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When Byron Jacobs originally asked me
(Jon Speelman) if I was interested in writ-
ing a book on the Modern, I was both
somewhat apprehensive and  rather
pleased: apprehensive, because I thought it
might entail an inordinate amount of
work; and pleased, because my opening
repertoire has for some time been crying
out for redevelopment - and it’s always
nice to be paid for essential work.

Although I used to play the
Pirc/Modern complex at the end of the
eighties and start of the 1990s, in recent
years I've drifted towards light-square sys-
tems: the French and Caro-Kann against 1
e4, with a very occasional Centre-Counter
chucked in; and far too many outings with
the English Defence starting 1 d4 e6 2 c4
b6 or 1 ¢4 bé against queen’s pawn play-
ers. While the latter in particular has main-
tained my appreciation of the virtues of
cramped but potentially dynamic posi-
tions, it was nevertheless evidently high
time for a visit to the bowyer in order to
add another (somewhat stretched) string
to my rather decrepit bow.

The present work is the result of these
labours, an attempt to explaih that ex-
tremely slippery but plucky and resilient
customer the Modern Defence, ably as-

sisted by Neil McDonald, who has written
the 1 e4 sections.

What is the Modern Defence?

Whereas most openings are extremely easy
to define, one of the greatest virtues of the
Modern Defence is its extreme mutability
and fickleness. All the games in this book
could have started either 1 e4 gé or 1 d4
g6, but of course, many began 1 e4/1 d4
d6 or 1 ¢4 g6 or indeed 1 d4 &6 2 Df3 g6
3 Qg5 (which transposes into Chapter 4,
notes to Game 20, after 3..2g7 4 Dbd2
0-0 5 ¢3 dé 6 ed). Rather then, than defin-
ing the opening by the very first maves, it
seems more sensible to consider the family
it is part of and what it is not.

The Dark-Square Family '

The Modern is one member of a family of
openings in which Black fianchettoes his
king’s bishop and usually initially plays his
d-pawn to dé rather than d5. His counter-
play will then normally be based on this
bishop either along the long diagonal after
..c7-c5, d4d5 - a ‘Benonitype’ pawn
structure - or on the kingside after ...e7-
€5, d4-d5 or sometimes against the enemy
centre after either ...e5xd4 or ...c5xd4 - the
‘Maroczy Bind’ pawn structure, which
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Modern Defence

usually stems from the Sicilian — 1 e4 ¢5 2
3 6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Dxd4 g6 5 c4. All of
these structures, already familiar in other
contexts, arise in the course of this book.
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Typical King’s Indian pawn structure -
also very common in Chapter 6.
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Another typical King’s Indian pawn
structure - often Black’s c-pawn is on c6.
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A Maroczy Bind’ pawn structure

What Black is avoiding

Pre-eminent in this dark-square group are
the King’s Indian which normally starts 1
d4 D6 2 ¢4 g6 and the Pirc after 1 e4 d6 2
d4 @6 3 Hc3 gb. Perhaps the Modern
Defence is best defined by the fact that by
delaying the development of his king’s
knight Black attempts either to avoid the
main lines of these - or perhaps to trans-
pose back into them at his own conven-
ience into (favourable) lines of his choos-
ing.

In particular, when he plays the Mod-
ern, Black is definitely avoiding the vari-
ous main lines of the King’s Indian after 1
d4 &6 2 c4 g6 3 &c3 L.g7 4 e4 d6 and the
Austrian Attack against the Pirc after 1 e4
d6 2 d4 M6 3 &4)c3 gb 4 f4 Lg7.

Eccentric Relatives
If White attempts to set up these systems
then the Modern player can employ one
of a variety of cunning move orders to
thwart him. Some of these ‘eccentric rela-
tives’ remain most uncommon, but others
have been played thousands of times, sct-
ting up independent lines of considerable
theoretical importance.

I realise that this plethora of lines may
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be rather disconcerting and in the discus-
ston below we have concentrated on the
most important, hoping to spare the
reader too complex a maze of ideas. But if
as one of the (I presume) majority of read-
ers who intend to play the Modern as
Black, you are at first sight confused then
consider how much more worrisome the
matter is for White: for usually it is Black
who chooses which particular side line to
go down and (s)he is likely to be much
more familiar with the matter in the first
place. '

The 1 e4 Modern
In the first part of this book (Chapters 1-4,
written by Neil McDonald) we are con-
cerned with variations in which ¢2-c4 isnt
played by White in the opening. These
games tend to start 1 e4 rather than 1 d4.
Many die-hard 1 e4 players regard 24 as
a alien move, something quite beyond the
ken and mysterious; they instinctively
avoid it, especially if Black is also bluffing
them with the threat of a transposition to
a King’s Indian and thirty moves of main
line theory. Of course, in some cases this
isn’t a bluff: Botvinnik was one of the first
players to play the Pirc against 1 e4 and
transpose to the King’s Indian after c2-c4.
One of the things we love about the
Modern s its flexibility. This, however,
causes problems when we try to divide the
material into meaningful chapters. Perhaps
it is a good time to recall an amusing, and
probably apocryphal, story about an at-
tempt by Janos Flesch, the late Hungarian
Grandmaster, to beat the World Blindfold
simultaneous record. His opponents, who
all belonged to the same club, played a
really dirty trick on him! Half of them
answered Flesch’s 1 d4 or 1 e4 with 1...g6,
while the other half played 1...d6; then on
the second move hall of those who had
played 1..g6 played 2..£¢7, while the
other half played 2...d6; meanwhile the

1..d6 players were choosing between
2...g6 and 2...c6 and 2..4)d7. By the third
move Black was announcing moves like
3...g6, 3...c6, 3..8¢7, 3...d6 or 3..4)d7 and
poor Flesch, who of course had no sight
of the boards, couldn’t remember which
moves had been played in each individual
game. One version of the story has him
escaping through a toilet window.

We hope things aren’ so desperate for
our readers, but they should be aware of
the enormous transpositional possibilities
in the Modern. We are especially keen to
offer our apologies to any player of White
who finds that his or her favourite line
against the Modern ‘has been torn to
shreds and the entrails cheerfully scattered
at random throughout the remaining
chapters.

Any division of material in the Modern
is fairly arbitrary, but we have decided on
the following approach. Note that in gen-
eral we regard an early .6 by Black as
anathema, since that infringes upon Pirc
terrtory.

In Chapter 1 we cover the Gurgenidze
main line. This includes all games begin-
ning 1 e4 g6 2 d4 g7 33 c64f4d55
€50rled d62d4gh3 Qc3 c64f4d5 We
also look at 4 f4 d6 and 4..Wb6, where
Black turns down the chance for the Gur-
genidze. So far, so simple...

In Chapter 2 we consider lines where
White avoids the Gurgenidze by answer-
ing 1e4g62d4 g7 3 Hc3 c6 with 4 Hf3
or 4 £e3, Black may reply with either
4...d6 or 4...d5.

In Chapter 3 we look at lines beginning
14 g6 2 d4 Lg7 3 §c3 d6, where after 4
f4 or 4 Df3 or 4 Le3 Black plays 4..26
rather than 4...5)f6 (really a Pirc Defence)
or 4...c6, which would transpose to Chap-
ter 2, or in the case of 4 {4, possibly Chap-
ter 1, or the Pirc-ish’ 4..0f6. ~

Finally, in Chapter 4, we consider 1 e4
gb 2 d4 Lg7 3 &3 d6 (or 3..c6) 4 Lt
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Modern Defence

and (after 3..d6) 4 £g5, as well as two
quieter systems for White: firstly, the fi-
anchetto with g2-g3 and secondly, the
solid c2-¢3.

We should like to remind the reader
that 3...c6 can lead to a pawn structure
significantly different to that reached after
3...d6, assuming that Black strikes imme-
diately at White's centre with ...d7-d5. In
fact, Informator, as well as ECO, catego-
rises the positions after ....d7-d5 as a hy-
brid of the Caro-Kann (it is often reached
via the move order 1 e4 c6 2 d4 d5 3 &3
g6 etc). So if you want to find examples
from this hallowed journal you should
look under the code B15 as well as B06!

The 1 d4 Modern

If White aims directly for the King’s In-
dian, then Black may co-operate to the
point of reaching this position, e.g. via 1
d4 g6 2 c4 Lg7 3 e4 d6 4 D3 - what
Keene and Botterill in their seminal work
the Modern Defence, term the starting
point of the Averbakh variation.

The Averbakh variation

Here Black has a variety of independent
options.

4..8c6 is very active and most popular
- Chapters 5 and 6, but he can also play
4..22d7 (Chapter 7) or a rarer move such
as 4...c6, 4...e5 or even the rather dubious

4...5 (all Chapter 8).

If White is more subtle in his attempts
to foist the King’s Indian on Black, then
there are also several other lines which we
can try. For instance if 1 d4 g6 2 c4 £¢7 3
&3 d6 4 H)f3.

Then there are several important lines,
particularly 4..%g4 and 4..40d7 5 g3 5
(Chapter 9, Games 52-56).

Under the move order above - 1 d4 g6
2 c4 £g7 3 &3 Black also has an oppor-
tunity to muddy the waters with 3...c5.

Now if 4 d5 he can avoid a normal Be-
noni with either 4...f5 or first 4...8.xc3+ 5
bxc3 f5 (Chapter 9, Game 59).

White can of course play 4 &3 but af-
ter 4..cxd4 5 Dxd4 &cb 6 De2 (6 €3 is
playable but slightly passive) again
6...8xc3+ is possible while there are other
playable independent lines with 6...d6 in
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which Black takes advantage of the fact
that he hasnt played ...%)6 to exert im-
mediate pressure against the queenside.

However White can second guess us by
playing &3 first = 1 d4 g6 2 4 £g7 3
N3

Now if we want to avoid the lines with
3..d6 4 &3 then we can again try 3...c5
but after 4 e4 White has almost tricked us
into a normal Maroczy Bind since 4...cxd4
5 &xd4 seems most ‘normal’. However,
we can wriggle out with 4..Wa5+ when

all of 5 £2.d2 Whe, 5 &c3 Acb and 5 Hc3
&6 have independent significance (Chap-
ter 9 Game 58).

To round off, if you don't see the move
or idea you want to study, look at-the
nearest variation you can find to it, and
there will be something about it (we
hope), though on the question of specific
moves, we should point out that the aim
of our book is to explain ideas in a
friendly way, and not to burden the reader
with an exhaustive mass of variations.
That would defeat the primary purpose of
the Modern, which is to escape from the
clutches of theory. A knowledge of some
key variations, plus an understanding of
the strategical motifs behind the moves,
will allow the reader to go out and con-
quer the chess world with spontaneous
and original chess.

Neil McDonald, Jon Speelman
England
May 2000




CHAPTER ONE ]

Black plays 3...c6 and 4...d5

(Gurgenidze Main Line)

Black plays 3...c6 and 4...d5 (Gurgenidze Main Line)

1e4 g6 2d4 2973 Nc3c64f4d55
eb

At first glance, 3...c6 seems a less than
impressive move. After all, a subsequent
...c6-c5, which is the natural way to attack
the d4-square and so increase the strength
of the fianchettoed bishop, will now lose a
tempo. Furthermore, the knight on b8 is
denied its most active post on c6, where it
could also put pressure on d4.

However, in the Gurgenidze Black re-
jects the plan of a concerted attack on d4
and instead stakes an immediate claim for
space in the centre with ...d7-d5. He aims
for a blockade on the light squares after 4
f4 d5 5 e5. This offers him a very solid
position which is safe from tactical threats.

In fact, as far as opening traps, sharp at-
tacking variations and nasty novelties are
concerned, Black’s pawn centre affords
him a virtually ‘bomb proof’ shelter. This
doesn’t mean, of course, that Black never
suffers any quick defeats in this opening,
" as the games below will prove. However,
his reverses generally occur when he de-
liberately loosens his pawn centre in
search of counterplay at the wrong time.
The Gurgenidze remains an excellent
choice for players who have the patience
to nurse a cramped position until the cor-

rect moment to break out arrives.

After 4 f4 d5 5 €5 White is committed
to maintaining a big centre. Objectively,
this should give him the slightly better
long-term  chances; other things being
equal a space advantage must be worth
something. However, the blocked posi-
tions that necessarily results aren’t to eve-
ryone’s taste. Those who prefer active
piece play to slow ma.nécuvring are better
advised to simply develop with 4 &\f3 or
one of the other moves analysed in Chap-
ter 2.

In Game 1 we examine Black’s tradi-
tional set-up in the Gurgenidze with 4 f4
d5 5 e5 h5!? Black entrenches himself on
the kingside and prepares for a war of at-
trition. An attempt to improve on this
basic design by avoiding ...&g7 is exam-
ined in Game 2, with the distinctive move
order 1 e4 g6 2 d4 dé6!? 3 \c3 c6 4 f4 d51 5
€5 h5. The reasoning behind this is ex-
plained in the preamble to Game 2. In
Game 3 we turn our attention to an early
... Wb6 by Black, with the move order 2 d4
K87 3 B3 c6 4 4 W6 5 HF3 d5 6 5
£.g4. Instead of 4. Wbe, 4...d5 5 e5 Hhe!ld
is one of Black’s most active ways of han-
dling the position. After 6 #)f3 Black can
either choose 6..2g4 (Game 4) or delay

70

this move with 6...f6!? (Game 5).

Finally, we should mention that White
has ways to side-step the lines 1n this chap-
ter, notably with 3 93, when 3...c6 4 ¢3
(also 4 ¢4 may be an unwelcome variation,
depending on the reader’s preparation;
you may prefer 3..d6) 4..d52! 5 €5 is a
favourable version of the Gurgenidze for
White, as it is better to have played c2-3,
consolidating the pawn structure, than
&c3. However, this is something of a Pyr-
rhic victory: for White, as his opponent
can always play 4..d6, when White has
achieved no more than a quiet variation of
lines with c2-3 (see Chapter 4). Or a
move earlier, he can switch to 3...d6, when
the early 3 &3 restricts White’s choice of
opening plans.

Game 1
Hellers-Petursson
Malmo 1993

1ed g6 2d4 297

The so-called Accelerated Gurgenidze
2..d6R 3 D3 c6 4 £4 5 is an important
alternative (see Game 2). It is recom-
mended that the reader study these two
games together as they contain many
common ideas.
3 &3 ¢c6

This move is the subject of Chapters 1
and 2, while 3...d6 is considered in Chap-
ter 3.
4 f4

White scizes more space in the centre.
Alternatives involving piece play are to be
found in Chapter 2.
4...d5

Black can also keep the position more
fluid with 4...d6. However, this seems to
give White a promising position after 5
Df3 Qg4 (the alternative plan of 5...b5 left
Black passively placed after 6'8d3 &.g4 7
5! dxe5 8 dxe5 & h6 9 0-0 0-0 10 h3 £f5
11 He4 in Anand-Norwood, Oakham

1990, mainly because his bishop on g7 is
shut out of the game) 6 Le3 Wbs 7 Wd2
£xf3 8 gxf3 Nd7 9 0-00 Wa5 10 &b,
when White’s potential attack on the
kingside is stronger than anything Black
can muster on the queenside. For example,
10...b5 11 f5 (11 h4 is also good) 11...5gf6
12 £d3 b4 13 De2 ¢5 14 £h6 00 (it was
better for the king to stay in the centre) 15
Sixg7 Lxg7 16 h4 Efc§ 17 h5! c4 18 hxgé
cxd3} 19 Who+ $h8 20 cxd3 and White,
who intends 21 gxf7 followed by 22 &4
and 23 &g6 mate, had a decisive atrack in
Franzen-McAlpine, correspondence 1991.
Of course, this short analysis doesn’t cover
all of Black’s options after 4...d6, but it
does seem to indicate why blocking the
centre with 4...d5 is considered by most
players to be Black’s best plan.
5eb

White sets up a huge pawn chain in the
centre which shuts out the bishop on g7
and deprives the knight on g8 of its natu-
ral square on f6. Players of the 1920s
would have been aghast at Black’s neglect
of the basic principles of space and devel-
opment, but his next move would have
completely confounded them!
5...h5

In fact, once it is accepted that the cen-
tre is closed and therefore rapid mobilisa-
tion of the pieces is of secondary impor-
tance, this move is easily justifiable in stra-
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tegic terms. Black prevents, or at least se-
riously hinders, a g2-g4 advance by White
and therefore makes {5 an attractive out-
post for his knight, which normally ar-
rives there via h6. Black is also waiting for
White to play &3 so that he can pin it
with ...82.¢g4.

For a long time ..h7-h5 was the stan-
dard move in this position. However, at
the time of writing Black’s interest has
switched to ideas of ...&Dh6, planning .. f7-
f6 or .. ¥b6 (sce Games 3-5 below). Possi-
bly the system with ..h7-h5, though selid,
is regarded as a little too passive and in-
flexible for modern taste. This is some-
what ironic as it would have been hailed as
the apotheosis of ‘modern enterprise’
when the Gurgenidze was developed in
the 1960s. Clearly chess has come a long
way when the formerly ‘avant-garde’ can
be considered as lacking vitality! Or has it
only gone full circle?

6 D3

Also possible is 6 £e3 Dhé 7 3 Lg4
8 h3 £xf3 9 Wxf3 25 10 £f2 h4 11 &d3
€6 12 &2 Dab 13 3 &c7 14 00 with a
comfortable edge for White in De Fir-
mian-Rashkovsky, Reykjavik 1994. The
merit or otherwise of the ..h5-h4 plan by
Black, as seen in this sequence, is consid-
ered at move 10 below. Perhaps Black
should have tfied ... ¥b6!? at move six or
seven to disrupt the smooth build up of
White’s game. Compare this with Game 3
below.

6...294

In view of the blocked nature of the
centre, Black is happy to exchange his
bishop for the knight. After all, he is get-
ting rid of his so-called ‘bad’ bishop before
completing his central blockade of the
light squares with ...e7-e6. Surely the ex-
change must be in his favour? However,
things aren’t so strategically simple as this.
The problem is that closed positions do
tend to become open positions at some

point. The dilemma for Black is that if he
tries for counterplay with a later ...c6-c5
or ...f7-f6, the position will open up and
the white bishops may become danger-
ously potent. If on the other hand, Black
sits back in his solid shelter, then White
can try to encroach further on the centre
with the pawn advances b2-b3 and ¢2-c4
on the queenside or h2-h3 and g2-g4 on
the kingside (after of course a great deal of
preparation). Black would remain well
entrenched and it would be by no means
easy for White to exploit his space advan-
tage without losing control of the posi-
tion. In fact a purely passive approach for
Black may work well at club and interme-
diate levels where White often runs out of
patience and self-destructs. But at the
highest levels, where players have a greater
positional aptitude, Black is in danger of
being gradually constricted until his cara-
pace of pawns turns into his coffin. That is
why, after establishing his centre, Black
looks for counterplay either with ...f7-f6
or ...c6<5, even if opening the position
poses some risks.

7 h3!

It makes sense for White to provoke
the exchange, as the queen will be well
placed on f3. In contrast, after 7 £.e2 (an-
swered by 7..5h6 etc), an eventual
..2xf3 will force the white bishop to re-
capture on f3 and sit on a blocked diago-
nal.
7...2xi3 8 Wxf3 Wb

The development of the queen 1o this
square Is a very important idea that will be
further discussed in the Game 3 below.
Here it obliges the white queen to defend
the d-pawn, which rules out a quick g2-g4,
and also deters any idea White may have
had of preparing to castle queenside, as 9
£e3? drops the b2-pawn.

9 ¥f2 e6 10 £d3

see following diagram
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Black plays 3...

cé

and 4...d5 (Gurgenidze Main Line)

Here an important strategical question
arises. It seems that Black has the chance
to rule out White’s g2-g4 advance for ever
by playing ..h5-h4. Then he can follow
up with .87 and ..2f5 when the
knight is cemented on the f5-square and
free from pawn attack. In the game Mas-
Kasimdzhanov, Malaysia 1998, White was
anxious to prevent this possibility and so
played the immediate 10 g3?!, whereupon
10...9e7 11 &d3 Of5 12 De2 LS8! (the
reader should note the effectiveness of the
12... 818! retreat, preparing ...c6-c5) 13 ¢3
5 14 dxc5 Lxc5 15 W3 &c6 was at least
okay for Black. As a rule, White shouldn’t
worry about ...h5-h4 disabling his king-
side. The h4-pawn will more often than
not turn out to be weak, and may even be
captured, for example after 2d3xf5 fol-
lowed by Wxh4. Black can leave his rook
on h8 guarding the pawn, but in that case
how 1s he ever going to castle kingside or
bring that piece into active play? There-
fore, although it is strategically desirable
to hobble the white g-pawn, other posi-
tional considerations normally render this
move dubious. However, in quite a num-
ber of cases, especially when Black has
played the Accelerated Gurgenidze and so
can add to the pawn’s support with ...&e7,
the advance may be attractivé. A good
example is given in the note to Game 2 at
move 19.

10...0e7 11 0-0 Dd7 12 b3 05 13 HNe2
c5?

The fundamental question for Black in
the Gurgenidze concerns the uming of his
bid for activity. We have already touched
on this subject in the note to Black’s sixth
move above. Black needs to undermine
the white centre in order to achieve coun-
terplay, but in so doing he may be cutting
his own throat by opening up lines for his
opponent’s  pieces. In  the Mas
Kasimdzhanov extract above at move 10,
Black achieved ...c6-c5 under favourable
circumstances. His bishop was on 8 1o
support the advance, which seems more
useful than having the knight on d7 in our
present game, and White had made the
pointless and weakening move g2-g3. In
contrast, in our main game Hellers has
played b2-b3!, a much more valuable
move which supports the c2-c4 break-
through that every Gurgenidze player
fears. This comparison suggests that Black
should play 13...2f8! here. White can try
to gun him down with 14 g4, but
14..hxg4 15 hxg4 Dh4, when the knight
can be supported with ...&¢7 if necessary,
looks unclear. For example, if 16 ¢4 Black
already has the cheapo 16...8)c5!? lined up,
or if 16 f5? then 16...82xe5! etc., in both
cases exploiting the potential pin of the
queen against the king with ... &c5.

Instead, Hellers recommends the more
cautious 13..h4, when 14 c4 Rf8 leaves
White with aslight edge.

14 c4!

White rips open the centre. We don
need to talk about the two bishops to real-
ise this is White’s best strategy: it is self-
evident that a switch from a war of attri-
tion to a pitched battle must favour him,
as the black king is still in the centre and
the idle bishop on g7 is takmg no part in
the action.
14...dxc4

If Black captures on d4 then £b2 a
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some point will recover the pawn with the
advantage.
15 &xi5!

This eliminates Black’s best minor piece
and forces him to compromise his pawn
structure.
15...gxf5?

Hellers rightly gives this a question
mark and recommends 15...exf5, which he
says gives White only a slight advantage.
After 16 bxc4 cxd4 (or else 17 d5) 17 Dxd4
{with the idea of $.e3 or maybe £a3, com-
bined with b5 and 2dé and Eabl),
Black can still defend with 17...a6! 18 &e3
W7, the same plan that he adopts in the
game, when 19 ¢6 ©f6 is none too clear.
After the game move Black’s king can
never be castled into safety on the king-
side, which also means that the king’s
rook cannot be brought into the centre to
join the struggle. It is therefore possible to
conclude that Black is positionally lost.

16 bxca cxd4 17 Dxd4 a6

A necessary precaution against Z2\b5 fol-
lowing 18 &e3.
18 Re3 We7

If Black succeeds in playing ...2c5 and
...20e4 (after a preparatory ...2f8 to rule
out 9xf5 in reply) then things look okay
for him. White’s next move scotches this
hope.
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19 c¢5!
Pawns are almost always needed to

carry through an attack, even if most of
the work is done by the pieces. Black is
now in a strategically hopeless situation, as
he cannot allow the position to become
open after 19...2xc5 20 Eacl b6 21 &b3
followed by a capture on ¢5. Nor can his
king escape its fate in the centre, as 19...0-0
20 ¥Wh4 intends a massacre with Wxh5,
Ef3 and Hg3, or Hf3 and Dg5.
19...58 20 Hab1

White plans 21 Hbé followed by dou-
bling rooks and ¥f3 to win the b-pawn.
Black therefore makes a pitiful bid for
activity which spells instant doom.
20...f6 21 Wf3 Eb8 22 Hb6 fxe5 23
Dxe6 Dxe6 24 HExe6+ Lf8 25 fxeb g8
26 ¥ds 1-0

Black plays 3...c6 and 4...d5 (Gurgenidze Main Line}

Game 2
Sepp-M.Gurevich
Bruges 1995

The reader who has played through Game
1 will have noticed that the bishop on g7,
to use Nimzowitsch’s evocative expres-
sion, was ‘biting on granite’. In the Gur-
genidze, the white pawn on €5 is solidly
supported by its colleagues on f4 and d4; it
can no longer be undermined by ...d7-d6,
while the attack with ..f7-f6 (of which
more in Games 4 and 5 below) seldom
removes the e-pawn. It is chiefly valuable
for opening the {-file for the rook rather
than increasing the scope of the bishop.
Therefore, in order to activate the bishop,
Black sometimes tries ..£2h6, but more
often he retreats the bishop back to f8.
One advantage of ...£8 is that the bishop
supports the ..c6-c5 advance, which is
Black’s main source of counterplay, as-
sumning he has avoided the ...{7-f6 line. The
d4-pawn is the most vulnerable point in
the white centre, as it is the ‘base’ of
White’s pawn chain and cannot easily be
defended by a pawn, unless White has
found time to move his knight from ¢3
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and play c2<3. A good example of the
effectiveness of the bishop retreat was seen
in the extract from Mas-Kasimdzhanov
given at move 10 in Game 1 above.

The desirability of the bishop retreat
begs the question: if Black is intending to
allow his opponent 1o set up a pawn mass
on d4, e5 and f4 which blots out his
bishop, why ever should he play the
bishop to g7 in the first place? Why not
leave the bishop on {8 and develop some-
thing else? This is good reasoning, and it
would seem that by a judicious choice of
moves Black can save a tempo by keeping

the bishop on 8. Or rather rwo tempi,.

since 1t takes no moves to leave the bishop
on {8, while it takes two moves to move it
to g7 and then back to {8!

Unfortunately, we will search in vain
for the ideal choice of moves. For exam-
ple, let’s try the sequence of moves 1 e4 g6
2 d4 c6 3 Q\c3 d5 4 5. What should Black
play now, assuming he wishes to avoid
playing his bishop to g7? The advance
4..1h5? is decidedly inferior here as White
hasn® yet committed himself to f2-f4.
White could try to exploit the weakened
g5-square by playing g5 at some point
combined with 2.d3, ¥f3 and even e5-e6 if
Black lets him. An alternative for Black is
4.5, but he may want to play ...&g4 to
pin the knight later on, so this would
probably waste the tempo we were trying
to save. A third try 1s 4..0h6, but this
blocks the h-pawn, so Black would have
to switch to the plan of ..{7-f6, which
requires ...2g7. The avant-garde 4.. Wbé is
the most intriguing option for Black, but
of course White is by no means obliged to
continue 5 f4.

Another practical objection to this
move order is that not everyone wishes to
allow White to play c2-c4 without having
the option of transposing to the King’s
Indian Defence (after say 1 e4 g6 2 d4 L¢7
3 c4 d6 4 &)c3 &)M6). As soon as Black

plays 2...c6 he is committed to the Mod-
ern set-up, even if White plays 3 c4. We
hope that the first four chapters of this
book prove that there is nothing wrong
with this for Black, but fans of the King’s
Indian Defence are hereby warnedt
Therefore, the attempt to save time by
omitting ...&g7 sounds like a great idea
until you try to implement it in practice.
But remember that we are talking about a
saving of potentially two tempi. If Black is
less greedy he has a surprising move which
saves him one tempo, which is illustrated
i1 Our present game.
1 e4 d6 2 d4 g6 3 2c3 c6 4 14 d5!?

This is the idea. Black has spent one ex-
tra move playing ...d6-d5, but he could
claim to have saved two moves by not
putting his bishop on g7 and then moving
it back again to f8. So overall he is one
tempo to the good. And what's more,
White has already blocked the position
with 4 {4, so he cannot really hope to cx-
ploit Black’s multiple pawn moves with a
direct attack.

5 e5 h5 6 N3 Hhé

Of course 6...£g4 is also quite reason-
able.

7 £2e3 Yb6 )

The familiar queen sortie, which hopes
to create confusion by attacking b2.

8 Had
White trics to combine ‘business® (the
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necessity of defending b2) with ‘pleasure’
(the clearance of the c-file to make way for
space gaining pawn advances). The tepid 8
Hb1 would at least be a moral victory for
Black, who would know that White could
never castle queenside.

8...Wa5+ 9 c3 Wc71?

Black seems bent on flouting every
opening rule in the book. He began with
five consecutive pawn moves, including
moving his d-pawn twice and the wing
advance ...h7-h5; he developed his knight
to the edge of the board; and now he
moves his queen three times in a row.
How can you tell a novice that the queen
shouldn’t be brought out early in a game
or recite aphorisms like ‘a knight on the
rim is dim’ when a former Russian cham-
pion can play in this style?

Of course, Gurevich doesn’t move his
queen around the board aimlessly, as
many beginners would do. The check on
a5 provoked 9 ¢3, which cut off the retreat
square of the knight on a4. This may or
may not cause the horse some discomfort
later on; in any case, no harm is done by
the check, as White’s natural plan to in-
crease his advantage involves playing b2-b3
and c2-c4 (or in this case c3-c4). Also, pro-
voking ¢3-¢3 can be regarded as a canny
psychological move, as it encourages
White 1o follow up with the incorrect
plan b2-b4? rather than b2-b3 and ¢2-c4.

Nor is the queen retreat to ¢7 made on a
whim. It was based on a concrete appraisal
of the position. According to his notes in
Informator 65, Gurevich was afraid of the
variation 9..8g4 10 c5 D5 11 L2 eb
12 ¥b3® (but not 12 Dxb7?! Whe 13 Wb3
£xf3 14 gxf3 @d7, intending 15..2b8,
with advantage to Black) 12..Wbe 13
&d21? and White has the edge. Therefore
he prefers to bolster ¢7 immediately.

10 £e2 294 11 0-0 D5 12 262 6 13
b4?

As usual in the Gurgenidze, the best
idea for White is to increase the pressure
on Black’s centre with 13 b3! followed by
¢3-c4. If White succeeds in opening the c-
file after a subsequent c4xd5 and the recap-
ture ...c6xd5, then he can embarrass the
black queen with Hcl, answering ...4\c6
with &b5.

The plan White actually adopts is not
just inferior but positively harmful as it
leaves a hole on c4 and exposes his queen-
side to the undermining flank artack ...a7-
a5. However, things only begin to get
serious when White makes a further inac-
curacy on the next move.
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13...22d7 14 Hc5

White. carries on playing aggressive-
looking moves, but his knight achieves
nothing on this square and will soon be
evicted. In contrast, the black knight on
d7 will find an excellent outpost on c4

Black plays 3...c6 and 4...d5 (Gurgenidze Main Line}

where it is safe from pawn attack. This
being the case, White shouldn’t let the
black knight cross the bé-square. Gurevich
assesses 14 Hb1 &b6 15 Qxb6! axbé 16 a4
as unclear. Black’s' pawns are more com-
pact (the white a-pawn is slightly weak)
but White can still trust in his space ad-
vantage. It is never pleasant to play an
anti-positional looking move like 15
&xbé, strengthening Black’s pawns, but
safety comes before pride.

14...5b6!

Heading for c4 after the inevitable cap-
ture on 3.

15 Zb1 ‘

White could keep the knight out of c4
with 15 d2, but 15...&xe2 16 Wxe2 is a
favourable exchange for Black
15...8xf3 16 4xi3 Hcs

The knight achieves its objective, with
the threat of a fork on e3. The next stage
in Black’s plan is to drive back the impos-
tor on ¢5 and begin the process of under-
mining White’s queenside pawns.

17 We2 b6 18 d3 a5 19 g3!

Not 19 b5? §a3. Having been position-
ally routed on the queenside, White’s only
remaining chance for activity is to force
through g3-g4. Of course, after Black re-
sponds ...h5xg4 White wants to be able to
recapture on g4 with a pawn, in order to
oust the black knight from f5. However,
the immediate 19 h3, preparing 20 g4,
allows 19..h4! when the pawn never
reaches g4. In this instance, it would be
difficult for White to prove that the h4-
pawn 1is vulnerable, as it can be further
defended by ..&e7. Black meanwhile
could play his king to g7 via f8, where it
looks very safe, and then concentrate his
fire on White’s weakened queenside
pawns. With no pawn breaks available to
White, he would face a miserable defensive
task. S

Therefore, White advances g2-g3-g4 in

‘two goes’. -

19...8e7 20 h3! axb4 21 Hxb4a

The alternative 21 cxb4 Wa7 22 Hail
Wa3 is also uncomfortable for White.
21...&d7!

An excellent positional move. The
black king is safest in the centre, hiding
behind the barrier of pawns, both White
and Black! On d7 the king defends the c6-
pawn, which frees the queen for active
duty along the afile. It also clears the way
for the rook on h8 to enter the fray, e.g.
after ..Ea3 and..Bha8. Therefore it be-
comes imperative for White to begin his
kingside counterplay. In positions of this
sort passivity means death.

22 g4 hxg4 23 hxgd Hha 24 S xha BExh4a
25 S92

White clears the way for f4f5. Of
course, these intemperate pawn advances,
which are aimed at exposing the enemy
monarch to attack, are also denuding his
own king, but White really must strike a
blow before his queenside crumbles.
25...Ha3 26 Zb3 Wa7 27 5!

This is the culmination of White’s de-
termined fight-back. In contrast, 27 &\xc6,
hoping for 27...&xc6? 28 Wxc4+, proves a
mirage after 27...Hxa2.
27...g9xf5 28 gxf5 Wa8! ‘ .

The bishop is needed to defend the
king, so 28..&xb4 would be a highly
risky venture. One possible variation is 29
fxe6+ [xe6 30 cxb4 Hxa2 31 Bf7+ Le8 32
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Black plays 3...¢c6

and 4...d5 (Gurgenidze Main Line)

Exa7 Hxe2 33 Hg3, when the threat of
mate guarantees White at least a draw after
33...218 34 Ba8+ etc.

Instead, Black brings his queen over to
the kingside both to repel White’s insur-
gency on the f-ile and also to begin his
own attack against White’s exposed king.

29 fxe6+ fxe6 30 Ef7 Wg8 31 Hxa3
Hxa3 32 Wf2?

After exploiting his chances to the full
on the kingside, White finally goes wrong.
According to Gurevich he should have
given up the exchange to discomfort the
black king: 32 Exe7+! ®xe7 33 Wab!,
when 33..2c4 34 Dxco+ 28 35 Weg+
g7 36 Nd8! Ehe 37 Wd7+ 18 is un-
clear. Taking this a little further, after 38
&f2 (with the idea of 39 Hxe6+ Wxe6 40
Wxe6 £xd5, impaling two black pieces)
38...0b2 39 Wdé+ Le8 40 Wco+ forces a
draw after 40..2f8 41 Wd6+, but not
40..2xd8? 41 Wa8+. So a draw seems a
legitimate result. From this we can con-
clude that White’s inaccurate opening play
cost him the advantage, but still left him
the chance to save himself with suffi-
ciently resolute play.
32...Eg4

Now the threat of 33..Exg2+ forces
the white rook to retreat, after which his
counterplay fizzles out. This leaves the
white king facing a dangerous attack while
his counterpart is snugly placed on d7.

33 Hf3 Nca 34 HNd3 Wgb 35 h2 Whe+
36 £h3 Nd2 37 14

White’s last chance was 37 Ef6! when
37..&xf6 38 exf6 Hg8 (the only move
according to Gurevich, but see below!) 39
De5+ &c7 is only slightly better for
Black. However, a Silicon friend called
Crafty suggests 38..Eg3!l, planning a
knight fork on e4 or f1 according to how
White plays.
37..0e4

The agile knight runs rings around the
white pieces.

38 Wf1 Zg5!

Now there is no good answer to the

threat of 39..Eh5 and 40..4g5. White
gives up the exchange immediately, after
which his desperate attack is easily de-
feated.
39 Ef3 Dd2 40 We2 Hxf3+ 41 Wxi3
Hg7 42 D2 295 43 Hgs 414+ 44 g2
Wg5 45 c4 Rc7 46 cxd5 exd5 47 Wa3
b7 48 Wf8 Le3 49 e6 £xd4 50 i3
£¢5 51 Wh8 W5+ 0-1

Although White made things much eas-
ier for his opponent by choosing the
wrong plan in the opening, this was an
interesting battle which shows the value of
the Accelerated Gurgenidze.

Incidentally, we have borrowed the
speedy adjective in the name of this line
from David Norwood’s book. But if the
Gurgenidze is defined by the pawn struc-
ture d4/e5/f4 versus c6/d5/g6, rather than
by the bishop on g7, isn't this line better
described as the ‘Delayed’ rather than ‘Ac-

celerated” Gurgenidze, since it takes .an -

extra move to set it up?

Game 3
Tzermiadianos-Norwood
Isle of Man 1996

1ed4 96 2d4 297 3 Hc3 c6 4 4 Whe!?
This is an extremely clever move order,
which is what you would expect of some-
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one who h#s played the Modern for more
than a decade!

The queen is often deployed on this
square in the main line Gurgenidze, so it
makes sense to play it there immediately.
A ‘trick’ next move ensures that Black can
still play 5...d5, despite the queen’s aban-
donment of the pawn’s defence. This
means that the standard pawn structure of
the line is reached, whilst cutting out some -
of White’s options, as will be seen.

5 Hf3 d5 :

This is an essential part of Black’s plan.
Instead 5..d6 6 £.c4 Hhé 7 2b3! g4 8
2e3 d5 9 Wd2?? dxe4 10 He5 proved
strong for White in Kovacevic-Barlov,

Igalo 1994.

6 e5

6 exd5 £g4 is awkward for White since
the d4-pawn cannot be conveniently de-
fended. Therefore he closes the centre and
directs play along typical Gurgenidze
lines.
6...594

Here we begin to see the effect of
Black’s unusual move order. After the
standard 4...d5 5 e5 h5, White can avoid
having his knight pinned immediately by
playing 6 £e3 rather than 6 &)f3. In con-
trast, 4...Wbé gives White no choice but to
defend d4 with his knight, as 5 23 drops
the b2-pawn, and Black can now pin the
knight at once. There is a significant ad-

vantage to Black in combining an early
.. ¥b6 with ..&g4. If you put the black
queen back on d8 and move up the h7-
pawn to h5, then we have the position in
Game 1 in which White gained some ad-
vantage with 7 h3 £xf3 8 Wxf3. But with
the black queen on bé this simply allows
8..Wxd4 winning a pawn. White has
nothing better than to meet the positional
threat of 7...2xf3, which would force the
gruesome recapture 8 gxf3, with....
7 8e2

This is a small victory for Black, since
the white bishop will be much less power-
ful than the queen on f3 after a subsequent
w.xf3; @xf3 exchange (compare this with
the note to White’s seventh move in
Game 1).
7...e6

This is an important moment. If
7..&h6 then 8 &g5 Lxe2 9 &)xe2 looks a
bit better for White, but the immediate
exchange 7...&xf3 8 £xf3 is critical.

Now 8..80d7 was played in Z.Almasi-
Hodgson, Horgen 1995. If White contin-
ues with the casual 9 00, Black will
achieve counterplay with ..&5h6 and
-.&)M5. So Almasi preferred 9 Wd3!, keep-
ing the option of queenside castling and
planning to answer 9..5h6 with 10 g4!,
which leaves the knight uselessly placed
on hé. There followed 9...¢6 10 £d2 He7
11 g4 (still denying the knight the f5-
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square) 11...c5 (the logical bid for counter-
play against the under-defended d4-point)
12 Dad Wc7 13 Dxc5 Dxc5 14 dxc5 g5l
(this 1s the culmination of Black’s strategy;
the white centre looks like it is about to
collapse, but remember that the white
bishops have been eagerly awaiting the
opening of lines!) 15 Wb5+! &c6 16 c4!
(Black’s centre also begins to crumble)
16...0-0-0 17 cxd5 exd5 18 0-0-0. Now Al-
mast gives as best play 18...gxf4 19 £xf4
£xe5 20 fxe5 Wxe5 21 Ehfl with a slight
edge for White. This looks eminently sur-
vivable for Black.

Returning to the last diagram, in the
later game Cherniaev-Hodgson, Blackpool
1998, Hodgson diverged with 8...e6, when
play went 9 Da4 (9 Wd3 &Hd7 would
transpose to the Almasi game above, but
perhaps Hodgson was hoping to molest
the white queen with 9..Wa¢; Black
would be very happy to exchange queens
and so avoid the danger of a direct attack
on his king) 9...Wc7 10 b3 £d7 11 00 De7
12 £23 &5 13 Wd2 h5 14 c4 dxc4 15 bxcd
b6 16 Dxb6 axbé 17 2b2 with a slight
edge to White according to Cherniaev.
White’s plans include Re4, when if the
knight stands its ground on f5 the ex-
change £xf5 and recapture ...e6x{5 allows
White to create a passed pawn with d5.
On the other hand retreating the knight
would léave Black rather passively placed.
8 0-0 De7 9 Has!

