Chapter Fourteen

Classical Variation:

4 295 (4...dxe4 5 Dxed 2.e7) |

1ede62d4ds 3 Decd Hf6 4 2g5
dxed 5 Dxed Re7

This system, called the Burn
Variation, is comparable to the Ru-
binstein Variation (3..dxe4 4 &xe4
Hbd7 and 5..9gf6) except that the
opposition of White’s bishop on gb
and Black’s on e7 will almost inevita-
bly lead to an exchange. 5...9bd7 is
also popular at this point, instead of
5..8e7. The disadvantage of any
...dxe4 system is that it leaves White
with space and better control of the
centre. The advantage of the varia-
tion we see here is that Black will
normally get the two bishops and is
constantly threatening to equalise in
the centre with ...c5 or ...e5. Although
essentially a solid line, it tends to be
more double-edged than the other
two ...dxe4 systems, and thus enjoys
great popularity in contemporary
play.
6 £xf6

It's remarkable that the two main
(and best) recent books covering these
lines, by Jacobs and Pedersen, don’t
mention natural alternatives at this
point, nor many deviations from main
lines in the moves to follow. Through
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the years, White has tried a number
of other approaches, some quite often:

(a) 6 £d3? is a mistake that was
made by several top-class players in
the early part of the 20th century, but
not established as weak until later:
6..20xe4 7 Kxe7 Dxf2!? (or 7..WxeT!
8 £xe4 Wb4+ 9 c3 Wxb2 10 He2 c6 11
0-0 A7 12 Rc2 Wa3 13 Wd3 &Hf6 and
White lacked compensation, Leon-
hardt-Swiderski, Vienna 1908) 8
£xd8 Dxdl 9 Lxc7 Hxb2 10 Ke2
Ha4! 11 £d6 Barasz-Balla, Gyor
1906, and here 11...£d7! 12 &bl £c6
was good;

(b) 6 Dg3




Classical Variation: 4 g5 (4...dxe4 5 Dxed RKeT7)

(b1) After 6...0-0, 7 &f3 is natural
and likely to be met by ..2bd7. In-
stead, Djurhuus-U.Andersson, Malmé
1995 took an interesting positional
course after 7 £d3 c5 8 dxeb Hbd7 9
Kxf6 Dxf6!? 10 We2 Wab+ 11 c3 Wxceh
12 &3 £d7 13 0-0 Xad8 14 Hfel
£c8!? 15 Had1 We7 16 De4 Rd5!7=;

b2) 6...cb 7 dxcb (7 HI3 Hibd7 8
f£c4 0-0 9 0-0 a6! 10 dxc5 Hxes5 11
We2?! b5 12 £b3 Hxb3 13 axb3 Wc7
14 Efel £b7% Van Gompel-De Bock,
Vlissingen 1995) 7..Wa5+ 8 Wd2
Wxc5 9 Df3 Hbd7 10 0-0-0 b6 11 £e3
Wd5 12 Wxd5 Hxdd5= Gesos-Van den
Doel, Agios Kyrikos 2000;

(c) 6 &xf6+ allows Black to develop
quickly and achieve an equalizing
central break. An older example:
6..8xf6 7 £xf6 Wxf6 8 ¢3 0-0 9 £d3
Ae6 10 DF3 e5 11 dxeb Dxeb 12 Hxed
Wxe5+ 13 We2 Wxe2+ 14 £xe2 Le6
15 0-0 Zfd8 16 Efd1 HExd1+ 17 £xd1
Hd8% Thomas-Tartakower, Hastings
1945 — see also note (a) to White's
seventh move.

(d) 6 ©c3 has been tried surpris-
ingly often. A simple solution is
6...0-0 7 &3 Hbd7 8 Le2 c5 9 0-0 b6
10 Wd2 £b7 11 Hadl Hd5= Botvin-
nik-Rauzer, Odessa 1929.
6...2xf6

There are roughly 3000 games

from this position in my database,
with players of all strengths repre-
sented. Recently it has become an
extremely popular opening at the
highest levels. Of the leading con-
temporary players, Bareev and Mik-
hail Gurevich have employed it most
consistently over the years, but Shi-
rov, Khalifman, Korchnoi and Short
have been exponents, and a number
of others such as Kramnik, Dreev,
Ehlvest, Psakhis and (many others)
have played it from time to time.

