97
A2 14 ... ©xed 15 Wxed 99
A2l 15 ... £e7 101
A22 15 ... &f6 104
B 13 .. Ed8 106
13 ... &e7 107

O
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Chapter 10: 5 g3 £g6 6 /)3 £)d7 Th4h6 8h5 £h79 £d3
@2xd3 10 Wxd3 We7 11 £d2 e6 12 0-0-0 Hgf6
(12... 0-0-0 13 We2 &d6 110; 12 ... &d6 I11)

13 We2
A 13 .. &d6 112
B 13 .. ¢5 114

Bl 14 &f5 115
B2 14 Eh4 116

Chapter 11: 5 Dg3 2g6 6 Hf3 4d7 7hdh6 8 hS £h79 &d3

£xd3 10 Wxd3 We7 11 £d2 e6 12 0-0-0 Dgf6
13 We2 0-0-0 14 &He5

A 14 ... Hxe5 122
B 14 ... &b8 125
C 14 .. %b6 126

Chapter 12: 5 Dg3 286 6 Hf3 Nd7 7h4h68h5 £h79 2d3
' 2xd3 10 Wxd3 We7 11 2d2 e6 12 0-0-0 Hgf6
13 We2 0-0-0 14 He5 &HOb6 15 £a5
A 15.. ¢5 130

B 15 .. HdS 133
Bl 16 b4 133
B2 16 2xb6 136