We have already discussed the merits of
.. Wb6, but the downside of the queen
deployment is always apparent: White
gains a tempo to clear the way for his c-
pawn to advance. White already has a
space advantage in the centre and on the
kingside; now he wants to gain territory
on the queenside.
9..Wc7

In Informator 68, Tzermiadianos says he
intended to answer 9..Wa5 with 10 3,
aiming for 11 b4 and 12 §\c5, but this was

the plan which worked out none too well
for White in Game 2. There seems noth-
ing wrong with the standard 10 b3, eg.
10..20d7 11 c4 and if 11...b5? 12 £d2 ete.
10 Re3

Instead 10 b3 with the added option of
11 £.23% was worth considering, as long as
White watches out for a .25 and ...5\e3
fork.

10...9d7 11 b3 h5?!

At first glance pre-emptive action on
the queenside with 11..b5 12 &b2 a5
looks as if it just exposes Black’s pawns to
attack. However, White will only be able
to advance c2-c4 at the cost of ceding the
d5-square to a black knight after a double
exchange on c4. So this attempt to escape
from his positional straitjacket was cer-
tainly worth considering. Instead, Black
prefers to await his opponent’s queenside
advance and takes a preventive measure
against a future g2-g4.

12 c4

Tzermiadianos was later critical of his-

decision here. Instead, he says he should
have played 12 h3 when 12..£xf3? 13
Bxf3!, planning c2-c4, Hcl, £f2 and Bfc3,

_ 18 very nice for White. However, he also

points out that Black can improve with
the zwischenzug 12..8)5!, when 13 £f2
£xf3 14 2xf3 is much less good for
White: his rook is left sitting passively on
f1 while the bishop has no desire 1o be on

Black plays 3...c6 and 4...d5 (Gurgenidze Main Line)

the blocked a8h1 diagonal. Sull, White
would have had a comfortable position
due to his space advantage.

12...5b6!? 13 c52!

A dubious decision. The Greek player
rejected 13 &xb6 because of 13...axb6 14
h3 &f5 15 ££2 £xf3 16 &xf3 dxc4 17
bxc4 Ed8 with counterplay for Black
against d4. However, 18 d5! cxd5 19 cxd5
exd5 20 Ecl followed by £xb6 looks very
strong for White. So Black would have to
play with greater vigilance, e.g. he could
leave his knight on €7 and try 14...£xf3 15
£xf3 0-0, though 16 g4 may then be good
for White.
13...2xa4 14 bxa4 b6

Instead 11..2h6 was worth consider-
ing, when the bishop is a bit more active.
The immediate follow-up idea would be
12..4)f5, when the white bishop can’t
retreat to 2 without dropping the f-pawn.
15 Zc1 0-0 16 h3 55!

Compare this with the note at White’s
12th move. Black forces his opponent to
recapture on f3 with the bishop rather
than the rook, as 16..8xf3 17 Bxf3 fol-
lowed by £f2 and Efc3 would increase
White’s advantage.

17 &2 2xf3 18 £xf3 Zab8

Black hopes to generate counterplay
along the b-file.
1994

Having been stymied on the queenside,
White turns his attention to the alterna-
tive plan of gaining space on the kingside
as a prelude to a direct attack on the en-
emy monarch.
19...hxg4 20 hxg4d De7 21 Wd2!

White plans to manoeuvre his bishop
to b3 via d1 to block the b-file and so rule
out any black counterplay there.

21...55?

This looks like a great move, as it seems
to give White three unpalatable alterna-
tives;

a) He can block the kingside with 22

g52, when 22...2(7! with the idea of ...Bh8
is by no means worse for Black.

b) He can play 22 exf6?, but this breaks
up his proud centre. After 22..Hxf6 he
already has to think about defending the
f4-pawn. )

¢) He can try 22 gxf5?, or a quiet move
which allows Black to play 22...fxg4. This
cedes the f5-square to the black knight,
where it is magnificently placed. The only
way to dislodge it would be by arranging
£xf5, but this would deprive White of his
excellent bishop and leave many light-
square holes in his position.

However, there is a fourth alternative
which ensures that White retains a strong
initiative.

22 2hant

White eliminates the knight with his
‘bad’ bishop before it gets the chance to go
to 5. In view of the strenjth of this move,
Black should have played 21..f6! when
Tzermiadianos intended to answer 22
£d1. Then 22..fxe5 23 fxe5 (if 23 dxe5
g5!1? might be good) 23..Rf7, planning
...Ebf8, looks unclear. In that case, White
maintains his space advantage, but if Black
succeeds in breaking out it could all fall to
pieces for him. :
22...fxg4 23 Qxe7! Wxe7 24 fxg

White now has good winning chances
because of the difference in strength be-
tween the opposing bishops. Black’s
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Black plays 3...¢6 and 4...d5 (Gurgenidze Main Line)

bishop is shut in whereas White’s has the
freedom of action to direct its fire at either
the weak point on €6 or gé.

24...2h62?!

Perhaps 24..b5 was better. As played,
the black queen’s rook is forced to a pas-
sive square where it can no longer assist in
the defence of the kingside.

25 cxb6 Exb6 26 a5! Ba6 27 Ec3 ¢5

Not 27...Hxa5 28 Exc6 winning eb (less
clear is 28 Eh3 Ea3! because of 29 Exhé
Hg3+). Black finds a use for his isolated
rook: it now defends e6 and so frees the
queen to go to h4. Black is fighting very
hard, and it demands great care from
White to press home the victory.

28 Eg3!

Better than 28 Exc5 Wh4.
28...9g7 29 Le2 c4

Ironically, Black now has an excellent
pawn structure on the queenside. The
problem is that White’s atrack on the
kingside is about to become irresistible.
The absence of the rook on a6 proves de-
cisive.

30 Jud1! Hg8 31 Sic2 wf8 32 Wh2 Wh7
33 b1

Now Black s completely encircled.
33.. g7 34 Eb8+ 1-0

Black resigned as 34...&f7 (34..Le7 35
Wh4+) 35 Lxg6+ Exgb 36 Eb7+ wins his
queen. Of course, White also has other
ways to win.

Game 4
Almasi-Hodgson
Groningen 1994
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This is a completely different, and
much more aggressive approach than
5...h5. Black mobilises his knight immedi-
ately and plans to strike out at the white
centre with ...f7-£6.

6 N3

White can also delay this move with 6
£.e21?, when after 6...f6 7 23 0-0 8 Wd2
&\f5 (Black doesn’t really want to be play-
ing this with the bishop still on 8, but
8..8g4 9 151 looks awkward) 9 22 Wbé
10 &a4 Wc7 11 Df3 fxe5 12 fxe5 White
was ready to drive back the knight with
13 g4 in Morozevich-Tordachescu, Zagan
1997. Nunn and McNab suggest 6...@b6!?
which would hinder White’s plan of 7
$e3 by attacking b2. If White reverted to
7 O3 then 7..2g4 follows and White
won't get to activate his game by recaptur-
ing with his queen after a later ... 2.xf3.
6...%294

The alternative 6...f6!? is examined in
Game 5 below.

7 h3 £.xf3 8 Wxf3 6

If 8. Wb6 9 He2 £6 (as in Belotti-Kras-

enkov, Reggio Emilia 1996/97) 10 6!,

planning 11 g4, is recommended by Mirk-
ovic as good for White. The idea of re-
stricting the knight on hé is almost identi-
cal to that explained in the note to the
next move.
9 g4!? fxe5

Instead 9..¥b6 was tried in Illescas-
Shirov, Dos Hermanas 1996, but this
rather missed its mark as White ignored
the attack on d4 with 10 e6!, whereby
White is willing to sacrifice a pawn in or-
der to ensure that the knight'on hé is com-
pletely entombed. Thus after 10...%xd4 11
$e3 Wba 12 000, the knight can retreat
to g8 at some point, but then how does it
re-enter the game if White answers a sub-
sequent ..f6-f5 or ..h7-h5 with g4-g5,
guarding the f6- and hé-squares? In the

actual game, Shirov tried to solve the -

problem by sacrificing the knight: 10...f5
11 g5 Wxd4l? 12 gxhé &xhé 13 Ke3 Wi
14 0-0-0 Wxe6, when Black had three
pawns for the piece. Nevertheless, 15 h4!
would have given White the makings of a
dangerous attack.

10 dxeb
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10...e6?!

White’s plan is to maintain a massive
clump of pawns on the kingside in order
to restrict the black pieces. Thus, the €5-
spearhead shuts the bishop on g7 out of
the game, while the g4-pawn deprives the
knight on hé of the f5square. If Black

were to achieve freedom of action for his.
pieces, it is reasonable to suppose that he
would have good chances, as by recaptur-
ing on e5 with the d-pawn White has
weakened himself along the a7-g1 diago-
nal. White has also compromised his™ de-
velopment somewhat in order to set up
his pawn centre, so it would be good if
Black could find a way to strike immedi-
ately. The Achilles heel of the pawn mass
is Black’s ability to undermine the f4-pawn
with ...g6-g5. Almasi, writing in Informa-
tor 62, says that after 10...0-0 he intended
11 We3 and then h2-h4-h5 “with a clear
advantage to White’. However, Black
could try 11...g5, e.g. 12 fxg5 (12 {5 Wc7
wins the e5-pawn) 12..97 13 £f4 (if 13
b @e5 and then 14..¥d6) 13...e6%, plan-
ning 14..4d7 and perhaps .. Wc7 to win
the e5-pawn. Play might continue 14 £d3
0\d7 15 g6 (15 Wh4? he!) 15..hxgé 17
Lxg6 Ddxe5 with unclear play. The im-
mediate 10...g5 also needs investigation.

Black’s quiet game move allows his op-
ponent to rule out the advance ...g6-g5 at
once.

11 h4! 28

If 11..00 then 12 Wg3, when White
would develop, castle queenside and have a
readymade pawn roller against the black
king.

12 Wg3 ¥b6 13 £.d2!

H now 13.¥xb2 14 Hbi Wa3
(14.. ¥xc22? 15 &d3) 15 Bxb7 favours
White as his pieces as his pieces have
greater mobility to respond to the open-
ing of the queenside, e.g. 15..5d7 16
Bh3p
13...£Hd7 14 0-0-0

see following diagram

White completes his development
smoothly, whilst maintaining his bind on
the kingside. This shows the bankruptcy
of Black’s opening plan: he needed to find
a way to disrupt White’s slow build-up.
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14...0-0-0 15 fe2

But not 15 h5 g5! White’s correct strat-
egy 1s to try to exploit the greater flexibil-
ity and manoeuvrability of his pieces by
beginning a direct attack on the queenside.
He should maintain the status quo on the
kingside where the black bishop and
knight on hé remain at least temporarily
shut out of the game.
15...5g8

The knight hobbles back to the central
zone.

16 Eh3 252!

True to his inventive style, Hodgson
raises the stakes by attempting a freeing
manoeuvre. Unfortunately for him this
fails against White’s coldly exact play. In
any case, Black’s position was already very
unpleasant as if left in peace White would
prepare a build-up such as §ad4, Wa3 fol-
lowed by b3 or perhaps £b4 angling for
£d6.

17 Le3 d4

If 17..Wa5 18 ©b1, with ideas such as
19 Ed4 threatening 20 b4 Wa3 21 fc1
would be strong.

18 Exd4 Exd4 19 £xd4 5\b3+ 20 axb3
Wxd4 21 2ca!

Black’s activity has exposed the soft un-
der belly of his position on c6.
21...Exf4 22 @ xe6+ fc7

Slightly better was 22..b8, but 23
Wd3! should win for White according to

Almasi.
23 We1! Ef8
This is the only answer to the threats of
24 £xg8 and 24 Hd3.
24 Be3 He7 25 2d3 Wfa+ 26 &b1 Lxe5
There was no good answer to the threat
of 27 Bd7+, as 27..Hd8 28 Bxd8 &xds 29
Wd1+ would be fatal. ‘
27 Ed7+ &b8 28 Uxe7 £d6 29 Hg7 Ee8
30 Hg8 418 31 Wd1 Wf6 32 Wd7 Exe6
33 Hxf8+ Wxf8 34 Wxe6 W1+ 35 da2

Wab+ 36 Had4 b5 37 Wg8+ &c7 38
Wxh7+ 1-0

Black plays 3...¢c6 and 4...d5 (Gurgenidze Main Line)

Game 5
Al.Sokolov-Komliakov
Novgorod 1998

1e49g62da 297 3 5c3 ¢c6 4 14 d5 5
e5 Oh6 6 Nf3 6

A clever move order. Black doesn’t
want the white queen on f3 after the stan-
dard 6...2g4 7 h3 £xf3 8 Wxf3, and so he
delays putting his bishop on g4 until
White has played £e2.

7 fe2

If 7 23 Black can play 7..2g4 or
maybe 7...0-0, waiting for White to com-
mit his bishop to 2 before playing ... 2g4.
7...894 8 $e3 0-0 9 h3?

Since Black is planning a quick assault
against White’s kingside, it seems highly
dubious to spend a move forcing him to

24

make an exchange that he no doubt in-
tends anyway. Furthermore, the white
centre pawns, though exerting a strong
cramping influence on Black’s pieces, are
somewhat fragile and vulnerable to attack.
The last thing White should do is weaken
his dark squares by leaving a hole on g3.

White could try 9 Wd2, when 9..5)5
10 212 fxe52! 11 Dxe5! Lxe2 12 Wxe2
looks good for him. However, Black can
improve in this sequence with 10...2hé!,
when the pin on the f4-pawn could be-
come annoying. Perhaps White’s best
move is the subtle 9 22!, which antici-
pates ...25. Then 9..4)5 (not 9...fxe5 10
fxe5 @Df521 11 Dg5! etc) 10 00 £he
(10...&xf3 11 xf3 £h6 12 De2 is proba-
bly a small advantage for White) 11 &h4!
Lxe2 12 Wxe2 2xf42! (12..8xh4 13 Lxh4
slightly favours White) 13 &xf5 gxf5 14
e6! looks good for White.
9...8xf3 10 &xf3 H5 11 L2 fxe5 12
fxe5

As will be seen, this gives away the g5-
square to the black queen and further
weakens White’s control of the dark
squares. In all probability 12 dxe5 was
better, when 12...6 13 h4 or 12...2h6> 13
g4 d4 (retreating the knight loses a piece to
14 g5) 14 &Ge4 Wa5+ 15 c31? both favour
White. However, Black can play the ultra-
sharp 12...g51, when 13 g4 Hh6 14 fxg5
)7 gives him considerable counterplay.
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12...e6 13 0-0 h5?

Black should have continued the proc-
ess of undermining White's dark squares
with 13...c5!

14 Wd3?

White misses the chance to play 14 g4!
with double-edged play. Now Black finds
the correct plan.
14...c5! 15 Hael Hc6 16 He2 Wgs 17
c4

The last chance was 17 ¢3, when
17...8xe5? hoping for 18 dxe5 Hxe5 win-
ning the bishop on 3, fails to 18 h4!
However, Black could keep up the pres-
sure with 17...2f7.
17...cxd4 18 Dxd4 Déxda 19 £xd4 Hha
20 We2

If 20 cxd5 Hxf3! wins instantly. Note
how the weakening of his dark squares is
causing severe problems for White on the
light squares. The bishop on f3 is a
wretched piece. -
20...Hac8!

Black could also have played 20...Wg3!,
threatening to pick up the rook on el
after a double capture on 3. Then 21 Ed1
Dxf3+ 22 Bxf3 Bxf3 23 Wxf3 Wxf3 24
gxf3 dxc4 leaves him a pawn up in the
endgame. However, his initiative is so
strong that he aims to finish the game by
direct attack.

21 ¢5

After 21 cxd5 Black can play 21..Hxf3
22 Bxf3 Hc2! 23 Wxcd Dxf3+ 24 2f1
xd4 with two pieces for a rook and an
attack.

21.. Hf7 22 g47!

Losing at once, but there was little to
be done against the threat of 22..Ecf8,
putting more pressure on the paralysed
bishop on 3.

22... W4 0-1 .

Black’s system of development in this
game was very interesting, and deserves to
be further explored.
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Modern Defence

Summary

In the Gurgenidze main line White’s large phalanx of pawns in the centre gives him a
space advantage. However, Black is safe from immediate attack and the closed nature of
the position normally leads to heavyweight positional manoeuvring. The more skilful
strategist should therefore come out on top. If Black is careful in the timing of his bid for
activity (usually with ...c6-c5) he can maintain the balance; however, a premature open-
ing of the centre can be disastrous. Black’s most interesting response is 4...d5 5 5 $h6 6
&3 f6 (Game 5) which tries to achieve counterplay by a direct attack on White’s centre.

1 e4 g6 2 d4 97 3 93 ¢6 4 f4 (D)

4...d5
4. Wb6 — Game 3
5 e5 (D) ©h6
5..h5 - Game 1 .
(1e4d62d4g63 &3 c641f4d55e5)5..h5 - Game 2
6 D3 (D) f6
6...82g4 ~ Game 4
7 £e2 294 - Game 5
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CHAPTER TWO |

Black plays 3...c6 and 4...d5
(Gurgenidze Odds and Ends)
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1ed4 g6 2 d4 297 3 D3 ch

Although, theoretically at least, White
has a slight advantage in the main line
Gurgenidze, the prospect of a blocked
position doesn’t appeal to everyone.
Hence White often declines the chance to
set up a big centre and instead develops his
pieces. In this chapter we discuss lines
where White avoids the Gurgenidze by
answering 1 e4 g6 2 d4 £g7 3 A\c3 c6 with
4 M3 or 4 Le3 (the alternative 4 £c4 is
seen in Chapter 4). In each case, Black
may reply with either 4...d6 or 4...d5.

In Games 6-8 we examine 4 &f3 d5.
Black seeks to negate his opponent’s space
advantage at once. After 5 h3 both 5...5)6
(Game 6) and 5...5Xh6 (Game 7) seem satis-
factory. Meanwhile, the more direct 5 &4
(Game 8) shouldn’t trouble Black so long
as he knows the correct idea at move
seven! In Game 9 we deal with all Pseudo-
Classical’ lines after 4 &3 d6. None of
these should cause Black too much trouble
either. Much more challenging is White’s
system with an early £e3, as in Games 10
and 11, which feature 4 {3 d6 5 h3 b5 6
£d3 and 4 L3 respectively. Black’s prin-
cipal method of counterplay is by expand-
ing on the queenside with ..b7-b5, but
othér methods also deserve consideration,

e.g. 4 Le3 d5 (mentioned in the notes to
Game 11) and the rapid preparation of
...e7-€5.

Game 6
Delchev-Rey
Val Thorens 1996

1ed4 g6 2d4 £97 3 DNc3 c6 4 HI3

White’s most restrained reply here.
4...d5

Black is eager to attack the white centre
quickly in order to cancel out some of his
opponent’s space advantage. The alterna-
tive 4..d6, which invites either the
‘Pseudo-Classical’ or the £e3 system from
White, is seen in Games 9 and 10 below.

7
Ay
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Black plays 3...¢c6 and 4...d5 (Gurgenidze Odds and Ends)

5 h3

The black bishop on ¢8 has few attrac-
tive-looking squares, while the knight on
{3 is performing a valuable service in de-
fending the d4-point. Thus it is logical to
prevent the exchange of bishop for knight
which will occur if Black is permitted to
play ...2g4, even if it costs White a tempo.
Sometimes undoing the work of the op-
ponent’s pieces is more valuable than in-
creasing the activity of one’s own pieces.

Nevertheless, rapid development with 5
214 also has 1ts virtues, as will be seen in
Game 8 below.
5..5f6!?

A highly provocative move, after which
White (despite his modest play so far) al-
lows himself to be tempted forwards. The
alternative 5..%h6 is seen in the next
main game,

6 eb

The more solid 6 £.d3 allowed Black to
equalise after 6...dxe4 7 Qxe4 Dbd7 (or
7..8x%e4 8 Rxe4 0-0) 8 0-0 Dixed 9 Lxed
@f6 10 £d3 Wc7 (stopping 11 £f4) 11
Hel 00 12 Rg5 6 13 Wd2 bb followed by
..8b7 with the idea of ..c6-¢5 in Ste-
fanova-Istratescu, Krynica 1998.
6..0e4

More or less forced.

7 Dxed dxed 8 g5 c5

Black has to attack d4 else the e4-pawn
will be lost for no real compensation.

Both sides have changed their plans. White
began in a very solid style, declining the
opportunity to seize the space offered to
him with f2-f4 and e4-e5, but then the
sight of the knight on {6 caused his e-pawn
to break ranks and rush forwards. Black,
for his part, initially chose a light-square
strategy aimed at gaining a foothold in the
centre and a quiet life, but then seemed to
decide he wanted a tactical battle after all.
The result is that he has been compelled to
move his c-pawn a second time and switch
to the dark-square strategy of putting pres-
sure on d4 in order to soften up the di-
agonal for his bishop. The critical question
now is: Has White over-extended himself
n the centre or will the weakness of the
e4-pawn seal Black’s fate?

9d5

In this game the above question remains
unanswered, as White makes no attempt
to directly refute Black’s play, but he sim-
ply ensures that he maintains a space
advantage. Instead 9 dxc5 Wa5+ 10 £d2
Wxe5 11 L¢3 Dol 12 Hixed Who 13 Lc4
0-0 14 00 £xe5 is harmless (Dvoretsky-
Zilberstein, USSR 1973). This leaves
White with two aggressive options:

a) 9 Lc4 0-0 10 c3 &6 11 £e3 cxd4 12
cxd4 Wa5+ 13 2f1 hé 14 Hixe4 Hd8 when
Black’s pressure on d4 gave him enough
compensation for the pawn in Ibragimov-
Stangl, Dortmund 1992.

b) 9 e6 f6 (Black is more or less forced
to sacrifice the exchange, but in return he
gains a pawn and a big centre) 10 &7
Wxd4 11 &xh8 Lxe6 (11...8xh8 12 Wxd4
cxd4 13 £.c4 is a little better for White) 12
&xgb hxgb 13 £b5+ &d7 14 0-0 a6! (this
is Bogdan Lalic’s suggested improvement
on his game with Andrew Webster at Jer-
sey 1997) 15 Lxd7+ Lxd7 16 Le3 Wes
and although White maintains a slight
edge, Black is very solidly placed.
9...4xe5 10 &xed 0-0 11 ¢3

This curtails the black bishop and

threatens 12 &xc5.

11...b6??

It is incredible that such an apparently
innocuous move can do so much damage
to Black’s chances, both structurally and
tempo wise. The two question marks are
justified, as will be seen. .

It is always difficult to judge the time
factor in the Modern Defence. It looks as
if Black can afford the luxury of this lei-
surely move as he is ahead in develop-
ment; in fact White only has one piece
developed. But over the next five moves
every other white piece, including the
rooks, is brought into action. The aston-
ishing speed of this mobilisation leaves
Black facing a dangerous attack. Delchev

recommends 11..8\d7, when 12..5¥f6 -

next move should force either the ex-
change of knights or the exchange of the
d5-pawn for the c5-pawn. Then most of
the danger would evaporate. A more am-
bitious idea would be 11..¥c7 to answer
12 £hé with 12...2d8, when Black is try-
ing to prove that the d5-pawn is weak.
12 2h6 He8

After 12...£¢7, Delchev gives the varia-
tion 13 Wd2 &xhé? 14 Wxhe Wxd5 15
g5 Wes5+ 16 Le2 We7 17 Wxg7+ Lxg7
18 £f3 which shows that 12...b6 has cre-
ated a weakness on the a8-h1 diagonal.
13 W3 HNd7 14 £b5

And here we see that 12...b6 has also se-

riously weakened Black’s resistance on the
a4-e8 diagonal. If we imagine that Black
had chosen 12.. Wc7 instead, then he could
now play 14...26 15 £a4 b5 to break the
annoying pin of the bishop on his knight.
But herc 14...26 would be answered by 15
K6, when the bishop remains menacing.
14...2b7 15 0-0-0 Wc7 16 Bhel Hed8
17 dé!

As we have seen so many times before,
when all the pieces.are mobilised it is a
pawn that provides the breakthrough (for
example, compare this with the first game
in Chapter 1, when 19 ¢5! was the killer
move). However, in this case White’s offer
of a pawn is the prelude to a much more
spectacular clearance sacrifice!
17...8xd6

Black faces a strong attack after
17...exd6 18 L.c4 d5 19 Exd5! (Delchev).

18 Wxf7+1 [

A beautiful move. White gives up his
queen to open the a2-¢g8 diagonal. The
interesting variations that follow are based
on Delchev’s comments in Informator 68.
18...2xf7 19 Lc4+ 2d5

The only move, as returning the queen
with 19...%e8 20 Dxd6+ Wxd6 21 Exdé
still leaves Black facing a decisive attack,
while he is devastated by a typical wind-
mill combination after 19...e6 20 Hxdé+
D98 21 fxe6+ Rh8 22 H\7+ g8 23
Dxd8+ £h8 24 Hf7+ Lg8 25 Hes+ Hh8
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26 Hxd7 etc.
20 Dxd6+

Not giving Black any respite with 20
Bxd5? &4+
20...¥xd6 21 Exd5 Ye6?

Here Black should have played
21.. 96!, when 22 £g5 <Dfgll 23 &xf6
&xf6 24 Ede5 is strong for White but
probably not decisive. This is a bit sad, as
it would be nice to be able to say that
White’s brilliant queen sacrifice won by
force. But then, as aesthetic consolation,
there is something quite special about the
supremely nonchalant 22..&f8, replying
to the attack on the queen by calmly re-
treating the king one square. How often is
a queen sacrificed in such a quiet style?
Alas, Black failed to find this resource.

The game continuation demonstrates

the enormous power of the two bishops
against an exposed king. The black mon-
arch is driven all the way from the centre
to the far corner of the board, where pins
and skewers make huge material losses
inevitable.
22 Hxe6 &xe6 23 Ed3+ Le5 24 He3+
2d6 25 He6+ &c7 26 &Lf4+ &b7 27
Exe7 &c6 28 ad! a6 29 £e2! &b7 30
£f3+ La7 31 2xa8 &xa8 32 4¢7 1-0

Game 7
Topalov-Shirov
Linares 1994

1e4 96 2d4 297 3 Hc3 c6 4 D3 d5 5
h3 Hh6

In contrast to the previous game, where
the black knight was buffeted after 5...5)f6
6 e5, Black plan here is to play ...f7-f6 and
provide his horse with a peaceful haven at
f7.
6 2f4

This logical reply forces Black’s hand in
view of the threat of 7 Wd2, when the
knight would have to go back to g8.
However, a possible drawback to this

move is that the bishop could become
exposed on f4 to a space gaining ...¢7-€5
advance. White therefore has to make sure
that he keeps the black centre restrained.

After the alternative 6 £d3 007 00 f6
8 De2 §ab! (planning to meet the attack
on his centre after 9 exd5 cxd5 10 c4 with
10..83b4) 9 a3 &7 10 exd5 cxd5 11 c4
&7 Black had a solid position in Wolff-
Minasian, Glendale 1994.

6...f6 7 Re2

Instead White could speculate with the
immediate 7 exd5 cxd5 8 b5, when
8..%a6 is solid, but looks somewhat
worse for Black. Critical is 8...0-0 (Shirov’s
recommendation in Informator 60) which
looks unclear in view of 9 &\c7 e5! This is
still unknown territory, so the reader is
advised to investigate the line thoroughly
before playing it with either White or
Black. However, the indirect evidence
suggests that Black is okay after 8 &b5, as
Topalov avoided the possibility with
White and Shirov allowed it as Black! -

With his modest game move White
makes no attempt at a tactical refutation
of Black’s set-up, merely trying to exploit
the very slight structural weakness in
Black’s kingside. However, Topalov has
seen that Black will be forced to compro-
mise his pawn structure on the queenside
as well in order to complete his develop-
ment. This provides White with more

Black plays 3...c6 and 4...d5 (Gurgenidze Odds and Ends)
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7...5f7 8 £h2!

A precaution against ...e7-€5.
8...0-0 9 0-0 b6

How else is Black to develop his
bishop? Freeing the f5square for it by
giving up the centre with 9...dxe4 10 Hxe4
looks positionally awful, while 9...&e6 10
Hel leaves the bishop uncomfortably
placed after 11 £f1 etc. (there should be a
pawn on f7 defending the bishop, not a
knight!), so the only reasonable way to
bring it out is via b7. This exposes the bé-
pawn to a later a2-a4-a5 advance, as occurs
in the game. It also means that Black is
weakening even further his control of the
eb-square by moving his bishop away
from ¢8. However, modern players aren’t
as squeamish as their classical forebears
about leaving holes in their pawn struc-
ture, as long as they have active pieces.
Hence Shirov judges that his almost sys-
tematic weakening of the eé-square is a
price worth paying in order to have his
knight ensconced on {7 and his bishop
bolstering the d5-centre point. Topalov
seeks to prove him wrong.
10 Ee1 £b7 11 £f1 D7 12 a4

Having restrained Black in the centre,
White now attempts to soften up him up
on the queenside. His immediate intention
is 13 a5!?, even as a pawn sacrifice, in order
to break up Black’s pawns.

Not so good is direct action in the cen-
tre with 12 exd5 cxd5 13 He6, as after
13..He8 14 b5, planning a fork on c7,
14..9)8 15 Hel e5! allows Black to break
out with a fine game. -
12...a6 13 a5 b5

Black keeps his pawns intact.

14 exd5 cxd5 15 He6

A white piece finally lands on the hole
in Black’s centre.
15...E2c8 .

According to Shirov, correct was
15...He8! when 16 el g5 17 Be2 Hed,
plugging the eile, is unclear. In fact, this
looks perfectly okay for Black, which
seems to vindicate Shirov’s judgement
when he conceded the e6-square. Or
maybe Topalov’s play can be improved
somewhere?
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16 Hxb5?!

Black’s last move wasjinaccurate, but at
least it has the virtue of provoking a
speculative sacrifice. It seems that Topa-
lov’s patience finally ran out. Instead he
should have played the calm 16 &e2!
when 16..He8 17 &4 gives him some
advantage according to Shirov. Neverthe-
less, the sacrifice is very dangerous and it
requires all of Shirov’s renowned. resourée-
fulness to achieve counterplay before the
white passed pawns destroy him.
16...axb5 17 2xb5 f5!

Black clears the f6-square for his knight.
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Black plays 3...c6 and 4...d5 (Gurgenidze Odds and Ends)

18 We2?!

Better was 18 Wel when 18..2f6 19
Hxe7 Ra8 is unclear (Shirov). White’s
natural move allows Black to ease his
game by forcing the exchange of a pair of
rooks, as will be seen at move 20.
18...55f6 19 a6

Perhaps the best way to keep fighting
chances was the positional queen sacrifice
19 Hxe7 Hxc2 20 Exb7?? Hxe2 21 Lxe2.
Then Shirov assesses 21...Wa8 22 a6 Hed
23 Hel §d8 as slightly better for Black.
White has only a rook for the queen
which is a terrible material deficit, but on
the other hand the passed pawn on a6
gives him dynamic play. Furthermore, his
kingside is solidly defended, which is of
great importance as the natural way for
Black to exploit his advantage in firepower
is by beginning a direct attack on the
white king. I'm sure that with roles re-
versed Shirov would have played the
queen sacrifice!
19...2a8 20 Exe7 Exc2! 21 Wxc2 Wxe7

The bishop on a8 proves an excellent
blockader of the a-pawn. Meanwhile, the
b-pawn is too far back to cause Black any
immediate problems. White begins to ad-
vance this pawn, but before it can become
dangerous, his opponent is able to develop
a strong offensive on the kingside.

22 a4
The best way to force through b2-b4.

22..\¥e6!

Black prevents his opponent from ex-
changing bishops with 23 £.c6, when the
blockade of the a-pawn would be consid-
erably loosened.

23 b4

A better try was 23 a7 with the idea of
24 Wa6 to blunt Black’s coming attack by
offering the exchange of queens. However
23...g5 (Shirov) is still very strong,
23...9e4 24 211 g5

Now Black develops a deadly attack.
25 b5 g4 26 De1 Wbs 27 HNc2 He8 28
L4 &he!

The exchange of bishops destroys
White’s resistance on the dark squares,
after which f2 becomes fatally weak.

29 (xh6 Wxh6 30 hxg4 Wd2 31 3
Wf2+ 32 ©h2 Higs 33 Hel

Or 33 fxe4 Q3+ with mate next move.
33...Wh4+ 34 &g1 Hh3+ 0-1

White resigned as 35 gxh3 W2+ 36
&h1 g3 is mate.

E}

Game 8
Schaefer-Novik
Sofia 1994

1e4 g6 2d4 g7 3 Hc3 ¢c6 4 HF3 d5

Where appropriate, we have chosen to
standardise the move order of games for
the sake of clarity. The previous game
actually began with the very non-Modern
looking sequence of moves: 1 e4 c6 2 d4 d5
3 &3 g6 4 Df3 Kg7. Incidentally, books
on the Caro-Kann normally give 3 £1d2 as
more accurate than 3 £\c3, so that if Black
persists with the plan of 3...g6 White can
support his centre with ¢2-c3 more con-
veniently.
5 %f4

In contrast to the games above, White
decides that he doesnt need to play the
preventive 5 h3. The straightforward de-
velopment of the bishop dissuades Black
from adventures with 5..5)f6 or 5...%%he6,

as White will have gained a useful tempo
by avoiding the ‘superfluous’ h2-h3. Of
course, whether or not White should want
to dissuade his opponent from playing
these risky moves is open to debate! How-
ever, it is clear that Black’s next move is
the key test of White’s idea (though
5...dxe4 also looks playable).
5...494 6 exd5

White must force things as otherwise
Black will achieve the strategically desir-
able exchange of bishop for knight with
impunity.

' 7..5a6?

This is a perfectly natural response to
the attack on ¢7. Indeed, it looks forced
and it is doubtful that many players reach-
ing this position over the board as Black
would spend much time looking at alter-
native ideas. However, Black needed to
show some finesse. A year after this game,
Komliakov came up with 7...%f8! which
aims to answer 8 &\c7? with 8...e5! win-
ning material after 9 &xa8 exf4 by later
trapping the knight in the corner. So 8 h3
£xf3 9 Wxf3 &c6 was played in Voro-
biov-Komliakov, Moscow 1995. Black’s
king is displaced, but then so is the white
knight on b5. (In our main game, Novik
plays his knight to a6 and then has to
spend three whole tempi re-routing it t0 a
decent square: firstly, ...2fc8 ~ not a good

square for the rook, but he has to guard ¢7
- secondly ..2Ab8 and finally ...&\c6. So
assuming that the king is safe on {8, Black
is gaining at least two moves - arguably
three moves as the rook on ¢8 will have to
be moved again - by playing 7..%f8
rather than 7..%a6) Let’s see some fur-
ther moves in the Komliakov game: 10 ¢3
Hc8 11 £.d3 a6 12 8a3 £h6! (again Black
avoids a stereotyped approach such as
12..%f6, preferring instead to clear g7 for
his king) 13 &c2 (if White plays 13 £h2
then there will be no future ideas of £g5
or We3, combined with £h6, to bother
Black) 13..2.x(4 14 Wxf4 Lg7 15 HDe3 eb
16 0-0 (16 £g4 1o occupy e5 looks better,
e.g. 16..h5 [or 16..Wc7 17 We3] 17 He5
Wf6 18 We3!) 16...h5! (ruling out 17 g4,
after which it’s difficult to find a construc-
tive plan for White) 17 Hfet Wfe 18
Wxf6+ &xf6 19 &1 h4! and Black, who
has nothing to fear on the kingside, later
won by beginning a minority attack
against the c3-pawn with ...b7-b5, ...a7-a5,
-.b5-b4 etc., which led to the collapse of
White’s queenside pawn structure, Of
course, in this extract White’s play was
very compliant with his opponent’s
wishes, but it is still useful to see what
Black planned against zero resistance.

Things are very different in our main
game, where Black’s opening inaccuracy
forever blights his middlegame chances.
8 h3 fxf3 9 Wxf3 26 10 ¢3 0-0 11
£d3 Wd7

As explained in the last note, the only
way for Black to unwind his position is to
put his king’s rook on ¢8 and play the
knight from a6 via b8 to c6. Of course,
this takes a long time and White can sim-
ply continue to build up pressure on the
kingside. ,
12 0-0 Efc8 13 Efe1 £1b8 14 Ee2 H\c6
15 Haet

see following diagram
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15...e6

Why does White double rooks on the
e-file when there is no chance of a break-
through there? We could talk about
Nimzowitschian ideas of overprotection:
the e5-square is a key centre point and any
pieces controlling this square will find
themselves well placed by accident’ when
the game opens up and the real battle be-
gins. At a less abstract level, we could say
that White has successfully provoked a
positional concession from his opponent,
as follows: Black plans to start queenside
counterplay with ...a7-a6 and ...b7-b5 fol-
lowed by ....%2%5 and ... c4, so his knight
doesn’ want 1o be tied down to the task
of defending the pawn on €7. After White

has doubled rooks his opponent decides to -

play 15..e6 to release the knight from
guard duty. But this creates a secondary
problem for Black by undermining the
knight on 6, as will be seen. Perhaps in
the long run Black cannot avoid ...e7-e6,
but maybe he shouldn’t play it so casually,
as it makes a pawn storm by White on the
kingside more plausible by ruling out de-
fences such as ..Wg4. It may have been
better to play 15...26, e.g. 16 Da3 b5 17
)2 He8 18 £g5 (18 &le3 e519) 18...Habs,
refusing to play ...e7-e6. Of course, it is
psychologically difficult for Black to play
15..26 as he appears to be spending a
tempo chasing the white knight where it

wants to go (see White’s next move).
However, 15...a6 is preparatory to 16...b5;
the attack on the white knight is purely
coincidental.

16 ©a3 Hab 17 £.g5 He8 18 ha!

Black’s kingside structure is extremely
solid, but enormous pressure is beginning
to build up against it. His own counter-
play on the queenside is painfully slow.
18...2d6 19 h5 b5 20 hxgé hxgé 21
&\c2 Eab8 22 W4

It seems that Nimzowitsch was right
(see the note at move 15). The white rook
on e2, which seemed condemned to star-
ing at the ‘brick wall’ on e6, suddenly has
the chance to swing to the h-file via €3 and
join in the attack on Black’s king,.
22..%Daca

Novik and Nesis, writing in Informator
61, claim that Black can defend success-
fully with 22..He8, but 23 He3 and 24
Eh3 looks very frightening.

23 e3

This knight threatens to jump into g4
and then {6 and so forces Black to clear the
way for the rook.
23...90xe3 24 Exe3 bg

Black’s counterattack finally hits home
after a laborious build-up, but things have
become critical on the kingside.

25 Hh3 bxc3 26 bxc3 Exc3 27 Wha

With threats such as 28 £f6 planning
29 Wh8+! 2xh8 30 Exh8 mate. Black

therefore offers the exchange but his op-
ponent isn’t to be deflected from his as-
sault on the king.

27..Exd3 28 Wh7+ &f8 29 2h6! &xh6
30 Wxh6+ Le7 31 Wgbs+ &f8 32 Wh6+
Pe7 33 W5+ f8 34 Hh8+ g7 35
Wh6+ &f6 36 Exb8?

Finally White gives into the temptation
to win material. Instead he could have
finished the game with 36 Wha+! &g7 (if
36...g5 37 Bh6+ mates in a few moves) 37
Hh7+ &f8 (37..%g8 38 Whé! wins) 38
Wf6! and mate follows on h8. Evidently
White was in time pressure here. Fortu-
nately for him, the black king still proves
fatally exposed.
36...5f5 37 Wh8+ 295 38 Zb3 Hxd4 39
Web Wd8 40 Zh3 Eca 41 Eee3! Hg4

The defenders and attackers struggle
desperately around the hapless monarch.
42 Heg3 Hxg3 43 Exg3+ @h6 44 Eh3+
g5 45 h2!

The white king and his ‘bodyguard’ -
the kingside pawns - also become in-
volved in regicide. Now the attempt to
exchange queens with 45.. Wdé6 allows the
nice finish 46 f4+ Lg4 47 Bh4+!! Sxh4
(47..40xh4 48 Wg5 mate) 48 W6+ and
mate on g5. This variation, and the even
‘prettier one that follows in the next note,
are given by Novik and Nesis. It seems
that despite losing the game in what must
have been an excruciating style, Novik

was still impressed enough by the aesthetic
beauty of White’s mating variations to
want to annotate the game. Such a noble
gesture deserves praise, since most players
would only consider writing notes to their
losses to prove how extraordinarily unjust
chess can be.
45...d4 46 13! f6

If 46..d3 47 Bh4!! &xh4 (47.d2 48
Lh3!t Wd3 49 Hg4+ &h5 50 Whe+ Dhe
51 Wf6) 48 Wfa-+ Bh5 49 g4+ Fha 50 g5+
£h5 51 Wg4 mate! The actual finish is
slightly more prosaic.
47 4+ &g4 48 We2+ Lxi4 49 Ef3+
&g5 50 Wd2+ %h5 51 g4+ &h4 52
W4l 1-0 :

Mate with Eh3 follows.