7 D3

Again, others have often been seen:

(a) 7 Dxfe+ Wxf6 8 Hf3 0-0 (8...cH
also equalises) and now:

(al) 9 Wd2 is a simplifying line
that offers few positive prospects,
e.g., 9..2d8 10 0-0-0 c5 11 Wc3 b6 12
Kb5 £a6!? 13 We4 Rxb5 14 Wxb5
Nd7 15 We2 Hac8F %-% Anand-Ba-
reev, Paris 1992;

(a2) 9 ¢3 Hd7 (or 9..b6 10 g3 Hd7
11 £g2 eb! 12 Hxed Hxe5 13 dxeb
WxeS+ 14 We2 Wxe2+ 15 Dxe2
£a6+F was Szamoskozi-Jakab, Paks
1995) 10 £d3 (10 £e2 e5 11 dxeb
Dxed 12 Hxes Wxe5= Capablanca-
Alekhine, New York 1927) 10...e5 11
0-0 exd4 12 Hxd4!? Heb 13 Les HdS
14 Wc2 g6 15 Bfd1 %-% Oll-Kinder-
mann, Debrecen 1990;

(a3) 9 £d3 &£c6!? (or 9...c5 10 0-0
cxd4 11 Hxd4 Ed8= Gashimov-Rad-
jabov, Baku 1998) 10 ¢3 e5 11 dxeb
Dixe5 12 Dxeb Wxe5+ 13 We2 Wxe2+
14 &xe2 He8+ 15 &d2 Le6=
Yurchenko-Moiseenko, Kaluga 1996;

(b) 7 ¢3 Hd7 and:

(b1) 8 £4!1? 0-0 9 Hf3 b6 10 £d3 Kb7
11 0-0 ¢5 12 dxc5 Hxc5 13 Hxch
bxc5= Boll-Dreev, Tilburg 1993;

(b2) 8 Wc2 e5 9 dxe5?! (9 0-0-0! —
Bareev, when 9...exd4 10 Hxf6+ $Hxf6
11 Bxd4 We7 12 &Hf3 0-0 looks equal)
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9..%xe5 10 f4 (Knaak gives the inter-
esting line 10 £b5+ c6 11 Hd1 We7 12
Nd6+ 218 13 Le2 £e63, which seems
true, e.g., 14 b3 HEd8 15 Hed Lf5!)
10..9g6 11 g3 0-0 12 £d3 (12 Kg2
He8) 12..Wd5 and Black is slightly
better: 13 a3? (13 Hxf6+? gxf6-+ with
the idea 14 0-0-0 Wxh1l 15 £e4 Lf5!;
13 De2!F) 13...Dxf4! 14 Dxf6+ gxf6 15
£xh7+ &g7-+ Topalov-Bareev, Lin-
ares 1994,

(b3) 8 &f3 0-0 9 Wc2 (9 £e2 e5 10
d5 £e7 and ...f5) 9...e5= 10 0-0-0 (10
d5 Re7 11 0-0-0 has arisen more than
once and 11..f5!? is curiously un-
tried:, e.g., 12 d6! £xd6 13 Hxd6 cxd6
14 Hxd6 e4! 15 Hd4 We7 16 Heb
Wg5+ 17 &bl Hb6 with satisfactory
play) 10..exd4 11 £ixd4 (11 Hxf6+?!
Wxf6 12 HExd4 Hc5 and Black is al-
ready better, Ljubojevic-Dreev, Lina-
res 1995) 11...£xd4!? 12 Exd4 We7 13
h4 Hed5 14 Hg5 g6= Glek-Lputian,
Dortmund 1992.
7..d7

I use this move as the first reper-
toire line because it prepares the
ideas of ...e5 and ...c5 without delay.
Nevertheless, 7...0-0 is flexible with
respect to minor piece development
and is in fact more popular.

This has turned out to be a solid
position for Black. Here’s a mini-
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repertoire of critical ideas:

(a) 8 c3 Nd7 9 Wc2 (9 Kd3 eb)
9...e5 transposes to 7 ¢3;

(b) 8 Wd3 (to target h7 and play
0-0-0 quickly) 8..0d7 9 0-0-0 b6 10
h4 £b7 11 Hfgs (11 Degb g6 12 We3
h6 13 Ded £g7 14 Kd3 c5!, or here
M.Gurevich’s 12...c5!? 13 dxc5 We?7)
11..8xe4!? 12 Wxe4 Rxgb+ 13 hxgh
Wxg5s+ 14 &bl Hf6 15 Wc6 Milos-
Shirov, Las Vegas 1999, when White
had only limited compensation for the
pawn;

(c) 8 &c4; as Pedersen points out,
many of the top players think that
this is the drawback to 7...0-0, be-
cause that move doesn’t contribute
towards stopping the d5 break (as
...b6 does) or enforce ...c5, (as ..d7
does). But I have grown fonder of
7...0-0 since I realised that Black can
now switch plans by 8...4c6!? 9 ¢3 €5
Then the only challenging move is 10
d5, when both moves of Black’s moves
are valid:

(c1) 10...Ha5 11 £d3 b6 12 h4, and
Jacobs suggests 12..4b7! intending
..&\d6, e.g., 13 Dxfe+ Wxf6 14 We2 gb
15 h5 &Hcb=;

(c2) 10..59e7!? 11 Hxf6+ gxf6 has
done reasonably well for Black, the
current main line going 12 Hh4 &Hgb
13 Wh5 Wd7! (intending ... Wg4) 14 h3



Classical Variation: 4 2g5 (4...dxe4 5 §\xed Le7)

Wad! 15 b3 Wa5 16 0-0 Shirov-
V.Akopian, Kallithea 2002; and here
Shirov suggests 16..&g7 17 b4 Wa3
18 £b3 a5 with complications;

(d) 8 Wd2 is the most common
move, when 8...2d7 transposes to our
7..8)d7 main line, or Black can play
8..2e7 9 0-0-0. In the latter case,
9..Wd5!? (9...40d7 again transposes to
7..4d7 8 Wd2 0-0 9 0-0-0 £e7 below)
10 Hc3 Wab is independent: 11 a3!?
(11 De5 £b4 12 &Gicd £xc3 13 Hixab
£xd2+ 14 Exd2 b6 15 Ned £b7= was
the game Ehlvest-Khalifman, Japfa
2000) 11...5Hd7 and:

(d1) 12 £c4 c6 13 Zhel b5 14 £b3
Landa-Baklan, Halkidiki 2002; and
Baklan suggests 14..b4 15 Ha2 Eb8
16 &b1 Xd8 ‘with counterplay’;

(d2) 12 &bl Wb6 (or 12...c6!? —
Knaak; both sides have numerous
options here) 13 We3 &6 14 He5 Po-
nomariov-Ivanchuk, and here Knaak

suggests the simple 14...d5! 15 Wf3

(15 ©xd5 exd5 frees Black’s bishops)
15...9xc3+ 16 Wxc3 ¢5, which should
be fine for Black, e.g., 17 dxc5 (17
Le2cxd4 18 Hxd4 £c5=) 17..Wxc5 18
Wxc5 &xc5 19 f3! (19 f4 b6 20 £b5
£b77) 19..a6! 20 Le2 b5 21 Hd7
£xd7 22 Exd7 Kfd8 23 Ehd1 £b6=.

I have dwelled upon 7...0-0 because
it is a good alternative for anyone

who mistrusts something in the
7..2)d7 lines.
8 Wd2

A very important choice. 8 Wd2 is
perhaps the best move since it leaves
Black few ways to exploit his early
..&nd7 and usually merges with a line
that could arise after 7..0-0. There
are many other moves, however, sev-
eral of them leading to highly critical
play:

(a) 8 We2!? 0-0 9 0-0-0 b6 10 h4!?
£b7 11 h5 c5! (breaking up the centre
based upon a tactic) 12 h6é g6 13
dxc5?! (13 &xfé+ Wxf6 14 Eh3 cxd4
15 Hxd4=) 13..Lxed 14 Wxed Hxch
15 Wb4 (15 Exd8 Hxed¥) 15..Wc7 16
Le2 J.Polgar-Bareev, Cannes 2001,
and Black launched an attack aided
by the opposite-coloured bishops:
16..b5! 17 &bl ab! 18 Wgd Had 19
&d4 Rfe8 20 Hd2?! (already there is
no good defence, but better was 20 ¢3
b4 21 Kb5 bxe3! 22 fxa4 Hab8¥)
20...9xb2! 21 HHxb5 Eab8! 22 dcl (22
Dxc7 Hd3+) 22.. . We5~+;

(b) 8 £c4 is by far the most impor-
tant option to 8 Wd2 because White
wants to support d5 in some varia-
tions, especially after ..c5. Now
8...0-0 transposes to certain passive
7..0-0 lines that are unappealing.
But Black has the alternative 8...a6!:
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A dynamic and ambitious idea on
which M.Gurevich has taken out a
patent. Black wants to develop his
bishop aggressively even at the cost
of some looseness: Play normally con-
tinues 9 We2 (9 a4 0-0 10 Wd2 b6 11
0-0-0 b5! — McDonald; 9 0-0 b5 10
£d3 &b7=, e.g., 11 c3 Re7!? 12 a4
0-0! 13 axb5 axb5 14 HExa8 Wxa8 15
£xb5 Sxe4 16 £xd7 Ed8 17 £b5 cb5F;
the key in these lines is to stay dy-
namic) 9...b5 (9...0-0 is safer: 10 0-0-0
b5 11 £b3 &b7 12 d5 exd5 13 £xd5
c6 14 £b3 Wc7 15 Ehel Lutz-Dizdar,
Frohnleiten 2002; and here 15...¢5 1s
similar to our main line, e.g., 16 £d5
£xd5 17 Exd5 Le7=; no better was
15 £)d6 Hc5= Anand-Radjabov, Dubai
(rapid) 2002)