Game 9
J.Polgar-Shirov
Linares 1994

1e4 96 2d4 297 3 5c3 c6 4 D3 d6
Black avoids the 4...d5 lines above. In
what follows we have chosen in principle
not to give variations in which Black plays
a quick ..5\6, as this results in a direct
transposition to the Pirc Defence, which is
outside the scope of this book. Neverthe-
less, 1t is inadvisable to stick to this ‘rule’
too religiously. Sometimes .26 is clearly
the best move and it is foolish to forbid it!
A good example is if White now plays 5
a4, a standard move in the Classical. Since
this rules out 5..b5, virtually the only
‘Modern’ move left is 5..8)d7. However,
this allows White’s bishop to get to a good
diagonal after 6 £c4!, when 6..e6 7 0-0
Dgf6 8 Eel 009 £b3 W7 10 h3 a6 (bet-
ter is 10...e5 but 11 25 is still favourable
for White ~ Nunn and McNab) 11 £f4 &5
12 2h2 gave White an irritating edge in
Barua-Petursson, Novi Sad 1990. There-
fore, in this instance we recommend
5..0\6!, when 6 £c4 can now be an-
swered by 6..d5 with good chances to
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equalise. Instead the game Leko-Shirov,
Dortmund 1996, went 6 £e2 00 7 0-0
@bd7 8 Lf4 (not letting Black play 8...e5
with impunity) 8...He8!? (Shirov says he
didn’t like the variation 8..¥c7 9 5 &h5
10 £g5 dxe5 11 £xe7 Ze8, when after 12
d5! Black is committed to 12...Hxe7 13 dé
Wd8 14 dxe7 Wxe7. Black may well have
adequate compensation for the exchange
here, but if a cheerful sacrificer like Shirov
refuses to play it then perhaps we should
also think twicel) 9 Eel (9 £d2 has also
been suggested, but 9...e5 surely equalises)
9..Wc7 10 €5 £h5 11 exd6 exd6 12 £e3 d5
and Black had equalised.

5 £g5!?

White has many options here:

a) The restraining 5 a4 has already been
discussed in the last note above.

b) The move 5 h3 is highly important
when it is the precursor of the system
based on f.e3 (see Game 10).

c) If 5 £e3 at once, rather than allow a
transposition to Games 10 or 11, Black
should take the chance to play 5...&.g41,
cutting across White’s plans of an untrou-
bled central build-up. Then 6 a4 (6 £e2
and 6 h3 are sound) 6...2xf3 7 gxf3?! (no
doubt White was afraid of 7 Wxf3 Whé
hitting both b2 and d4, but then 8 £c4
looks like a good attacking move) 7...d5 8
a5 e6 with a position similar to that
reached in our main game but without

Black having spent a move on ... @b6, and
White having played two rather superflu-
ous moves with his a-pawn (Zapata-
Chernin, St John 1988), ‘
d) Another alternative is 5 £.c4, when
Black can play 5...b5, his standard plan in
the next two games, with a gain of tempo.
Play could go 6 £b3 (the sharp 6 &xbs,
hoping for 6...cxd5?? 7 £d5, can be met
by 6 ...d5, when 7 £b3 dxe4 8 &g5 cxb5 9
Oxf7 Wxd4 10 Wxd4 £xd4 11 Hxh8 eb! is
better for Black) 6...a5 7 a4 b4 § He2 )¢
9 €5 Dd5 10 &4 &ixf4 11 Lxf4 d5 12 00
&g4 13 h3 Lxf3 14 Wxf3, as in De Fir-
mian-Alburt, USA Championship 1984.
Black has a solid and safe position, and the
two white bishops aren’t very imposing in
view of the blocked centre. However,
White has his customary space advantage.
€) Finally, 5 Le2 is well answered by
5...b5! With good reason, in Games 10 and
11 below, White prefers to develop this
bishop to d3. Then ...b5-b4 is not much of
a threat because of the simple retreat {e2,
which keeps the knight nicely centralised.
Here, however, with the bishop blocking
the e2-square, the knight would be driven
back to bl or offside to a4. So White
normally feels it is necessary to play 6 a3.
This loss of a move allows Black to equal-
ise and aim for more, e.g. 6..26 7 f¢3
)7 8 0-0 £b7 (or 8..e5 9 Wd2 £b7 10
Hadl 2gf6 11 £h6 00 12 &xg7 xg7 13
h3 He8 14 dxe5 dxe5 15 We3 Wc7 with
equality in G.Garcia-Nogueiras, Granma
1987) 9 Wd2 Wc7 10 b4?! (10 Bad1 is more
solid) 10...23gf6 11 £h6 0-0 12 &xg7 dxg7
13 Efe1 Bfd8 14 We3 e5 15 Hed1 hé6 16 h3
c5! and Black began the process of under-
mining White’s weakened queenside in
T.Olafsson—Conquest, Reykjavik 1998.
The move Polgar selects in the game
leads to a highly interesting clash of plans
in the middlegame.
5..Whe!?
The idea of this move is to obstruct

White’s most aggressive set-up, which con-
sists of 6 Wd2 and 7 0-0-0.
6 Eb1

Instead, White could call Black’s bluff
with 6 Wd2, when after 6..Wxb2 7 Eb1
W23, Shirov gives 8 £d3 h6 9 Le3 HM6 10
0-0 £3bd7 11 h3 Wa5 as unclear. More di-
rect is 8 Rc4, e.g. 8..82d7 9 0-0 Abé 10
£b3 &6 11 €5 dxe5 12 dxe5 DMd5 13 Hes
(thus far this is the game Kogan-Kantsler,
Tel Aviv 1996; recapturing the pawn with
13 &xd5 etc. is the obvious alternative
with unclear play) and now'13...£f5 looks
okay for Black.

The game move looks rather unnatural,
but it doesn’t indicate a lack of ambition.
It becomes clear that Polgar intends to
attack on the queenside, kingside and in
the centre!

6...294 7 £.e3

The fact that the bishop could have
gone to this square ‘in one go’ suggests
that White’s opening strategy may not be
quite sound.
7...8xf3 8 gxf3

Having declined the chance to sacrifice
the b-pawn, White was hardly going to
offer the d-pawn with 8 Wxf3?

The doubled pawns give Polgar’s king-
side a slightly fragile look, but on the
other hand she has a trumpcard in form
of the light-squared bishop which now has
no rival. Black decides to construct a cen-

tre pawn barrier on d5 and e6 to curb the
bishop’s activity. Meanwhile, White gains
space on the kingside by advancing the h-
pawn and is ready to pounce if a tactical
opportunity presents itself.

8. Wc7 :

A necessary retreat, as Black wants to
play ...e7-e6 without being embarrassed by
a discovered attack on his queen after d5.

9 h4 e6! 10 h5 d5 11 Wd2

Black’s centre looks solid, but he has
spent a lot of time setting it up. A more
direct plan for White was 11 We2, but
Shirov shows that Black has nothing to
fear: 11..2)6 12 h6 £f8 13 £g5 L7 and
if 14 2xf6 Qxf6 15 exd5 cxd5 16 &ixds
Wa5+ 17 §c3 £xd4 18 Wb5+ Qcb! etc. is
good for Black.
11...d7 12 b4

And here White can set her opponent
problems with 12 exd5 exd5 13 &f4 Wbé

14 We3+. Now Shirov gives the long
variation 14..2e7 15 £d6 0-0P 16 £ xe7
Hfes 17 Se2 £f8 18 hxgt hxgb 19 Lc5
xc5 20 dxc5 £xc5 21 Whe £.d4 22 &d1
£.g7 23 Wh4 He5 when he concludes that
Black’s initiative against the white king
gives him enough for the piece. Black is by
no means forced into this, and could try
the quiet 14..%d8, when White has 1o
think about defending his d-pawn.
12...4gf6 13 h6 £.18 14 L4 Wd8

Black could force equality with 14...e5

15 dxe5 &xe5 16 fxe5 Yxe5 17 f4 We6 18
€5 De4 (Shirov) but the game move keeps
the tension.
15 £d3 %e7 16 He2 0-0 17 c3 b5!
Black plans to undermine the white
queenside and so begins by fixing the
pawn on b4,
18 £f1 a5 19 a3 Hb6 20 Hel1 He8
The outpost square on c4 attracts the
attention of both black knights.
21 Keb! N
Despite the fact that the kingside is vir-
tually blocked, White succeeds in generat-
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ing potent threats against the black king,

21...50d6 22 297 Hdcs 23 We1 He8 24
e5 axb4 25 axb4 Ha2

Black has broken through on the
queenside, but he has to be alert to danger
on the other wing, :
26 W4

Now White plans Wg4 and &4 fol-
lowed either by the sacrifice #)xe6 when
...[xe6? Wxe6 would be mate, or alterna-
tively a double piece sacrifice on g6, fol-
lowed by Wxgé and a quick mate. Black
acts. fast to exchange both the white
bishop on d3 and the knight.
26...2d2 27 £b1! Had 28 Lg2 Hab2 29
Wga! Ha3!

The bishop on bl will be eliminated
just in time to thwart White’s plan.
30 &f4 Hxb1 31 Exb1 HNd3 32 Hxd3
Exd3
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White persists in trying to attack, but
this just loses the queenside pawns. White
had to defend ¢3 with 33 Ehcl, when
33..5! 34 exfo fxfé 35 Hall fxg7 36
hxg7 is unclear according to Shirov.
33...Hxc3 34 Ha7 Hc4H! 35 Ehal Hxba
36 Wf4 c5 37 Exe7

This sacrifice is White’s only chance to
create a swindle,
37...Wxe7 38 416 Wc7 39 Ha6 Hxd4d 40
Wg5 Za4 41 Ed6 Zaa8 42 Ec6!?

No better is 42 2.d8 f6. White was hop-
ing against hope for 42..Wxc62? 43 .7,
when 43...Hxe7 44 Wf6! mates or 43...f5 44
W6 etc. But Shirov is vigilant.
42..Wa7 43 £d8 16!

Here 43..Haxd8? 44 Wfe is
avoided, e.g. 44...5f8 45 Hde!!

44 $xf6 c4 45 Wga W7 46 Wd4 Zecs
47 ¥b6 Hxc6 48 Wxc6 Eb8 0-1

After 49 Wde Hc8 50 Wa6 Wd7 Black
wins by pushing the c-pawn. An enthrall-
ing struggle.

best

Black pfays 3...c6 and 4...d5 (Gurgenidze Odds and Ends)

‘Game 10
Van der Weide-Piket
Rotterdam 1998

1ed g6 2d4 297 3 H\c3 c6 4 53 d6 5
h3 -

White has adopted a Classical variation
move order, but in fact he intends to play
a system with £e3 similar to that dis-
cussed in the next main game. As a first
step, he prevents Black from disturbing his
build-up with 5...&g4.
5...b5

As in the next game, Black’s queenside
expansion is enterprising but risky as it
provides targets for the white pieces and
pawns. There were two alternatives:

a) Black can strike at the centre imme-
diately with 5...e5. However, he would be
slightly worse after 6 dxe5 dxe5 7 Wxd8+
$xd8 8 L3 f6 9 £c4 etc. In particular,
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the bishop on ¢8 is deprived of good de-
velopment squares.

b) More reasonable is 5...%4)d7, planning
...e7-¢5. Then after 6 Le3 €5 (6...2Dgf6 7 €5
may be awkward) followed by 7..&gf6
and 8...00 play would be similar to that in
the Yudasin game with 5...2d7 mentioned
in the note to Black’s fifth move in the
next main game. )

6 2d3 Nd7
Not satisfactory is 6...e5 7 L.e3 £d7?!

i (7..-a6 or 7...£.b7 are necessary) 8 d5! b4 9
' dxcb bxc3 10 cxd7+ £xd7 11 bxc3 96 12
¢4 S.¢6 13 A2 (Yudasin) when White has

' a useful extra pawn.

7 0-0 £b72!

Here 7...e5 8 d5 looks bad, but 7...26
was more solid, when 8 a4 Eb8 is the same
idea as in the next main game.

8 £e3 ab

In view of the unexpected catastrophe
awaiting him at move 12, all of Black’s
moves now appear wrong. Preferable was
8...e5 9 a4 b4, with a defensible position.

9 a4 e5?

Black goes confidently to his doom.
Here he definitely had to try 9...b4, even
though it weakens his queenside pawns.

10 axb5 cxb5

If 10...axb5 11 Exa8 £xa8 (11.. Wxa8 12
d5! cxd5 13 §xb5 Wh8 14 £a7 is a disaster
for Black) 12 Wa1l (12 d51) is good for
White (Yudasin).

11 dxeb! dxeb

. Perhaps Black thought he had a small
advantage here, as after 12..8gf6 next
move the threat of ...b5-b4, winning the
ed4-pawn, is difficult for White to meet.
However, Black isn’t slightly better - he is
completely lost! After White’s reply he
will never find time to play ...&2\gf6.

12 &xb5!!

White blasts open the position. Despite
the sacrifice of a piece he will always have
the advantage in firepower where it mat-
ters, as Black’s kingside pieces are unpre-
pared for a battle in the centre. This is the
type of breakthrough Black always fears
when, in an opening like the Modern De-
fence, he has delayed the development of
his pieces in search of immediate counter-
play with his pawns on the queenside.
12...axb5 13 Hxb5 L.18

Black has to staunch,up the d6-square.
If 13..Hxal 14 Wxal £c6 Yudasin gives
the crushing variation 15 &dé+ 2f8 16
Dg5! Dhé 17 &dxf7!, when Black is pul-
verised as 17.%0xf7 18 &e6+ wins his
queen.

14 Wd3

With the black king trapped in the cen-
tre, there is no need for White to rush. Me
clears d1 for his king’s rook and intends to
exchange the other rook on a8 followed
by Wc4!, when a subsequent Hc7+ will
drive out the black king,
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14...2a6 15 Efd1 Wc8

The queen dodges the threat of 16 Exa6
L.xa6 17 Qxe5.

16 Exab 2xa6 17 Hd6+!

This forces the exchange of the only
black piece actively resisting on the dark
squares.
17...8xd6 18 ¥Wxd6 2e2

This is a spirited attempt to eliminate
one of the attackers. If instead 18...&gf6
19 L.g5 Dxe4? 20 We7 is mate.

19 Zd5! He7

If 19..f6 then 20 &Hixe5! Hxe5 21
Exe5+! fxe5 22 Wxe5+ &d7 23 Wxh§ is
winning. Perhaps the best chance for con-
tinued resistance was 19..8xf3, but 20
Bxe5+! Dxe5 21 Wxe5+ ©d7 22 Wxhs
£e2 23 Wxh7 leaves White with four
pawns for the piece and a continuing at-
tack. Both of these variations are given by
Petursson.
20 Hxeb!

After this further sacrifice, Black’s dark
squares completely collapse.
20...xd5 21 Hxd7! Eg8

If 21.9xd7 22 Wes5+ He7(l) 23
Wxh8+ picks up both rook and knight
with check.
22 4gb! La6

Or 22..Wxd7 23 Wb+ Wds 24 Wxds
mate.
23 exd5 Wxd7 24 We5+1-0

Black gave up as 24..%f8 25 &hé6+

wins the rook to start with. A brilliant
attacking display by White.

Game 11
Gallagher-Irzhanov
Lucerne 1997

1ed4 g6 2d4 297 35c3c64 Le3d6

In view of the difficulties Black encoun-
ters in this game, the reader is urged to
investigate 4...d5? here. Then after 5 Wd2
dxe4 6 Zixe4 O)d7 7 0-0-0 Hgf6 8 H)c32! (8
@xf6+ is better ~ Krasenkov) 8..00 9 3
b5 10 &b1 £b6 11 ha h5 12 £hé £e6 13
£xg7 Lxg7 14 Dh3 b4 15 De4 Ha4! Black
had excellent attacking chances based on
.. Wa5 in Socko-Krasenkov, Poland 1996.
Of course, White can also play less aggres-
sively (perhaps recklessly is a better word)
than this, but Black should hardly experi-
ence serious problems. Also possible is 5
f3, when 5..56 6 5 &fd7 7 f4 b5 8 £.d3
@b6 9 b3 was murky but turned out well
for White in Vujosevic-Sekulic, Yugoslavia
1995. Perhaps Black should take the bull
by the horns with 5..dxe4 6 fxe4 e5?
which looks fine for him. (Incidentally,
Irzhanov himself never had the chance to
try 4..d5 as we cheated with the move
order - the game actually began 3...d6 4
£e3c6)

Another ~alternative is 4. Wb6, as
played in Adams-Shirov, Belgrade 1995.
This audacious move, putting the queen
on the same diagonal as White’s bishop,
aims to prevent White from achieving his
most aggressive set-up with 5 Wd2. and 6
0-0-0. After the game continuation 5 Eb1
d6 6 &3 96 7 Le2 W7 8 00, Adams
recommends 8...2g4 when exchanging off
the knight on f3 would be positionally
well motivated. In case the reader doubts
this, we should look at how much the
knight contributed to Black’s downfall in
the game after the move actually played:
8..83bd721 9 a4 0-0 10 &d2! €5 11 dxeS

dxe5 12 Q4 Ed8 13 Wd6! He8 14 Wxc7
Dxc7 15 £d6 Deb 16 Lcd b6 17 Lxeb
Hxd6 18 £b3! Here Black cannot easily

- untangle his pieces as 18..2e6 19 £¢5
Hd2 20 fixe6 fxe6 21 Hbcl! leaves him

with weakened pawns. Nevertheless this is
how he should play. In the game Shirov
tried to keep his pawn structure intact and
was defeated in classy positional style by
Adams: 18..4d7?! 19 Ebd1 £f8 20 &b
(an excellent move, planning to bring the
knight to ¢4 via a3) 20..Hxd1 21 Exdl
dg7 22 Had £xa3 (this destroys the
knight but severely weakens his dark
squares) 23 bxa3 A8 24 a5 e7 25 f41
&)f6? (25...b6! — Adams) 26 fxe5 Dxed 27

Hd4 215 28 g4 ¢5 29 Hc4 and Black re- .

signed. A rather drastic defeat, but 4...¥bé
deserves attention. Nevertheless, we repeat
that 4...d5 seems like the best option.

5 Wd2

If 5 h3 Black can try 5..9a5!”? when af-
ter 6 f4 (by no means forced ~ 6 &3 is
also quite reasonable, when 6..e5 is
probably best) 6..5)6 7 2d3 5 8 Wf3? (8
M3 §bd7 is unclear according to Koro-
tylev), as in Sveshnikov-Korotylev, St Pe-
tersburg 1994, Black could have played
8..Dxed!! as 9 fxe5 (9 Wxed d5 10 W3
exd4 wins for Black) 9..8xc3 10 &d2
dxe5 11 £xc3 Wc7 12 dxe5 00 is slighily
better for Black — Sveshnikov.

During the course of the 1990s, White

developed a highly dangerous system
against the Pirc/Modern set-up involving
£e3. If it is a Pirc and Black has played
.&M6 and .00, White is ready to ex-
change dark-squared bishops with Wd2
and £h6 and then launch a quick kingside
attack with h2-h4 and h4-h5 (of course,
White doesn’t castle kingside). This direct
attacking plan has proved surprisingly
difficult to meet. In the Modern the
knight remains on g8, which obstructs, or
at least delays, the plan of Wd2 and £hé.
Meanwhile, Black is usually aiming for
counterplay with a queenside pawn ad-
vance involving ...b7-b5. White normally
responds by bunching his pieces in the
centre, e.g. knights on c3 and f3, bishops
on d3 and €3 and queen on d2, and then
tries to undermine Black’s pawn structure
on the queenside. He is also waiting for
...t0)f6, in the hope that the pawn advance
e4-e5 will prove strong.

In passing, we should mention the in-
dependent line 5 h4!?, when 5..h5 6 Hh3
&6 (6...8xh3 may be better, eliminating
the knight before it reaches the impregna-
ble g5-square) 7 3 b5 8 &g5 was played in
Onischuk-Irzhanov, Lucerne 1997. Here
Onischuk gives 8...26 9 €5 £d5 as unclear.
5...b5

Since Black has played ...c7-c6, this bid
for counterplay is a natural plan. How-
ever, it proves double-edged as White can
later play to undermine the black queen-
side pawns.

It was also possible to ignore the queen-
side and develop rapidly in the style of a
Pirc defence with the aim of ...e7-¢5, e.g.
5.7 6 D3 &gf6 7 h3 0-0 8 £d3 e5 9
00 He8 10 Hfel exd4 11 &Hixd4 A5 12
£h6, as in YudasinKakageldiev, Biel
1993, when Yudasin  recommends
12..&xhe! 13 Wxh6 Wb6 with unclear
play. The queen on hé is a térrible sight
for Black, but meanwhile on the queenside
he is threatening both 14..¥xb2 and
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14...8)xd3, winning a piece.

6 2d3

White has some important alternatives
here:

a) 6 {3 may appear somewhat superflu-
ous as the ce-pawn is under no threat.

However, the plan of castling queenside
and then pushing the kingside pawns has
been used in diverse forms by some of the

best players in the world, so it deserves
respect. Here alter 6..6\d7 7 g4 &b6 8 h4,
the vital block 8..h5! led to unclear play
in Oll-S.Mohr, Debrecen 1989,

b) A second possibility is the attempt to
land a blow in the centre with 6 0-00 &\d7
7 €512 when 7..40b6 8 exd6 exd6 9 Lg5
(Nunn and McNab suggest that 9 el
@e7 10 £h6 0-0 11 h4 is more dangerous)
9..f6 10 2.4 d5 11 £d3 &f7 12 h4 h5 13
f3 @7 was unclear in Maros-Petran, Slo-
vakia 1994,
6...0d7 7 O3

Another idea was 7 f4? with a hybrid
between the fe3 system and the Austrian
Attack. One example is 7...80b6 8 b3 H)f6
9 &)f3 a6 with a slight advantage for White
in Granda-Kurajica, Groningen 1997.
7...a6 8 a4

White puts immediate pressure on the
black queenside and is rewarded with con-
trol of the a- file.
8...Eb8

Black wants to keep his queenside

pawns compact, and thus avoids 8...b4 9
@e2 a5, when White can play c2-c3 to
break them up. An important alternative
was 8...2b7, but this leaves the queenside
vulnerable to a sudden breakthrough. For
example, Yudasin gives the variation 9 0-0
€5 10 Hfd1 Wc7 11 axb5 axb5 12 Bxa8+
£.xa8 13 d5! breaking up the black queen-
side, with a clear advantage to White.
Something even nastier happened to Black
in the previous game.
9 axb5 axb5 10 0-0 b4

Black wants to play 10...e5 but 11 d5 is
awkward for him, so first he chases back
the white knight.
11 De2 HHgfé 12 4h6

The exchange of dark-squared bishops
is an important theme in White’s opening
strategy. It weakens Black’s kingside and
removes most of his dynamic chances,
leaving him to face a dour defensive task.
12...0-0 13 g3 e5

It is important that Black achieves his
space-gaining advance, but nonetheless the
position remains worse for him. White
now builds up an initiative on the king-
side.
14 Qxg7 &xg7 15 Wg5! We7 16 HOHi5+
g8 17 Efel He8

18 Whe?

This was tempting as 18...gxf5? would
now leave Black facing a lethal attack after
19 g5 &)df6 20 exf5. A possible finish
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Bl;ack plays 3...c6 and 4...d5 (Gurgenidze Odds and Ends)

would be 20..We7 21 He3 &h8 22 Eh3,
when h7 collapses with a quick mate.
However, while it is true that some sacni-
fices, such as 12 £xb5 in the game above,
are more determined than others not to be
ignored, there is no rule in chess that says
you have to accept every sacrifice! In this
instance Black can simply decline the of-
fer.

Much stronger for White was the quiet

18 fc4! (as recommended by Yudasin)

which puts the bishop on an active diago-

nal where it exerts pressure on {7. Then
18...d5 19 exd5 @b, trying to exploit the
loose position of the bishop and knight,
would fail for a number of reasons, e.g. 20
d6! when 20.5xd6 21 Hxd6 (or 21
De7+) 21..Wxd6 22 dxe5 leaves White a
pawn up for nothing. If instead Black
plays quietly, the pin on {7 would be very
awkward for him, as he is deprived of the
plan of ..f7-f6 enabling his queen to de-
fend the second rank on the kingside.
With the bishop on ¢4 White’s idea of
Whé combined with Dg5 would therefore
be much stronger. This was a very instruc-
tive moment as it shows the difference
between a genuinely strong move and one
which only makes a strong visual impres-
sion.

18...5b6!

This takes away the c4-square from the
white bishop (if White had played 18 £.c4
last move he could now reply 19 £b3,
keeping his bishop on the excellent diago-
nal). Black is therefore threatening
18...gxf5 when 19 &g5 {6 gives him a win-
ning position.

19 De3 16 20 Nc4 Leb

Black keeps up the fight for the c4-
square.

21 5xb6 Wxb6 22 Haé Wc7 23 Hea

The possession of the afile gives White
an undoubted advantage, but on its own
this should hardly be enough to win the

game.
23...50g7 24 dxe5 dxe5 25 Ea7 Eb7 26
We3 b3!
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This is a good defensive move, under-
mining the white bishop and getting rid of
the potentially weak b-pawn.

27 cxb3 £xb3 28 Exb7 Wxb7 29 Wc5

If 29 Ba7 Wh4 30 Whé Ef7 is solid
enough for Black.
29...417 30 £.c4 Za8

Definitely not 30..Wxb2? 31 &xf7+

Sxf7 (31..Ex{7 32 Ha8+) 32 Wed+! etc.
31 Bd1 Deb6 32 £xe6 Lxe6 33 h3 217
34 Hd2 &g7 35 ©h2 Eb8 36 Wd6 Wh5
37 We7 Eb7 38 Wd8 c57?

Instead 38...Eb8 holds the draw.

39 Ed6 1-0

Black resigned as f6 drops followed by
5. This was a sad end for Black, who after
defending precisely for most of the game
blundered just when the draw seemed in
sight. However, a regular tournament
player knows that a sudden collapse after a
painstaking defence is by no means an
unusual occurrence. Black was always
having to find precise moves and side-step
pitfalls, whereas White had the luxury of
knowing that he could make an inaccurate
move without jeopardising his safety” (as
happened at move 18). Gallagher knew
that if he kept up the pressure there was a
good chance Black would falter in the end.
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Summary

After 4 &)f3 d5 (Games 6-8) Black has good chances for equality, but he must play ex-
actly. The quiet lines of the Pseudo-Classical after 4 £)f3 d6 (in the notes to Game 9)
don’t seem particularly dangerous for Black (or White!), while 5 285 (Game 9) is inter-
esting but probably inaccurate. More critical is the system with' an early £e3 seen in
Games 10 and 11. These games are hardly a great advertisement for the plan of queenside
expansion with ...b7-b5, though with best play Black is okay but somewhat passive. Nev-
ertheless, in particular after 4 £e3 (Game 11) 4...d5 is recommended.

1e4 g6 2d4 297 3 Hc3 ¢6 (D)

4 N3
4 8e3 - Game 11
4...d5
4...d6 (D)
5 8¢5~ Game 9
5h3 b5 6 £d3 9d7 7 0-0 - Game 10
5 h3 (D)
5 2f4 - Game 8
5...20f6
5..0h6 - Game 7
6 €5 Ded - Game 6
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In this chapter we examine lines begin-
ning 1 e4 g6 2 d4 £g7 3 &c3 db, where
after 4 4 or 4 £.e3 or 4 D3 (4 £c4 and 4
£g5 are to be found in Chapter 4) Black
plays 4...a6. Note that 4...c6 would trans-
pose to variations given in the previous

7. two chapters, while 4..8)6 leads to the

Pirc Defence. Also, 4...8.g4 is briefly men-
tioned in the notes to Game 16.

All the games in the chapter have inter-
related ideas and plans which makes the
enormous.
Black is not greatly concerned with the
rapid development of his kingside pieces
.and aims for an immediate queenside ex-
pansion with ...a7-a6 and ....b7-b5, usually
followed by ....20d7 or ...&b7. This strat-
egy is seen at its best in Games 12 and 13,
where White plays 4 £e3 a6 5 Wd2 with
the idea of a quick £h6 followed by an

. attack on Black’s castled king. In the Pirc,

where Black has already committed him-
self with ..2M6, White has scored well

" using this system. However, by delaying
- .26 and concentrating on the queenside
. Black can take most of the sting out of

White’s attacking system, as Mikhail
Gurevich proves in two fine games.
There are, however, two main sources

of danger for Black in omitting an early
.&M6. Firstly, White may achieve a
breakthrough in the centre with e4-e5 and
slay the black pieces while they are still on
their starting squares. Anand tries this
plan in Game 14 after the move order 3
&c3 d6 4 Le3 a6 5 f3 etc., but Black’s
position should prove resilient enough. In
fact, the plan of a central breakthrough is
much more promising after the ‘Austrian’
move order 3 &c3 dé 4 f4, as White’s e4-¢5
advance will be bolstered by the pawns on
d4 and f4. This is demonstrated in Game
16, where Black has some doubtful mo-
ments in the opening phase. However, it
is clearly not any easy type of game for
White to play either, as Black’s heroic
defence is rewarded with a battling vic-
tory. |

The second danger facing Black is the
attack on his b5-pawn beginning with a2-
a4. This may or may not be combined
with another idea such as an e4-e5 advance
or Wd2 and £hé. Ideally, Black would
like to stand his ground with his pawns,
but in most cases he is compelled to
weaken them by advancing with ..b5-b4
or even playing the ugly ...b5xa4. White
adopts the plan of a2-a4 in Game 15,
where he responds to Black’s provocative
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1 e4 g6 2d4 £97 3 Dec3 d6: The Main Lines

Modern set-up in very classical style: he
makes only two pawn moves in the open-
ing (the two ‘best’ ones, e2-e4 and d2-d4,
according to classical precepts), puts his
knights on the well approved ¢3- and f3-
squares, and then develops his bishop un-
pretentiously on €2. We may sneer at
White’s lack of sophistication, but in the
game Black soon finds himself in serious

trouble! Nevertheless, with accurate play
Black can hold the balance.

Game 12
Skripchenko-M.Gurevich
Groningen 1997
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With 4 £e3 White declares his inten-
tion to play Wd2 and £hé followed by
&xg7 to exchange off dark-squared bish-
ops. Then, assuming Black has castled
kingside, the next stage will be to launch a
direct assault with h2-h4-h5 and h5xg6,
breaking open the h-file. If all goes well,
this will culminate in a quick mate, possi-
bly heralded by ¥hé with the queen sup-
ported by the rook on hl. White’s king
meanwhile will probably have castled on
the queenside, so as to be secure and not
get in the way of the attack of his own
pieces. In tournament practice this simple
plan has proved very dangerous for Black,
who has often found himself the victim of

a crushing defeat. One counter method for
Black is to avoid or delay castling kingside,
bur White can play Wd2 and £.h6 just the
same, when after the exchange ..&xhé
(probably forced as the bishop is unde-
fended); Wixh6 White’s queen is forever
threatening to infiltrate on g7. In that case,
Black will probably start wishing he had
castled, so that after the exchange £xg7
@xg7 at least his king would defendmg the
dark squares!

However, Black has available a2 much
more subtle response to White’s direct
plan. Thankfully, he has chosen a Modern
Defence move order and his knight isn’t
yet on f6. So at the moment if White plays
Wd2 and £hé Black simply takes the
bishop and wins a piece (unfortunately
things get more complicated than this!).
Black’s next move reveals his best strategy.
4...a6!

Black leaves his knight back on g8 and
instead prepares to expand on the queen-
side with ...b7-b5. There are two further
advantages to this plan. Firstly, if White
responds with 5 a4, then queenside cas-
tling becomes a less attractive option for
him, which means that a gung ho attack
with 0-0-0 and h2-h4-h5 becomes much
less likely. And secondly, the white e-

pawn could become a target after .. &b7

or a later ...M6, threatening ...b5-b4.

Another ‘Modern’ alternative was
4...c6, which transposes to Chapter 2. On
the whole, a queenside expansion with
-.b7-b5 is more effective when it is sup-
ported by ...a7-a6 rather than with ...c7-c6.
The latter, although solid, has several
negative points.

Firstly, ...c7-c6 curtails the activity of
Black’s queenside pieces as it takes away
the cé- -square from the knight (though we
should point out that d7 is often its best
square) and leaves the queen’s bishop
blocked in after the plausible development

.&b7. Also, ..c7-c6 exposes the centre to
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the undermining advance d4-d5!? and
should Black ever choose to adopt the
plan of ...c6-c5 to attack d4 he will proba-
bly have to spend a tempo safeguarding
the b5-pawn with ...a7-a6, when he would
be losing time compared with the imme-
diate ...a7-a6 and ...c7-c5.

5 Wd2

Black must eventually play .36, as it
would be suicidal to leave his kingside
permanently undeveloped. Therefore at
some point White will get the chance to
play $.h6 and so prepares accordingly.

Of the alternatives, 5 23 is analysed in
Game 14. There are also many transposi-
tional possibilities here. We give two of
the most important:

2) After 5 h4 h5 6 Wd2 b5 7 {3 £d7 8
£\h3 £b7 9 ad c6 10 g5 gl 11 £e2 0-0
12 00 5 Black had equalised in Apicella-
Hillarp-Persson, Zaragoza 1995. The criti-
cal test in this sequence has to be 9 0-0-0,
which transposes to 7 0-0-0 mentioned at
the end of the note to White’s seventh
move in Game 13. There 9..Hc8!? is sug-
gested.

b) 5 4 transposes to a variation of the
Austrian Attack — see the notes at moves
seven and eight in Game 16.
5...b5 6 a4

White decides to quell Black’s queenside
insurrection. This is a good time to strike
as the pawns aren’t yet supported by the
pieces, and therefore cannot be maintained
in a compact formation (obviously 6...c6?
7 axb5 cxb5 7 £xb5+ wins a pawn). So
Black is compelled to break ranks with his
b-pawn, when his queenside pawn struc-
ture becomes dislocated. But at least he has
created some counterplay and discouraged
White from ever castling queenside. This
means that if, as occurs in the game, White
reverts to the plan of a kingside artack,
then it isn’t just the black king which
could find itself in danger.

The alternative 6 3 in considered in

Game 13.
6...ba 7 Hd1

Instead 7 Dce2 a5 8 &g3 was possible,
as in Kaminiski-Ehlvest, Polanica Zdroj
1997, when 8..20d7 was played. An inter-
esting but risky-looking alternative would
be 8..d5!2, e.g. 9 £d3 £b7 10e5 c5P?

// /// ﬂ/
, /// //7 ///, /
//
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7...a5 8 ¢3 &)f6 9 13 bxc3 10 bxc3 0-0
An example of the dangers Black faces if
he plays carelessly is Anand-Khalifman,
Las Palmas 1993, which went 10...c6?! 11
£h6 0-0 12 ht €5 13 h5 He8 14 hxgé fxgb
15 Lxg7 &xg7 16 QM2 Ha7?! (he should
seek counterplay with 16..49bd7! - An-
and) 17 Ebl! £e6 (still 17..0bd7! was
correct as the bishop becomes a target on
" this square) 18 dxe5 dxe5 19 Whe+ g8 20
Bygh3! We7 21 g5 £a2 22 b2 Wa3 23
Hxa2! (giving up the exchange to gain time
to smash Black’s kingside) 23..Wxa2 24
Nxh7! (White gets his attack in first)
24..4xxh7 25 Wxgb+ A8 26 Hxh7 Exh7
27 Yxh7 Wg8 28 Wh4! (of course he
avoids the exchange of queens) 28..4d7
29 Gigt Wb3 30 Who+ Fe7 31 Wxch.
White now has the material advantage of
three pawns for the exchange plus contin-
ued attacking chances against Black’s king
which is denuded of pawn cover. Mean-
while, White’s own king can slip away to
g1 if necessary where it will be very se-
cure. Anand eventually converted these
advantages into a win.

/
1///
///
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1 e4 g6 2 d4 g7 3 &c3 d6: The Main Lines

11 £h6

Skripchenko has ‘tidied up’ the queen-
side and now launches a kingside on-
slaught. A less ambitious approach was 11
£d3 Dbd7 12 De2 c6 13 00, just develop-
ing the pieces. However, 13...e5 14 &2
d5, as in Ljubojevic-Ehlvest, Linares 1991,
gives Black plenty of play in the centre.

/ﬁ%/ 4%Z/i/%// %
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11...e5!

White has actually fallen behind in de-
velopment, so 1t is natural for Black to try
to open lines in the centre, especially since
the white king could become vulnerable.
12 h4 He8 13 d5

This keeps the centre blocked: Black
mustn’t be allowed to play ...d6-d5 him-
self.
13...c6 14 dxc6 &xc6 15 &xg7 <@xgﬂ 16
£b5 Wc7 17 h5 Le6

Again Black tries to break out with
...d6-d5!

18 De3 .

Instead 18 hxgé fxgb 19 g4 Hed8 was
unclear (Gurevich). The queen and king’s
rook have been unable to strike a decisive
blow against Black’s king, and so rather
belatedly White brings the knights into
the fray.
18...Hed8 19 hxg6 fxg6 20 &H\e2 tHe7!

Tactics come before  strawegy! Tlere
20...d5? looks very logical (indeed it has
been Black’s aim for some moves) but it
fails to 21 exds Sixd5 22 Hxds Hxds 23

Whe+ Sh8 (23..&g8 24 2.c4) 24 Wxeb
when White is winning (Gurevich). It will
be seen that White’s bishop, sitting unob-
trusively on b5, plays a big part in Black’s
demise inn this variation: there is a poten-
tial Rc4 pin and also the latent threat of
£xcb, driving the black queen away from
the defence of h7 after the recapture
.. ¥xc6 and so making Whé-+ very strong.
It is the fortune or misfortune of this
bishop which will decide who comes out
on top in the resulting struggle.
21 c4

White stops ...d6-d5 once and for all,
which 1s a very important achievement,
though in the process the dark squares,
especially d4, are weakened. The bishop is
also not too happy, as it finds its retreat
cut off.
21...h5!

An excellent move which plans to seize
the initiative on the king’s wing.
22 Ed1

Perhaps White should have played 22
A\d5, so that after 22..2exd5 23 cxd5 the
bishop is freed from its prison on b5.
22..%ch

The queen stations herself on the weak-
est diagonal in White’s position.
23 g3 Lf71?

A cunning move, which sets a posi-
tional trap.

7 E
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24 Ef1?

The sight of the black king on {7 pro-
vokes an intemperate reaction from
White, who prepares f3-f4 without more
ado. However, this allows Black to gain a
dark-squared bind on the kingside. It
really was time for White to free the poor
bishop on b5 with 24 £\d5!, when Gure-
vich gives 24..Qexd5 25 exd5 £d7 26 Hcl
Wa7 27 W2 as unclear.
24..h4! 25 He2 g5 26 Zcl1 Wa7 27
De3?

This was the last chance to force Black
to capture on d5 with 27 9d5! Now the
bishop will remain entombed on b5 while
the battle is lost.
27...2h5!

The knight heads for f4 to strengthen
the dark-square stranglehold.

28 Ded5 Df4 29 Hixf4 exf4!

This clears a wonderful outpost on €5
for the other knight.
30 &)\d5 Gg6

Of course, Black isn’t interested in

30...8xd5? 31 cxd5, when he frees White’s
bishop and clears the cfile for White’s
rook. A long manoeuvring phase now
begins.
31 %e2 Hac8 32 Hid1 De5 33 Hc3 Eh8
34 Eh1 Hc5 35 Wdd g6 36 Eg1 Ehc8
37 Hgc1 W7 38 2)b6 Hd8 39 /Nd5 Hh8
40 Eh1 h3?!

At last Black judges it is the right mo-
ment to attempt a breakthrough. This
looks strong, but as will be seen in the
next note, it is another instance in which
we can say that tactical accuracy is more
important than positional considerations.
Black should have prepared this move
with 40...¥f8. Pragmatically speaking, it is
surprising that Gurevich decided 1o force
things on the last move of the time con-
trol.

41 gxh3 Wfg!

Black wakes up to the danger just in
time, for if 41..Hxh3? 42 Exh3 £xh3 43
&yxf4+! wins for White. Now White could

avoid the worst with 42 h4 according to
analysis by Gurevich, the main idea being
that 42..Exh4?! 43 Exh4 gxh4 44 Qxf4-+!
Wxf4 45 Wxd6 Wh2+ 46 &fl! would be
unclear.

42 Hee1? Exh3 43 Exh3 £xh3
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Black’s attack will soon become irre-
sistible, as the wretched situation of the
white bishop on b5 means that he is play-
ing with an extra piece.

44 Eg1 2e6 45 Wd2 2xd5 46 cxdb &f6!

This releases the queen for a decisive
breakthrough on either h8 or, in support
of the rook, on 8, without allowing Wx{4
in reply. White cannot defend against
both of these threats.

47 Ec1 Wh8! 48 Zxcs5 Wh2+ 49 &d1
Wxd2+ 50 &xd2 Hxf3+ 0-1

White resigned as after 51 &e2 Dd4+
52 &d3 dxc5 Black wins by advancing his
passed pawns as quickly as possible.

This game was a very useful lesson in
manoeuvring by Mikhail Gurevich, who
is also the hero of our next game.

Game 13
Xie Jun-M.Gurevich
Haarlem 1997

1ed4 g6 2d4 297 3Dc3 d6 4 £e3 a6 5
¥d2 b5 6 3

White prepares a pawn storm on the
kingside. This is a common plan in similar

48

49




Modern Defence

play by offering a piece. This looks like a
dangerous sacrifice, but Black defends
with just the right mixture of caution and
greed.