Now there’s a significant division:

(b1) 10 £d3 &b7 11 Hxf6+ Wxf6 12
Le4 £xed 13 Wxed 0-0 14 0-0 We7 15
a4 $\b6 16 axbb axb5 17 Wc6 b4 %-%
Timman-M.Gurevich, Wijk aan Zee
2002; Black can soon play ...¥d6;

(b2) 10 £b3 0-0 11 0-0-0 (11 0-0 ¢5
12 dxcb £b7 13 Efdl f£xed 14 Wxed
&HxchH= Van den Doel-Komarov, Cler-
mont-Ferrand 2003; 11 Ed1 £b7 12
0-0 ¢5 13 ¢3 %-% Milos-Bareev, Shen-
yang 2000) 11..£b7 12 d5!? exd5 13
£.xd5 c6 14 £b3 Wc7 15 Bhel c¢5 16
£d5 £xd5 17 Exd5 £e7 18 &bl Van
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den Doel-Mullon, Clermont-Ferrand
2003; and Black might have kept up
some pressure by 18...Kfe8!;

(b3) 10 £d5!? Hb8 11 0-0-0 0-0
(11..Eb6!?) 12 £c6! Bb6 13 d5 exdb
14 £xd5 c6 15 £b3 c5! (15...a5!? 16 ¢3
a4 17 £c2 Wc7t) 16 £d5 (16 Dxcbh?
£xb2+! and 17 £xb2 W6+ or 17 &bl
£16 18 Hxd7 £xd7 19 He5 Lxeb 20
Wxe5 Wc8F Goloshchapov-M.Gure-
vich, Wijk aan Zee 2001) 16...Wc7 17
Bhel £d8! (with the idea ..2)f6) 18
Deg5 (18 We3 c4 19 &Hfgh Lxgh 20
Wxgs &6 21 g3 %-% Shirov-
M.Gurevich, New Delhi 2001)
18...&xgh+ 19 Dxgh N6 20 We5?! %-
% Svidler-M.Gurevich, Esbjerg 2000;
in fact, 20..Wxe5 21 Hxeb Hxd5 22
Hexd5 £b7 23 Exch £xg2! is quite
appealing. When the world’s leading
players make no progress against a
variation, it’s a good indication that
Black’s play is sound;

(c) The natural 8 £d3 can be an-
swered with 8...c5!, when 9 dxc5 (9
Nd6+? Le7 will actually win material
for Black; 9 Hxf6+ Wxf6 10 0-0 cxd4
11 el 0-0 12 HHxd4 Ed8 with an easy
game, Kindermann-Nikolaczuk, Dort-
mund 1986) 9...2xc5! was Alekhine’s
idea in 1927! If 10 &xe5 (10 Dxf6+
Wxf6 11 0-0?! Wxb25 Yates-Alekhine,
Kecskemet 1927), 10..Wa5+ 11 ¢3
Wxc5 frees Black’s game and keeps
the two bishops;

(d) 8 Dxf6+ is tame:

(d1) 8..5xf6 9 2b5+ (9 Heb 0-0 10
£d3 c5! 11 dxcb Wa5+ 12 c3 Wxc5 13
We2 b6= Standke-Krueger, Germany
1995) 9...£d7 10 £xd7+ Wxd7 11 We2
0-0 12 0-0 Efd8= Efimov-M.Gurevich,
Saint Vineent 2003;

(d2) 8..Wxf6 9 Wd2 (trying to an-
ticipate and perhaps clamp down on
..cb and ...eb; 9 £c4 0-0 10 We2 a6!?
11 0-0-0 b5 12 £d3 &b7=; 9 £d3 ¢5



Classical Variation: 4 2g5 (4...dxe4 5 Dxed Le7)

10 0-0 cxd4 11 Rel &5 12 £b5+ £47
13 £xd7+ %-% Sigurjonsson-Pach-
man, Munich 1979) 9...c5! (9...0-0 10
We3!) 10 0-0-0 cxd4 11 Wxd4 Wxd4 12
Exd4 eb 13 Xd2 f6=.

We return to the main line after 8
Wd2:

8...0-0

In my database this main line posi-
tion, also arising from 7..0-0 8 Wd2
&d7, has scored 51% for Black with
only a miniscule edge in performance
rating for White. It continues to offer
reasonably active play while keeping
risks to a minimum.

It’'s definitely worth it to briefly
compare a couple of the older moves
in this position, one of which difficult
yet instructive, the other of which is
doing well again:

(a) 8..8e7, to retain the bishop
pair, has had a poor reputation ever
since Fischer-Benko, Curacao 1962,
but Benko’s recent notes illustrate
how even a passive-looking and un-
derdeveloped position can be playable
when one has the bishop pair: 9 0-0-0
&Of6 10 £d3 0-0 11 Hxfe+ £xf6 12
Wf4 c5 (queried, but Black needs ac-
tivity) 13 dxcb Wa5 14 Wc4 £e7 15 h4
Wxc5 16 Wed 15 17 We2 b5! 18 Hgb
(18 £xb5 Eb8 19 Lc4 £f6 20 £b3 a5
is unclear — Benko) 18..&f8! 19

Hxe6!? (19 Wh5 h6 20 Wg6 hxgs 21
hxgs £xb2+ 22 &xb2 Wb4+ 23 cl
Wf4+ 24 Ed2 Wd4 25 Wh7+ 2f7 is
given as unclear by Benko) 19...2xe6?
(19...£xb2+! 20 $xb2 Wha+ 21 Zcl
Wa3+ 22 ©d2 Wab+ with perpetual
check — Benko) 20 Wxe6+ ©h8 21
&bl Wxf2 22 Wxf5 Wxf5 23 £xf5¢, a
game Fischer went on to win after
further mistakes by Black. But the
opening was not to blame;

(b) 8...b6 is another old move, quite
popular in the early days of the
French Defence. It scored overwhelm-
ingly for White up to about 1985, but
has served Black well since and re-
mains a viable alternative to 8...0-0:

(b1) 9 £b5 0-0 10 £c6 Hb8 11 0-0-0
£b7 12 £xb7 (12 d5'? &b 13 W4
Dxe4 14 Wxed Lxc6 15 dxc6 Wces 16
Hebs Wa6 17 &bl Lxeb 18 Wxeb
Wcd=) 12..Bxb7 13 d5 b 14 Dxf6+
Wxf6 15 Xhel Ed8 16 We3 Hbb8 17
dxe6 xe6= Balcerak-Atalik, Cap-
pelle la Grande 2003;

(b2) 9 0-0-0 £b7 10 Wf4 (10 £d3
Rev7 11 Wf4 56 12 hd £xed 13 Lxed
Dxed 14 Wxed Wd5 15 Zhel (15 Wxd5
exd5 16 Rhel f6=) 15...Wxe4 16 HExed
Solovjov-Grishina, St Petersburg
2001; and best was 16...Ed8! 17 c4 c6
18 Heb Hc8=) 10..We7!? 11 Lc4
0-0-0!? (11...0-0!=) 12 Xhel £f8 13 g3
&Hg6 14 Wedt Vallejo Pons-Korchnoi,
Biel 2002.

9 0-0-0

9 Wc3, similar to Kasparov’s idea 9
0-0-0 Re7 10 Wc3, hasnt been tried
as far as I know. Again Black can
break up the centre, e.g., 9..c5! 10
Hxf6+ (10 Dxcd Hxcb 11 Wxe5 b6 12
Wc6 Eb8 13 Wa4 £b7 14 Hd1 £xf3 15
gxf3 Wd53) 10...Wxf6 11 0-0-0 2d8 12
£d3 b6 (12...cxd4 is also playable) 13
fLed4 Xb8 14 Rhel £b7 (14..h6=) 15
£xb7 Bxb7=.
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-9 0-0-0 introduces the main posi-
tion for this chapter. Black has a
choice:

14.1 9...2e7
14.2 9...b6

14.1 9...8e7

9..8e7 has been a favourite
weapon of Bareev's for years. Black
courageously retains his two bishops
at the cost of time. This does
strengthen the support for ...c5 and
makes way for ..5)f6; but White also
gains in that the time spent makes it
more likely that a kingside attack
will yield results. Thus this may be
seen as a somewhat riskier and more
ambitious strategy than developing
move 9..b6 of the next section. Al-
though it occasionally suffers a tacti-
cal reverse, the two bishops often
have their say and Black actually has
an excellent performance rating with
9..8e7.