20...gxh5 21 £xh5

White now intends 22 26+ with ideas
of h4-h5 combined with h5-hé or Wc2 etc.
The knight would be immovable except at
the cost of opening lines and exposing the
black king to a withering attack. There-
fore it is essential that Black destroys his
opponent’s grip on the centre before the
knight reaches f6.
21...cxd4 22 Z4xda .@.xeS'
2ixeb 24 Wiq

Things still look dangerous for Black, as
White threatens both the knight and 25
Wf6! with unstoppable mate on g7. How-
ever, his next move meets both threats and
kills off the attack.
24...%c3!

A great defensive move. If now 25 Wf6
DNegb! or 25 Hacl Ad3! both win for
Black.

25 )6+ &g7 26 Hh5+ g8 27 Hif6+
&h8 28 g6

The last throw of the dice, but Black
can force a decisive simplification.
28...2\g8 29 Hxg8 Dxg6! 30 Whe+

Of course, if 30 Wfe+ simply
30...&xg8.
30...5xg8 31 h5 Wd4+ 32 g2 Wi4 0-1

23 4xeb

Game 14
Anand-Svidler
Linares 1998

1e4g62d4 297 3 Nc3d6 4 $e3 a6 5
&3 b5 6 £d3

White adopts the same system of devel-
opment which proved so effective against

..c6 4 £¢3 d6 in Games 10 and 11 of
Chapter 2. Basically, he masses his minor
pieces in the centre, fortifying his pawn
centre, and keeps all his options open.
Thus he may decide to attack on the

queenside with a2-a4, or on the kingside
with Wd2 preparing &hé (he would
probably preface the latter idea with h2-
h3, to rule out ..£g4 in reply). Anand
chooses a third idea: attack in the centre.

6...50d7!

As usual this is a key move in Black’s
set-up. It would be less good to play
6...c6?!, which blocks the c7-pawn and
so deprives Black of the possibility of a
quick ...c7-c5.

7 e5

White continues in ‘classical’ style:
Black’s lack of development is to be pun-
ished by a rapid breakthrough in the cen-
tre. However, the white pieces aren’t well
placed to follow up this action.
7...8b7!

The bishop seizes the diagonal which
White has so kindly opened for it. This is
a much better idea than 7...dxe5?! 8 $e4
Eb8, when 9 dxe5 threatens to win the
exchange with 10 £a7.
8eb

Instead 8 exd6 cxdé is slightly better for
Black: the ¢7- and ed-pawns are worlds
apart in value, and White should only
permit their exchange if he has a strong
tactical blow prepared. Therefore White
prefers to make a positional pawn sacrifice
to dlsrupt Black’s development and keep
the initiative,
8...fxe6 9 Dg5 Df8 10 0-0 &HF6 11 Hel
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Wd7 12 2d2

White plans 13 We2 to intensify the
pressure on e6. If he succeeds in recaptur-
ing the pawn then he should have a slight
edge in view of his more solid pawn struc-
ture.
12...h6

Black has to force back the knight if he
wishes to safeguard e6 and also be able to
develop his kingside at some point.

13 &f3 Eb8

Instead 13...0-0-0?? would be suicidal as
14 a4 would give White a big attack. The
black king does better to stay in the centre
or go to the kingside where, despite the
evident weaknesses in the pawn structure,
at least he would be surrounded by de-
fenders.

14 a4 b4 15 Ded

Anand considers that 15 £e2!? is inter-
esting here. After 15..82xf3 16 gxf3
White’s kingside i1s wrecked, but on the
other hand he can follow up with &4 to
attack both e6 and g6, to say nothing of
the hanging pawn on a6. The game move
leads to the forced exchange of White’s
bishop on d3 which has been hindering
the development of Black’s kingside by its
persistent attack on gé.
15...8xe4 16 £xed Lxed 17 Exed Wcb!
18 Ze3 Wca

Black’s queen manoeuvre staunches up
the queenside and prevents, or rather prof-

itably delays, White’s breakthrough there.
19 c3 b3

Of course, he cannot allow the opening
of the cfile after either 19..bxc3? 20 Exc3
or 19...a5? 20 cxb4 axb4 21 Ecl, when in
either case White will capture on c¢7 after
the black queen moves, with a huge ad-
vantage. After the game move, the b3-
pawn will eventually be lost to a combina-
tion of the moves Ea3 and, after moving
the bishop from d2, ?\d2. However, while
White is thus engaged in regaining his
pawn his opponent Black can develop his
kingside and achieve good counterplay.

20 Ee1 g5 21 £e3 Wd5 22 Wd3?

Better was 22 \d2 followed by Ea3 and
Hxb3 with equality {Anand). White’s plan
to oust the black queen from d5 with ¢3-
c4 weakens his own centre.
22..a5 23 Ea3 %f7 24 Hd2 Hg6 25
We2 £ h4! 26 13 gb

The knight provokes a weakness in
White’s camp and promptly retreats again.
This weakness will become more pro-
nounced after White’s next move, which
leaves his d4-pawn less solidly defended.
Although this is an excellent manoeuvre
by Svidler, it seems to make him over-
confident.

27 c4 W5 28 Sed &g8 29 Wd1 Eba?

Black misses his chance. Instead Anand
recommends 29...g4! when he says that 30
Hxb3 (or 30 Dg3 Wc2Y) 30..Hxb3 31
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7 e4 g6 2d4 £97 3 ©c3 d6: The Main Lines

pawn. e realises that his one chance of
salety 1is Lo activate his pieces and pawn
centre.

18 f2xb4 DhE 19 Led Lxed 20 Wxed
D4 21 De2 c51? 22 dxcb d5 23 We3 e5
. If 23..8xb2 24 Hadl, when 24..Hxa4
fails to 25 ¥b3 (Rublevsky). Instead Black
tries to create complications with his
passed pawns, but White’s accurate play
dashes all his hopes.

24 g3 §e6 25 Had1 d4 26 Wh3 YWes 27
Efe1 £h8 28 2 xd4!

White exploits the potential pin on the
black queen to smash the black centre.
28...4\g5

Instead 28..4xd4 29 Hxd4 exd4 30
Hxe8 Hfxe8 31 £d2 d3? (but otherwise
Black has no counterplay and White be-
gins to advance his pawns) 32 Wxd3 Had8
33 Wb5! wins for White.

29 f4 Wxad 30 fxg5 exd4 31 Wxad Hxad
32 2a3

The dust has settled and the white
passed pawns should win the day. Black’s
bid to free his kingside makes it much
easier for White.
32...h6 33 He6 2h7 34 c6 Hc8 35 gxh6
£xh6 36 Ee7+ g8 37 ¢7 1-0

Game 16
Lanka-Beim
Linz 1997

1e4 g6 2d4 297 3 Nc3 d6 4 f4 a6

We should remind the reader that be-
sides 4..2)f6 (transposing to a Pirc) and
4...c6 (mentioned very briefly in Chapter
1) Black can also play 4..8\c6, which
however we do not choose to discuss here
as after 5 R.e3 M6 it transposes to a Pirc
set-up.
5 93 b5 6 £d3

White can play also 6 £¢3, or £e3 at
some other point in this sequence, for
which see the next note and the second
paragraph of the note to Black’s eighth

move below.
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6...8b7 7 e5!

This is the critical test of the validity of
Black’s 4...a6 idea against the Austrian.
White sets up a solid wedge of pawns in
the centre. Instead 7 £¢3 b4 8 fe2 636 9
€5 2d5 10 £d2! ¢5 (10...a5! - Beliavsky)
11 c4 bxc3 12 bxc3 cxd4 13 cxd4 gave
White a slight advantage in Svidler-
Beliavsky, Dortmund 1998 (by transposi-
tion).
7...2)d7 8 0-0 e6

The natural counterattacking move is
8...c5, but this is well answered by 9 SLe4!
when Bareev-Pekarek, Dortmund 1990,

-continued 9...£xe4 10 Hxed cxd4 11 exdé

(also quite strong is 11 e6 fxe6 12 Heg5
D8 13 )xd4) 11..Wb6 12 £5! gxf5 13 Hg3
e6 and here according to Bareev White
could gain a strong attack against Black’s
king with 14 Wel (threatening 14 £xf5)
14...00-0 15 a4 b4 16 a5 Wxd6 17 Ba4 etc.
Here we should mention the game
B.Lalic-Polzhin, Dresden 1998, which
began 3 &\c3 d6 4 f4 a6 5 &\f3 H\d7 6 Le3
b5 7 £d3 c5 8 €5 £b7 as the position
reached is identical to 8..c5, except that
White has played £e3 rather than 00.
This difference is vital, since after 9 Le4
Lxe4 10 Dxed Dh6! 11 dxc5 Big4 (exploit-
ing the bishop on €3 to gain time) 12 We2
dxe5 13 0-00 Wc7 14 fxe5 Black could
have equalised with 14...8)dxe5! according

to Bogdan Lalic. As a rule, ideas involving
7 £e3, or an earlier £e3, seem on the
whole less effective against the 4...26 Aus-
trian as the bishop often blocks White’s
own attack down the e-file. Of course, if
the game had begun 3 Ac3 d6 4 £e3 a6 5
f4 then White would have no choice but
to have his bishop on this square.

Returning to our main game, Beim
avolds the complexities above with a solid
move which keeps his pawn structure
more compact and rules out any e5-e6
pawn sacrifice.
9a4

White could still play aggressively in
the centre with 9 d5!, when Beim gives
the variation 9...exd5 (9...b4? 10 dxe6 bxc3
11 ex{7+! &xf7 12 Hg5+ e7 13 exdb+
cxd6 14 We2+ is winning for White) 10
exd6 cxd6 11 f5! Qe7 and White’s initia-
tive gives him more than adequate com-
pensation for the pawn, though Black
looks fairly solid.
9...bxa4

Positionally speaking, this is a very ugly
move which gives up any hope of keeping
the queenside pawns intact. However,
after 9...b4 10 &e4 White’s build-up in the
centre looks very threatening, so Black is
sensible to try to distract his opponent by
mntroducing play on the queenside.

10 Hgb

White, however, refuses to be distracted
from his planned attack. Nevertheless, the
simple 10 Hxa4 deserved attention, plan-
ning to gang up on the weak aé-pawn
with 11 We2.
10...5h6?

Black reserves €7 for his queen, but this
seems a serious mistake as White can now
profit from the absence of the knight from
the centre by playing 11 d5! Then
1..exd5 12 e6 Dc5 13 exf7+ DxI7 14
Dxf7 &xf7 15 {5 gives White a highly
dangerous attack (Yudasin). Therefore
Black should have played 10...57!

11 &ced? 0-0 12 ¢3 2c6 13 W3 2b5
Black seeks counterplay by forcing

White to weaken the d4-square or allow

the exchange of bishops.

14 c4 £c6 15 Wh3 Ee8 16 4¢3 D8 17

d5
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Having deployed his pieces to aggres-
sive squares, White clears the lines of at-
tack with some violent pawn stabs.
17...2d7 18 15 Dx{5?

Black goes wrong. Instead Beim gives
18...exf5! 19 eb6 fxe6 20 dxe6 Dixe6 21
Gyxeb Lxe6 22 Lxh6 f4! (the point) 23 g4!
fxg3 24 Wxg3 Qxh6 25 Lxg6 He7ll 26
217+ Hh8 27 Lxeb6 Exe6 and Black has a
clear advantage. Of course, it would have
been extremely difficult for Black to have
calculated this accurately during the game,
especially when facing such a daunting
attack. Therefore we can conclude that
although White’s attack was unsound, it
offered him good practical chances as there
was little chance that Black would find the
one refuting variation.

Evidence of this is that a former World
Championship candidate, who has anno-
tated this game independently from Beim,
stopped his analysis of the above variation
at 20..4\xe6 by gracing this move with
two question marks as it appears to lose a
plece to 21 Qixe6 Lxeb 22 £xhé: he sim-
ply didn’t see that Black can win back the
piece advantageously with 22..f4! As a
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consequence, he was very appreciative of
White’s moves 17 d5 and 18 {5, giving
them both an exclamation mark; and
Black’s serious blunder 18..%xf5, which
turns a very good position into a bad one,
is also given an exclamation mark, as it
seems the best fighting chance! It makes
you wonder how many other games have
been completely misassessed just because
one vital move has been missed at the end
of an obscure variation.
19 g4 &.xe5!

This is forced, as 19...£Dh6 20 dxe6 fxe6
21 &)ce4 gives White a massive attack.
20 gxf5 exfs

Beim’s sacrifice has secured his kingside.
However, the extra piece gives White a
definite advantage, especially as the black
pawns are reduced to a purely defensive
function.

21 53 297

22 8¢2?

After an exciting tactical phase, White
finds that he can attack no more as the
black kingside is solidly defended by a

wall of pawns. He must therefore turn his
attention to the more mundane task of
exploiting Black’s weaknesses on the a-file.
Evidently this is psychologically difficult,
as he seems to have little enthusiasm for
the task and makes a succession of errors
which eventually lead to defeat. Here, for
example, he allows.Black to gain counter-
play by attacking the c4-pawn. The simple
22 \xa4 was called for.

22...Eb8 23 f£ixa4 Eb4 24 &xd77!

White activates Black’s knight for him.
Beim suggests 24 4112 Exc4 25 h1 with
obscure play.
24...5%d7 25 Exab Exc4 26 Ec6??

This 1s a terrible blunder in time pres-
sure which loses the exchange. Instead 26
&h1 was unclear.
26...Zg4+ 27 ©h1 £ b8! 28 Hg5

The black rook and three pawns should
prove too much for White’s knights in the
long run, especially as the white king is
open to attack. However, Lanka’s attempt
to land an immediate blow only leads to
further material losses, after which White
could resign.
28...h5! 29 Hb5 Hixcé 30 dxcé Exgh 31
£xg5 Wxgh 32 Dxc7 Hc8 33 Wh3 Wds

Black avoids the last trap 33..Hxc7? 34
Wb8+ and wins easily enough, but
339 d2 34 Wb7 Le5! (Beim) 35 Wxc8+
&h7 with unstoppable mate on h2 would
be a prettier finish.

34 5d5 Exc6 35 Wb7 Hc2 0-1

Perhaps Black is taking some risks in
playing the Modern, but fighting wins like
this are rare in openings such as the Pet-
roff Defence!

1 e4 g6 2d4 £g97 3 Dc3 db: The Main Lines

Summary

After 3 2c3 d6 4 £e3 26, White’s plan of 5 Wd2 aiming for £h6 is not so effective when
Black has delayed .26 (Games 12 and 13). Black should also have adequate chances
after 5 @\f3 (Game 14), as White’s attempt to play in the centre with e4-e5 isn’t particu-
larly well supported by his pieces. The quiet line 4 &f3 a6 5 Le2 (Game 15) contains
some poison and requires careful play from Black. Finally, 4 f4 (Game 16) is White’s
most dangerous line when combined with the e4-e5 advance. Black seems to be under
some pressure here.

1e4 g6 2 dd £g7 3 £ic3 d6 (D)

4 4e3
414 - Game 16
4833 a6 5 Le2 - Game 15
4...a6 (D) 5 Wd2
5 N3 — Game 14
5...b5 (D) 6 a4
613 - Game 13
6...b4 7 2d1 - Game 12
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1 e4 g6 2 d4 g7 3 ©c3 d6: éﬁﬁ%

Other Lines

;agg%/ﬂa
// /
/,_ ////
/ﬁ/i/ﬁ
AN

’
ﬁé

1e4 g6 2d4a £g7

To complete our study of the Modern
Defence without c2-c4 we shall look at
four ideas for White which didn’t fit com-
fortably into the earlier chapters. These
are 3 93 ¢6 (or 3...d6) 4 Lc4 (Game 17);
3 8\c3 d6 4 g3 (Game 18); 3 Qc3 db 4 &5
(Game 19); and 3 ¢3 (Game 20). In the
notes to Game 19 we also look at early h2-
h4 ideas.

In Game 17, the highly interesting 3
03 cb 4 L4 dé6 5 W3 leads to some
complex strategical play which is laced
with tactical ideas. Black seems fine, but
he must tread very carefully in the early
middlegame. A much quieter approach is
3 8\c3 db 4 g3, as in Game 18, but this can
also be dangerous for Black if he fails to
act resolutely and. falls into a positional
bind. Black can try an aggressive response,
but this isnt without risks. We examine 3
Me3 d6 4 £¢5 in Game 19, but this
shouldn’t cause Black too many problems.
In Game 20 we look at 3 ¢3, where White
foregoes active play in the opening in or-
der to set up a very solid fortress. This is
an ambitious stance by White and by no
means a bad one, but in rejecting the op-
tion of a Re3 development he is leaving
his d4-pawn slightly vulnerable to a coun-

terattack. This can cause him serious prob-
lems if he plays in a risky style, as the
game demonstrates.

Game 17
lzmukhambetov-Bologan
Sevastopol 1997

1 e4 g6 2 d4 £g7 3 HHc3 ¢cb

Or 3...d6 4 £.c4 c6 transposing.
4 2c4

One of the useful things about this
move is that it deters Black from playing
4...d5, as then 5 exd5 b5 (forced) 6 £.b3 b4
7 Bce2 cxd5 8 £d2! a5 9 a3 bxa3 10 Exal
leaves Black under pressure because of the
vulnerable pawn on a5. This has been
proved many times, e.g. in LAlmasi-
Teplitsky, Budapest 1993. It therefore cuts
down on the amount of theory White has
to learn and may also have the bonus of
depriving Black of his favoured pawn
structure in the Modern.
4...d6 5 Wf3

This primitive-looking move conjures
up memories of the schoolyard. Neverthe-
less, it has been tested at the highest level,
and at the time of writing is one of the
most critical lines after 3...c6.

Alternatives here are hardly as danger-

7 e4 g6 2 d4 g7 3 ©c3 d6: Other Lines

ous for Black. If 5 &3 we transpose to 4
53 d6 5 £c4 which is mentioned in the
note to White’s fifth move in Game 9 of
Chapter 2.
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5...e6
The seemingly impossible 5..4)6 has

also been tried. Then a forcing variation

runs 6 €5 dxe5 7 dxe5 Dd5 8 Dxd5 cxd5 9
£xd5 0-0 10 £xb7 Wa5+ 11 ¢3 Lxb7 12
Wxb7 ©ab. Here in Thipsay-Koshy, India
1994, White found a neat way to kill off
Black’s counterplay: 13 W{3! Ead8 14 Qe2
&5 15 0-0 b3 16 axb3! Wxal 17 Dd4
Wa6 (17...4xe5 allows a fork on c6) 18
214 and the combination of White’s com-
pact queenside pawns and impregnable
knight on d4 were worth more than the
rook.

6 Hge2

White could also speculate with 6 £f4!?
when 6...82xd4? would be highly risky as
after 7 0-0-0 Black is forced to play the
ghastly looking 7...£c5.

The most enterprising response for
Black is an expansion on the queenside
with 6..b5 7 £b3 a5. In Stefansson-
Shirov, Clichy 1995, this led to wild play
after 8 a4 b4 9 @ce2 d5 10 h4 (10 &5 &d7
is unclear) 10...dxe4 11 Wxe4 Df6 12 W13
£b713-0-00 Dbd7 14 ¥h3 ¢5

see following diagram

Here 15 dxc5 Qed! 16 Lxeb fxe6 17 cb
Wie! 18 cxd7+ &7 19 Wb3 Ac5 would be
very strong for Black. The game actually
continued 15 Df3 Ra6 16 Lxe6! (if 16 d5
Dxd5 17 £xd5 exd5 18 Hxd5 Lc4, plan-
ning ...82e6, is better for Black) 16...0-0
(Black is curiously helpless after 16...fxe6
17 £de6Y) 17 4xd7 Lxe2 18 Lc6 £xd1 19
Hxdl and now Shirov says he should
probably have played 19..b31? with at
least an equal game for Black in the melee.
This analysis is based on Shirov’s com-
ments in his book Fire on Board - a very
apt title in view of what we have just seen!

1f the reader regards this line as frighten-
ingly complex or too theoretical (or
maybe both?) then he or she will be
pleased to know that Black can also play
in solid style with 6...4)d7, when 7 0-0-0
(not of course 7 £xd6?? @b6 winning 2
piece; a common theme in this line)
7. We7 8 We2 €5 9 dxe5 dxe5 10 £e3
&gf6 was equal in Fishbein-Webster,
Oakham 1990.
6...b5

It is natural to adopt the plan of a
queenside expansion as Black gains time
by attacking the bishop. Playing for ...e6
e5 is less promising, e.g. 6..20d7 7 0-0 (7
£f4 We7 8 8b3 €59 dxe5 dxe5 10 £g517
g6 11 0-0-0 h6 12 Le3 was about equal
in Konguvel-Mohr, Linares 1996) 7...8gf6
8 £b3 00 9 £g5 Wa5 10 £h4 €5 gave
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7 ed4 g6 2d4 £97 3 &c3 d6: Other Lines

White a slight edge in Milov-Segal, Israel
1993.
7 £b3 a5 8 a3

This is better than 8 a4 b4 9 Ad1 £.a6,
when White must worry about the threat
of 10...£xe2 winning his d-pawn.
8...82a6 9 d5

The critical move which prevents Black
from setting up his favoured pawn struc-
ture with ..dé-d5. Also of interest is 9
0-0P?, when 9..40d7 10 &4 We7 11 Eadl
e5 12 £g5 Dgf6 13 d5?! ¢5 was good for
Black in Nunn-Shirov, Germany 1996.
Later 11 €5 d5 12 We3 was suggested as an
improvement for White and this was
tested in the game Nunn-Chandler, Bir-
mingham 1998, when 12...hé 13 ¥d2 ¥d8
14 Hfel &e7 15 g3 5 16 &ce2 cxd4?! 17
&xd4 turned out very well for White.
After the game Nunn suggested the plan
of 16...c4, when following 17 £a2 and a
subsequent ¢2-c3 to bring the bishop back
into the game via b1, Black can block the
queenside with ...a5-a4. Then it isn’t clear
that White’s attack over the limited area
on the kingside is enough to win the
game. Nevertheless, it is understandable
that Black avoided such a passive ap-
proach.
9...cxd5 10 exd5 e5

Black now has a nice pawn structure on
the kingside and aims to prove that the
bishop on b3 is shut out of the game. But
in his rather undeveloped state will he
survive the immediate attack from White’s
active pieces?
11 De4d h6

The answer to the question above was
‘no’ in the game J.Polgar-Shirov, Amster-
dam 1995, which went 11..Wc7? 12 c4!
bxc4 (or else 13 ¢5 follows) 13 £ad+ (the
fact that this bishop has come to life
shows that Black’s opening plan has suf-
fered a fiasco) 13..20d7 14 2¢3 &e7? (he
had to try 14..h6) 15 Dxd6! Wxd6 16 &es
Wxd5 17 £g5+ &dfe 18 2d1 Wby 19

Bd7+ Wxd7 20 £xd7 hé (20..£b7 was
the only chance) 21 Wdl! 1-0. After
21...hxg5 22 Wd6+ d8 23 £b5+ Black is
ripped to shreds.

Black has to play more cautiously.
Therefore, Bologan gains control of the
gd-square and aims for ..f7-f5 without
allowing &g5 and @e6 in reply. White
cannot ultimately prevent this but can try
to make it work in his favour by exploit-
ing the weaknesses created in Black’s king-
side structure.

12 g4 )6 13 H2g3 Hixed 14 Hixed 0-0
15 Wh3 {5

Finally Black has achieved this key ad-
vance, but forceful play will be necessary
to prove that it is tactically watertight.
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16 gxf5 £¢8!

The bishop returns to the fray. If in-
stead 16..Hxf5 17 £xhé is strong for
White.

17 g3

Whereas now 17 £xh6? £xf5 wins a
piece.
17...Exfb!

Black is forced to offer the exchange. It
is clear that 17..8xf5 18 Hxf5 Hxf5 19
S£xh6 Bh5 20 We6+ is good for White,
while in Informator 70 Bologan demon-
strated why 17...gxf5 is also insufficient: 18
&xhe! £4 19 Wh5 fxg3 20 £xg7 Exg7 (or
20...gxf2+ 21 &d2 &xg7 22 Hhgl+ fxgl W
23 Hxgl+ 2f6 24 Hg6+ Le7 25 Eg7+ Sf6

62

26 g6 mate) 21 Bgl 25 22 Hxg3+ &f6
23 W5+ &f7 24 Wxf5+ and White wins.
18 Dxf5?

The acceptance of the sacrifice gives
Black excellent counter-chances. There-
fore, in Anand-Shirov, Dos . Hermanas
1996, White preferred to decline the offer
with 18 ¥g2! Then play continued 18...a4
(Black rules out c2-c3 followed by £c2,
but this leads to the partial blocking of the
queenside and so allows White’s king to
find a safe haven there) 19 £a2 Bf41? (still
trying to sacrifice this exchange, this time
to free the other bishop) 20 c3 Zh4 (An-
and recommends 20...%h4 21 h3 §d7 22
£e3 with unclear play) 21 h3 £f5? (this
leaves the white bishop on a2 with no
rival; better was 21..20d7 22 Hed Of6 -
Stohl) 22 @xf5 gxf5 23 Wge! Wfg 24 Le3.
White then castled queenside when the
fragility of Black’s light squares and open
gfile gave him good attacking chances
against the black king.
18...2xf5 19 Wg3

If 19 Wg2 &\d7, planning 20..8\c5 or if
White prevents this with 20 £e3 then
20..¢4 and 21.%e5 gives Black active
play. .
19...56d7 20 £e3 Ec8?

This is one preparatory move too
many. Instead Black should play 20...e4!
to activate his bishop. Then 21 ¢3 can be
met with 21...5e5, planning to jump into
d3 or f3. If instead 21 Wxd6, Bologan gives
the variation 21..8xb2 22 Bb1 £c3+ 23
£d2 £xd2+ 24 xd2 Wg5+ 25 Pel e3),
when Black has a huge attack.

21 ¢3 5)f6 22 a4?

Now it is White’s turn to blunder. This
is a disastrous idea that undermines his
bishop on b3 and so leads to the destruc-
tion of his queenside pawn structure. In-
stead White should play 22 0-0, when Bo-
logan gives 22..40h5 23 Wg2 Wh4 24 3
Df4 (24..203 25 Yxgh) 25 Lxf4 exfd 26
Efel Re5 27 £.c2 as winning for White.

However, Black doesn’t have to rush into
a kingside attack. Instead 22..¥d7, keep-
ing open options of .&h7, ..Hh5
or..£h3 at some point, gives Black dy-
namic play. White’s king is somewhat
unsafe, the bishop on b3 is passive and the
d5-pawn weak. Certainly it would be dif-
ficult for White to exploit his material
advantage.

22...Eb8!

As Black has only just developed his
rook to ¢8 it is possible that White forgot’
that he could change his mind and move it
to b8!

The immediate threat is 23...bxa4,
when 24 £xa4 Qxd5 destroys White’s
centre.

23 axb5 Exb5 24 Ha3 Wh8

Now White can no longer prevent a
breakthrough on the b-file.

25 £a2 Hxb2 26 0-0 Ded 27 Wf3 HHxc3!
28 fa7

A desperate move, but if 28 Exc3 ed!
picks up the rook.
28...Wxa7 29 ¥xc3 e4 30 YWxa5 Wxab
31 Exab £d4 32 Ea3 £¢5 33 Ea8+ &g7
0-1

White lost on time but his position is in
any case completely hopeless. There is no
possible defence against the threat of
34...8h3, or perhaps even stronger, 34...e3
when after 35 fxe3 @xe3+ 36 ©hl Led+

mates.
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Game 18
Geller-Hickl
Dortmund 1989

1e4 g6 2 d4 £g7 3 Dc3 d6 4 g3

A sneaky move order is 4 Dge2, hoping
to entice us into the Pirc after 4...8)f6 5 ¢3.
We proudly decline with 4..4\c6, but
then White can avoid g2-g3 in favour of
the more direct 5 d5, when 5...8e5 6 {4
A7 7 L.e3 Dgfe 8§ d4 009 Le2 Hibb 10
0-0 £d7 11 a4 a5 12 &3 c6-13 We2 gave
White the better chances in Muller-Seul,
Germany 1992. Perhaps 5..2b8, planning
..C7-c6, is a better approach.

After 4..&)c6 White could also try 5
&e3 but unless he continues g2-g3 at some
point his knight will be misplaced on €2,
where it blocks in the bishop on f1 and
has less scope than on f3. Therefore 5...¢5
should equalise for Black.
4...9c6!

Here 4..4\6 would transpose to the
Pirc. Black seeks an independent path by
putting immediate pressure on d4.

5 &e3

Instead 5 Pge2 Lg4! looks awkward
for White. However, 5 d5 is a serious al-
ternative, e.g. 5.5 (Riskier is 5...6\d4 as
the knight may find itself cut off in enemy
territory. However, there seems no good
way for White to arrange ¢3 to capture it

as 6 Db1? ¢6 7 a4? cxd5 8 exd5 gives the
knight an escape route on f5. Instead the
more normal 6 £g2 - not 6 Dge2?? N3
mate - 6...c5 7 ce2 5 gave Black active
play in Tempone-Conquest, Buenos Aires
1994.) 6 f4 A7 7 £.g2 6 8 Df3 cxd5 9
&xd5 b6 10 0-0 Dxd5 11 Wxd5 Wbé+
12 &h1 0f6 13 Wd3 0-0 14 £e3 W7 15
£d4 £d7 16 c4 &6 and Black was com-
fortable in Spasov-Speelman, Biel 1993, as
the white knight is a long way from d5!
White prepared the plan of e4-e5, but he
was 2 little careless and allowed his pawns
to fragment after 17 Hael Had§ 18 £.c3 b6
19 Wc22! b7 20 b3?! (20 €517) 20...b5! 21
e5 dxe5 22 fxe5 95! 23 £d2 (23 cxd5 b4
regains the piece with some advantage)
23..bxc4 24 Wxcd Wxcd 25 bxcd Dbb 26
£b4 Efe8 and Black had the better end-
game.
5...e5

5..4\6 6 h3 €5 7 dxe5 Sxe5 transposes
to our main game, where we would prefer
to have the knight on €7 rather than f6 -
see the note to Black’s seventh move.
6 dxe5 Dxe5 7 h3

White guards the g4-square, as 7 f4 al-
lows 7...8g4] when after 8 £¢2 (or 8 Wd2
Df3+) 8...L2xe2 (8..00c4 9 £.d4Y) 9 Hgxe2
@d7 the exchange of bishops has left the
pawn on g3 looking rather silly. However,
perhaps 7 £g2 is possible, as 7..2c4?!
(7..%e7) 8 Ld4! Dxb2? (8.6 intends
to answer 9 b3 with 9..c5!? but 9 We2!
may be awkward in view of 9..8xb2? 10
b5+ winning a piece) 9 Lxg7 Hixdl 10
Hxd1 followed by 11 £xh8 is clearly good
for White. In the game White spends a
tempo on a pawn move rather than devel-
oping a piece, despite the fact that the
situation in the centre isnt completely
stable. This suggests that Black should be
able to break out and equalise. However,
he has to act before his opponent com-
pletes his development, as in that case
White will have a good position in view of
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his control of the d5-square.
7...5)f6?

Much better was 7..2%7! as Black
keeps the option of attacking White’s cen-
tre with ..f75. Then 8 f4 @5¢c6 9 g2
(Ledger-McNab, Bayswater 1990) 9...f512,
planning 10...fxe4 and 11...23f5, looks fine
for Black. Even the immediate 7..f5 is
possible, e.g. 8 exf5 (8 £g2 Qe7, recaptur-
ing on f5 with the knight if necessary)
8..2xf5 9 £g2 c6 and Black is ready to
play moves such as ...23f6, ...0-0 and ...dé-
ds.

8 f4! Hed7

The chance for activity has gone. If
8..2c6 9 £g2 0-0 10 Dge2 leaves Black
with no way to put serious pressure on
White’s centre. '

9 £92 0-0 10 Hge2 Ee8 11 0-0 HHb6

The combinative 11...8)xe4? 12 Dxe4 5
fails to 13 @g5!, threatening a check on d5
(Cabrilo).

12 £d4!

White removes his bishop from any
tactical tricks on the efile and ties down
the knight on f6, which can now only
move on pain of allowing an exchange of
darlsquared  bishops, which would
weaken the kingside.
12...2€6 13 b3!

White prevents 13..2c4!, when the
bishop finds a much more active diagonal.
13...c5!?

Hickl knows that the only chance of
securing a safe position is by generating
some counterplay. Therefore he tries to
force through the central pawn advance
...d6-d5.

14 212 We7?

If 14..d5 15 e5 Mfd7 16 Dxd5 &xd5 17
£xd5 £xh3 or 15 exd5 &\fxd5 16 Hxd5
£xd5 both bring Black’s pieces to life.
However, White has a third option in 15
f5!, when 15...gxf5 16 exf5 £.xf5 17 £xc5
Wcs 18 £.d4 looks very good for him.
After the game move, Black is ready to
play 15..d5, but Geller’s accurate reply
crushes this hope.

15 g4!

Evidently Black should have prevented
this with 14...h5! last move.
15...2d7

Instead 15...d5? 16 €5 @72 17 Dxd5
would be a disaster for Black.

16 Wd2 £.c6 17 g3 Had8

All the black pieces are centralised or
controlling centre squares, but there is no
constructive plan available apart from the
...d6-d5 breakout. With his next few
moves Geller wins the battle for this
square, which leaves Black almost totally
passive.

18 Eae1 Wc7 19 g5!

Again the g-pawn is just in time to stop
...d6-d5.
19...8fd7 20 Hd5 £xd5 21 exd5
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White’s pressure has yielded a space ad-
vantage in the centre and on the kingside.
He now plans a direct attack on the black
king. In this he is greatly helped by the
fact that Black’s knights have no good
squares in the centre.
21...5¢8 22 ¢4 a6 23 h4 b5 24 £h3

This bishop will win the game for
White as the constricted black knights can
do little to oppose its control of the light
squares.
24...cb6 25 ¥c2 bxed 26 bxcd D8 27
h5 Eb8 28 hxg6 hxg6 29 f5! Exel 30
Hxel £e5 31 Ded Dbd7 32 We2 Eb2

At last Black achieves some significant
looking counterplay, but things on the
kingside have growing alarming for him..
33 Wg4 Wa5 34 fxg6 fxg6 35 Wha!

White finds the winning idea of 36
Leb+ Dxe6 (36..Lg7 37 Whé mate) 37
dxe6, when the passed pawn is unstoppa-
ble. So Black makes a desperate sacrifice,
but it can only delay the killing bishop
check.
35...Exf2 36 &xf2 Yxa2+ 37 He2 Ld4+
38 &f1 Wxc4 39 Le6+ Dxe6 40 dxe6
Wel+

Of course, 40.. Wxe6 41 &Xf6+ wins the
queen. Black can only give some spite
checks before resigning.

41 Eel YWed+ 42 &g2 Wa2+ 43 &hi
&8 44 e7 1-0 '

Game 19
Spangenberg-Azmaiparashvili
Moscow 1994

1ed4g62d4

Ower the next three moves we will con-
sider lines where White plays an early h2-
h4. We begin with 2 h4, after which 2...h5
should equalise for Black, but a logical
alternative is 2..d5, responding to the
wing move with a counterattack in the
centre. Then 3 exd5 Wxd5 4 h5 &g7 5
3 Wa5 6 £c4 Qo6 reached a strange

kind of Scandinavian position in
Casagrande-Beim, Linz 1997. Nunn’s ver-
dict of ‘murky’ seems most appropriate
here!

2...8g7 3%¢3

If 3 h4 then besides 3...h5, Black can
choose 3...d5!? 4 €5 h5 5 D2 c5 6 ¢3 §\cb
7 a3 ©hé6 8 b4 cxd4 9 cxd4 D5 10 &bc3
e6 with a strange French-Gurgenidze hy-
brid in Granda-Kakageldiev, Yerevan
1996, which looks very solid.
3...d6 4 g5

After 4 h4 c6 (or 4..h5) 5 h5 ¥be 6
Dge2 5 7 h6 216 8 d5 De7 9 dxcb Wxch
10 £e3 (winning the queen costs too
much after 10 9d4 exd4 11 £b5 dxc3 etc.)
10..00 11 ¥d2 &h8 (Black retreats the
bishop, as if it is exchanged, e.g. after £¢5,
then Black would be in grave danger of
being mated on g7) 12 0-0-0 Ed8 13 &bi
We8 14 f3 Leb was unclear in Spasov-
Azmaiparashvili, Groningen 1989. As a
final word concerning h2-h4 ideas, we
should mention that after 4 22 c6 5 h4?!,
5.%Wb6 6 Df3 Lg4 looks awkward for
White.

Here we turn our attention to White’s
bishop move in the game. It is an aggres-
sive move, but it seems slightly illogical
for the bishop to be aiming at a ‘brick
wall’ on ¢7 whereas on €3 it could be
defending the sensitive d4-pawn and still
be able to join in an attack on the kingside
after Wd2 etc.
4...a6

Black prepares an immediate expansion
on the queenside, which is the same plan
as he adopted in Chapter 3 after 4 £.¢3 and
4 3. In fact, similar positions to those in
Chapter 3 could easily arise, for example if
Black played ...h7-h6 and White retreated
his bishop to €3, or if White played Wd2
and £.h6, in which case it wouldn’t matter
whether the bishop came from g5 or 3.
These possibilities could also happen in
combination with &3, leading to other
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games in Cliapter 3.

Another possibility for Black was
4..&\c6, immediately attacking the d4-
pawn which White’s bishop has so point-
edly snubbed. Then 5 £b5 (5 d5 &e5 is
unclear) 5...a6 6 £xc6+ bxc6 7 Dge2 EbS
8 b3 gave White a very slight advantage in
Winants-Speelman, Brussels 1988.

Black could also try 4...c6, when 5 ¥d2
b5 6 {4 (6 {3 D7 7 £d3 was more solid)
6..9\d7 7 3 2Xb6 8 a4 b4 9 Nd1 a5 103
bxc3 11 bxc3 &6 12 H¥f2 0-0 13 £d3 was
Dreev-Seirawan, Wijk aan Zee 1995. Black
is well entrenched and there is no serious
danger facing him but White has a small
space advantage and an impregnable cen-
tre. This outcome of the opening struggle
is typical of Black’s plan of ...c7-c6 and
...b7-b5 not just against 4 £g5 but also in
Chapter 2 against 4 &3 and 4 £.e3. We
therefore concentrate on 4..a6 here,
which seems to give greater chances of
counterplay.

5 Wd2

After 5 £c4 b5 6 £d5 (it’s not clear
that White should want to provoke a
move that helps to stabilise Black’s centre)
6..c6 7 b3 G)d7 8 D3 We7 9 a4 b4 10
@e2 -gf6 Black had equalised in Smirin-
Kantsler,” Rishon le Zion 1997. Alterna-
tively White could try the ‘Austrian’ 5 f4,
when 5...b5 6 {3 £b7 7 £.d3 d7 8 Ne2
c5 9 3 cxd4 10 cxdd Dgf6 11 Dg3 gave

balanced chances in Krays-Kantsler, Israel
1996. (Judging from these two examples
Kantsler always solves his opening prob-
lems by playing his knight to {6 on move
100)

5...b5 6 0-0-0”!

Since White has preferred 4 £g5 to 4
£e3, not only is the d4-pawn more vul-
nerable in itself but it is also easier for
Black to arrange to attack it with ...c7-c5.
After all, with the bishop on €3, ..c7-c5
could often be met by d4xc5, planning
either to win a pawn or perhaps to follow
up with £d4, challenging the bishop on
g7. It is therefore rather reckless of White
to put his king on the queenside when
Black can so easily achieve ...c7-c5, break-
ing open the long diagonal for his bishop.
Probably White does best with the stan-
dard plan of 6 a4 attacking Black’s queen-
side pawns, when 6..b4 7 2nd5 a5 8 ¢3
gave him some. advantage in Filipenko-
Schekachev, Smolensk 1992.
6...2b7 7 £3 £Xd7 8 h4?

This is redolent of the cavalier style in
which White used to play against the
Modern in its early days, when it was
thought that direct methods of attack
could refute all this ‘nonsense’ with ...g7-
g6 and ...&g7. We shouldn’t be too con-
temptuous of this opinion, as Anand and
others have occasionally bashed the Mod-
ern through castling queenside and launch-
ing a pawn storm on the kingside! Never-
theless, in this instance we can surely be
critical of White’s play. The bishop on g5,
rather than being the spearhead of an at-
tack, is a useless piece. Even if White suc-
ceeds in finding time for h4-h5 followed
by h5xg6 and an exchange of rooks on the
h-file, he wouldn’t have a decisive attack in
sight. His other bishop on f1 is denied its
favourite attacking square by the ‘Modern’
pawn on c4. So in ‘undoing’ the potential
‘work’ of this bishop with the pawn
moves ..a7-a6 and ..b7-b5 it could be
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claimed that Black has achieved the
equivalent of developing a piece of his
own.

Although formally undeveloped, the
knight on g8 is doing a great job in defend-
ing the weakest point in Black’s position,
the hé-square. As long as White is pre-
vented from playing £h6 he cannot infil-
trate on the dark squares and cause prob-
lems for the black king.

Instead of the pseudo-attacking 8 hd,
White should have prepared to defend his
queenside with either 8 &bl or § &ge2.,
8...cb! ’

This heralds Black’s attack which be-
comes overwhelming in just a few moves.
9 Dge2 Wa5 10 b1 b4 11 Hd5 L£xd5
12 exd5 £b6 13 &ic1 c4!
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This is a wonderful all-purpose move. It
closes the centre and so prevents any
counterplay White might have achieved
with d4xc5 and (after the recapture
-.d6xc5) d5-dé. It also rules out 14 &\b3
and denies the white pieces the d3-square.
And lastly, it threatens ...c4c3 in some
lines to break up White’s queenside de-
fences.

14 We1

Here we see the ‘undeveloped” knight
on g8 is doing another useful job in de-
fending e7 against mate!
14...¥bs!

This defends ¢4 and so

threatens

15..xd5. White cannot let this happen
unopposed, but the ‘remedy’ proves fatal
for his king’s health.

15 b3 hé!

This is a shameful moment for the
proud bishop on g5, which is kicked
backwards by the pawn to make way for
the grand entrance of the knight on g8.

16 &4 56! 17 £.xd6 Difxd5!

Now Black simply intends to castle
kingside with a huge attack. White’s next
move makes things easier for him.

18 a4 Dxad! 19 bxad Wxad 20 &xcd

If 20 &De2 b3 is decisive, so White has to
give up his queen.
20...80c3+ 21 ¥xc3 bxe3 22 £b3 Wab
23 Ehe1 26 24 £Ha2 0-0 25 4ba Wh5
26 fxe7 £xe7 27 Hxe7 Wab 28 Heb
Wa3 29 9xc3 Hab8 30 Hd3 a5 31 Eb5
Hfe8 0-1

Game 20
Magomedov-Ftacnik
Yerevan 1996

1e4g62d4 297 3¢c3

This is White’s most solid response to
Black’s fianchetto, blocking out the
bishop on the long diagonal. An obvious
drawback is that the queen’s knight is de-
prived of its best square on ¢3, and instead
has to be deployed in far less promising
fashion to d2. Since virtually all of White’s
attacking variations begin with the move
@3, it would be easy to conclude that he
is not showing much ambition in this
game. However, this isn’t necessarily the
case. Although he is not aiming to cause
Black any immediate problems in the
opening, White is keeping a small posi-
tional plus and maintaining the tension.
He hopes that Black will overpress in
search of counterplay or, if he responds to
White’s set up in a quiet style, make one
or two slight errors in his piece disposi-
tion. Then White will have gained win-
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ning chances without taking any risks or
needing to demonstrate a huge amount of
sharp opening theory.

Here we should admit to having taken
enormous liberties with the move order in
this game, which actually began 1 e4 d6 2
d4 56 3 2.d3 g6 4 h3 g7 5 5)3 006 00
#1c6 7 Hel £)d7. Tt is no surprise that the
non-critical nature of the play allows the
same position to be reached in manifold
ways. Therefore, we have chosen a ‘route’
which allows us to view as many ‘side
paths’ as possible.
3...d6

4 03

White has a couple of important alter-
natrves here:

a) After 44 M6 5 £d3 (or 5 &5 dxe5 6
fxe5 9d5 7 &3 0-0 8 L4 ¢5! - planning
to answer 9 dxc5 with 9..8e6 10 &g5
£c6 - 9 0-0 cxd4 10 cxd4 N6 11 Hc3
£.e6 gave Black a comfortable game in
Plachetka-Hoi, Ostrava 1992) 5...0-0 6 £)f3
Black can hit out at White’s centre with
the pawn sacrifice 6...c5 7 dxc5 Dbd7!
This has been a pet line of David Nor-
wood, who has shown that Black gets
enough pressure on e4 to win back the
pawn with equal chances. For example, 8
cxd6 (if 8 b4 a5!) 8..exd6 9 00 Hc5 10
We2 (10 e5 dxes 11 Hixe5 Dgd! 12 fcd
Gixe5 13 fxe5 Wxd1 14 Bxdl £e6 15 £1a3
£xe5 led to a draw in Lodhi-Norwood,

Dhaka 1993) 10..Ee8 11 &bd2 247 12
&d4 Hc8 13 Shi We7 14 {5 Hfxed 15
fxed Dxed 16 fxgb hxgb 17 Gxed Wxed
18 Wb3 Le6 19 Hxeb6 HExe6 and Black was
at least equal in Hodgson-Norwood, Ply-
mouth 1989.

b) 4 £g5 &6 5 £)d2 0-0 6 gf3 c5! (this
seems a more attractive plan than prepar-
ing ...e7-¢5 as in that case the bishop on g5
would be exerting extra pressure on f6) 7
dxc5 dxc5 8 £.c4 (a more active square for
the bishop than €2, when after 8...45c6 9
00 Wc7 10 Wc2 Hd8 11 Hfel hé 12 £h4
@h5 13 Dcd Leb 14 De3 D4 15 L1 Des
the World Champion was striving for the
initiative  in Yusupov-Kasparov, Riga
1995) 8..5%6 9 We2 Wc7 10 00 hé 11
£h4 @h5 12 We3 b6 (instead 12...g5 {or
12,405} 13 £g3 - not 13 Wxc5? b6 -
13..8xg3 14 hxg3 b6 would equalise) 13
Hfel g5 and now rather than acquiesce in
14 g3 £xg3 15 hxg3, White preferred to
speculate with 14 £xg5 hxg5 15 Wxg5 in
Speelman-Howell, Calcutta 1996, where-
upon Black should have played 15...9)4
16 €5 &eb or 16...b5 with unclear play.
4..56 5 £d3

The super-solid 5 Obd2 (or 5 Wc2 006
L2 Bc6 7 0-0 €5 also looks equal) 5...0-0
6 Lc2 isn’t really much of an attempt to
gain the advantage. After 6...2c6 7 0-0 €5
8 dxe5 &xe5 9 xe5 dxe5 Black was fine
in Kovacevic-Ftacnik, Vinkovci 1995.
5...0-0 6 0-0 Dc6

As is usual in this system, Black has the
choice between preparing ...e7-e5 or play-
ing ...c7-¢5. Here 6...c5 should be okay for
Black but it tends to leave White with an
irritating, if tiny, edge, e.g. 7 h3 cxd4 8
cxd4 Dc6 9 D3 e5 10 dxe5 dxe5 11 Lcal?
(more usual 1s 11 £e3, but White wants to
deter 11...2.e6) 11..b62! (11...2e6, despite
allowing doubled pawns was perhaps still
best) 12 b3! hé 13 £a3 He8 14 £)b5 and
White suddenly had a big advantage in
McDonald-McShane, London 1997.
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7 Eele5

Also 7...2¢4 is possible, when 8 &\bd2
€59 h3 £d7 10 dxe5 Hxe5 11 Dxe5 dxe5
12 @c4 He8 was equal in Salov-Topalov,
Dos IHermanas 1997, but playing the
bishop to g4 and then back to d7 seems a
little indulgent.

8 h3 Hd7

Black clears the way to advance ...f7-f5.
Solid alternatives include 8..£d7 and
8..h6 1o rule out 9 Lg5.

9 4f1

A more aggressive bishop move is 9
£b5, but 9..49e7 10 Hbd2 a6 11 £.f1 bs
12 a4 a5 13 &b5 (back again!) 13..4b7
was safe for Black in Godena-Fracnik, Pula
1997. White can also choose to obstruct
Black’s plan with 9 £g5 f6 10 £h4, which
gave him some advantage in Kindermann-
Hickl, Bad Homburg 1997, after 10.. We7
11 4a3 )d8 12 &\c4 &M7 (a notable knight
manoeuvre) 13 b4 c6.
9...h6 10 dxeb5 dxe5 11 Hbd2 5

This is the thematic bid for activity in
such positions, but on the other hand
White’s system of development has been
specially designed to prove that it is
wrong! A hard struggle now develops
with White trying to undermine the black
centre by attacking from the queenside.

12 b‘llgfﬁ 13 b5 2e7 14 £a3

It was hard to decide whether White
should prefer 14 exf5, when afier 14...gxf5
15 Ra3 He8 16 &)c4 it is easier for him to
attack the black centre, but at the same
time the centre is no longer pegged back
by the pawn on e4 and so has more dy-
namic potential.
14...f4 15 {\c4 Ee8 16 Ze2! ab!

Since the struggle in the centre is deli-
cately balanced, both sides hope to decide
it in their favour by bringing their rooks
into the game. Thus while White begins a
manoeuvre to increase the pressure along
the d-file, Black forces open the a-file.

17 bxa6 Yxa6 18 Ed2 Wc6 19 Wb3 &h7
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20 Hcxe5?

Despite his passive opening we cannot
accuse White of lacking fighting spirit!
This sacrifice looks highly dangerous, but
it contains a flaw. Instead White should
have continued his build up in methodical
style via 20 Had1 with unclear play.
20...489xe5 21 Hxe5 Lxe5 22 £b5

This appears very strong as the black
queen and rook on e8§ are skewered. Flow-
ever, White had overlooked Black’s 23rd
move, after which it is a case of the trap-
per trapped.

22.. . WfeN

In fact, according to Fracnik the sharp
22..¥xc3), planning to answer 23 W7+
with 23..257 24 £b2 £e6! (driving the
queen away from 7 so that 25..Wxd?2
doesn’t allow mate on g7) was even better.
23 £xe8 Le6! 24 Lxe7 Wxe7 25 Wxb7?

The bishop should sell itself as dearly as
possible with 25 £xg6-+! - Fracnik.

25.. Exe8 26 Had1 3!

Now Black gains a decisive attack be-
fore White can exploit the open d-file. )
27 Wh5 Wg5 28 g3 He7 29 a4 h5 30
Ed3 2xh3 31 He1 292 32 Wc5 Hg7 33
Hd5 Wgq 34 Hxe5 Wh3 35 Exh5+ gxh5
36 Yf5+ Wxf5 37 exf5 Ef7 38 a5 Exfs
39 Ha1 Of8 40 $h2 Ha8 41 a6 Ha7 42
Ea5 g6 43 Za1 &f5 44 Zad Peb 45
Za5+ &e4 46 Ec5 Exa6 47 Hxc7 Hal
0-1

1 e4 g6 2 d4 £g7 3 Dc3 d6: Other Lines
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Summary ) )
In Game 17, White’s choice of 3 &c3 c6 (or 3...d6) 4 Lc4 d6 1s a good way to avo;d the
...d7-d5 ideas of Chapters 1 and 2. It leads to a hard struggle With.chances for both S{des.
In Game 18, 3 &3 d6 4 g3 &6 should be okay for Black if he plays energetically,
while White’s quiet system with 3 ¢3 in Game 20 allows Black a dull 'equal}ty if I}e Wlshfzs
it, but if he desires to create winning chances then he has to take some risks. Fmally, in
Game 19 3 £)c3 d6 4 £¢5 is interesting, but requires an accurate follow-up from White.

1e4 g6 2d4 £97

3 D3

3 ¢3 (D) - Game 20
3...d6 (D) 4 Lca

4 g3 — Game 18

4 £.g5 - Game 19
4....c6 5 Y3 (D) — Game 17

7 7
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Averbakh Variation with 4...%¢6 5 d5 Dd4

1d4 g6 2 c4 297 3 e4 d6 4 Dc3 $cb b
d5 2d4

In the rest of this book we shall focus
on lines after 1 d4 g6. The most critical of
these is 2 c4 £g7 3 e4 d6 4 f)c3 (Chapters
5-8), when Black has a choice between
transposing to a King’s Indian Defence
with 4..4)6 and taking play along Mod-
ern Defence lines.

One very popular line here is 5 &3
(Chapter 6), but first we consider 5 d5, the
most direct way to try and take advantage
of Black’s system. Although Black almost
always replies 5..2)d4, of course 5...8%5 is
also playablc and indeed in my database it
has scored slightly over fifty percent: but
that’s probably because it’s generally em-
ployed by stronger players trying to bam-
boozle weaker ones! Perhaps this line will
really catch on one day but here we re-
strict ourselves to one rather vile example
of the suffering Black may have 1o endure
against a sensible strong opponent.

Before passing on to the main line we
should mention 6 £e3 ¢5 7 dxcé &Hxcé
(Game 21) which is perfectly sensible for
White, reaching a Maroczy Bind pawn
structure. Of course White can’t play as in
the Sicilian with the knight on d4 - not
only would this leave him a tempo adrift

of normal variations but it’s also necessary
to lose a further tempo with h2-h3 to stop
...@Dg4. But there is an alternative plan of
Hcl followed by 23 and &gl-e2-f4,
when nobody has found any particularly
wonderful way of exploiting White’s
somewhat ponderous development.

Instead the main line continues 6 £e3
c5 7 @ge2 Whé (7..4xe2 8 Lxe? is aw-
fully comfortable for White - see the
notes to Game 22) when we reach an im-
portant parting of ways:

a) 8 ixd4 cxd4 9 Dad

This used to be the most popular line.
Whilst there’s much to be said for an at-
tempt at direct exploitation if not refuta-
tion of Black’s play, this is extremely
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committal."White can generate extremely
quick play on the queenside but in return
he gives Black a potentially annoying
pawn on d4 and good development.
9..Wa5+

The splendid queen sacrifice 9...dxe3?!
was first played by Ray Keene against Ag-
destein. Unfortunately, it doesn’t really
work, as you can see from Game 22.
10 b4

Unfortunately, if White is sufficiently
wimpy (or the players have nefariously
agreed beforehand) then a draw is to be
had here. Neither side can now deviate
from the forced sequence 10..Wxb4+ 11
£d2 Wa3 12 £.c1 Wha+. So if Black has to
win at all costs then he can’t play this line.

If instead of 10 b4, White plays 10 £d2
then there is a choice between 10..Wc7
and 10..%d8 (not 10..Wa6 11 ¢5). My
feeling is that if it’s playable then the
queen should go Lo the more active ¢7
rather than d8. This encourages c4-c5 but,
as the excellent game Parker-Martin
(Game 23) shows, Black has serious re-
sources. My battle against Korchnoi was
less frantic but I also got the advantage
rather quickly.
b) 8 Had Wab+ 9 £d2

Here Black must choose between re-
treating to ¢7 or d8, which are fairly simi-
lar after 10 £c3! (see Game 24), and the
current main line.
9..Wa6

The point of this rather ugly move is to
prevent 10 £¢3 in view of 10...8.d7, when
Black gets a fine game (though he must be
a tny bit careful, see Johannes-van
Hoolandt in the notes to Game 25). Ob-
viously the queen would much prefer to
be on ¢7 or d8, but since the lines after 10
£.c3 are somewhat depressing, 9...%a6 has
become _the main line. Normally White
exchanges
10 Dxda £xd4

and, having done it’s work, the knight

returns to ¢3, reaching the next diagram.
11 He3

9 _AX

S
///////
Z /// /

///

////

7
f
.,

The first thing I should say is that this
is an extremely sharp position. Either
player can quickly get into a real mess
after just a couple of inaccuracies. It’s
therefore ideal for the sort of player pre-
pared to venture the Modern. But it does
place great demands particularly on Black,
who may have to continue by ‘non-
standard means’ in order to justify his pre-
vious play.

Black has a perfectly good Benoni pawn
structure and with some space disadvan-
tage is very happy to have already ex-
changed a pair of minor pieces. As to de-
velopment, he has amassed a very reason-
able ‘quantity’ of this though the quality 1s
rather more in doubt. The path divides
here between the ‘obvious’ 11..£d7
(Game 25) and the absolutely most critical
move 11..¥b6 (Game 26).

c) 8 Wdz2

Despite appearing less fearsome than
the attempts at direct refutation, this emi-
nently sensible move looks like a very
good bet for White, since with accurate
play he should be able to reach a pretty
favourable version of a ‘normal’ position.

Unfortunately for Black, the natural
continuation 8..82g4 runs into 9 f3! after
which 9..2xf3 10 Ha4! turns out to be
winning for White (see the notes to Game
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27). Norwood recommends the rare 8..{5.
This is a very nice idea - Black needs to
destabilise the position in some way and
{745 1s the very simplest, but as the
notes to Game 27 show, White could have
obtained rather a nice advantage.

So the most ‘rational’ continuation is
8..0f6 _

Now 9 ixd4?! isn’t absolutely clear but
should surely be avoided by White ~ see
Game 28. The critical line s 9 3 after
which the most accurate continuation is
9..2\d7 10 Ed1 0-0 11 b3! (see Game 29).
Now Black is finally forced to cxchange
on e2, after which Hernandez obtained a
rather dangerous initiative which he
quickly converted with some apparently
brutally efficient play into a won position.
'This game seems to have scared off Black
players from repeatmg the line, but there
are ccrtamly improvements for him .and
whilst it is risky, it does look very rea-
sonably playable to me pending further
evidence.

Game 21
Muir-Webster
British Championship 1993

1d4 d6 2 e4 g6 3 c4 297 4 Hc3 Hcb 5
d5 £)d4 6 2e3 ¢5 7 dxc6!?

In Informator 35, Suba went as far as to
give this an * when annotating his game
against Jonathan Mestel — se¢ the note
below. :
7...t0%c6 8 Wd2

8 Hcl @6 9 3 -0 10 Dge2, trying 1o
:ake advantage of the knight on g1 rather
han apologise for it, looks more logical:

a) 10...26 was played in Suba-Mestel, Las
’almas Interzonal 1982, which continued
184 £d7 12 Le2 (Suba suggests that 12
§d2 is even betrer) 12...¢52! (this is surely
00 radical) 13 &fd5 Hxd5 14 Dxd5 5id4

500 £e6 16 £d3 &h8 17 Wd2 (this is

ather like a Sicilian Sveshnikov or even

more so the Kalashnikov with a ridicu-
lously early ...e7-e5) 17..b5 18 f4 {5 19
L.xd4! exd4 20 cxb5 Lxd5 (20..axb5 21
B)c7) 21 exd5 axbb 22 a3 b8 23 Hfel Wd7
24 Heb Rfo 25 We2 Hxeb 26 dxe6 Wb7 27
Hel? (27 e7 He8 28 Web 10 be followed by
Hel, ¥{7 and £xb5 is very strong) and
Jonathan had to navigate several more
dicey moment before eventually salvaging
adraw.

b) 10.Wa5 11 Wd2 £d7 12 &4 Hfc8
13 £2e2 &5 14 b3 L6 15 00 Wd8, as in
Plauth-Buchal, San Bernardino open 1992,
was an admission that Black can’t immedi-
ately profit from his temporary ‘initiative’.
But although outrated by almost 200
points Black .obtamned the advantage be-
fore a nauseating blunder cost him the
game.
8...4)f6 9 h3 0-0 10 N3 Le6 11 Zcl a6
12 £e2 Wab 13 0-0 Efc8

Clearly in this type of position the
knight isn’t well placed on f3, where it
blocks the f-pawn and has no influence on
the queenside. So Black ought to be doing
rather better than in similar positions in
the Sicilian. Muir now played the normal
Sicihan move:

14 2d5 Wxd2 15 Dxd2 Hd7 16 b3

16...2xd5!? 17 exd5!?

17 cxd5 looks safer and now:

a) 17..0d4 18 Lga! 15 19 &xd4 Lxd4
(19...fxg4 20 Rxg7 $xg7 21 hxg is simply
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bad, but would be playable if White had
interpolated 19 exf5 gxf5 since then the d5-
pawn would be loose) 20 ext5.

b) 17..4b4 18 L.g4! again causes trou-
ble. Now 18...£5 19 exf5 h5 20 L3 gxf5 is
a mess but one in which White is very
happy to have the two bishops.
17...5)d4 18 Hfe1 b5 19 &xd4?!

This rather backfires. After 19 &f1
White remains very comfortable.
19...8xd4 20 cxbb Hxc1 21 Excl axbb
22 53

Not 22 £xb5? Hxa2 when if 23 &f3
Sxf2+.
22...2b2! 23 Ec2 Exa2 24 &xb5

White can’t exploit the pin since if:

a) 24 &h2? £e5+ 25 Dxe5 Hxc2 26
&xd7 Bxc2 wins.

b) 24 &11 is the only other way to pre-
vent the rook escaping with check but
Black can simply hit the knight when it
moves o el en route to d3.

...&)f6 25 £c4 Hal+ 26 ¥h2 .@.33

Slnce the b-pawn is going nowhere,
Black’s more compact position - one
pawn island against three - gives him good
chances. However, White has a clear target
on e/ and with the minor pieces flying
around had several opportunities {during
what I presume must have been a time
scramble) to stabilise the position before
emerging at the time control with a lost
game.

27 Hda £.¢5 28 $c6 Ded!

If 28...2f8 29 He2 not only hits the e-
pawn again but also cuts out Black’s play.
29 Hxe7+ %28 30 £ic6 hb

1f 30...£xf2 31 g4 gives the king space.
31 g4

31 g3 (Fritz) is possible and if 31...8xf2
32 £.d3 &\c5 33 Exf2 &xd3 34 Kf6.
31...hxg4 32 hxg4 Hxf2 33 2e2 Eb1 34
©g2 Hed 35 ba! Lxbal?

see following diagram

%
////j// H.
. /// /% //
///g/%/@/

36 2c¢4?

36 £d3! (Fritz) comes extremely close
to winning a piece and in any case should
force a draw. Of course it’s nothing to do
with the opening but the analysis is fun:

2) 36...0062 37 B2,

b) 36...4)g5 37 Ba2! wins a piece albeit
for some compensation, ie. 37..Hb3 38
£.c2 B3 39 Dxb4 Ec4 40 Db Exga+and
Black has very reasonable drawing chances
but certainly no more.

¢) 36...f5 37 gxf5 gx{5 when:

c1) 38 Ef2 forces a dead draw after
38..Dxf2 39 £xb1 2540 £x15.

c2) 38 Ba2l? Hb3 39 £c2! Bgd+ 40 &h2
£d2! 41 Sixed £54 42 Ha8+ g7 43 Ba7+
(protecting the rook with tempo) 43...%f6
and White can do no better than 22 £h1,
after which Black has immediate perpetual
on the gfile, as 44 £g21? Ec3+ 45 gl
Le3+ 46 DAl £xa7 47 Dxa7 is of course
absolutely fine for Black.
36...40c3 37 Hxb4?

37 2d3 Eb2+ 38 &f3 a2 looks
tougher.
37...%xe2 38 Zc8+ 2g7 39 Nc6 Dfd+

Now Black has untangled and has an

easily winning position.
40 &f3 Hxd5 41 Ed8 Eb3+ 42 Zed
6+ 43 %f4 Zb1 44 g5 Ef1+ 45 Se3
Hh7 46 Hxdé Hxgs 47 Hd4 Eel+ 48
2d3 De6 49 H3 HHf4+ 50 Ld2 He2+
51 &d1 He3 0-1
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Averbakh Variation with 4...00c6 5 d6 &d4

Game 22
Miles-Rohde
London (Lloyds Bank) 1984

1d4 g6 2 e4 297 3 c4dé 4 De3 Oc6 5
d5 $\d4 6 £e3 c5 7 Nge2 Whe

I really dont like the submissive
7..Ixe2. White gets a perfectly ordinary
position with a tempo or so extra in view
of the knight’s journey via d4. True Black
has freed himself by exchanging off a pair
of minor pieces - always nice when one
has a space disadvantage - but vigorous
play makes the black position look pretty
dubious, e.g. 8 £xe2 £)6 9 £4 0-0 10 0-0 ¢6
11 dxe6 Lxeb (if 11..fxe6 12 5! leaves
Black with an inferior pawn structure
after 12...dxe5 13 £xc5) 12 f5 £.c8 13 Wd2
with a very pleasant game for White in
Vaisser-Turner, European Club Cup,
Athens 1997.

8 Dxd4 cxd4 9 Ha4d dxe3?!

As mentioned in the introduction to
this chapter, although this is a splendid
idea I simply don’t believe it. Not only
does Black end up with just two pieces
and some initiative for the queen with no
extra pawns; but most importantly he is
left with sick doubled b-pawns which
provide an excellent target for the queen
once White has consolidated.

10 2xb6 exf2+ 11 2xf2 axb6 12 Wd2!

Keeping control of d4. The stem game
Agdestein-Keene, Gausdal 1983, went 12
We2 £d4+ 13 Rel 66 14 L2 00 15 Bd1
Ke5 16 a4 h5 17 b3 £d7 18 Wd3 e6 19
dxe6 Q.xe6 20 £f3 H\d7 21 2 b5 22
axb5 (or 22 cxb5 #c5 23 We3 £xb3 anni-
hilating  most of White’s queenside)
22..Ha2+ 23 Bd2 5 24 We3 Hxd2+ 25
Wxd2 Qxb3 26 We2 2d4+ 27 o3 fe5+
28 &f2 £d4+ and Agdestein settled for a
draw with 29 &g3.

12..546 13 £d3 &Hgd+ 14 &e2 0-0 15
h3 He5

16 h3!

Offering to return the exchange, after
which the dynamism would go out of
Black’s position and he would be left with
a material disadvantage for nothing.
Rohde manage to get some more mileage
out of his bishops before accepting the
bait, but not nearly enough.
16...f5 17 a4 Hxd3 18 Wxd3 fxeq4 19
We3!

Keeping the c-file blocked to avoid any
excitement after 19 Wxe4 £f5 20 We3 e6!,
when White’s king could easily get into
serious trouble.
19...8xa1l

Surrender. Once this proud prelate has
gone, the white king is quite safe and
Miles easily converts the victory.

20 Hxal b5 21 cxb5 Ef5 22 Wd4 £d7
23 Ec1 £xb5+1? '

Desperation.

24 axb5 Ha2+ 25 Le3 Eff2 26 Ec8+
&7 27 Whg Hfe2+ 28 &4 g5+ 29
&xg5 HExg2+ 30 &h5 1-0

Game 23
Parker-A.Martin
British Championship, Hove 1997

1d4 g6 2 c4 297 3 e4 d6 4 45\c3 56 5
d5 Dd4 6 Le3 c5 7 Hge2 Wb6 8 Hixdd
cxd4 9 Had Wa5+ 10 £d2

As mentioned in the introduction to
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this chapter, White can force a draw here
with 10 b4 Wxba+ 11 £d42 Wa3 12 &l
Wha+.
10...%c7

Black would presumably prefer to keep
the queen developed rather than retreat it
to d8 if possible, as 10..¥d8 11 c5! dxc5
12 Hixc5 D6 13 Wad+ §Hd7 14 Lb5 fa-
voured White in Khasin-Mikac, Pula 1989.
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11 c5!?

The sharpest, trying to demolish
Black’s structure immediately.

In Beersheva 1987 Victor Korchnoi
played the calmer 11 £d3 against me (JS).
After 11..20f6 12 b4 @g4 13 Hcl 00 14
0-0 De5 15 @b2 1 tried 15...a5%, breaking
up the queenside since White can’t simply
maintain his phalanx with 16 a3 in view of
16...axb4 17 axb4? Ha2, when 18 Eb1 loses
to 18..Exb2!, so the best White can do is
to jettison a pawn with 18 {4, Instead 16
bxa5 looks critical. I simply can’t remem-
ber what I intended but presume it was
16..b6 (16..Exa5 17 fxa5 Wxa5 looks
extremely dublous, particularly against a
man as materialistic as Victor Lvovich)
when 17 axb6? Wxbé is extremely pleasant
for Black but White can either force
events with 17 f41? or perhaps try some-
thing -quiet like 17 Hel bxa5 18 £f1,
though e.g. 18...a4 looks very reasonable
for Black. In the game Victor tried 16
£b12, but after 16...axb4 17 £xb4 b6 18

a3 9\d7 19 f4 9c5 Black has an excellent
structure and stands at least equal.
11...5f6!

Putting development above all else.
11...dxc5 led to very serious trouble in
Seirawan-Keene, Holland 1982, after 12
£b5+ £d7 13 &xd7+ Wxd7 14 Dixcd
Wh5 15 b4 D6 16 a4 Whe 17 0-0 Ed8 8
We2 00 19 Hfcl a6 20 a5 Wa7 21 L4
when Black’s position is absolutely vile.

12 32!

Rather weakening. There are two im-
portant alternatives here:

a) 12 &b5+ is positionally desirable but
loses time — probably too much time. For
example, 12..8d7 13 £xd7+ (13 c6 bxcb
14 dxc6 Le6 15 Wc2 00 16 0-0 d5 was
played in Danailov-Garkov, Bulgaria 1984
- White has a huge c-pawn but the rest of
the position is very nice for Black. Still
unless White has a big improvement in the
line below then, having initiated with 12
£b5+, this is the logical way to continue.)
13..50xd7 14 cxd6 Wxdé6 15 Wb3 Wa6 16
Ec1 00 17 D5 &ixe5 18 Excs Eac8! If he
could consolidate then White would have
an excellent game but Black is too far
ahead in development and went on to win
in Agnos-Webster, London 1990.

b) The less ambitious 12 Rd3 seems
better. After 12...0-0 13 Ecl1 eb6 reaches the
position in the main game, but with
White having played the developing move
£.d3 rather than f2-£3. Still Black was do-
ing very well after 14 dxe6 £.xe6 15 cxd6
Wxd6 16 &5 Bfc8 17 b4 £xa2 18 Dxb7
Whe 19 &)c5 a5 20 bxas Hxa5 21 &\d7
Hxcl 22 Hixfor £xf6 23 Wxcl Hc5 24
Wa3 £b1 25 0-0 £xd3 26 Wxd3 Eb5 in
the game E.Agdestein (Grandmaster
Simen’s brother)-Villamayor, Moscow
Olympiad 1994, though White just held
on.

12...0-0

Playing consistently for the initiative.
It’s also possible to take the pawn with
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12...dxc5 13 Hcl b6 14 b4 and here not the
submissive 14...0-0 15 bxc5 bxc5 16 &xc5
Wb6 17 Wad e6 18 dxe6 Lxe6 19 Dixeb
Wxe6 20 2c4 We5 21 00, which left
White with much the better structure in
Mohr-Marangunic,  Croatian ~ Team
Championship, Makarska 1994, though it
was later drawn, but rather 14...5\d7! try-
ing to suck White into further adventures.
The important thing here is to force
White to make sufficient concessions in
establishing his positional advantage on
the queenside that Black’s initiative more
than compensates, and the plan worked
very well in Muellen-Lorscheid, Germany
1983, which concluded 15 £b5 00 16 £.c6
&b8 17 bxc3 @xc5 18 &xc5 bxe5 19 Hxcs
£26 20 Wel Wd6 21 ©f2 d3 22 Has5 b2
23 Wel 2d4+ 24 Sf1 L4 25 Wel Eb2 26
Wxc4 Eb1+ 0-1.
13 He

Natural, but if he wants to play £b4
then it probably ought to be this move
rather than next.
13...e6! 14 2b4 exd5 15 cxd6 Wds 16
eb He8

White has a glorious centre but lacks
development so badly that he is in serious
trouble. The submissive 17 £e2 Hxe5 18
0-0 is unpleasant and if 17 Wxd4? Giga!
creates mayhem — of course White can’t
defend the e-pawn with 18 4 in view of
18...&4xe5! So Parker tried:

17 1412 Hed?

Obvious, but as Martin told me,
17..4Dh5! is even stronger since now if 18
Wxdd (18 g3 Dxfd 19 gxf4 Wha+ with a
violent attack, e.g. 20 &d2 W24 21 £e2
Wxf4+ 22 B2 d3+ wins easily) 18...50xf4!
and if 19 Wxf4 & xe5 demolishes White.

18 Wxd4

18 ¢3 afforded some sort of defence
since after 18..xd6 19 £xd6 Wxde 20
Wxd4 Black cant crash through immedi-
ately with 20..&xe5? 21 fxe5 Hxe5+ 22
L2 He4 23 Wd1 L5424 D3, but simply
20...f6 21 igZ fxe5 22 gxd5+ Wxd5 23
8.xd5+ ©h8 gives Black a big advantage.
18...Wh4+ 19 g3 Zxg3 20 hxg3 Wxh1

Although the d-pawn could become
dangerous, Black’s material advantage to-
gether with the somewhat exposed white
kmg and the possibility of returning a
piece with ...&xe5 to blast open the e-file
should prevail.

21 &f2

If 21 &3 £h3! (not 21..h5 22 Wxds
Wat 23 De2) 22 W2, when after the obvi-
ous 22...2xe5 23 fxe5 Hxe5+ 24 &d2 Hf5
25 Wd4 2xf1 is easy enough, but after 24
DNe2 Lxfl 25 Wxfl (25 &d2 Whe+)
25. Hxe2+ 26 &xe2 Wed+ 27 &f2 Wxhs
28 d7 the d-pawn still needs to be rounded
up.
21...h5 22 Hc3?

Unpinning the bishop but helpmg
Black by vacating the bank rank since
there will be no threat of Bh1 with the
queen on h2 and bishops on g2 and h3.

If 22 @3 h4 23 Wxd5 hxgd+ 24 Exg3
(24 et Wha) 24. W+ 25 Gf3 (25 Wg2

Wed+) 25..8¢4+ 26 et WD wins, but
22 ¥e3 looks like a berter chance, e.g.
22.Wh2+ 23 252 £h3 24 WP &xes5 (if
24...Hc8 either 25 Q)¢5 or perhaps 25 §\c3)
25 fxe5 Hxe5 26 Hh1 Wxgd+ 27 Wxg2
£xg2 28 Fxg2 Ed8 Black must be better
but the d-pawn remains a serious pest.
22...h4 23 g2 Wh2 24 gxha?!
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If 24 &f1 simply 24..hxg3 should be
decisive - not 24..£h3 when 25 ¥gl1
forces the queens off.

24.. ¥xhd+ 25 Le3

Defending the queen to prevent
...2xe5. Now White is blown away but 25
&gl £xe5 was also hopeless.
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25..Hxe5+! 26 fxeb £h6+ 27 &d3
£f5+ 28 fed4 Sxed+ 29 &e2 L13+ 30
&d3 Le2+ 0-1

Game 24
Gelfand-Azmaiparashvili
Dortmund 1990

1d4 g6 2 e £g7 3 c4 d6 4 \c3 Hic6 5
d5 %:d4 6 2e3 c5 7 Zige2 Wh6 8 Had
Wa5+ 9 £d2 Wds?!

I suspect that 9...Wc7 is better, but after
10 £.¢3 €5 11 dxe6 Qxe6 we still reach the
same pawn structure as in the main game,
eg 12 &xg7 Dxg7 13 g3 (13 Wd2, in
similar tashion to Gelfand-
Azmaiparashvili, was very . possible)
13..5)6 14 £g2 00 15 0-0 £d7 16 &ac3
f.c6 17 Wd2 Efes 18 3 Had8 and Black
had a very playable position in Tisdall-
Davies, Oslo 1988. For 9..Wa6 see the
next main game.

10 £¢3!

Much the simplest approach though 10

@xd4 is also very playable, hoping to

reach the previous game with the queen

already committed to d8 - which is a good
reason why Black should prefer 9..Wc7
rather than 9..¥d8. Moreover, in the
game continuation Black would be
slightly bappier with the queen on ¢7
since then he could defend the dé-pawn in
one move with ..Ed8. Petursson-Hoi,
Nordic Zonal 1992, continued 10...£xd4
11 2¢3 8xc3+ 12 Hxe3 D6 13 Le2 00
14 00 26 15 f4 Wc7 16 Wd2 £d7 17 We3
b5 18 €5 and despite the exchange of two
pairs of minor pieces - helpful to the side
with a space disadvantage - White was
obviously somewhat better, though the
game was drawn in 34 moves.

/Q.Q@% E'

//

10...e5

10..2g4? is the prelude to an ex-
tremely speculative sacrifice. At a less ex-
alted levcl, and particularly when playing
at a fast time limit, it is perfectly plausible
for Black to aim for this variation ~ just so
long as he realises that he’s bluffing! For
example, 11 f3 £xf3 (forced since if
11..£d7? Black loses a clear pawn: 12
Nxd4 cxd4 13 £xd4 Lxd4 [13..Lxad 14
Wxa4+ is check] 14 Wxd4) 12 gxf3 Dxf3+
13 &f2 £e5, when Black has two pawns
for the piece and some short-term pros-
pects against the white king but I really
don't believe it if White plays well
P.H.Nielsen-Danielsen, Esbjerg 1997, con-
tinued 14 £h3! h5 15 &gl g52 16 HHf3

with a clear advantage.
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Averbakh Variation with 4...8c6 5 d5 ©d4

11 dxe6 Dxeb 12 2xg7 Dxg7 13 Wd2!

Preparing to attack d6.
13..f6 14 3 Le6 15 D4 Ye7 16
0-0-0 £d8 17 9c3 0-0 18 g4!

Now aiming to force control of the d5-
square. While this position is far from lost,
Black is very passive and over the follow-
ing moves Gelfand gradually asserts more
and more control.
18...0d7 19 h4 ©b6 20 b3 6 21 Afds!
Oxd5 22 exd5

Ridding his opponent of the weak d-
pawn but in return setting up a juicy tar-
get for his pieces on e6. -

-y
7%

7y,

|

22...2c8 23 h5! gxhb

If 23...g5 24 hé Ge8 25 £d3 would be

most unpleasant.
24 Ee1 Wf7 25 £d3 £h8 26 Whé f5 27
gxh5 Yi6 28 Wxf6 Exf6 29 he! He8 30
He7 Hg6 31 fe2 £)f6 32 9Hf4 Eg3 33
Eh3 Egg8 34 De6

Fixing on the weak {5-pawn.
34...8d7 35 Eg7!

Winning the exchange. There are some
technical difficulties in the ending in view
of Black’s extra pawn and compact posi-
uon - but White is very much favourite to
win in the end.
35...Hgxg7 36 hxg7+ ZExg7 37 Hxg7
&xg7 38 Hg3+ ©f7 39 2d2 &d7 40
Eg1 g8 41 Eh1 g7 42 Eb1 He7 43
b4

Opening up a second front on the

queenside.

////%

7

43...cxb4 44 Exb4 b6 45 a4 5c8 46 ab
»f6 47 14

Denying the black king either dark
square and incidentally fixing the f5-pawn
on a light square where it blocks its bishop
and is firmly in the white bishop’s sights.
47..%e7 48 Eb1 bxab 49 Zh1 &f6 50
Exh7 De7 51 Le3 £Le8 52 Zh8 4d7 53
Hd8 £.c8 54 Txd6+

The end. Azmaiparashvili carried on
for several more hopeless moves.
54...%f7 55 £c2 £g6 56 Ec6 £d7 57
Ec7 %e8 58 Hxd7! 1-0

Of course this wasn’t all forced from
the opening, but the whole business is
very depressing for Black; hence his at-
tempts at more active play in the follow-
ing games.

Game 25
Levitt-Efimov
Amantea 1991

1d4 dé 2 e4 g6 3 c4 297 4 Hc3 Hic6 B
d5 $d4 6 Le3 c5 7 Hge2 Wh6 8 Had
Wab+ 9 £d2 Wab 10 Dixd4

Of course 10 £c3 is bad (that’s the
whole point of 9..Wa6) after 10...2d7! 11
b3 £xad 12 bxad:

a) 12.Wxc4? is a bad mistake, e.g. 13
Zcl Dxe? 14 Lxg7 Yxcl (or 14.. b4+
15 &xe? and White wins) 15 £xe2!
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Wxdl+ 16 Exdl f6 17 g4l Dhé (or
17..5f7 18 £xh8 Hhé 19 g5! and White
wins) 18 £xh6 {7 and White won in a
dozen more moves in A.Johannes-P.Van
Hoolandt, Belgian League 1996/97.

b) Simply 12...2M6! is very strong since
13 S\xd4? fails to 13...80xed!, so White has
to acquiesce in 13 Dg3 0-0 when Black has
a splendid game.
10...4xd4 11 D3
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11...2d7

11..£g7 is no worse than this move
but after 12 £d3 (12 ©b5 Whé is Game
26) Black must take the precaution of
playing.12..2d7! Instead 12..20{6? walks
into 13 2b5! ie. 13..Wb6?? (the very
ugly 13..&d8 was absolutely forced) 14
Wat £d7 (or 14..00 15 S5 Wab 16 &c7
b5 17 cxb5 winning) 15 £.a5 Wa6 16 &7+
and Black resigned in Degracve-Baudot,
Furopean Club Championship 1996.
Ljubojevic’s 11..%Wbe!? is the subject of
the next main game.

11...£d7 is the ‘normal’ move, and if
Black is going to play it then I suppose he
should really do so at once. There’s a po-

tentially rather large psychological advan-

tage in trying it on with 11..Wbé and af-
ter 12 £d3 reverting to 12..82d7, but
from™ a technical point of view it seems
better to delay commirting the queen.
12 £d3 D6 '

Although 1t must be playable, the re-

treat 12...8¢7 is rather tame. Black should
instead try to make something of the
bishop’s position on d4, where it is rather
exposed but also quite aggravating for
White. After 12...2g7 the game Lautier-
Spraggett, 6th matchgame, Correze 1989,
continued 13 0-0 &6 14 We2 0-0 15 f4
\e8 16 €5, when White had a space advan-
tage but Black’s position was still faurly
robust.
13 0-0 0-0 14 HDe2

The most forcing but the calm 14 h3!
may be better.

p "////’2'/ %
at

o,
i/////,ii/ Y

7 %///

,
7

;
gé

14...b5?!