10 £c4 ,

I make this the main line because
of its importance rather than its fre-
quency of use. Black’s problem now is
that the move ...cb is generally an-
swered by db5. In fact, a complete so-
lution to 10 &c4 could be taken as a
general sign of the system’s worth.
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Nevertheless, of the alternatives that
follow, 10 £d3 and 10 Wc3 are par-
ticularly important to take into ac-
count:

(a) 10 Wf4!? ¢5!? 11 dxcs Wab 12
&bl Hxcb=;

(b) 10 b1 b6!? (or 10...c5 11 dxch
We?) 11 Lc4 D6 12 Hixfe+ £xf6 13
We3 (13 d5 b5 14 £b3 c5! and now 15
dxe6 c4 or 15 dxc6 Wb6=) 13...£b7 14
Zhel We7 15 g4!? Had8 16 He5 c5=
Stefansson-Bareev, Yerevan 1996;

(¢) 10 £d3 is a solid move that
aims for an attack that Black musn't
underestimate:

(c1) 10...b6 11 Degh! h6?! (11...546
is solid and natural) 12 £h7+ £h8 13
Le4!! hxgs (13..8xg5! 14 Hxgs Eb8
and 15 D3 OHf6 16 £d3 Lb7= or 15
h4 9f6= — Polgar) 14 g4! (14 £xa8 g4
and ..2g5 if the knight moves)
14...Eb8 15 h4 g6 (I doubt that there’s
a sufficient defence, e.g., 15...gxh4 16
gb 5 17 Wf4! looks very strong) 16
hxgh+ g7 17 Wf4! b7 18 Bh7+
&xh7 19 Wh2+ £¢8 20 Eh1 £xg5+ 21
Hxgh Wxgh+ 22 f4 Wxfi+ 23 Wxfd
$xed4 24 Wxed 1-0 J.Polgar-Berkes,
Budapest 2003. A superb game,
whatever its theoretical significance;

(c2) 10...c5! 11 dxc5 Wc7 12 We2 (12
Bhel Hxc5 13 Hxch Lxc5=) 12...b6!7
(12...80xc5=) 13 c6!? Wxc6 (13...5HDb8!Y)
14 Degh Lxgh+ 15 Dxgb Hf6= Fress-
inet-Radjabov, Halkidiki 2002. An-
other critical sequence here would be
11 Hxe5 Hxed 12 dxcb Wd5 13 &bl
Wxch 14 h4 ab!? intending ..a4d
and/or ...b5;

(d) 10 Wc3!? is Kasparov's inven-
tion, designed to meet Bareev's fa-
vourite 9..8e7 when the two met in
Sarajevo 2000. It tries to clamp down
on both ...c5 and ...e5. Although this
poses serious problems, Black has a
couple of ideas that seem satisfactory.
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For example, since White has no
threats, a move like 10...a5 is plausi-
ble, with ideas of expansion on the
queenside as well as ..Hb6-d5.
Othewise:

d1) 10..5f6 was Bareev’s re-
sponse: 11 Hxf6+ £xf6 12 £d43 Wd6
13 &bl Kd8 14 h4 a5 15 Wel! (pre-
venting .. Wb4 from forcing the ex-
change of queens) 15..£d7?! (risky
but playable seems 15..c5 16 dxch
WxchH, when and 17 We4 Wb4! saves
the day while 17 &g5 h6 18 He4 Web
19 Hxfé+ Wxf6 20 g4! £d7 holds,
even if it must favour White) 16 &gb
h6 17 £h7+ &f8 18 Ded We7 19 Hxf6
Wxf6 20 £e4 and White was dis-
tinctly better;

(d2) Even with the queen on c¢3,
10...¢5! looks good. The most interest-
ing line in that case would be 11 £b5
(recommended by McDonald; 11 dxc5
Wc7 is fine for Black; 11 d5 exd5 12
Bxd5 Wc7F plans ..2b6 followed by
...&e6) 11..Wc7!. This introduces the
kind of long-term positional pawn
sacrifice that is common these days.
Here even the exchange of queens
leaves Black’s bishop pair worth more
than the pawn in a continuation like
12 £xd7 £xd7 13 Hixch (13 dxcb £c6
14 &Hd6 b6%) 13..8£c6 14 HHd3 Hac8!
15 Hdeb £d5 16 Wxc7 BExc7

17 a3 (17 &bl Xfc8 18 Hd2 {6 19
Ad3 gb!, restricting the knights and
preparing the simple minority attack
with ..b5-b4, ..a5-a4) 17.8b3 18
Ed2 Efc8 19 ¢3 b5 20 d3 a5 with a
powerful minority attack, for exam-
ple, 21 &bl b4 22 axb4 axb4 23 Hxb4
RKxb4 24 cxb4 Ha8! and wins, since
...Eca7 follows.

Returning to 10 £c4:

10...a6!?

An aggressive move resembling
several other lines in this chapter,
but retaining the two bishops.

(a) 10..5f6 11 Hxfé6 12 Hhel fa-
vours White due to his space and bet-
ter development. This sort of position
is hardly that bad, however, because
White’s major break with d5 would
tend to free both of Black’s bishops.
In Yermolinsky-Bareev, Lucerne
1997, the play became sharp instead
after 12..Kb8!? 13 He5 b5! 14 243!
(14 Hc6 Wd6 15 Hxb8 bxcd threatens
...c5) 14..Xb6!? (14...£b7) 15 We3 and
White was still somewhat better;

(b) An alternative is 10...c5, which
is double-edged yet holding up well:

(b1) 11 dxc5 Wc7 12 Zhel Hxc5 13
ANxch Wxe5 14 £d3 216 15 We2 g6 16
h4 Hd8 17 £b5 £xb2+ %-% Almasi-
Dizdar, Makarska Tucepi 1995;

(b2) 11 d5!? exd5 12 &£xd5 Wc7
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Play the French

with the idea ..5b6 — Timman; one
would think that White’s centralised
pieces and control of d5 were vital,
but the two bishops seem to hold
their own.

(b3) the widely-recommended move
is 11 £b5!, but 11..Wc7! 12 £xd7
£xd7 looks fine, e.g. 13 Hxch Lcb 14
Hd3 EHac8! 15 Nde5 £d5 with com-
pensation, or 13 dxc5?! £¢65 with the
idea 14 £)d6 b6'F;

(b4) 11 Hhel cxd4 12 Hxd4 (12
Wxd4 Hb6 13 &b3 Wxd4 14 Exd4!
£d7 15 Hed Lc6 16 Hxcb bxe6 17 c3
c5 18 Hdd1 c4=) 12..20b6 13 £b3 £d7
14 Wf4 a5 15 Wg3!? (this is probably
too ambitious, but 15 a3 a4 16 £a2
Ha5! covers a lot of key squares)
15...a4 16 Rxe6 fxe6 17 Hxe6 Lxeb
18 HExd8 £xd8 (I like Black’s bishop
pair) 19 9d6 £d5 (McDonald analy-
ses 19..8xa2!?, which seems very
good for Black after 20 b3 axb3 21
cxb3 h6, e.g., 22 Hxb7 Lg5+ 23 Ld1
Ha3-+) 20 He8 Fressinet-Radjabov,
Pamplona 2001, and here Radjabov
gives 20...2c7 with advantage.

11 £b3

11 Ehel b5 12 £d3 &b7 equalises
easily, e.g., 13 &bl £d5! (13...c56=) 14
Wf4 c5.
11...a5!

Suddenly changing plans based
upon the bishop’s position. Black
threatens ...a4. Also good enough is
11...c6: 12 Wf4 b5 13 h4 (13 De5 Wc7)
13..2a7 14 Hegh Hf6= Khalifman-
Bareev, Belgrade 1993.

12 &c4

Alternatives are 12 a3 a4 13 Ra2
Of6, and 12 a4 Hb6!?, targeting a4.
12...c6 13 ©bl Wc7 14 h4!? %-%

Anand-Bareev, Wijk aan Zee 2003.
Here 14...b5 15 £d3 £b7 could follow,
when Black is well enough developed
to resist any attack.
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14.2 9..b6 10 £.c4

10 Wf4 £b7 11 h4 c5 12 £b5!? cxd4
13 £xd7 &xe4 14 Wxeq Wxd7 15 g4
(15 Dxd4 Waq 16 &bl Efd8 17 c3
Hac8%) 15...g6 16 gb £g7 17 h5 Hfd8
18 hxg6 hxg6 19 Wh4 Wd5 Gallagher-
Eliet, Clermont-Ferrand 2003, and
White seems to lack any compensa-
tion whatsoever.
10..£b7!?

Black should certainly consider
Dreev’s slow move 10...c6 to stabilise
the centre and prevent d5. Then if
White tries to eliminate Black’s
bishop pair by 11 Hd6 Wc7 12 Hxc8
Hfxc8, he has only encouraged Black
to attack on the queenside. Better is
11 Hxf6+ Wxf6 12 Ehel h6 13 We3
£b7 with ...c5 shortly.

11 d5!?