Launching into a very messy tactical se-
quence but [ suspect that other lines were
better:

a) If 14...2xb2 15 Hb! gives very good
compensation since the bishop gets
tracked down after 15..8d4 (15.. 8¢5 is
also possible first if Black judges that is on
balance after 16 f4 £d4+ 17 &xd4 cxd4

“the inclusion of 16 f4 is unfavourable to
White - but I don't really believe this) 16
Dxd4 cxd4 17 £h6 Efe8 18 ¢5 is very un-
clear. Black can try to keep his structure
with 18.. %23 or take the money with
18.. Wxa2 19 cxdé exdé 20 h3 &xes 21
Sixe4 Hxe4 22 Exb7, when Black has sev-
eral pawns but the dark squares round his
king are pretty sick. :

b) 14...8.g4 is safer and now:

bl) Levitt gives 15 £ho! Hfe8 16 h3

7 %¢ 7
5 A
), >
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forcing 16...8xe2 17 Wxe2, when White
has successfully untangled and defended
his b-pawn. Even so 17..8d7 is very
messy, e.g. 18 ©ht (if 18 Hfcl He5 19
£b1 Wbo 20 Ec2 Hixca! 21 Wxed £xb2;
or 18 Hacl Wxa2 but conceivably 18 b31})
18...00¢5 19 £4 Hxd3 20 Wxd3 &xb2!? 21
Eabl and either 21..2g7 or maybe
21...2h8, when White has a lot of play for
the pawn but Black also reasonable defen-
sive chances. Black could also have moved
his rook to b8 rather than e8, when
20...b5 is an option instead of grabbing the
pawn with 20..2xb2. Although 1 would
generally prefer to play actively rather
than grabbing material, 1 suspect that in
this case it is worse, e.g. 21 f5 bxc4 22 Wf3
16 23 g4 ¢3 24 bxc3 Wcd 25 g5 Le5 26
fxg6 fxg6 27 Bael and it looks like Black
will be mated. .

b2) T also wondered about the wild ex-
change sacrifice 16 &h1 &xb2 (16...8xe2
17 Wixe2 gives White an extra tempo com-
pared to the previous line) 17 3% &£ xal 18
Wxal £d7 19 g4. I dont really believe it
but there are entertaining lines like
19..¥a3 20 4 Heb8 21 g5 D1e8 22 €5 b5
23 e6 fxeb 24 dxe6 £xe6 25 Wel 47 26
Wxe7 g7 27 W6 e8 with a forced draw
by repetition.

15 Hxda

15 cxb5 2xb5 16 Lxb5 Wxb5 17 Hxd4
cxd4 18 £h6 Efb8 would be excellent for
Black.
15...bxc4 16 Zic6 Lxc6

Forced since if 16..cxd3? 17 Hxe7+
£g7 18 £.c3 the pin will be decisive.

17 £¢2 £d7 18 h3?!

Levitt criticises this preferring not 18
£.3? Dg4! (en route via ¢5 to d3) but the
very direct 18 f4! His assessment depends
upon just how playable Black’s improve-
ment is after the next diagram.
18...50e8 19 4 &H\c7 20 15

If 20 a4, 1o keep the knight away from
d4, 20...e6! gives counterplay.

20...0b5 21 16!?

After 21 £hé ©d4! White would
probably eschew the exchange, aiming to
transpose back into the game after 22 f6,
though then the manic 22..Bfb8, intend-
ing 23 fxe7 Hxb2, is very unclear.
21...exf6 22 Hxf6 4d4 23 £h6 Yb6 24
Eb1

24...Efe8?

A mistake because now White manages
to consolidate his grip on the fé-square,
after which the black king must soon per-
ish. Instead Levitt recommends 24..#d8
25 Hxdé ‘unclear’. Black could then con-
tinue 25..He8 and if 26 &a4 (26 Hxd7
Wxd7 27 244 We7 28 £xe8 Hxed is quite
good for Black) 26...%h4 27 £xd7 Wxhe
28 £xe8 Hxe8 he has quite serious com-
pensation for the exchange - particularly
if White is running short of time. )

In fact, 25 ¥f1 is also possible, e.g.
25..2xc2 26 Hxdé Md4 (again maybe
26..Wh4t? 27 2xf8 Hxf8 28 Hxd7 Wxed)
27 2xf8 (27 Bxd7? Wxd7 28 Wi6 He6! 29
dxe6 fxe6 30 Lxf8 Zxf8 is good for Black)
27..%xf8. In any case, Black had 1o try
this because now the game more or Jess
plays itself.,

25 Wd2 Ze7 26 Wi2 Wds

Not 26..52c8 27 Hxgé+! hxgs (or
27...fxg6 28 W18 mate) 28 Wf6 and mates.
27 511 We8 28 £b1 Eb8 29 &h1 Exeq

29..Hb6? loses at once to 30 Exg+!
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Perhaps 29...£b5 30 Exdé 5 31 exf5 was
worth a try, though after 31...c3, 32 fxgé!
is absolutely terminal.
30 dxed Wxed 31 Ef4! Wxd5 32 Hxd4!
1-0

The thematic finale. Black resigned in
view of 32...cxd4 (or 32..Wxd4 33 Wxf7+)
33 Wie! We5 34 Wxf7+ Lhs 35 Wig+!

Although White won this game well, it
shouldn’t be too discouraging for Black
players since Black passed up several un-
clear and very possibly playable lines
along the way.

Game 26
Andruet-Todorcevic
Montpellier 1989

1d4 g6 2 c4 297 3Dc3d64e4 5c65
d5 9d4 6 2e3 ¢5 7 dge2 Wb6 8 Had
Wab+ 9 2d2 Wa6 10 Hxd4 £xd4 11
2e3 Whe!?

This wonderful move was, I believe, in-
troduced by Ljubomir Ljubojevic (see the
notes to Black’s 12th move below.

G

7,

1Y

%7

12 b5

The most critical move, but I suspect
that the best move is the simple 12 £.d3.
Now taking on b2 is very bad and
12..8.¢7 will at best transposc to Lautier-
Spraggett in the notes to the previous
game, so I wondered whether Black could
continue the provocation with 12..4f6P

My rough analysis isn’t very cheery for
Black, but even so it seems worth showing
as an example of the very sharp play
which can develop in this and similar
lines. After 13 &b5 Hg4 (trying to force
White to capture) play might continue:

a) 14 Waq? 00! (not 14..8d7 15 La5
Wa6 16 Ac7+ 2f8 17 Wa3 &xb2 18 Wxb2
Wxa5+ 19 &e2 and White wins) 15 £ad5
Wa is very bad for White:

al) 16 &\c7 £47! totally refutes White’s
play because of 17 Wa3 £xb2.

a2) 16 D xd4 cxd4 17 a3 De5 leaves
White all over the place. If 18 £f1 &xc4
simply wins a pawn.

b) 14 Hxd4 cxd4 15 b3 0-0! prepares 16
00 (16 £cl looks absurd though
16..Wb4+ 17 e2 isnt absolutely clear)
16..0e3! 17 fxe3 dxe3 18 &hl (18 c5?
Wxc5 simply loses a pawn) 18..exd2 19
Wxd2 when Black has a reasonable game.

¢) But the best is the very simple 14 0-0!
preparing to capture on d4 next move and
then play £c1 when there is no check on
b4. This seems to yield a clear advantage.
For example:

cl) 14..8xb2? 15 Eb1 £57 16 Wad 00
17 S.a5 Wa6 18 £)c7 and White wins.

c2) 14..0-0 15 Hxd4 cxd4 16 £cl f5 17
exf5 with a clear advantage.

c3) 14...8g7 15 Waq 0.0 16 225 Wab 17
7 247 18 Wa3 Lxb2 19 Yxb2 Wxa5 20
&\xa8 again with a clear advantage.

c4) 14..%e5 is more sensible, but after

15 xd4 (15..8xd3 16 Db5 He5 17 b3
also gives White a large clear advantage)
15...cxd4 16 Lcl Black has plenty of time
to prepare something against White’s plan
of b2-b3, £b2 moving the light-squared
bishop and removing the d-pawn, but
cven so White is very much in the driving
seat.

The conclusion is that while 11... b6 is
a splendid idea, it’s a little ‘less accurate’
than 11..£d7 not only because the line
which Black is daring White to play may
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not be too wonderful, but much more
importantly because White can profitably
duck the challenge.
12...4897!

12...82xb2? was played in the stem game
of this variation. After 13 Ebl £57 14
Wa4 £f8 (forced - 14...8d7 loses to 15
£a5 Wa6 16 D7+ &8 17 Wa3) 15 £a5
Wao 16 Wa3! b6 17 7 Wxa5+ 18 Wxas
bxa5 White has:

E
1

a) 19 £d2! now gives a big cdge since
the bishop cant get to b4 blocking the b-
file. This refinement has becn enough to
put 12...£xb2? out of commission.

b) But in the superb game Polugayev-
sky-Ljubojevic, Reykjavik 1987, Black’s
boldness was rewarded, as Polugayevsky
couldn’t resist the tempiation and cap-
tured on a8 immediately with 19 Pxa8?
£.c3+ 20 bd1 6 21 2d3 (f 21 Hb8 g7
22 3 &d7! repulses the invader - but not
22..8\xe4? 23 Rc2! M2 24 Hxc3 Hixhi 25
&d2 when the knight is trapped on h1)
and now 21..&b4! (not 21..%g7 22 a3)
blocked the b-file with equality.

13 Wad £d7 14 4a5 Wab

The position is on a knife cdge. Black
has now been forced to position his men
ready to be family forked, but as a result
of the pin and various hanging white
pieces it turns out that the best that White
can achieve — and indced the only thing
that he can do - is 1o take the exchange in

return for serious compensation:

W L)
W 1 1t

PrImE
N

N

AN

N
SN

35 e
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15 De7+ 18 16 Wa3 &xb2! 17 ¥xb2
Wxa5+ 18 He2 Hc8 19 Wxhs

19 Deb+ fxed 20 Wxhg £d7 is also
possible, reaching the same position as in
the game except that the black rook is on
c8 rather than ¢7. There may be some
exotic reason why this is important but I
can’t see it and suspect that it’s irrelevant.
19...Exc7 20 ¥b2 b5 21 Ze3

My strong impression is that Black
can’t win by direct avtack here. But he
already has a pawn for the exchange and
after sensible moves should continue to
hold very reasonable compensation even if
White manages to get his king into safety.
21...Bb7

Possibly an improvement on the earlier
game Lautier-Chabanon, Rouen 1987.
There Black played 21..f51%, which ex-
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Averbakh Variation with 4...8¢c6 5 d5 Dd4

poses the white king further but also
opens lines up Lowards his own monarch.
After 22 f3 [xe4 23 fxe4 &M6 24 h3 Eb7 25
£d3! Chabanon played for mate with
25...bxc4?, but after 26 Wxb7 Wc3 27 Wb
Lautier had defended himsclf. The game
continued 27..8b5 (27..Wd4+ 28 Le2
doesn’t help, e.g. 28..cxd3+ 28..455 29
262! and White wins — 29 Wxd3 Wb2+ 30
&fs 2b5 31 We3 etc) 28 23 Wxd3+ 29
Wxd3 cxd3 30 Bhb1 £c4 31 Eb8+ &f7 32
@e3 and White went on to win.

Instead Black should just play the end-
ing with 25..2b6 26 Wd2 Wxd2+! (not
26.. .3 27 Hacl bxc4 28 Ec3 Wh2 29
Wxb2 Bxb2 30 Lc2) 27 Lxd2 bxcd 28 L2
e6, when he seems to have enough play in
the centre even though White can force
the exchange of rooks.

22 cxbb?

22 £.d3 was much better, as in Lautier-
Chabanon above:

a) 22...bxc4 still doesn’t work due to 23
Wxb7 We3 24 Wbl Wdd+ 25 Le2 cxd3+
26 Wxd3 Wb2+ 27 &f3 etc.

b) But 22..4Y6 is quite playable, e.g. 23
3 Bb6 24 Wd2 Wa3 25 Hacl bxcd 26 Ec3
Wab 27 Zxcd £b5 28 £xb5 Hxb5 29 Hb3
Hxb3+ 30 axb3 ¥bé 31 Ebl when White
is a little better but would have to play
very well to make something of it.
22...4xb5 23 £xb5 Hxbs 24 Wd2 HEba
25 {3 )6

26 Ehd1

To protect the queen, for if 26 Ehb1?
ga+! 27 txgh Hxed+!
26...Wa3+ 27 Wd3 Wb2 28 Hab1 Wxg2

With a clear advantage since Black al-
ready has more than enough material for
the exchange and with the disappearance
of this pawn the white king will never
find more than temporary peace against
the marauding queen and knight.
29 Exb4 cxb4 30 2d2 ¥h3

30...Wg1+ looks better.
31 &da! 5id7 32 f4 Wha 33 We3 W6+
34 &cd4 Wal 35 Wda W1+ 36 &xb4 16

White has done very well over the last
few moves but even so Black has plenty of
play and when White pushes his luck it is
he who goes over.
37 eb?

Trying to destabilise Black but the re-
sult is the opposite.
37...dxe5 38 fxe5 Dxe5 39 Wc3 Whi1+
40 Ha3?!

40 ©a4 would deny the queen an excel-
lent square.
40...Wp5! 41 Ed4 Df7! 42 ¥c6 5)d6

Completing an excellent regrouping,
Not only does the knight menace the en-
emy king from dé but it protects its own
monarch and most importantly directly
prevents dé.
43 Ebd Wd3+ 44 Zb3 Wd2 45 Hb2 Wi4
46 Hc2 ab 47 Web ©f7 48 &b3

If 48 Wxa5 A4+ 49 Hxcd Wxcd, when
although the a-pawn could be annoying
Black has wonderful winning chances.
48...a4+ 49 a3 Wed 50 Hc3 f5 51 h3
g5 52 &b2?

Allowing an immediate win.
52..Web! 53 ©b1 Hed 54 He3 f4 0-1

Game 27
Ivkov-Hiibner
West Germany 1975

1 d4 g6 2 c4 £g7 3 5c3 d6 4 e4 &c6 5
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d5 Dd4 6 Dge2 c5 7 Le3 Whe 8 Wd2
f5!1?

Immediately attacking White’s centre.
This is a very good idea if it can be made
to work, but apart from the stem game
here, I could find only one other theoreti-
cally uninteresting example in the notes
since people have presumably been put off
the line by the improvement for White
mentioned by Ivkov in Informator 20. It’s
a shame but my feeling is that this line is
in serious need of inspiration if it is to be
resuscitated. '

Black would like to play 8..&34?, of
course, since if he can exchange off two
pairs of minor pieces or even better just
bishop for knight and maintain the cav-
alry on d4 then he will be doing, splen-
didly. But unfortunately after 9 f3! the
abject 9...2d7 seems to be forced: since
after the consequent 9...2xf3? the tactics
heavily, indeed apparently decisively, fa-
vour White, i.e. 10 24! Wa6 (if 10...Wb4
simply 11 Dxd4 Wxd2+ 12 £xd2 fxe4 13
b5 or 13 &f3 wins a piece for only two
pawns) 11 £xd4 cxd4 12 £xd4 Lxd4 13
Wxd4 and now:

a) 13..90f6 14 ¢5 Wa5+ 15 §)3 dxc5 16
¥e5! and Black was in dire trouble in
Timman-Suttles, Hastings 1973.

b) Since that continuation is so foul for
Black, I had a go at making 13..%xa4
work. Unfortunately, however, the very
best that Black can rationally hope for
after this is perpetual check; and I believe
that accurate play denies him even this,
eg. 14 Wxhg Wbar 15 &2 Lxed 16
Wxg8+ £d7 and now:

b1) 17 Wxa8 Wxb2+ 18 Le3 (18 Le2
Wdd+ 19 g3 WeS+ looks drawn too)
18.. We3+ 19 dxed 5+ 20 Sf4 Wes+ 21
Df3 Wed+ 22 22 Ydd+ 23 e2 Wxcd+
must surely be perpetual.

b2) 17 Wxf7 Wxb2+ 18 $e2 Wdd+ 19
L3 Weld+ 20 3 W5t 21 Sga+ 41522
h3 We3+ 23 23 WeS+ is also I believe a

draw.

b3) But 17 Wg7! looks winning, e.g.
17.. Wb6+ 18 el (18 He2 f6 19 b3 Wd4
20 Hd1 ¥We5 21 Hd3 also looks good
enough) and now:

b31) If 18..f6 19 fe2l Lxg2 20 g4+
15 21 Lxf5+! gxf5 22 Wxg2.

b32) 18..We3+ 19 &d1 f6 20 W7 and:

b321) 20..215 21 e BB 22 Wis
£c2+ 23 Sxc2 Wxe2+ 24 b3 Wd3+ 2
b4 Wd2+ 26 Lad! wins. -

b323) 20..¥d4+ 21 Sel 265 22 fe2
We3 23 Hf1 Ef 24 Wxf§ &d3 25 BR
£xe2 26 Wxe7+! (26 Exe2 Wgl+ 27 &d2
Wd4 is perpetual) 26...Wxe7 27 Hxe2 with
excellent winning chances.
9 0-0-0!

This looks best. The alternatives are:

a) 9 Da4 Wha 10 Wxb4 Hc2+ 11 2d2
&)xb4 is fine for Black.

b) 9 £32! was played in a game Holstein-
Bogdanov, Copenhagen open 1991, but
after 9..fxe4 10 fxe4 £g4 Black already
has a fine game and in fact went on to win
in 36 moves.
9...5xe2+ 10 £xe2

10...5f6

Allowing an unfortunate exchange of
bishops. My feeling is that Black should be
looking for an improvement here but the
problem is that if he tries to prevent £hé
with ..h7-h6 or ..h7-h5 perhaps then the
gb-pawn is weakened and this will cer-
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tainly be a problem, at least until Black
gets castled. If 10...fxe4 11 Hixe4 and:

a) 11..8f5 12 &3 &Hf6 (f 12..%a5
maybe 13 g4 £.d7 14 g51?, playing against
the g8knight but perhaps 12..h51) 13
£.h6 transposes to Ivkov-Hiibner.

b) 11.8f6 12 &c3 (better than 12
Dxfo+ 2xfo 13 2g5 Wbi 14 Wxb4
fxg5+ 15 Wd2 @xd2+ 16 &xd2 with
equality) 12...&f5 (12..h6 13 £d3) 13 &he
again transposes.

11 exf5 &xf5 12 £h6!

By exchanging bishops, White reduces
the dynamism of Black’s position and also
removes some of the clutter on the efile as
he prepares to target the e7-pawn.
12...£xh6 13 Wxh6 0-0-0 14 Ehe1 HEhi8
15 23? )

A mistake because Black now gets seri-
ous counterplay against the c4-pawn.
Ivkov indicated 15 £f1 with a clear advan-
tage — this looks like rather a big assess-
ment but certainly the e6-square and e7-
pawn are weak so it is at least slightly bet-
ter for White.
15...%a6 16 ¥ha

Certainly not 16 Exe7? &g8.
16...2f7 17 Ze3 Eg8!

Ivkov already assesses this as somewhat
better for Black.

18 Hde1 g5 19 Wg3 Hgg7
19...h5 also looks quite nice.
20 £e2 2d8 21 a3 Wab 22 h3

22...a6

As Tvkov pointed out, this was the
moment to strike with 22...b5! and now:

a) The point is that if 23 cxb5?! @xd5!
24 Qixd5? Wxel+ 25 £d1 Wa5 26 Hxe7
Hxe7 27 Wxdé+ Le8 White has at most a
draw and probably not even that.

b) But if White continues 23 Sig4 £xg4
24 hxg4 and if 24..b4 (24..bxc4? is also
quite possible) not 25 axb4? Wxb4 when
the c4-pawn drops ofl, but simply 25 2b1
when although the black position has im-
proved White still has a perfectly reason-
able game.

23 294 £xg4 24 hxga Dd7 25 3 Zi4
25...b51 was still possible though not,

of course, as effective as in the previous

note.

26 Eed Deb 27 &c2 Hgf7?

A mistake, presumably in time trouble.
28 Hxeb!

This thematic sacrifice gives White not
only a strong initiative but also much the
better structure for only a very small ma-
terial investment. In time trouble, the
black position is now critical, though it
looks as though there were still defences
before it slipped to lost. ’
28...dxe5 29 Exe5 h6 30 He6 E7f6 31
Ye1 Exc4?

An attempt to create counterplay
which ought to have lost. 31.. Wc7 32 d6 is
terminal, but there doesn’t seem to be a
knockout after 31...Exe6 when:

a) 32 Yxeb Ef6! defends and if 33 Wgs+
£d7 34 De4 Ebé!

b) 32 dxe6 is very menacing but neither:

b1) 32..Exc4 33 We5 Hc8 34 Whe+
Wd8 35 Wxh6 Hd4 36 Wxg5 Wds.

b2) Nor even 32..Wc7 33 Nd5 Hxcd+
34 &b3 Wdé 35 Wa5+ b6 36 Wxas Ladll
37 dxad Yoo+ 38 Whs Was+ 39 &b3
Wxd5+ 40 Wed Wdi+ 41 L2 &7 (0
attack the e6-pawn) 42 b4! is totally clear.
32 Hxe7 Exc3+ 33 bxc3 Wad+ 34 &d2
Hb6 35 Web Wf4+
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The only chance since if 35..8b2+ 36
el Hbl+ 37 $f2 Bb2+ 38 gl the king
escapes, after which White immediately
delivers mate.

36 Wxf4 gxf4

This ending should be winning though
Hiibner did just manage to salvage the
draw.

37 Eh7 c4 38 %¢2 Eb3 39 Exh6

39 a#! should win.
39...Exa3 40 Eh7?

40 Ef6 was still good enough.
40...b5 41 Zf7 Ha2+ 42 &b1 Hxg2 43
Bxf4 £e7! 44 Hed+ 2d6 45 He6+ wxd5
46 Exab Le5 47 Ha2 Eg1+ 48 &h2 Lf4
49 Hab ©xf3 50 Hxb5 Hxgd 51 a3
wed

And they agreed the draw.

Game 28
Farago-Keene
Esbjerg 1981

1d4 g6 2 c4 297 3 2c3 d6 4 e4 5)c6 5
d5 d4 6 £e3 ¢5 7 Hge2 Wh6 8 Wd2
46 9 Hxda?!

This is what Black is hoping for, and al-
though the mess which results is far from
totally clear, White would be unhkely to
play 9 @xd4 ‘voluntarily’, especially given
that 9 f3 gives him a good game (see Game
29). However, it does occur from time to
time and if Black is going to set this ‘rap’
then he should know something about the
possible consequences.
9...cxd4 10 £xd4

10 ¥xd4 is perfectly playable. After
10...Wxb2 White has:

a) 11 b5? Dixed! 12 Wxb2 $xb2 13
Bbl £c3+ 14 DHxc3 (14 @dl Lad)
14..4%c3 yields Black a pawn for rather
minimal compensation.

b) 11 b1 Wa3 12 Wd2 Wa5 13 £3 00 14
b5 Wxd2+ 15 &xd2 bé gave Black a very
comfortable position in Donner-Ree, Wijk
aan Zee 1972,

10...0xed! 11 Lxb6 Hixd2

12 D b51?

A brave move initiating immense com-
plications, which, however, seem to be
clearly in Black’s favour. The alternatives
are:

a) 12 £e3? allows 12..8xf1 13 Exf1
&xc3+ 14 bxc3 b6 when the organic
weakness of the c-pawns leaves White
with an absolutely vile position.

b) 12 &xd2 axbé is reasonably playable
though. This position would be pleasant
for White if he could exchange off the
light-squared bishops and ideally keep on
the other pair of minor pieces since he
would have a nice plan of fixing the dou-
bled pawn on b6 and then gradually aim-
ing to attack it. But of course Black should
not allow this. Instead he can use the dy-
namism inherent in the two bishops to
annoy White. And he should bc able at
least to equalise by ...e7-¢6 at the right
moment with ...8.xc3+ if necessary before
taking on d5.
12...axb6!? .

Accepting  the challenge. Instead
12..8d7 is safe and gives a very reasonable
position, e.g. 13 &c7 (13 &xd2 axb6 14
2 Rd8 is about equal; and 13
Dxa7/2xa7 £xb2 14 Hdl Oxfl should
also be very playable for Black) 13...&xb2
14 Hd1 £¢3 15 Dxa8 (if 15 Hxd2 Eb8s 16
&xa7 &xc7 17 2xb8+ @xb8 18 dl
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£xd?2 19 &xd2 £d7 White’s weakened
queenside give Black the advantage)
15... 80 c4+ 16 Pc2 Hixbé 17 Dxb6+ axbé
must be fine for Black.

13 Hc7+ £d8 14 Dxa8 Lxb2 15 Ed1
Ded

B
/5
@%

o
2 A7

-
%

Ze

29 H

As long as the knight can’t escape via b6
and take the bishop, Black will have mas-
sive compensation for the exchange. Al-
though the lines are very complex, it
would be most surprising if any were
good for White - there are simply too
many possibilities at Black’s disposal.

16 £d3

16 f3 2.3+ 17 &e2 2a5 is simple and
strong. 16 §)xb6 is much more interesting
but ultimately seems excellent for Black,
eg 16..8c3+ 17 Le2 Ra5 18 Had 447
19 Ed4 and now 19...f5 looks best: 20 {3
&M6 21 ¢5 dxc5 22 Bixc5 £b6 23 Hed Lb5
24 Dxb7+ ©d7 25 &d2 Lxcd 26 Lxcd
b8 (26..&c7 27 Hell &xb7 28 Hxe7+
&b8 gives White reasonable play for the
piece) 27 £ab6 Ha8 28 &b5+ Fc7 29 a4
Nxd5 30 Hcl+ Dxb7 31 Lcb+ a7 32
£xa8 ©xa8 and Black should win.
16...5)c5 17 Dxb6

This looks like the place to look for an
improvement but if e.g.

) 17°0-0 £g4 18 £3 &Hxd3 19 Exd3 &5
20 Edd1 £a3 21 ©hl L5 22 g4 £c2 23
Hd2 £a4 24 bl b5! 25 cxb5 £d7 win-
ning the knight.

b) 17 se2 St 18 De3 £.a3.

) 17 £c2 £c3+ 18 Le2 Ra5 19 Ebl
£15! (the important thing is to evacuate
the bishop so that if the knight emerges
on b6 it has nothing to take) 20 £xf5 gxf5
21 Eb5 &a4 22 Bhb1 White will at best
get a fairly balanced rook ending.

17...894 18 3 &xf3! 19 gxf3 4c3+ 20
Ze2 &c7

Trapping the beast.
21h4

21 Eb1 £a5 doesn’t help White.
21...&xb6

Whereas White has no real targets for
his rooks or chances of setting up a passed
pawn, Black already has a pawn for the
exchange and much the better pawn struc-

" ture. So although White can still fight, his

opponent has excellent winning chances.
22 h5 Ea8 23 &bt

If 23 hxgé Exa2+ 24 ©f1 hxgs 25 Eh7
Nxd3 26 Hxd3 &f6 27 Exf7 &5 with a
big advantage.

23...216 24 hxg6 hxg6 25 Eh7 £Ha4 26
Hc1 Ef8 27 £ed!?

Offering a pawn to get active.
27...0¢3+ 28 &d3 Hxa2 29 Eb1+ $c7
30 c5 dxc5 31 d6+ &xd6 32 Exb7 &eb
33 Eh2

33 Lc4 was better.
33...c4+!1?

Returning a pawn to get co-ordinated.
34 &xc4 Ec8+

7, %
// %
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Averbakh Variation with 4...8c6 5 d5 Dd4

35 &d3?

The obvious move but as by Keene
showed in Informator 32, 35 &b3! is a
much tougher defence since after
35..8¢c1+ (35...80c3 36 Hc2 &f4 37 £.d5))
36 b2 Ff4+ 37 &bl the knight is
trapped. If then 37..8c3 38 Bc2 Exc2 39
Dxc2 DNe2 40 2d3 Dd4 41 Bb4 Dxf3 42
fxg6+ Lg5 43 Led White must be able to
draw.
35..2¢c1+ 36 &d2 g5+ 37 el 15

Now Black can co-ordinate hxs forces
and it’s all over.

38 2b1 Ec3 39 Hg2 &6 40 Eb6+ e6 41
Ec2

41 Exe6+ drxe6 42 Bxgh f6 43 Hg3
b3 should be a technical win.
41...Ee3+! 42 22 ,

If 42 &f1 Bxf3+ 43 g2 Hb3!
42..5d3+ 43 £g3 &4+ 44 Lg2 Hel+
45 &f2 Dxc2 46 £xc2 Ec3

The rest was pretty simple.

47 b2 2e5 48 Za2 Ld4+ 49 g2 deb
50 £d1 &f4 51 Hc2 Ed3 52 fe2 Hel3
53 Ha2 e5 54 Ed2 g5 55 Ha2 Zc¢3 56
£d1 Hc1 57 Le2 Egl+ 58 $h2 g4 59
fxg4 fxg4 60 £.c4 g3+ 61 2h3 Zh1+ 62
%92 Eh2+ 63 &f1 Bxa2 64 &xa2 &f3
0-1

Game 29
R.Herhandez-Calderin
Colon 1991

1d4 g6 2 ¢4 297 3 Dc3 d6 4 e4 £)c6 5
d5 d4 6 Re3 c5 7 Hge2 Whe 8 Wd2
&)f6 9 £3 d7 10 Ed1

Alternatively:

a) 10 Da4 isnt unplayable due to
10.. %a6 11 &ixd4 Wxad 12 Hb5 00 13
£h6 xh6 14 Wxhe a6 (14..Wba+ 15
Wd2 Wxd2+ 16 dxd2 is fine for Black too)
15 \c3 Wh4 16 Wd2 5 17 exf5 Hxf5 18
£.e2 De5 19 b3 b5 20 cxb5 g5 and Black
was doing well in Donner-Timman, Wik
aan Zee 1974, though Donner later caught

Timman in some tactics and won.

b) 10 000 forces 10..8xe2+ 11 Lxe2,
but gives Black much more counterplay
than if the white king takes refuge on the
kingside.

10...0-0 11 b3!

A novelty at the time, this is much
more testing than 11 Dxd4 cxd4 12 Lxd4
£xd4 13 Wxd4 Wxb2 when Black is com-
fortable.
11..80xe2 12 L.xe2

12..Wab

This must be correct, improving the
queen’s position with tempo. Here or on
the next move, Black may clarify the king-
side with ...f7-£5 but the resultant structure
with potentially weak pawns on both {5
and €7 is rather unpleasant for him, so I
would much prefer instead to initiate play
on the queenside as quickly as possible.

After 12..f5 13 exf5 gxf5 Black is
threatening 14...f4! so White has:

a) In Sadler-Webster, Dublin Zonal
1993, Matthew reacted with 14 g3 ¥b4 15
el b)e5 16 0.0 a6 17 £hé Kf7 18 Lxg7
Hxg7 19 Blel b5 20 £4 Higd 21 &d3 &d7
22 He2 Ef8 23 Hcel Eff7 24 \b1 Wxd2 25
Dxd2 &I 26 &3 Le8 27 &g5 with a
good ending though Black held on to
draw 1n 55 moves.

b) 14 &h6 at once has been suggested
and if 14..Ef7 15 00 De5 16 £xg7 Hxg7
17 f4 g6 18 Lh5! Black has no real play

30

to counteract White’s structural advantage.
13 Ec1 a6

Instead 13..f5 14 exf5 gxf5 15 &h6 Ef7
16 $xg7 Hxg7 17 0-0 was also rather grim
in a Dutch correspondence game Van den
Langenberg-Van Putten, 1995-97. White
crashed through after 17....a6 18 f4 M8 19
&d3 £d7 20 We2 87 21 Hcel Hgb 22
He3 Hafg 23 Bg3 He7 24 Hd1 e5 25 dxed
& xe6 26 B)e3 D7 27 Hxgl+ Txg7 28 gd
B\co 29 £xf5 &d4 30 Wb2 &f7 31 &xh7
Bh8 32 {5 Exh7 33 fxeo+ xe6 34 ¥g2
1-0.

Given that he doesn’t want to play ...{7-
{5, 13...a6 is obvious. But since White now
quickly develops a dangerous attack, I
wondered if Black could spend a move
playing 13..Ee8!” so as to meet 14 &h6
with 14..&h8 (not 14..8d4 15 &bs))
when I think it must be to Black’s advan-
tage to retain the bishops, e.g. 15 h4 a6 16
h5 b5 17 hxgé fxgé (or even 17..hxg6!?)
with a splendidly messy position which
needs to be tested.

14 2h6! 2xh6!?

Drawing the queen to a post where
she’s well placed to attack Black but is less
effective against the ...b7-b5 break.

The immediate 14..b5 15 2xg7 xg7
16 cxb5 axb5 17 £xb5 is most unconvine-
ing here. While 14...£.d4 15 2.x{8 xi8 is
inventive - and perhaps good for a five-
minute game - it surely can’t be enough,
e 16 21 Wds 17 He3 £d7 18 00 b5
and although Black has a ‘nice position’
White has more wood.

15 ¥Wxh6 b5 16 h4!?

Going for broke. After 16 cxb5 axb5 17
£xb5 &e5 18 0-0 Black gets reasonable
Benko Gambit type compensation -
though the exchange of darksquared
bishops must presumably favour White.
Since' Black seems to have reasonable
chances if he improves on move 19, per-
haps this is White’s most rational course.
16...f6

If 16..52d8 17 h5 &8 18 &5 dxe5 19
hxg6 fxg6 20 &f2! with a vicious attack.
17 14

Not 17 h5 g5 18 f4 gxf4 19 g3 3!
17...Ef7! 18 h5 g5 19 fxg5
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19...Hg7?

Incorrect since now White gets castled
after which the knight is unpinned and the
g-pawn defended.

Nogueiras and Ruiz Hernandez dismiss
19...fxg5 in Informator 53 with the com-
ment 20 Ef1} &6 21 e5! dxe5 22 d6 Wds
23 e4! winning. This is wrong in view of
23.. a5+, but instead of 22 d6 simply 22
Wxg5+ followed after either 22..&h8 or
22.8g7 by 23 Wxe5 is very good for
White.

Instead after 19...fxg5 20 Hf1 (20 Wxg5+
Zg7 21 ¥Wh4 is also interesting and maybe
then 21...h6 to prevent White from play-
ing h5-h6 himself) 20..%3€5! is a much
better move, putting the knight where it
needs to be. After 21 Wxg5+ (of course
not 21 Exf7?? Qxf7 trapping the queen!)
21..Hg7 is a real mess. Lines like 22 W4
£d7 23 h6 Hxg2! or 22 Wh4 (eyeing e7)
22..h6 23 W4 b4 24 Had Lh7 aren’t re-
motely clear and could easily end up in
Black’s favour.

20 gxf6 2xfé 21 0-01

Threatening 22 e5 dxe5 23 dé.
21...b4 22 5! dxeb 23 Exf6

Given as ‘" by Nogueiras and Hernan-
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Averbakh Variation with 4...9c6

5 db Dd4

dez, but since the lines arent quite as clear
as they claim I also wondered about 23
d6!? at once:

a) 23...bxc3 24 dxe7:

al) 24..Wxa2? 25 Ef2 Wd2 loses to 26
Wxf6 (also 26 Ed1!) 26..¥xcl+ 27 &f1
25 28 Bxf5 h6 29 Wfs+ &h7 30 Wxa8
We3+ 31 Rh1 Exe7 32 Wd8 and wins.

a2) 24..4&b7 is much tougher, though
White is better after 25 Zxf6 Wic7 26 £.03.

b) 23..£b7% is also possible immedi-
ately, but 24 &d5 &xd5 (or 24..£.xd5 25
cxd5 with a clear advantage) 25 We6+ &hs
26 cxd5 should be very good for White.
One nice line goes 26...c4 (26...exd6) 27
dxe7 Bxg2+? (or 27..¥c5+ 28 ©h2 Wxey
29 Wxe7 Exe7 30 bxc4 with a clear advan-
tage) 28 Lxg2 Lxd5+ 29 $h2 fxe6 30
Lf8+ £g8 31 Egl Wd5 32 &xcd Wd2+ 33
&h1 and wins. :
23...bxc3?

Making it simple for White. Black
really had to engage with 23...exf6 24 He4
when: :

Q) 24..f5 25 Qfe+ L7 26 He8! and
White wins.

b) 24..2h3 25 &ixfe+ &h8 26 Hixhy!
(26 Th2 Wxa2l) 26...Exh7! (26... Hxg2+2 27
©h1 &¢8 28 Hfl! and White wins) 27
Wle+ g8 28 gxh3 with a very strong
attack.

c) 24..4f5 25 Dxf6+ Dh8 26 Bf1 Wxa2
27 We3! £h3 28 B Wal+ 29 dh2 £c8
30 Wxc5 £b7 31 £d3 and White wins
(Nogueiras and Hernandez) though Black

can certainly fight a bit, particularly after
31...¥d4 forcing the queens off.

d) 24..Wd8 25 Hxf6+ ©h8 26 £d3 was
marked as winning in Informator. But
Black has 26..Wf8! 27 &h1 &£f5 (not
27..8h3? 28 &ixh7!! @xg2+ 29 well
Led+ 30 g+ g8 31 Lxed Wi 32
Wxg7+1) 28 Lxf5 K7 29 Wxfg+ (29 Wes
Hx{6 30 Wxe5 Whe!) 29...Efxf8 (29...Haxf8
30 &xh7 and White wins) 30 £)d7 Exf5 31
&xc5, when White’s centre pawns arc
huge but Black can certainly bartle on -
my hunch is that he should start with
31...e4, hoping to destabilise matters after
32 &)xe4?! He8.

24 g2

Unfortunately, the game reference in
Informator ends here and we've been un-
able to track down the rest. But certainly
with a vicious attack and a big structural
advantage to boot for no material deficit,
White is winning here.
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Summary

This is a nice active variation for Black but his biggest problem - and the reason, that,
for example, Yasser Seirawan gave up the line - is that White can force a draw and the
attempt in Game 22 to avoid it by giving up the queen for two pieces is extremely

dubious at best.

In the other lines, Black gets a great deal of counterplay unless White counters
exceptionally accurately - as in Game 29. And even then he has a fairly reasonable

game.
1d4 g6 2 e4 £97 3 c4 d6 4 £c3 6 5 d5 Hdd

6 2e3 c5 (D) 7 Dge2
7 dxcé — Game 21
7..%b6 8 Hxda
8 Wd2
8...15 - Game 27
8.6
9 Nxd4 — Game 28
913 - Game 29
8...cxd4 9 &.d2
9 Had (D)
9...dxe3 - Game 22
9. Wa5+ — Game 23
9..Wa6
9. ¥d8 - Game 24
10 Zxd4 £xd4 11 Hc3 (D) YWh6
11...8.d7 - Game 25
12 b5 - Game 26
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CHAPTER SIX J

Averbakh Variation with
4..%5c6 5 2e3 eb 6 d5 H\ce7

1d4 g6 2 c4 £97 3 Dc3 d6 4 e4 516 5
£e3 e5 6 d5 Z\ce? )

This very common line leads to a com-
plex of variations similar to normal King's
Indians but with Black arguing that the
omission of ...&M\6 is to his advantage since
he can play ...f7-f5 at once; it’s also some-
times important that on g8 the knight
supports ...2.hé.

White must either oppose ...f7-£5 with
an immediate g2-g4 (the ‘main line) or
simply develop, contending that although
Black may be pleased to achieve ...{7-f5 so
easily, the structure is still quite favourable
for White.

a)7 g4 5

While 7..f5 is Black’s ‘principal con-
tinuation’, it’s by no means forced -
though the majority of the nearly 200
games in my database with 7 g4 do involve
it

One distinctive plan is to resolve the
kingside with 7..2)6 and if 8 f3 h5 9 g5
&d7. This looks just about playable but
my feeling is that Black needs either to
leave his f-pawn at home for the moment
or to continue with ..{f7-f5. The superfi-
cally good idea of ..f6xg5 to create a
weakness on g5 leaves him with very little
space -~ Game 30 is a grisly example of

what can then occur. This line can only
scnsibly be discussed in terms of struc-
tures. White has an alternative idea of
playing g5xf6, hoping to have a go at the
gb-pawn. But as Barlov-Z.Nikolic in the
notes to Game 30 shows, this isn’t likely
to be so good - the h4-pawn is also weak.

A more positive idea, is to meet 7 g4
with 7..c5. As always, this weakens the
dé-pawn in the long term but prevents
White’s natural queenside expansion with
c4-c5. The plus side of this idea is evident
in Games 31 and 32.
8 gxf5

The restrained 8 3 is the subject of
Game 33.
8...gxf5 9 Wh5+

The queen sortie is White’s tactical jus-
tification of 7 g4. When the line first ap-
peared, Black used to reply 9..f8, but
after the normal sequence 10 £h3 &6 11
W3 f4 12 £d2 Black’s light-squared
weaknesses give White a very pleasant
long-term advantage. Slow strangulation is
not what Black is looking for from any
opening.