An ambitious move, and the only
try for a serious advantage. Others
allow Black to consolidate:

(a) 11 Ehel £d5!? (Probably okay,
but 11..£xe4! 12 HExe4 c6 would be
safe and solid; ...b5, ...a5, and ...\b6
could follow) 12 £d3 (12 £xd5 exd5
13 &g8 Vallejo Pons-Radjabov, Leon
2001; 13...g6!= 14 Heb Hxeb5 15 dxeb
£g7 16 Wxd5 Wgh+ 17 &bl HadS=;
12 Wd3 c6 13 £b3 £xb3 14 Wxb3
Wc7=) 12.¢5!? 13 c4 Kb7!1? (or
13...8c6, when 14 Degb h6! looks fine



Classical Variation: 4 g5 (4...dxe4 5 Dxed KeT)

and otherwise the bishop is slightly
better placed) 14 dxc5 bxch 15 Dxf6+
and White got a small but lasting
edge after 15..Wxf6?! in Hiibner-
Short, Novi Sad 1990; but there
seems nothing wrong with the active
15...2xf6! intending ...&xf3 or ...Wb6,
e.g., 16 Deb (16 Wfs Wab; 16 &Hgb
Wc7) 16..We7 17 g4!? Rfd8 18 Wc2 g6
19 g5 (19 f4 Ed4!) 19..0d7=;

(b) 11 Wfa 245 (11..We7!?) 12 £d3
£e71? (12..c5! with the idea 13 c4
£c6 14 dxcb bxc5%) 13 c4 Kb7 14 g4!?
96 15 Hxfé+ Lxf6 16 Led Kxed 17
Wxe4 We7 18 ha Wh4! 19 Wc2 Wd6 20
Wed4 Whd= Bologan-M.Gurevich, Bel-
fort 1998.
11...b5!1?

Also satisfactory is 11..e5 (Hib-
ner) 12 g4!? (12 Ehel a6!=) 12...a6 13
g5 £e7 — McDonald.

12 £b3

12 dxe6? bxc4T; 12 £xb5 exd5 13
Dxfe+ H1xf6 14 Bhel cb.
12...c5!

The ¥ is partly for ingenuity. Safer
options are 12..2b6 13 Hxf6+ Wxf6
14 dxe6 fxe6= and 12...exd5 13 £xd5
¢6 14 £b3 ¢5 15 £d5 (15 Wxd7 Lxed
16 Wxb5 Wc7) 15..2b8 unclear -
M.Gurevich; compare the game.

13 &deé!

White loses after 13 dxe6? £xed 14
exf7+ &h8 15 Wxd7 Wxd7 16 Exd7 c4
and lacks enough compensation after
13 Hxf6+?! Hxf6 14 dxe6 L£xf3 15
exf7+ £h8 16 Wxd8 Raxd8 17 Exd8
Exd8 18 gxf3 c4.
13..2xd5 14 £xd5 exd5 15 ¥Wxd5
Nb6! 16 Wed

16 Wxc5? Had is awful, as is 16
Wc6? £xb2+ 17 $xb2 Wf6+. But a
serious alternative is 16 Wf5!? as
played in Almasi-Tukmakov, Pula
2001. Because of the number of ear-
lier paths to equality, I'm not going to

analyse this deeply but I think that
it’s equal. Here’s one line of many:
16...g6 (16...2a4 also seems fine, e.g.,
17 De5 We7 18 Ehel Kad8! 19 Hc6
Wxd6 20 Exd6 £xb2+ 21 &bl Hxd63)
17 Wf4 and now easiest was 17...2a4!
18 ¢3 (18 Hc4 bxc4 19 Exd8 £xb2+ 20
&bl Haxd8 21 Wxc4 Eb8=) 18..£g7
19 Ehel (19 Heb We7) 19.. . Wab=.

16...a4

16...Wd7!? is also fully equal. After
16...5a4, Van den Doel-M.Gurevich,
Hoogeveen 1999 went 17 He5 Wb6?!
(17..X¥a5! 18 f4 c4 19 &bl Hxb2! 20
&xb2 Wh4+=) 18 Wd5 (18 HDdAxf7?
We6-+) 18..H2ad8 19 f4! (19 Hexf7?
£xb2+ 20 &d2 Was+ -+) 19..c4 20
&bl W7 21 ZEhel (21 Hxb5 Rxd5 22
Nxc7 Hxdl+ 23 Hxdl Eb8) with a
small edge for White.

In this chapter we have seen just
about every possible type of idea
stemming from the 4..dxe4 and
6..2xf6 system. There are a lot of
options for Black at almost every
move, so this can be a particularly
flexible and practical system. Both
sides can steer away from tactical
play if they wish, so one should be
willing to play somewhat quieter po-
sitions than are produced, for exam-
ple, by the Winawer Variation.
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	Francesa Clásica: Variante 4.Ag5 (4...dxe4 5.Cxe4 Ae7)

	4...dxe4 5.Cxe4 Ae7 6.Axf6 Axf6 7.Cf3 Cd7 8.Dd2 0-0 9.0-0-0

	14.1 - 9...Ae7

	14.2 - 9.b6 10.Ac4 Ab7!?