The line was resuscitated by new ideas
after the bolder
9...5g6 10 exf5 Wha

Here White has a choice berween 11
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Averbakh Variation with 4...0\c6 5 Le3 e5 6 db Dce7

Wxh4 (Game 34) and 11 W13 (Game 35).
b) 7 ¢5

This is another attempt to take advan-
tage of Black’s move order but it is far less
well based. Since he can’t castle Black is
more or less obliged to allow £b5+ next
move, but ...&f8 is a more than acceptable
response. In Game 36 Black is delighted to
be able to exchange dark-squared bishops
and then move his king to g7.
c) 7 Yd2

White aims to stop ...&h6 and meet
...f745 with £2f3 and then continuing £.d3
and @ge2 after which he can castle either
side — though he often defers the choice
for the next few moves. This position is
very similar to a normal Simisch King’s
Indian. My feeling is that White has pre-
served the ‘advantage of the first move’ but
no more and there is everything to fight
for (see Games 37 and 38).

Game 30
Foisor-Kourkounakis
Nikea open 1985

1d4 g6 2 c4 £97 3 ©c3 d6 4 4 Dc6 5
2e3 eb 6 d5 Hce7 7 g4 5)f6 8 f3 ¢c5

The immediate 8..h5 is more flexible.
For example, Barlov-Z.Nikolic, Yugoslav
Championship, Tivat 1994, continued 9
g5 &\d7 10 h4 a5 11 &h3 £5 12 gufel £xf6
when In contrast to the main game, Black
has plenty of space on the kingside,
though the opening of lines means that he
must guard in the short term against a
quick attack.
9 h4 h5 10 g5 ©h7 11 Dge2 6 12 Hcl
fxg5?! 13 hxg5 0-0 14 Hd3

Although the g5-pawn is potentially
weak, it yields White a nice space advan-
tage. While he can try to play ..b7-b3,
Black’s natural plan is to use the open file
to create play on the kingside. But with 14
&d3 White has effectively prevented the
normal exchange sacrifice ..Ef4. In the

play which follows, both sides [eint on the
queenside and Black eventually deems it
necessary to block it with ...a7-a5.
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14...a6 15 a4 b6 16 We2 Ef7 17 £h3
W8 18 £xc8 Dxc8 19 Eh3 Ha7 20 &d2
He8 21 Lc2 We7 22 Wg2 HNf8 23 Ehh1
Wb7 24 b3 ©d7 25 b1 L8 26 Hd2
297 27 &d1 ¥bB 28 &e2 Wd8 29 Ehb1
ab

Now all attention shifts to the kingside
where White’s space advantage gives him a
significant advantage. Black also has a big
problem with the a7-knight, which has
nowhere sensible to go to. Ideally, Black
would like to transfer it to f4 so as to an-
noy the powerful d3-horse and if ex-
changed open up the e5-square for its
counterpart. In that case Black would have
had a perfectly reasonable game, but as it
is he is in for a long hard sweat with no
foreseeable prospects of active play unless
White helps him.
30 Eg1 48 31 Haf1 &c8 32 &d1 Hh7
33 &c2 We7 34 Wg3 4h8 35 Ef2 Wf8
36 b1 Wg7 37 Dc3 Da7

Black has defended well against the
‘natural plan’ of eventually effecting 3-f4
to attack dé, but White now begins an
excellent manoeuvre to transfer the horse
to h4.
38 Hd1 %¢8 39 £c1 W8 40 He3 297
41 5\g2 We7 42 Hhq! 58 43 He2 ©h7
44 Wh2 Wd7 45 Hixgé! &xgb 46 Hh1
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&h7 47 g6+ Dxgb 48 Wxh5+ <g8 49
Wxg6 1-0

Although Black could presumably have
defended better at specific moments, the

overall impression is that ..f7-f6xg5 was-

not a good idea.

Game 31
Polajzer-Davies
World U-26 Ch., Graz 1981

1d4 g6 2c4 297 345c3 d64e4 565
£e3 eb 6 d5 Hce7 7 g4 ¢5 8 hd H)i6 9
g52! ‘

Giving the knight access to {4 ~ exactly
what Black is desperately hoping for.
9...5h5 10 4e2 D4 11 £13 00 12
Age2 5 13 Wd2 Wa5i? ‘

Although the game swiftly cnded in
Black’s favour, I suspect that 13...a6 may
be better, since by opposing queens Black
offers his opponent the opportunity to try
and exchange them.

14 0-0-0?!

14 b5 was critical since if White can
exchange queens without disaster then
he’ll still have a good game:

Q) 14, Wxd2+ 15 &xd2 Dxe? 16 Bxe?
is exactly what White wants.

b) But if 14..20d3+ 15 &d1 Wxd2+ 16
&xd2 and neither:

bl) 16..8xf2 17 L£xf2 fxed 18 Lxe4
Exf2 19 @ixd6 Of5 20 £ xf5 gxf5 21 Hafl.

b2) Nor is 16..0xb2 17 &c3 Dad+ 18
#b3 particularly pleasant for Black.
14...Eb8 15 Qxf4?

Rushing to his doom - 15 &b1 looks
right.
15...exf4 16 2xf4 fxed 17 &xd6 Exf3
18 L.xb8

18...Hxc3+! 19 &b1

Or 19 bxc3 £.xc3 20 We2 Wa3+ 21 &hi
L151

19...e3! 0-1

: Averbakh Variation with 4...%¢c6 5 $e3 e5 6 d5 Nce7

Game 32
Fedder-Beliavsky
European Junior Ch., Groningen 1970

This fascinating win by’ the young Be-
liavsky shows him taking quite big risks
on the kingside but then managing to
block it very favourably. The rest is a clas-
sic demonstration of the overwhelming
power of a knight against a hopeless
bishop.
1d4 g6 2 c4 £.97 3 e4 d6 4 H)c3 H)c6 5
5.e3 e5 6 d5 &ce7 7 g4 c5 8 £d3 Hh6!?
Preparing to move the knight to the ex-
cellent f7-square. Apparently ‘natural’ is
8..5 9 3 2f6 (Black could also well con-
sider 9..2h6!? to provoke 10 g5; or per-
haps 9..20h6 analogous to my game with
Seirawan below) 10 h3 0-0 11 Wd2 a6 12
a3 £d7 13 b4 We7 14 Hge2 Bh8 15 Hb1
and White had a pleasant position in
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Dlugy-Barreras, Havana 1985.
9 h3 f6! 10 Wd2 &Hf7

B AuG
17 aam

A=H
)
79 ‘
7
x

% ////%7/4 Zd
), AR

i Az
Al

11 Nge2 £d7 12 £g3 a6 13 f3 Wc8 14
0-0-0 b5 15 h4 0-0 16 Zdg1 &b8 17 Hh2
bxc4 18 2b1

The ‘normal’ response, keeping the
queenside closed and the bishop aimed,
albeit through some obstructions, at the
enemy king. But if, as I suggest in the next
note, White ought to close the kingside
then 18 £xc4 was certainly to be consid-
ered. The only problem would be if Black
could generate immediate activity. For
example, 18. Eb4 (18..8b5 19 £b3
doesn’t help Black at all) 19 £d3 (also
conceivably 19 Wd3 £b5 20 b3) 19..Hd4!
is certainly a nuisance but White side-steps
with 20 We2 and then continues the game
- the knights on {7 and €7 are great for
defending Black’s king but a long way
from attacking White’s.
18...h6!?

Presumably, this is to be able to meet
h4-h5 with ..g6-g5 without worrying
about h5-hé, and he may also have been
worricd about g4-g5 followed by h4-h5.
With so many black minor pieces around
the king, it’s going to be very hard to get a
serious attack going, but White’s position
1s clearly perfectly fine here:

a) 19 &5 is the obvious thematic sacri-
fice but it doesn’t seem very sound after
19...gxf5 20 gxf{5 (conceivably 20 exf5 but

it’s very slow) 20...&h8 21 Bhg2 Eg8.

b) Another way to attack is with 19
g5!?, though again 19...fxg5 20 hxg5 h5 21
ENxh5R gxh5 22 g6 ©h8 isn’t very con-
vincing,

¢) So perhaps White should settle for a
reasonably favourable closure of the king-
side with 19 h5, when Black would pre-
sumably co-operate with 19...g5, but then
White can try slowly to regain the c-pawn
perhaps with 20 Wc2 and &g3-f1-d2. The
move a2-a3 is also always on the cards,
though Black would normally reply
...Eb3 and be more than happy if White
played £a2 and took it. Black will have a
temporary initiative while White is work-
ing to regain the pawn, but if he does then
in the very long term the game can easily
turn in his favour. He is clearly better on
the kingside and could, if things went
well, having moved his king back towards
the centre or kingside, maybe play for b2-
b4.

19 Ehg2 g5 20 H\f5?

Allowing the e7-knight out. 20 h5
would have been similar to the previous
note.
20...5g6 21 h52?

Now he absolutely had to keep line
lines open with 21 hxg5.
21...4xf5! 22 gxf5?

22 exf5 would at least have freed the e4-
square for the bishop.
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22..54 23 Eh2 Wb7 24 He2 Wh4 25
We3 Eb7 26 2d2 Hfb8 27 H)xf4 exf4 28
Wxb4 cxb4

Black should definitely win now.

29 Le1 Deb 30 Zh3 £18 31 .Qf? b3 32
a3 £e7 33 £d4 Hd7!

There was obviously no need to allow
the exchange of the powerful steed.

34 &d2 £d8 35 Hcl La5+ 36 Le2 Hes
37 Ehh1 4b6 38 Ehd1?

He absolutely had to try 38 £.c3, what-
ever the consequences, since once the
bishops have been exchanged White can
happily resign.
38...4xd4 39 Hxd4 De5 40 Ec3 Hg7 41
&f2 Heb

Protecting the rook and so stopping 42
£d3. Although White’s material disadvan-
tage is formally only one pawn, he is effec-
tively a whole bishop down since it can

never escape from bl. Black will break
through with ..g5-g4, probably next
move, though he could also prepare it by
moving the king to b6 first. The only
problem then would be that White might
- indeed must - at some point play Hg4
hoping after ...4\xg4 to block the position
up. But Black can do things like threaten-
ing to bring the king into d4 before cap-
turing and will surely win with accurate
play. In any case, presumably over the
adjournment, Fedder resigned.

Game 33
Seirawan-Speelman
Elista Olympiad 1998

1d4 g6 2 e4 £.97 3 ¢4 d6 4 Hc3 &)c6

Although the Averbakh is in principle
quite a good system, 4...9\c6 wasn’t neces-
sarily a particularly good choice against
Yasser since, as he reminded me after the
game, he played this line extensively until
a few years ago. His main objection was
the practically forced draw after 5 d5 £\d4
6 £e3 ¢5 7 Bige2 Whé 8 Hxd4 cxd4 9 Ead:
9. Wa5+ 10 b4 Wxb4+ 11 &d2 Wa3 12
sicl Wba+ 13 £d2 but of course, that
wasn’t a consideration here. Seirawan now
spent some considerable time trying to
decide which line he had found most un-
pleasant to face from the opposite side of
the board before plumping for:
5 %e3 e5 6 d5 Hce7 7 g4 {5 8 1317

Avoiding the ‘absolute main line’ start-
ing 8 gxf5 (see Games 34 and 35).
8...5h6

This appears to be a novelty - they've
almost always played 8..26 here and
then mostly 9 h3 0-0. But 8..4hs is very
logical; Black wants to attack the white
kingside pawns and the knight will be well
placed on 7 to assault a g5-pawn should
White choose to advance it there.
9 £e2 H)f7 10 ha Hg8?!

Played very quickly, but in the post-
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mortem we agreed that 10...2h6 was safer.

11 ext5!!

After long thought. If 11 ¥Wd2 fxg4 12
fxgd &6 13 Wd1 Wd7! causes serious
trouble.

T'd hardly considered 11 exf5 but as
Yasser had understood, the important
thing is to open the e4square for his
knight.
11...9x15 12 Wd2 Hf6 13 gxi5 &xf5?

Automatic and wrong. After 13..4Dh5

Black gets much more play. If Black wants |

to play 10...4)g8?! then this would still be
a reasonable line.
14 Dh3 e4!?

To avoid being sat on after &g5 but
very risky with the king in the centre.
Yasser now played very well.

15 Dgb! We7

If 15...exf3 16 &xf3 and the knight is en
route to d4
16 Dxf7 &xf7

I wanted to play 16...exf3 17 £xh8 fxe2
but just didn’t believe it, especially after 18
fg5.

17 fxed Hixed4 18 Dxed Wxed

Now 19 Zf1? Ehe8! 20 &h5+ Hg8 21
£xe8 Hxe8 is excellent for Black but of
course White simply castled.

19 0-01! .

see following diagram -

19...Ehg8??

The wrong rook and gross stupidity
since I had plenty of time but had used far
too little. Black can stll fight after
19...Hag8 20 £h5+ when:

a) 20..ke7 21 £g5+ &d7 22 Ef4 and
now:

al) T hardly considered 22...¥d3 but af-
ter 23 Wxd3 (not 23 Exf5 xd2 24 £xd2
£xb2+) 23..8xd3 24 Lgd+ Le8 25 Hel+
Black can block with ...&e5. However, 26
£16 h5 27 £xh8 wins the exchange.

a2) 22... 8. dd+ 23 Wxds Wxdd+ 24 Exds
he 25 Ef1 and now:

a21) Now if 25...hxg5 26 £f7! gxh4+ 27
£.xg8 Hxg8+ 28 ©h2 is winning,

a22) While if 25..&h3 26 Ef7+ &c8 27
R4+ Lxg4 28 Exe4 hxg5 then the ending
should be winning after either recapture -
29 Exg5 looks simpler.

b) 20...2f8 is better, i.e. 21 Exf5+ Wxf5
22 8¢5 h6 23 Ef1 Wxf1+ 24 &xf1 hxg5 25
Wxe5 (White can’t win at once with 25
W24 e7 26 W7+ &d8 27 L4 since
he gets hit by 27..Bf8) 25..82e5! (not
25..82xb2 26 Wds+ g7 27 Wxc7+ &he
28 &17) 26 Wf5+ &e7 27 Weo+ 2d8 28
S¢4 Hxgd 29 Wxed £xb2 and White has
good winning chances but it’s still a fight.
20 £h5+ &f8 21 Ixf6+! Wxfs 22 295

And it’s all over since if 22,.. 8.6 23 Ef1
We5 24 Wf4, T struggled on for a few more
moves.
22...8e5 23 Ef1 YUxi1+ 24 &xi1 &g7
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25 2e7! h8 26 Whe £g7

Or 26..8g7 27 &f6 &xf6 (27. .58 28
Wxg7 mate) 28 Wxf6 g8 29 L4l
27 Web &xb2 28 £f7 Eg3 1-0

A beautiful game by Seirawan but also
one of many reasons why it’s taken me a
ridiculously long time to complete my
part of this book!

Game 34
Meister-Arapovic
Aungsburg 1989

11..50xh4 12 Hb5 &d8 13 Hxa7 LxI5
14 Db5

/&2
%ﬁ%%/m
7 AR, %7’ //
o8

1d4 g6 2cq 297 3e4 9c64 §e3d65
3 e5 6 d5 fce7 7 g4 f5 8 gxi5 gxf5 9
Wh5+

9...2g6

Almost invariably played nowadays.
The old line was 9...2f8 10 £h3 &6 11
W13 and now Black can close the kingside
but he remains with chronic light- -square
problems. For instance, Portisch-Ree,
Amsterdam 1967, ground on 11..f4 12
£.d2 h5 13 £xc8 Wxc8 14 0-0-0 £h6 15
Wd3 He8 16 Hf3 g2 17 Wil Hg7 18 &b1
¢5 19 dxc6 bxco 20 We2 5 21 Hb5 and
White went on to win. This type of posi-
tion is vile for Black whether he can hold
or not.
10 exf5 Wha 11 Wxh4 _

The old move, though 11 W3 is now
considered most critical - see the next
game.

2
=/ g
i

AN

The critical position of this variation.
Here (instead of the game move) 14...£e4
15 £3 has been extensively tested:

3) Some old analysis by Boleslavsky in
Konigsindisch bis  Griinfeld Vertezdzgung
continued 15...23xf3+? (obvious but incor-
rect) 16 Dxf3 2xf3 17 Hgl £f6 18 He2
Lxe2 19 dxe2 De7 20 Bafl Lh4 21 Bg4
g6 22 Bxhd Dxhd 23 Lg5+ &8 24
£.xh4 Hxa2 25 Bf7 Bxb2+ 26 &f3,

al) Boleslavsky continued 26...Hxh2 27
Hxc7+ &b8 28 Le7 Hc8 29 £xd6 Hxc7 30
Lxc7+ &8 31 Lxe5 Eh3+ 32 g4 ‘and
White has good winning chances’.

a2) In a correspondence game G.Wilms-
G.Tietze, European Championship 1986,
Black tried to improve with 26...<b8, and
in fact missed a draw at one point though
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it was still uphill all the way: 27 £g3 Eb4
28 Dxc7 Excd 29 b5 Ed§ 30 ixdé 3+
31 &e4 Hxgl 32 Exb7+ a8 33 hxg
Bxd6 34 Hxh7 Egé 35 Zc7 Hxgd 36 dé
b8 37 &xe5 Hgl1? (37..Eh3! takes suffi-
cient checking distance to draw) 38 Ec2
Eh1 39 d7 Bh8 40 &dé Ehe+ 41 &d5
Bh5+ 42 et Bhé+ 43 b5 1-0.

b) 15..2xf3! is perfectly playable
though. By surrendering the two bishops,
Black develops a powerful initiative: 16
&xf3 Dxf3+ 17 &dl e4 (the most dy-
namic, though 17..%7 had also led to
success in a correspondence game half a
decade earlier: 18 £.d3 &d7 19 &e2 HNd4+
20 Dxd4 exd4 21 g5 Eae8 22 &d2 h6 23
£h4 Bhf8 24 Hafl £2e5 25 £g3 Hg8 26
213 Hg7 27 £f1 c6 28 £h3+ &c7 29 Leb
g6 30 Ehfl Bee7 31 b3 £xg3 32 Hxg3
e5 33 Zf6 Exg3 34 hxgd Hg7 35 Exhé
Hxg3 36 Hh7+ &b 37 Lc8 Zg2+ 38 &d1
Hxa2 39 Hxb7+ Pc5 40 dxc6 d3 41 &5
Dd4 42 £xd3 Hxd3 0-1 C.Vasile-A.Rades,
correspondence 1989-91) 18 &c2 De7 19
£h3 B8 20 £c3?! (this gives Black the
opportunity to attack the centre though
he had a good game, anyway) 20...2xc3!
21 $xc3 b5! 22 a3 bxed 23 dxcd Eabs 24
Keb6 D5 25 @xf5 Exf5 26 Hadl &d7 27
h4 h5 28 Eh3 £e5+ 29 &d4 Hg4 30 ek
&Hf6 31 &gl Eaxd5 32 Bxd5 £xd5 33 b4
i)f4 34 Bh2 d5+ 35 &c3 g6 36 Sh3 Bl
37 £.05 D4 38 He3 De6 39 La7 Ef8 0-1
Krivonosov-Poley, Stockholm 1995.
14...2h6

This nice (temporary) pawn sacrifice is
also a good way to play.

15 &d2

White can keep the matcrial with 15
&3, bur 15..&xe3 16 fxe3 H\f6 leaves
Black with enormous activity, e.g.

a) 17 2e2 Hed 18 HHf3? (18 HNd1! was
correct) . led to immediate disaster in
K.Osmanovic-N.Kelecevic, Liechtenstein
1987: 18..g2+ 19 &di Dxe3+ 20 Pcl
Dxc3 21 bxc3 Led 22 d2 fe2 23 Hacl

Exa2 0-1.

b) 17 h3 Hg8 18 a3 fe4 19 Dxes Lixed
20 &d3 Dg2+ 21 Bf1 Hig+ 22 O3 Exf3+
23 dxg2 Hxe3 24 Ehfl e7 25 Lxed
He8+ 26 &f2 Hxed and Black was much
better, though White did manage to draw
in  Zwikker-Lambers, correspondence
1992-93.
15...8e4 16 3 &xf3 17 Hxf3 DHxf3+ 18
Le2 £xe3 19 &xe3 Hh4 20 £h3 g6

% 7a
/{% ///1
. | wﬂ% a
/ f}%/ }}/:t//// -
S,

”////
//%///ﬁ

Black has an excellent structure, though
the open f- and g-iles, combined with the
annoying knight on b5 and the black
king’s inability to go to the natural d7-
square, mean that White should have rea-
sonable chances too.

21 Bhg1

In yet another correspondence game
Pahiz-Albrecht, 1977, White generated
enough immediate activity to force a
draw: 21 a3 @8e7 22 Hafl 5)4 23 Leb
Degb 24 ht ixe6 25 dxe6 G4 26 Hhgl
Dxe6 27 Kf7 Bc8 28 Da7 Y%-¥ - and this
seems a fair reflection of the diagram.
21...5)8e7 22 a3 Ha4 23 b3 Hab 24 a4
Ni4 25 Le6 Zf8 26 Zafl Hab 27 £94
Ef6 28 Le4 c6! 29 Hc3?

29 dxcé bxcé 30 A3 (30 Dixdé Exd6 31
@xe5 fails to 31.40d3+ 32 &xds 5
mate!) was still unclear, since the black
central mass isn’t stable yet but might fall
victim to c4-c5 at some moment. Now,
though, Black immediately gains a big
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advantage.
29...cxd5+ 30 &OHxd5 Dexd5 31 cxdb
Eb6 32 £e6 Ebd+ 33 Fe3 Hxb3+ 34
&d2 Eg6 35 £15 b2+ 36 3 Kgg2 37
fe4 Hxh2 38 Hg8+ ®c7 39 Hg7+ &h8
40 HExh7 Ehd2 41 Hxf4

The only chance but Arapovic mopped
up easily enough.
41...exf4 42 Ed7 Eh2 43 Exd6 Zbe2 44
He6 He3+ 45 &d4 Ed2+ 46 &eb 3 47
&f4 Ede2 0-1

Game 35
Notkin-Losev -
Moscow Championship 1996

These are two serious players getting stuck
into this line - it looks better for White 1o
me but well defensible. And if White goes
wrong then his opponent can easily
emerge with a clear positional advantage -
a better pawn structure.
1d4 g6 2c4 297 3e4d645c35c65
2e3 e5 6 d5 Dce7 7 g4 15 8 gxf5 gxfs5 9
Wh5+ g6 10 exfs Wha 11 W3

Since White has not enjoyed much suc-
cess with 11 Wxh4, the focus has therefore
shifted to the great complications intro-
duced by 11 ¥f3. This is a very dangerous
line, particularly for Black, but if he can
weather the initial storm then he does
have the better pawn structure in the long
term.

11...06e7

11..25f4 is unsatisfactory after 12 9h3
and either:

a) 12.5xh3 13 Lxh3 Hf6 14 W3
Wixg3 15 hxg3 h5 16 0-0-0 a6 17 {3 with a
clear advantage for White in A.Shariaz-
danov-S.Kosanski, Djakovo 1994.

b) 12..8xf5 13 Dxf4 exf4 14 Wxf4
Wxf4 15 £xf4, as in Psakhis-Ranola, Yves
Balaguer open 1987.

12 H\b5

A logical test of Black’s idea, but 12 -

£d3 is even sharper, e.g. 12..50h6 13 f6
Zf8 14 Ded Lxfb 15 Dixfo+ Hxfb 16 We3
Whs (certainly not 16..Wxg3? 17 hxg3,
repairing White’s pawn structure, while
16...40¢f5? lost material to 17 Yxh4 &)xh4
18 £g5 in CTlear-D.Baudot, Mondorf
open 1991) and now:

a) 17 £xh7 &\g4 looks ridiculous.

b) 17 Wg7? loses much too much time
due to 17..80g4 18 Wh8+ Bf8 19 Wxh7
Wxh7 20 £xh7 £f5 21 &xf5 Dxf5 22
Dh3 Dfxe3 23 fxe3 Dxe3 with a big ad-
vantage in Timson-Pineault, correspon-
dence 1992.

¢) The splendid game DPetursson-
Michalet, St Martin open 1992, concluded
17 £e2 Yf5 18 N3 D4 19 Dh4 Wes 20
Egl el 21 fxe3 £f5 22 Wg5 Hf3 23
Lh5+ dd7 24 Dxf5 Hxf5 25 2.g4 He8! 26
Exf5+ Dxf5 27 Wxg8 Wxed+ 28 Hff
W3+ 29 el 115,
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d) 17 W5 W7 18 0-00 ££519 £e2 and
now instead of 19..0-0-0 20 Wh4 losing
the exchange in Sashikiran-Ranola, Cal-
cutta 1998, 19..Hgé 20 Wh4 &gd was a
possible alternative.
12...%d8

® ~ AE
Tiia A

/ x / 0
% // / /
ﬁﬁ; % %

@ﬁ

N
\wx\
x\\\\\

\‘\1\

Black has an excellent pawn structure
but must suffer White's initiative at least
in the short term.

13 ©h3

13 W2 is also dangerous, e.g. 13...2h6
14 &Hf3 and now:

a) 14..We4 looks wrong since the tac-
tics all now favour White. A game played
at the Internet Chess Club by Email but
impressive for all that ended 15 £g5 Wxg2
16 £xg2 &xg5 17 Lxg5 &xf5 (17...a6 18
féol) 18 c5 Rd3 19 Dxdé cxd6 20 cxd6 Ec8
21 dxe7+ 1-0 Claridge-Meadows, 1995.

b) 14.. 816 15 h4 (15 0-C-0 is also possi-
ble: 15.9x[5 16 £xh6 Dgxhé 17 Dd2
and now 17..Hg8 looks a good idea)
15...0xf5 (15...8xe3 16 fxe3 &xf5 is criti-
cal and probably correct) 16 £g5 £xg5 17
hxgs Wg7 18 &\c3 @ge7 19 Ded &)gb 20
000 Df4 21 Wh2 De7 22 &6 L5 23
We3 Degb 24 Dh4 Dxh4 25 Wxha Re7 26
Bel f7 27 Dg4 Lxg4 28 YWxed.

" see following diagram

28..%g8? (after successfully resisting
sustained pressure Black cracks; it must be
correct to keep the rooks connected with

28...Zaf8!, preparing to play 29..%¢7) 29
Ehe 218 30 &bl Wi7 31 Kfe Wes 32 Exf4
1-0 Naumann-Boehm, Germany 1994.

%/

/
// /4

////
e //% //
)

@/ e

13...2h6 14 Eg1 £xe3 15 Wxe3 Hixf5

16 Wgb+ 2)f6 17 0-0-0 a6 18 &\c3 Eg8
18...f8!? and if 19 Wxh4 Pixh4 20 Hig5

&e7 looks like an improvement since in

the game White gets a serious initiative.

19 Wxh4 Hxha 20 Exg8+ Hxg8 21 MNgb

&6 22 2d3 h6

If 22..%¢7 23 &Dxh7 &xh7 24 Lxh7
815 25 &xf5 Dxf5 White maintains his
extra pawn for the moment. Since Black’s
structure is so good, this might be the
moment for 26 f41?

23 DHf7+ &e7 24 Hixh6 £d7 25 Eg1
Eh8 26 Eg7+ Fe8 27 496+ Hxgb 28
Hxg6 $h5 29 Hed &8 30 c5

If 30 56 Dxf6 31 Bxfor e7 32 Hgb
£e8 33 Heb+ &d8 34 &d2 Hf 35 el
E{4 Black looks fine.
30...2e8 31 Ze6 £d7 32 cxd6 Lxe6 33
dxe6 cxd6 34 A5 d5 35 Dedb 7\f6 36
e7+ g8 37 e8W +1?

Releasing the tension. White now
emerges with some advantage but it
looked more dangerous to keep the pawn
on, e.g. 37 h4 ©h7 38 h5 Hg8 39 &d2 Hg5
40 De3! (40 h6 Lg6) 40...c4 41 8W Hixes
42 Dxe8 d4 43 Dfo+! Lg7 44 Degd with
good winning chances.
37...50xe8 38 Hxe8 27 39 Hc7 d4 40
&d2 Exh2 41 9d6+ Lg6 42 Hed L5
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43 £d3 Eh3+ 44 Hg3+ &g4 45 De6 b6
46 a4 Zh6 47 Hc7 2f3 48 Hxab6 Lxf2
49 Ded+ Pel 50 Hb4 Eh3+ 51 Scd
&e2 52 A\d5 Eh4 53 g3+ L2 54 Hif5
Hg4 55 b4 &e2 56 Df6 Egs 57 Hed
Hga 58 6 Hg5 59 Hed Eg4 60 H6
Hgb 61 QDed Hgd %-%

Game 36
Urban-Krasenkov
Polish Ch., Lubniewice 1995

1d4 g6 2 c4 297 3 9c3 d6 4 ed §\c6 5
£e3 e5 6 d5 Hce7 7 ¢5!?

A different artempt to exploit Black’s
move order.

7...15 8 cxd6 cxd6 9 Lb5+ &f8!

Of course Black shouldn’t exchange his
excellent light-squared bishop but rather
happily moves the king towards safety on
g7.

10 13 2h6 11 Lxh6+

Of course 11 ££22! is legal but it hardly
tests Black’s play.
11...5xh6 12 Wd2 H7

Essentlally, Black has a very good game
in this position with excellent play on the
dark squares, unless White can do some-
thing instantly. The only way to destabi-
lise the black position is 13 f4!? but this
also weakens White’s position. If, at the
cost a pawn, White could get control of 5
or even force ...d6xe5 in response to f4xe5

then the black position might crumble.
But I think that Black can defend and de-
fend well:

a) 13..exf4 14 Wxf4 g5 15 Wd2 £4 16 h4
g6 looks possible, though Black’s posi-
tion is somewhat compromised in return
for the e5-square.

b) 13..%g7 14 Df3 fxed 15 Hixed £f5
and now:

bl) 16 Deg5 &xg5 17 Dixg5 Who 18
£2d3 (18 fxe5 Wxb5 19 exd6 Hxd5 20
Wd4+ &6 wins, while 18 £e2 hé 19
Deb+ Lxe6 20 dxe6 Bhi8 should be fine
for Black) 18..8xd3 19 Deb+ Hf7 20
Wxd3 Wa5+4!

b2) 16 &c3! is much better, ie. 16...26 -

17 Se2 HeR 18 fxe5 dxe5 19 0-0 Wdé and
Black is developed but he’s lost his beauti-
ful structure.

©) 13..fxe4?? is the most combative of
all, denying the king’s knight access to the
f3-square from which he can fight for e5,
while if White recaptures then his oppo-
nent will have a potentially very useful
tempo on the bishop with .. ¥b6 and on
the knight with ..&f5. For example, 14
fxe5 (if 14 Dixed L5 15 3 ext4 16 H)f3
Wbe 17 Wxf4 Dixd5 18 Hixd5 Wxbs 19
Yd4 HeB+) 14..50xe5 15 Whe+ (15 Wgs
Lg7 16 Dxed D5 is worse, while if 15
Dixed 215 16 Whe+ g8 17 D6+ &f7 18
@xh7 Wa5+ and wins) 15...%g8 16 Hxed
5! Now White will go backwards and
Black emerges with the advantage.
13 Sge2 &g7'1?

13..f4 14 h4 h6 15 g3 g5 16 hxg5 hxg5
17 0-0-0 Hxh1 18 Hxh1 &g6 was played in
the classic game Koraksic-Ivkov, Zemun
1980. Without worrying about the details,
here is how Ivkov exploited his space ad-
vantage: 19 gxf4 gxf4 20 &gl W6 21 2f1
Dg7 22 Wh2 $£.d7 23 W2 26 24 Zh5 Hhg
25 Exh8 Hgxh8 26 £h3 £xh3 27 Hixh3
g6 28 ©d2 Wds 29 W2 Whe 30 @2
We3 31 Df2 Wel 32 Hb1 &f6 33 Hid3
W3 34 Whi Hh4 35 Dd2 g5 36 el
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Hh3 37 H)f1 W2+ 38 Dd2 Bgl 39 Dd3
Wo3 40 D1 Wg2+ 41 Wxp2 Hixg2 42 2
Qe3+ 43 el De2+ 44 Eb1 id4 45 Gl
§e2+ 46 Eb1 Le5 47 b3 Dct 48 B2
tngl 49 el h4 5¢ 3 b5 51 &l &g3
52 b3 a5 53 &d3 &f2 54 2 Hb7 55
b4 Ne5+ 56 L3 Lxf3 57 Ded3 Dxed+
58 ©c2 a5 59 Hc6 Le3 60 Axas e 61
N6 Hdd+ 62 Dxd4 Exd4 63 at bxat 64
bxa4 9c5 65 £ b2 3 0-1.

14 £d3 £d7 15 0-0-0 Eb8 16 £b1 b5
17 Ec1 ¥bs

18 Hd1?!

He should have tried to stir things up
with 18 h4 and if 18..f4 19 h5 g5 20 g4
fxg3 21 hé+l; or conceivably 18 412,
though it looks way too late to be seri-
ously effective.
18...f41 19 Hc2

If 19 g3 g5 20 gxf4 exf4! 21 h4 hé6 22
hxg5 hxgb 23 Hgt g6 24 Wc3+ Dgedl; or
19 g4 h5!

19...95

With a secure space advantage on the
kingside, Black already has a big advan-
tage.

20 Hc1 Hge 21 YWi2 Wxf2 22 Hxf2
Ebc8 23 Ed1

Or 23 Exc8 Hxc8 24 b3 Hh4! 25 Hgl
h526 2e2 &f6 27 g3 &)g6 etc. White can’t
resolve the kingside satisfactorily and so
must suffer.
23..:§xc2 24 &xc2 h5 25 h3 g4! 26

hxgd hxg4 27 Dxgd Sxg4 28 fxgd Dg5

/ / .
o
// %///,53/

’/// iy )
;// /fﬁ// '
M@% / i1
e

29 b3
Or 29 £xb5 &h2 30 Ed2 Hxed 31 He2
&\g3 32 Bf2 e4 and Black 1s winning.
29...Eh2 30 Ed2 Hh4 31 &c3 ab! 32 a4
If 32 {xa5 ba+ 33 &c2 (33 Lxb4 31
33..0xg2 34 &b3 H3 35 B2 Dgel 36
Bxh2 &xh2 37 Le2 3 38 £xf3 Hhx{3 39
Bxb4 O3+ 40 4 2 and Black should
presumably win, though the a-pawn is a
problem.
32...bxa4 33 Hxab £f6 34 D4 Le7 35
&b4 Hxg2 36 &xad 3 37 He3 &f6

3
///f/ %
%w

4

v 73/3/
e,
e

38 Hifs

If 38 b4 Eh3! 39 &5 &4 40 Hixd6
Axd3 41 Exd3 £2 42 Hd1 He3 43 Ef1 Hh3
44 b5 Hel 45 Exf2+ Dxf2 46 b6 Ebl 47
&\b5 &ixe4 48 b7 Dc5+ wins.
38...5h8 39 Hixd6 Hel 40 £b5?

Losing. 40 b3 Hxd3 41 Exd3 2 42
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moaern Defence

Zd1 Bds 43 Ef1! Hxd6 44 Exf2+ would
have made a fight of it.
40...Xd8 41 De8+

If 41 &5 Dixe4 the white position soon
disintegrates.
41..%f7 42 d6 Exe8 43 4Lxe8+ Hxe8
44 Eh2 Hixed 45 Eh5 Hd3 46 Ef5 12 0-1

Game 37
Moiseenko-Popov
Chigorin Memorial 1995

1 d4 g6 2 c4 £g7 3 Dc3 d6 4 4 ©c6 5
%e3 eb 6 db Nce7 7 Wd2
In contrast to previous games, White
simply continues his development.
7...f5 8 3 4)f6 9 0-0-0 0-0 10 h3 14 11
212 Hh5 12 ge2 £16 13 b1 h8
13..£d7 is also possible, intending
..&2c8 and often to recapture later on d6

with the knight.
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14 D¢l 298 15 ¢5 Ef7 16 £c4 £h4 17
b3

White is more or less forced to allow
the exchange of dark-squared bishops,
since if 17 Qg1 g3 18 Eh2 the rook
looks extremely odd. In order to avoid
this, White would have liked to have ar-
ranged to move his kings rook before-
hand, but Black’s purposeful play meant
that from move 15 onwards, he was al-
ways ready to offer this favourable ex-
change.

17...5xf2 18 ¥xf2 2g3 19 Ehe1 26 20
c6!? b6 21 Wc2 &g7 22 Dd2
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22...ab2

I don’t like this weakening so carly and
would prefer to play 22...a6 if possible:

a) One thematic idea for White is then
to arrange to sacrifice on b3, but some-
thing like 23 b4 g5 24 a4 h5 25 a5 b5 26
b3 axb5 27 £xb5 Bb8 28 W4 g4 29
hxg4 hxg4 30 a2 Whe 31 a3 Wh2 looks
very good for Black.

by 23 De2 Hhs 24 Oft Wes
(24..0h11) 25 Ofxgd Dxgd 26 Dxg3
Wxp3 27 We2 g5 28 Bd3 h5 29 Ea3 &f6
looks fairly thematic and quite good for
Black.

€) 23 Wd3 g5 24 Zc1 and now:

c1) 24.. ¥h82! 25 Qe is much less clear,
e.g. 25.40x%e2 (after 25..40hf5 26 fl
&yxf1 27 Bxfl Black can’t play for ...g5-g4
without allowing White to play g2-¢3 at
some moment) 26 Wxe2 h5 27 g1 &f8 28
Hc3 &e7 29 Had g4 30 h4 Hg7 31 g3 and
the kingside is opening before Black is
ready. ,
¢2) 24..h5 looks right immediately,
when 25 Q2 Dixe2 26 Exe2 g4 27 hxgd
hxg4 28 fxg4 Lxg4 (not 28..40xg4 29 g3))
29 Ef2 b5 30 £b3 &S5 is nice for Black -
..b6-b5 is wecakening but the kingside is
very good and ..¥b8-b6 looks possible,
while most importantly g2-g3 has been
prevented.

Averbakh Variation with 4...80c6 5 8.e3 e5 6 d5 Dee7
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23 Wd3 %8 24 HEc1 gb 25 De2 Hg7 26
Hc3 Dxe2 27 Wxe2 we7 28 Ha3 Hb8 29
SHf1 hs 30 Hh2 Whs 31 a6 Wh7 32
4 xc8 Exc8 33 Wab Egg8 34 Ed3 Ea8
35 Wc4 g4 36 hxgd hxgd 37 ixg4 DHxgs
38 fxg4 Exgd

Despite gewing in his thematic kingside
break, Black still isn’t clearly better since
he must always guard against a queenside
invasion starting Waé; and much more
crucially, White’s coming control of the h-
file combined with the light-square con-
trol on e6 and d7 renders Black’s king po-
sition always potentially vulnerable.

39 Zh3 ¥W{7 40 YWe2 Hag8 41 Hg1 ¥Wg6
42 a3 32!

42...%16 looks sensible, though White

would reply 43 Eh2 and hold the position
for the moment.
43 ¥Uxf3 Hxed 44 &a2 Hf4 45 Whb
Wxh5 46 Exh5 Efgs 47 Eh7+ E8g7 48
Exg7+ Exg7 49 ©b3 b5 50 g4 &6 51
a4 bxad+ 52 & xa4 e4 53 &xab Heb

Here White, who was rated 190 points
less than Black, agreed to a draw. Of
course, it's extremely messy but my feel-
ing is that Black was indeed ‘pulling rank’,
though if e.g. 54 b4 &xd5 55 b5 €3 56 Laé

- Be4 (56...2c5 57 bb cxbb 58 Ec1+ Ed4 59

7 Hxc7 60 Hxc7 wins easily) 57 b6 cxbé
58 dxb6 d5 59 c7 Hg8 60 b7 d4 61 g5 d3
62 g6 d2 63 g7 ¢2 64 c8W Exc8 65 Fxc8
el 66 g8 Wcl+ 67 Db7 Wh2+ 68 Pab

T guess Black will probably draw.

This game is interesting in that Black
appears to do everything right but at the
end he may be worse. Perhaps it was
wrong to play 22..25, but presumably
Black was worried that if ...a7-a6 White
plays a2-a4-a5 and if ..b7-b5 White ar-
ranges to ‘sacrifice’ on b5.

Game 38
Istratescu-Chernin
FIDE World Ch., Groningen 1997

1 ed g6 2 d4 297 3 ¢4 d6 4 Hc3 ©c6 5
£e3 e5 6 d5 Yce7 7 Wd2 5 8 13 M6 9
£d3 a6?!

The difficulty about this game from
Black’s (and an annotator’s) point of view,
is that he loses after seemingly doing very
little wrong. Perhaps 9...a6?! is his {irst bad
decision since the weakness on bé later
turns out to be very serious.

Another idea is 9...c512, trying to block
the queenside. Kraidman-Gausel, Gausdal
1983, continued 10 dxc6!? (the critical re-
sponse, attempting to take immediate ad-
vantage, but if Black defends accurately
then it seems he should emerge with a
very reasonable position so 9...c5!? looks
like an excellent idea) 10...bxc6 11 Dge2
0-0 12 Ed1 £.e6 13 0-0 ©h8 and Black had
a perfectly satisfactory position.

10 h3 f4
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The position is now rather similar to
the Advance variation of the French De-
fence, reflected about the line dividing
king and queenside. In that openmg, Black
fixes a weakness on g3 (b3 in the French)
but I don’t like Chernin’s decision in a
couple of moves to advance his g-pawn. I
would rather prefer to see Black aim to-
wards ...&h4, trying to exchange bishops.
11 22 0-0 12 H\ge2 g57! 13 0-0-0 g6

Despite the presence of their respective
kings, both sides start play on the flank
where they have more space.

14 ¢5 £d7 15 $b1 We7 16 cxd6é cxd6
17 el Zfc8 18 2 b3 Wd8 19 a4!

Aiming to fix the weakness on bé.
19...£182!

If 19...b5!2 20 axb5 axb5 21 &a2!, Black
will find it hard to generate any real play
on the queenside, while the weakness on
¢6 beckons the white knight. But perhaps
Black could play 21..b4!?, preventing a
blockade and hoping to start an attack. In
any case, 1 think he must do something,
however risky, since waiting on the
queenside ultimately leads to total disaster.
20 a5 £e7 21 Hc1 Le8

As Baburin pointed out in ChessBase
magazine the immediate 21..h5?! would
allow 22 g4! when 22..fxg3 23 Wxg5 gxf2
24 Wxg6+ is good for White.

22 a2 Wd7 23 Wb4 g7 24 Hhd1 hb
25 d2 Exc1+ 26 Exct Hc8

27 dedl

Much better than exchanging the last
pair of rooks. Now the ever-present threat
of &b is seriously embarrassing,
27...g4 28 hxg4 hxgd 29 ZHc3 Hc7 30
£b6 Hc8 31 £a7 Ec7 32 £b6 HeB 33
&2 Bc7 34 b3! 418 35 2b6 Kc8 36
fa7 We?

Not 36...8c7? 37 4b8 Ec5 38 Wh6 and
the dé6-pawn falls.
37 &b6 Hd8

If 37..Bc5 White could if he Wlshed .

switch his rook to the h-file, leaving the
rook stranded on c5 and vulnerable to all
sorts of attacks by minor pieces. But with
this surrender of the c-file he gives White a
clear-cut winning plan.

38 fcad Dh4 39 8! Wd7 40 HDab6
W7 41 2bB gxf3 42 gx{f3
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42...298

If 42..5xf3 White could play 43 £¢7
anyway. though I imagine that Chernin
moved the king first because of the other
possible threat of 43 Ec7.
43 £c7! Exc8 44 Dxc8 Dxi3 45 Lxd6
£h6 46 DNe7+ &h7 47 05 &g5 48
Bh1+ g6 49 Wc3 g4 50 Le2 Dfh2
51 &xg4 Dxg4 52 Wh3 5)f6 53 He7+
®g7 10

Chernin resigned before 54 Wh8 mate.
A model game by Istratescu and a warning
of what 10 avoid when playing Black.
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Summary ~
Although 7 g4 is supposed to be the ‘main line’ 'm not utterly convinced by it and
indeed Yasser Seirawan, who, it must be remembered played this line for many years
as Black, avoided it in his superb win against me in Game 33. :

White’s other approaches are simply to develop when presumably his space
advantage should, in theory, give him a miniscule edge; but in practice it’s just a game.
And after the immediate 7 ¢5!? T feel that Black’s resources should also be sufficient.

1.d4 gb 2 c4 £g7 3 Hc3 d6 4 e4 YNc6 5 Le3 €5 6 d5 Qce? (D)

7 g4
7 ¢5 - Game 36
7 Wd2 £5 8 3 Hfe
9 0-0-0 - Game 37
9 £d3 ~ Game 38
7...5 (D}
7..2M6 - Game 30
7...c5
8 h4 - Game 31
8 £.d3 - Game 32
8 gxf5
813 - Game 33

8...gxf5 9 Wh5+ &g6 10 exf5 Wha (D) 11 W3
11 Wxh4 Sxh4 - Game 34
11...06e7 — Game 35
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CHAPTER SEVEN ]

Averbakh Variation with

4...0d7

1 d4 g6 2 e4 £g7 3 c4 d6 4 {3 Dd7

Whereas the system with 4...4c6 in the
previous two chapters is immediately forc-
ing, this chapter deals with initially calmer
systems in which Black plays a more or
less normal King’s Indian but with the big
differénce that the g8-knight either goes to
h6 or e7 or occasionally even stays at
home for some time.

The obvious upside to this flexible ap-
proach is that by not blocking the f-pawn,
Black keeps the possibility of an immedi-

te ...f7-f5; but on the other hand by fail-
ing to put pressure on White’s e-pawn,
Black gives his opponent a very free hand.
This can even be an advantage since that
freedom can easily turn into rope with
which White can twist himself in knots,
but if White reacts well then his opponent
is likely to come under some pressure, at
least in the early stages.

Move Orders

These are very complex in this family of
systems. If Black can get in all his moves,
then he will usually have rather a good
game. This will particularly be the case if
he achieves ...{7-f5 either before or after
putting the knight on {7 where it protects
the dé-square and the e5-pawn, making it

hard for White to attack the black centre.
A knight on hé may have the added bonus
of threatening to harass the white dark-
squared bishop if it comes to e3. White’s
task is, depending on the exact sequence,
to find the appropriate spoke to put into
his opponent’s intentions.

The Question of ...c7-c6
Normally Black will play 4..8d7 fol-
lowed by 5...e5 and then only later if at all
...c7-c6. It is of course possible, though, to
play 4...c6 and this docs have one advan-
tage in that then 5 4 can be quite well met
by 5..¥b6 - see Chapter 8, Game 48,
whereas after 4..20d7 4 f4 is less risky for
White (see the notes to that game). Never-
theless, I would generally be very pleased
to see a move as committal as 5 f4 so early,
so unless he has very strong feelings on
this, Black would be better advised to de-
velop the knight first with 4..4d7. Play
normally continues:
5 3 e5 6 Se2

Here Black would like to play 6...4)h6,
when White’s critical reaction, is, of
course, 7 h4 (Game 39). Unfortunately, it
also looks very good and White has a huge
plus score, at least in my database. So
Black must either wait for his opponent to

Averbakh Variation with 4...9d7

castle before developing the horse to hé
with 6...c6 (Games 40 and 41) or settle for
6..2e7 (Games 42-47).

Game 39
Legky-Vujadinovic
Vrnjacka Banja open 1989
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1d4 g6 2c4 £9g7370c3d64e4eb b
M3 Hd7 6 Le2 Hh6?!

If he can get away with it, this is the
move that Black wants to play. Unfortu-
nately:

7 hat

is not only obvious but also rather un-

pleasant.

7..f6 8 hb

In order to avoid 8..&)f7, White can
also play 8 £xh6 2xh6é 9 h5, and this is
almost reason enough to ditch 6...45h6 on
its own. After 9..c6 10 d5 We7 11 Hh4
Black has tried:

a) 118018 12 £.g4 Lxgt 13 Wxgd Wd7
14 W3 g5 15 g3 000 16 &f1 b8 17
g2 Hg8 18 Hadl cxd5!? 19 Exd5!? was
played in Knaak-Peev Leipzig 1977 (and in
fact led to quite a quick win with 19...80e6
20 Nb5 a6 21 Dxde Weo 22 Wd3 &4c5 23
Wd1 £xh4 24 Exh4 De6 25 hxgb hxgb 26
Zh7@\c7 27 Dxb7 Ec8 28 Da5 Whe 29 b4
@a8 30 Bd6 1-0).

b) In Fracnik-Tibensky, Trnava 1980,
Black tried to improve with 11...£.¢5 but

after 12 g3 a5 13 &f1 &\c5 14 Df3! 2ho 15
&g2 R(7 16 Hh4! he couldn’t now play
16...8¢5? in view of 17 hxgé+ hxgé 18
Dxg6! So he still had 1o allow the ex-
change of lightsquared bishops with
16...£.d7 and after 17 £g4 £g5 18 £xd7
Wxd7 19 Q3 &ho6 20 He2 g7 21 Hhd
Eaf8 22 Eahl f5 23 ©h2 fxe4 24 hxgb
hxgé 25 Dg4 Lg5 26 Exh8 Exh8 27 Exhs
&xh8 28 Dixed Dixed 29 Exed White has
reached an archetypal ending which is vile
for Black and Fracnik duly ground his
way to victory in 30-odd more moves.
8...c6

8..g52 9 d5 a5 10 Le3 Zc5 11 Wd2 00
12 Hhh2 £d7 13 g4 was repulsive in
Ziiger-Baumhus, Gelsenkirchen 1991, but
of course Black can play 8..2{7 at once,
when 9 d5 ¢6 would transpose back into
this game and he avoids 9 £xhé now,
transposing to the lines above.

9 ds!'?

It is reasonable to close the centre since
it re-emphasises White’s advantage on the
light squares, but it’s also quite possible to
exchange on e5 to open up the position
before Black gets developed.
9...5f7 10 Dha! &8 11 g3!? ¢5!?

But here he should have offered the
positionally desirable exchange of bishops
with 11...&hé, when 12 {4 exf4 13 gxf4 g5!
offers counterplay.

12 2e3 f51?

12..8h6P was also possible here,
though 13 f4! exf4 14 gxf4 g5 15 g2 gxf4
16 Lxf4 &xfa 17 Dxf4 De5 18 Hgl is
more comfortable for White - it looks
better to hit out in the more fluid position
with the pawn on c6.

13 exts

Certainly not 13 Wd2?? {4 14 gxf4 exf4
15 £xf4 g5! '
13...gx#5 14 Wc2 W6 15 g4!

A powerful thrust, seizing control of
e4.
15...fxg4 16 Ded
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16...Wds

Designed against 17 b4, which could
now be met by 17..cxb4 18 5 Wasl,
whercas after 16...We7?! 17 b4! Black has
to resign himself to 17..b6! (not 17...cxb4
18 ¢5 dxc5? 19 £b5+ £d7 20 &Hi5 win-
ning) when 18 bxc5 bxc5 19 Xb1 is pretty
nasty.

17 0-0-0 &6 18 O)xf6+ Wxf6 19 Hdg1
£g8 20 £d3 £d7 21 HHf5!

Much better than 21 £xh7?! §ixh7 22
®xh7 0-0-0 with counterplay.
21...0-0-0 22 {3 g3 23 Eh3 g2?

A mistake which allows White to re-
move the pawn while keeping his co-
ordination. Instead 23..%b8! 24 Ehxg3
Exg3 25 Sxg3! (or 25 Exg3 &xf5 26 £xf5
Whe 27 Hgl Wxh5) 25..Wxf3 26 Wd2
gives White good play for the pawn but
nothing immediate.

24 Eh2 &b8 25 Ehxg2 Exg2 26 Exg2
- &axfs 27 2xf5 Wha 28 &b1!

Not 28 Eg7?? Wel+.

28...¥xh5 29 g7 Wxf3 30 Lc1!

[

see following diagram

Despite his extra pawns, Black is in ter-
rible trouble since he can hardly move.
30...5h8!

Forced for if 30...%h5 31 £e6! Dhé 32
Yh3.

31 a3!
Threatening to move the king to a2 to

be followed by £g5 and Wa4!
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31...5)fg6! 32 a2 Efs!

32..54 lost at once to 33 £xf4 ext4
(or 33...¥xf4 34 Wb3) 34 Wa4 en route to
b5.

33 £e6 Yf6 34 £h6 De7 35 Exh7 Ed8
36 297 Wgb 37 Wh2

Perhaps Black could have done better
over the last few moves - which I presume
were played in time trouble - but now
White is clearly winning.
37...%d3

Or 37.6)7 38 2xf{7 Wxf7 39 fxe5
Weo 40 Hxe7 dxe5 41 Wxe5+ etc.

38 2xh8

38 Exh8 was simpler.
38...4g6 39 £6 Z18 40 29577

Spoiling it on the last move before the
time control. Instead 40 Zf7! #hg 41
Wxh8+! Dxh8 42 Efg+ &c7 43 £d8+
©b8 44 £b6 was mate!
40...Wxcd+ 41 b3 W11 42 Le3 c47?

Returning the compliment. Legky gives
some long analysis to show that 42.. We1!
43 Hh3 Eft gives excellent drawing
chances.

43 Exb7+!

Now it’s over again.
43...%a8

Or 43..8xb7 44 Wh7 + etc.

44 HExa7+ %b8 45 Eb7+ a8 46 bxc4
Wxc4+ 47 Eb3 Eb8 48 Wb2 64 49
£4d7! Hxb3 50 Wxb3 We2+ 51 Wh2

Averbakh Variation with 4...d7

Wed+ 52 Lal Dxdb

If 52...Wxd5 53 Wcl!
53 £b5 Wc3 54 Wxc3 Dxc3 55 Lcb+
&b8 56 £b6! 1-0

A hard fight in which Black also missed
some chances, but White has so many
pleasant options in the opening that the
whole line is very dubious.

Game 40
Stohl-Berezovics
Mlada Boleslav 1993
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1 d4 d6 2 Df3 g6 3 c4 Lg7 4 D3 Dd7
5e4 e5 6 Re2 c6

A safe move, waiting for White to cas-
tle before playing the knight to hé. 6...f6
and 6...a5 have also been played, though
to my slight surprise I found no instance
of 6...a6. Then after 7 0-0 Black would like
to play 7..%0h6, but this still runs into 8
c5.
7 0-0 ©h6

Black’s alternatives here are considered
in the next main game.
8 cb!

Following some fairly desperate defence
against David Goodman in an Islington

-open some 25 years or so ago, I'd always

belizved that 8 ¢5! more or less refuted this
move order. However, the notes below
suggest that Black does have reasonable
chances. This is important for the assess-

ment of the whole line with 4...%)d7, since
if Black can play this way, then he is im-
posing himself on the opening, whereas
the various attempts to avoid 8 c¢5 are
somewhat less satisfactory.

All the early games featured 8...dxc5 9
dxe5 which does indeed seem to be pretcy
dicey, though far from totally clear, viz.
9..00 (not 9..&g4? 10 ebl fxeb 11 &gd
winning) 10 h3 &h8§ (1C..We8 11 &f4
Bh8 12 Wd6 We6 13 Hadl Wxd6 14 exd6
f6 15 a4 b6 16 Lc4 A7 17 Hfet 2b7 18
$xf7 Bxf7 19 5 fxe5 20 £xe5 was grim in
Kumaran-Fries Nielsen, Lyngby open
1990 - White won in a dozen more
moves) 11 £f4 and now:

2 11..Wes 12 Wd2 g8 13 Wide Wes
(Black has the extra move here ..2g8 as
comparcd to Kumaran-Fries Nielsen, but
as a result the knight is further from {7) 14
Had1 h6 15 Ed2 He8 16 Wc7 We7 17 Eid1
a8 18 Wd6 De6 19 Le3 Wxd6 20 exds
£d7 21 £.cd b6 22 el §)d8 23 13 a5 24
L1 a4 25 a3 b7 26 L.c4 B8 27 {4 b5 28
£a2 b4 29 De2 Efe8 30 Dg3 b3 31 £b1
h5 32 e5 was played in the earliest game
T've found in this line, Petran-Ivanovic,
Zalaegerszeg 1977 - White went on to
win. .
b) 11..4g8 12 Wdo Wes 13 a4 h¢ 14
Hfd1 g5 15 £g3 De7 16 a5 Dgb 17 a6
&dxe5 18 axb7 Lxb7 19 Wxc5 Dxf3+ 20
£xf3 @e5 21 Bxa7 Exa7 22 Wxa7 £c8 23
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Averbakh Variation with 4...0d7

Lxe5+ Qxe5 24 £e2 was utterly grim for
Black in Uhlmann-Ciocaltea, Bucharest
1978, though he did draw after 117 moves
of torture!

¢) Vegh-Lau, Budapest 1978, ended
11.. We7 12 Wd6 He8 13 Wxe7!? Exe7 14
Hadl D\g8 15 £g5 He8 16 £.c4 &ixe5 17
Dxe5 fxe5 18 Lxf7 Ef8 19 £b3 bo 20
Ed2 %-%, but even at the end White looks
slightly more comfortable; and 13 Ead1
looks much more critical on the way.
8...exd4!

A new idea which may possibly resusci-
tate Black’s move order. Immediately sac-
rificing a pawn, he allows White a power-
ful but potentially surroundable extra unit
on d6 but avoids the cramping effect of a
white pawn on e5 and hopes to use his
superiority on the dark squares to good
effeet. -

9 ixh6 £2xh6 10 Yxd4 0-0 11 cxd6

Not 11 ¥xdé! when 11.%a5 sur-

rounds the ¢5-pawn immediately.
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11..4972!

In his notes in Informator 58, Stohl sug-
gests that this is inaccurate, preferring the
immediate 11..¥bé6 when there are two
main lines:

a) 12 Efdl Wxb2® 13 Od5 Wxds 14
De7+ Lh8 15 &xd4 H\c58, which he
rightly assesses as unclear. If White can
support the d6-pawn, even perhaps at the
cost of the exchange, then he may obtain a

wonderful game, but if Black can sur-
round it he will be in the driving sear.
This line could also be played after 12
Had1 and needs testing before a verdict can
be reached. Perhaps White should play 16
&\b3, when 16...2\xe4? fails to 17 d7 while
16..20xb3 17 axb3 £d7 clarifies matters
somewhat, making it fairly easy for White
to support his big pawn.

b) 12 Wxb6 axb6 13 Bidl £g7 14 23 b5
leaves White a large and fairly safe pawn

up at the moment but Black docs have

play both against it and on the dark
squares and a-file; and the queenside pawn
structure is much in his favour,
Personally, P’m a little sceptical of these
two lines but it’s up to you, the reader. If
you like them then this line may be just
right for you since there’s a very reason-
able chance anyway that White won’t play
8 ¢5 and in that case Black has got exactly
what he wanted out of the lire.
12 Wd2
If 12 We3 Wbeé! is even better.
12...5¢c5

13 Ead1

Stohl also gives 13 €582 &d7 (f
13...&g42 14 &Dd4! is strong with 24 to
come or 13..Ee8 14 ¥f4, tecing up against
£7) 14 Bad1 with the advantage.
13...8xc37

Regaining the pawn but at too grear a
cost. Instead 13..He8 14 Hfel L4 (not
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14..9xe4? 15 Dxe4 HExed 16 d7) 15 h3
£xf3 16 £xf3 Le5 17 b4 is good for
White, but at least Black has some dark-
square control.

14 Wxc3

14 bxc3 Sxed 15 Wd4 0f6 16 c4 was
also good.
14...5xed 15 Wdd QD6 16 Lcd4 294 17
Ed32!

Stohl recommends 17 Efel £xf3 18
gxf3 He8 19 Hxe8+ Dxe8 20 d7 )6 21 b4
as cleaner.

17...815 18 He3 fed!

If 18...c5 19 Wxc5 De4 20 Wb4 Wxd6
(not 20..2xdé6? 21 Hd1) 21 Wxb7 wins a
pawn, while the more ambitious 19 ¥d1!?
may be even better, intending 19...8e4 20
d7 M6 21 Q5 Qixd7 22 §xf7 Bxf7 23 g4!
Wes 24 g3 winning material.

19 &\g51?

19 Hxe4 Dxed 20 Wxed Wxd6 is very
good for White but this seems to win.
19...8d5

A7
7
7 A
’E4

20 &xd5 2xd5

After 20...cxd5 21 Ef3 hé! (21..80h5 22
Wxd5 or 21...80e4 22 §xh7) 22 Exf6 hxgs
23 h4! gxh4 24 Bel He8 25 Exe8+ Wxe8
26 Wxd5 g7 27 Ef4 White should win.

-21 &xh7! HHixe3 22 Hf6+ Wxf6!

Not 22..5kh8 23 fxe3 and White will
soon deliver mate.
23 ¥xf6 Hxf1 24 &xf1 Ead8 25 We7
Through stormy complications White

has preserved the powerful passed pawn
on d6 which now ensures victory.
25...b6

Black can’t get play with 25..Efe8 26
Wc7 Ec8?, hoping for 27 Wxb7 Ebs, in
view of 27 d7! winning immediately.
26 Wc7 c5 27 d7 Ha8 28 &e2 Efd8 29
Ze3 &f8 30 Wd6+ g8 31 &ed b5 32
&eb ab 33 We7 c4 34 &f6
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34...Ef8

Or 34..Hab+ 35 &g5 Haa§ 36 Lhé be
37 We5 ©f8 38 ©h7! Hxd7 39 Whe+.
35 W5 Hab8 36 e7 ¥g7 37 a4 bxad
38 Wxca f6 39 Wds! Ebd8 40 Wxab Eb8
41 d8W Efxd8 42 ¥xd8 1-0

A depressing game for Black, but the
note on move 11 suggests a line which just
might allow him to employ a move order
which, but for 8 ¢5, would be highly de-

sirable.

Game 41
Schlosser-Chiburdanidze
Lippstadt 1995

1c4c62edg63d4 2974 Hc3d65
D3 Dd7 6 Le2 e5 7 0-0

Via an unusual move order wc've now
reached a familiar position. Dissatisfied
with the ramifications of the game above,
some of the top Georgian women looked
for an alternative move order and came up
with:
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Maodern Defence

7..f67!

7..¥c7 is another way of trying to do
this, though Black doesn’t normally want
his queen on ¢7 in these positions. In the
chaotic game Knaak-Ciocaltea, Halle 1974,
Black did manage to set up his stall but at
the cost of some time. Later White gave
up his queen for two pieces and eventually
won. It’s not very relevant here but it’s
sufficient fun that Ill give all the moves: 8
Eb1 &h6 9 b4 6 10 d5 D7 11 We2 00 12
Hd1 5 13 Db5 Wd8 14 £e3 b6 15 a3 ab
16 @c3 15 17 exf5 gxf5 18 Wxf5 cxb4 19
axb4 e4 20 Dxe4 Dc5 21 Wi4 §e5 22 bxcs
Hxf4 23 Lxf4 215 24 Hxd6 Hxf3+ 25
£xf3 2xb1 26 Exbl W6 27 4¢3 bxc5 28
Lg4 Hf8 29 Le6+ ©h8 30 h4 a5 31 by
a4 32 &7+ Exf7 33 Lxf7 h5 34 Bbs+
$h7 35 Qg8+ g6 36 d6 a3 37 d7 a2 38
d8W 219+ 39 &h2 ¥xd8 40 Exd8 &.d4
41 Bd7 W11 42 £107+ $f6 43 £d5 Le6 44
£17 Wel 45 B3 Lg7 46 L7 Wil 47 £d5
Wel 48 Bf4 We2 49 Hed Wd1 50 Hey+ fo
51 Heb+ &g7 52 L4 Lxf2 53 Le5+ 10,

8 db!

In conjunction with his next move, this
puts a serious question mark over Black’s
move order. Instead in  Zsu.Polgar-
Gaprindashvili, Shanghai Women’s Can-
didates 1992, White got nothing much
after 8 2e3 2h6 9 dxe5 dxe5 10 Dd2 We7
11 a3 00 12 b4 Hd8 13 c5> D8 14 Lcd+
Sie6 15 We2 Hd7 16 b3 &xcd 17 Wxcd+

We6 18 Wxeb+ Dxe6 19 Hfdl Had8 20
Hxd7 Bxd7 21 Ed1 Exd1+ 22 Sxd1 D7
23 Bf1 £18 24 13 15-15.

8...c5 9 2\b5!

Most annoying, though it does seem
surprising that this crude move can lead to
such trouble for Black.
9...&e7

The alternatives are also unappetising;

a) If 9..0b6 10 b4 a6 (or 10..cxb4 11
£e3 £h6 12 Hxd6+ Wxds 13 5 with a
clear advantage) 11 bxc5 dxc5 12 &\c3
White had much the better structure in
Chiburdanidze-Gaprindashvili, Kuala
Lumpur 1994, and went on to win.

b) 9..4\b8 is also met by 10 b4 and if
10...26 11 Wa4!

) 9..218 looks sensible, but after 10
fel (10. a3 a6 11 3 £Hh6 12 b4 Hf7 13
Del Ke7 14 d3 00 15 Bb1 W7 16 bxcs
dxch 17 2g4 &\d6 was less immediately
traumatic  in  loseliani-Gaprindashvili
played in an earlier round at Belgrade
1996, though White still won eventually)
10..a6 11 §)c3 Qg7 12 Lg4 5 13 &h3 f4
14 9d3 §e7 15 Bbl 0-0 16 b4 cxb4 17
dxb4 We7 18 2xd7 £xd7 19 Wb3 3 20
Hxb7 W8 21 g3 &5 22 ext5 L.xf5 23 Het
e4 24 £b2 £h6 25 Hixe4 Black had been
utterly blown away in Matveeva
Gaprindashvili, Belgrade 1996, and re-
stgned here.

10 a3 £h6 11 b4 b6 12 &b2 &g7 13

Averbakh Variation with 4...9d7

Wad &b7 14 Hel

Of course not 14 $ixa7?? b5!

14...2h6 15 d3 a6 16 Dc3
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16...95

To prevent 17 f4. Black’s position is
now rather repulsive but proves to be
much more resilient than it appears at first
sight.

17 Wh3 Wc7 18 Lc1 Ehb8 19 Le3 £c8
20 &fb1 217 21 a4?!

Allowing counterplay with ...a6-a5.
21...418 22 Wa3 a5! 23 Hb5 Wd8 24
bxab bxab 25 h4 &g6 26 ¥Wc1 2e7 27
Gl 98 28 H)i3 H7 29 Wd1 &g7 30
hxg5?!

Helping Black by freeing f6 for her
pieces.
30...fxg5 31 ©h2 Dd7! 32 g4 96 33
£xc8 Wxc8 34 Wc2 h5

Finally getting some counterplay.

35 Eb3 ¥Wd7 36 2d2 g4 37 Eab1 Hh7
38 &1 ha 39 H\d4 exdd 40 Hxb8 Exb8
41 Exb8

Although Chiburdanidze has lost the
exchange, she now gets serious counter-
play against the enemy king.
41...5hg5 42 4f4 516 43 We2 deb 44
£xg5 2xg5 45 £Hh2 g3 46 fxg3 hxg3 47
&3 Wga 48 Eb7+ ©h6 49 He7

49...8¢7, but in practice you should take
pawns like this unless it’s absolutely obvi-
ous why not.

///,,////

/
o m
/i.&%

///

FEAEEEwE
/%4/@/3
mn

50 He6+ g7

If 50...206 51 Wd2+ is easy.
51 Wh2 &16 52 Wb7+1?

The more forcing 52 Ee7+ was also
good when:

a) 52..%g6? 53 Exe5!

b) 52...%h6 53 Wh8 Wi4 54 Whs+ &gb
55 £ h4+ g5 56 Eg7 mate.

¢) So Black should try 52...%f8, though
even 53 Hxe5!? dxe5 54 Wh8+ g7 55
Wxe5 ought to be enough.
52...%5h6 53 ¥Wc8?

But here he should have played 53 Wa8!
and if 53.. %4 54 Wxa5.
53...Wf4! 54 ¥i8+ &g6 55 WeB8+ 15
56 Exf6+

Forced. But now it’s just a draw.
56...8xf6 57 Web+ g6 58 Wg8+ &h6
59 Wi+ g6 60 Wg8+ g7 61 Web+
&h7 62 Wh3+ 98 63 WcB+ %-%

Although Chiburdanidze suffered in
this game, her eventual escape shows that
such positions have great resilience, how-
ever foul they appear to the casual eye.

716

see following diagram

49...2xed?!
Perhaps she ‘ought’ to have played

Game 42
Atalik-Gelashvili
Greek Team Cbh., Poros 1998

1 d4 d6 2 D3 g6 3 ¢4 297 4 De3 Dd7
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Modern Defence

5e4 eb 6 Le2 De7 7 hal?

This is less effective than with the black
knight on hé, since there’s no immediate
target and with the g5-d8 diagonal pres-
ently blocked Black can usually play ...f7-
{5 without, at any rate, worrying about
£g5. Indeed ..f745 as fast as possible is
Black’s correct plan and sufficient to get a
reasonable game. 'I'he point is that once
the knight can move to f5 Black gets space
for his pieces, otherwise he can end up
revoltingly cramped.
7...exd4?!

Black should react to White’s thrust for
if he simply castles he comes under a
strong attack e.g. Ernst-].Johansson,
Malmo 1992, ended in serious bloodshed
after 7...0-0 8 h5 exd4 9 D xd4 ich 10 £e3
He8 11 hxgo hxg6 12 Wd2 Sde5 13 £¢5 16
14 2h6 £h8 15 %3 HHxd4 16 Lxd4 &g7
17 0-0-0 fe6 18 b3 c6 19 f4 &7 20 g4 g5
21 15 £.¢8 22 Bh3 a6 23 Edh1 b5 24 Hh7
b4 25 &\d1 ¢5 26 £b2 £.b7 27 £f3 He5 28
Wh2 d5 29 £xe5 1-0.

However, 7...h5 8 d5 a5 is quite play-
able for Black and now:

a) 9 g5 &5 10 £3 6 11 6)h3 8 12
£e3 £h6, as in Atalik-Baum, Groningen
open 1998, when by exchanging the dark-
squared bishops Black gets a potentially
good structure at the cost of a very little
time.

b) White can also prepare the standard

queenside play with 9 a3 to be followed
by Eb1 and b2-b4 - the inclusion of h2-h4
and ..h7-h5 certainly doesn’t commit
White to attack there, but by creating a
potential outpost on g5 if Black plays ...{7-
f5 may instead serve to stifle Black’s play
on that side of the board. Rogozenko-
Badea, Brasov 1998, continued 9...5f6 10
g5 £d7 11 b3 0-0 12 Eb1 e8! (maybe
12..5Hh7) 13 b4 axb4 14 axb4 c6 15 0-0
cxd5 16 @xd5! ©xd5 17 cxd5 and here
Black fell for 17..b5? 18 £xh5!, but of
course 17...2f6 would lead to a normal
game — Rogozenko suggests then 18 Re3
or 18 b5P?

But the right reaction appears o be
7...h6, as in the following two games.
8 Hxd4 Hc6 9 2g5!

Very disruptive.
9...416

The self-pin 9...2)6 is also very dodgy.
Volkov-Zhelnin, Sochi 1997, continued 10
ANd5 &d7? (f 10..a6 11 h5 hé 12 &xf6
£xfe 13 Dxfo+ YWxfe 14 Hxcé bxeb 15
hxgé fxg6 16 Wd2 gives White a clear ad-
vantage, but Volkov suggests 10...8¢6 or
10..h6) 11 &b5 Hc8 12 Hixa7! Hixa7 13
Wd4 @c6 14 Yxfo! £xi6 15 £xF6 §le7 and
here White continued 16 h5, which after
16...06 is presumably good but messy.
Instead simply 16 £xe7 Wxe7 17 Hxe7
&xe7 18 h5 leaves White a clear pawn up
for absolutely no compensation.
10 Dd5 £xg5

Black would prefer to avoid this ex-
change, and in H.Olafsson-Zilberman,
Manila Olympiad 1992, he obtained rea-
sonable play for a pawn after 1C..h6. 11
£xf6 Dxf6 12 Db5 G1xd5 13 cxd5 a6 14
dxcb axb5 15 cxb7 £xb7 16 £xb5+ c6 17
£d3 0-0 18 Wd2 h5 in the form of a lead
in development, open lines and several
potentially loose white pawns to attack,
including one on h4 which either has to
advance or requires further time to defend.

They continued 19 Wg5 Whé 20 W6 £.26

Averbakh Variation with 4...22d7
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21 £.xab Wxab 22 Wxd6 W4 23 3 Efd8 24
We5 Hxa2 (but maybe 24..%c2 here) 25
Hxa2 Wxa2 26 00 Ed2 27 Ecl Exb2 28
&h1 Hb1 29 We8+ #h7 30 Wxc6 and
White subsequently reached a rook ending
with four pawns against three, though the
game was still eventually drawn. But near
the beginning of this sequence 14 Wad4
looks even stronger since 14..axb5 15
Wxag Nd4 16 £d3 00 is pretty uncon-
vincing for Black.
11 hxg5 He7

11..00 12 &b5! Wxg5 13 Wel Wxcl+
14 Excl is most unpleasant. Garcia Pal-
ermo-Carruez, Zaragoza 1993, continued
just three more moves: 14...0c5 15 Hbxc7
Eb8 16 D6+ Lg7 17 Hce8+ 1-0.
12 Wd2 Hxd5 13 exd5

13 cxd5 also looks good.
13...0¢5 14 b4 Qa4 15 Wi4 We7 16
&©d2! We5 17 Wxe5+ dxe5 18 Db5 &d8
19 £d1 b6 20 £b3 a6 21 Nc3 ab

22 bxab

Although White now wins a pawn by
doubling on the h-file, this move seriously
spoils his queenside structure so 22 a3!
may be even better.
22.. Exab5 23 Hael &©d7 24 Eh4 b6 25

Eeh1 2a6 26 Hxh7 Exh7 27 Exh7 &e7

28 fed H\c5 29 Hf6?!

This looks wrong since after Black’s
next move he gets serious play on the
queenside. So perhaps 29 &e3, say, though

it would still be tough to win.
29...b5 30 cxbs 2xb3+ 31 axb3 Exb5
32 c3 Heb+ 33 b4 EbS5+ 34 Pad
Eb8 35 g4 2b7 36 Hxeb Ea8+!

Not 36...2xd5 37 Exf7+!
37 b4 £xd5 38 14 c6 39 Dxgb+ Lebd
40 Heb Eb8+ 41 Lab &5 42 bd Ixf4
43 Dxf7 &5 -

Game 43
Zviaginsev-Makarov
President’s Cup, Elista 1998

1 &3 g6 2 d4 297 3 c4 d6 4 He3 Ad7
5e4e5 6 Le2 9e7 7 hd h6 8 £2e3?7!

This seems quite inconsequent since not
only does it not prevent Black’s ...{7-f5
break, but the break is even encouraged
by presenting the bishop as a possible tar-
get for ...f5-f4. The critical 8 h5 is the sub-
ject of the next main game.
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8...f5!

In the blitz game Sosonko-Ljubojevic
Brussels 1987, Black wrongly passed up
this opportunity with 8..0-0?! After 9
Wd2 &h7 10 0-0-0 ¢6 11 dxe5 dxe5 12 Wdé
White was doing well and the further
12..4g8 13 c5 He8? led to 14 Dg5+ hxgd
15 hxg5+ Dh6 16 gxh6 £f8. The rest is of
interest, only as a cautionary tale as to
what Black should avoid: 17 Wd3 %Wa5 18
We4 He7 19 Hdé b5 20 Wb3 b4 21 Had
£26 22 @xa6 Yxa6 23 Ehdl Whb7 24 R¢5
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Modern Defence

Averbakh Variation with 4...d7

f6 25 &xf6 Kxh6+ 26 Dbl Dxfe 27 Hxtb
£¢5 28 8fde6 g7 29 We3 Lfe 30 Wea Ef8
31 Bd7 W8 32 Wep Rfe8 33 Hxe7+ Lxe?
34 Bd7 &f8 35 b3 Lxc5 36 W7 mate.
9 dxe5 dxe5 10 g3

Aimed against ..f5-f4. In Ivanisevic-
Popovic, Yugoslav Championship, Bel-
grade 1998, White allowed this with 10 b4
but Black still followed the same recipe of
exchanging on e4 to free {5 for the knight
and later opening things up with ...e5-e4,
i.e. 10..fxed 11 Dxed D5 12 c5 We7 13
We2 H\f6 14 Edl 00 15 Lcd+ &h8 16
&vxf6 Sxf6 17 £d5 a5 18 a3 axb4 19 axb4
e4 with an advantage for Black.
10...0-0 11 ¥Wd2

11 ¢5 41 12 gxf4 exf4 13 £d4 is unclear
— if Black can get control of the dark
squares then he’ll be doing well, but for
example 13..2c6 14 Wb3+ &h8 15
Sxg7+ dxg? 16 Ad5 gives White a dan-
gerous initiative. So probably Black would
meet 11 ¢5 with 11...fxe4, as well.
12 HHxed DF5 13 c5 Dxe3 14 Yxe3 We7
16 Nh2 5if6

Black is very active and despite White’s
strongpoint on e4, he has a good game.
16 H)xf6+ Wxf6 17 Hga £xg4 18 Lxg4

18...e4!
After this thematic advance, White 1s in
some trouble and Zviaginsev later had to

defend himself very carefully to hold the
balance.

19 0-0 Hae8 20 b3 h5 21 £h3 &h7 22
Bad1 Ef7 23 £g2 £h6 24 Wd4 Wxd4 25
Exd4 e3 26 fxe3 Hfe7 27 Th2 fxe3 28
Hca c6 29 ba g7 30 a4 a6 31 b1 Ed8
32 Hed4 Exed 33 &Lxed Hd2+ 34 &h3
Hd4 35 £g2 Ed3 36 23 «d4 37 g2
Hd2+ 38 &h3 2 39 Ed1 Le5 40 Ed3
%16 41 b5 axb5 42 axb5 cxb5 43 &xb7
Bc2 44 Ef3+ &e7 45 fLed4 Excb 46
£xg6 £d6 47 g4 hxgd+ 48 $xgd b4 49
h5 Eecd+ 50 &f5 Ec5+ 51 wed Eg5 52
@&d4 Zg1 53 ¥d5 Ed1+ 54 Hd3 Eg1 55
Bf3 Hg5+ 56 &c4 Ec5+ 57 b3 Hab 58
Fed Y-t

Game 44
Burgess-P.H.Nielsen
Aarbus open 1989

1 d4 g6 2 e4 £g7 3 c4 d6 4 {Nc3 Dd7 B
£e2 e5 6 D3 De7 7 h4 hé 8 hb g5 9
d5

@% E

7/4 I\
Z
7

9...15!

Essential, since if White gets in g2-g4
then he will secure a stable kingside struc-
ture in which he has eventual access to f5,
while there is no route for a black knight
to reach f4. This structure gives White
excellent long-term winning chances by
eventually opening the queenside, though
it need not be quite as horrible for Black
as the copybook game Mallet-Yanofsky,
Skopje Olympiad 1972: 9..5f62 10 &h2
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o5 11 a3 a6-12 EDF1 Dfg8 13 g4 D6 14 Ded
2d7 15 3 ¥c7 16 £.d20-017 &f2 Bib8 18
b4 b5 19 bxcs dxc5 20 cxb5 axb5 21 a4
bxa4 22 Dxat $c8 23 We2 Lf8 24 £b2
B\d6 25 Dbed Hb5 26 £a5 Wh7 27 Ehbl
feg 28 Hf5 Hab 29 £¢3 Eba8 30 Hxab
a6 31 Hixe5 c4 32 Dixcd Wa7+ 33 g2
Bxe3 34 Wixe3 WS 35 Hal Hxal 36 Wxal
&b5 37 Wxfe fLxc4 38 Lxcd Wxca 39
W4 W2+ 40 W2 We7 41 Wb2 Wds 42
de 1-0.

10 exfb!?

The alternative is 10 g4, when I've
found a couple of games, both of which
ended in quick draws:

a) 10..fxg4 11 @h2 &6 12 P (but
of course White can play 12 Pxg4) 0-0 13
Dg3 a6 14 fed 1% PHNielsen-
Dunningron, Gausdal 1990.

b) 10..fxe4 11 Gxet D6 12 Dxfo+
Sx66 13 £)d2 0.0 14 Ded Kf7 15 Ke3 Sg7
16 Wd2 b6 17 3 £b7 18 Ed1 ¥Wd7 19 0-0
11d8 20 b3 &h8 21 &g2 Y-% Keitlinghaus-
Lau, German Championship 1989.

While neither of these games tells us
much, they do show that White players
aren’t nearly as happy with the kingside in
this fairly tense state (as compared to Ma-
lich-Yanofsky above) and feel that the
advantage of the ed-square is counterbal-
anced by the need to hold the Kingside.
10...0xf56 11 Ded D16

It’s just possible that Black should caste
here first, so that if 11...0-0 12 &fxg5 hxg5
13 £xg5 (not 13 hé? £xh6 14 Exhé &xhé
15 Sxg5 &6l 13..We8, intending 14 h6
£f6 leaving the h8-square for the king,
But I can’t believe that the coming sacri-
fice is more than adequate for White.

12 Hixg5!

The point of 10 exf5 and already almost
mmally forced’, though not hugely con-
vincing..
12...hxg5 13 £xg5

see following diagram
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13...0%e4!?

A delightful riposte but White does
now obtain a nominal material advantage.
Instead if: -

a) 13...50h6 14 Wcl (not 14 Wd2? Dxed;
while 14 Wb3 &f5 15 Hxfe+ Lxfe 16
S xf6 Wxf6 17 Wxb7 0-0 gives Black a dan-
gerous initiative) and White has dangerous
pressure, e.g. 14..2Dhg8 15 hé (15 We3
2f5) 15.8d7 (not now 15..8f5? 16
h5+Y) 16 Dgd L8 17 &d3 WE7 18 b7
&xh7 19 We2 Hixg5 20 Exh8 is unclear.

b) But the apparently risky 13. We7
may be best, when after 14 hé Wfg 15
£h5+ Hxh5 16 Wxh5+ W7 Black seems
to emerge with the advantage.

14 $xd8 &xd8 15 £.d3?

White should act quickly before his
opponent can get fully co-ordinated, but
15 We2 looks much better and if for ex-
ample 15..8c5 16 g4 @\d4 17 Wgb, as al-
though the knight is beautifully placed on
d4 the queen’s penetration decides imme-
diately.
15..5c5! 16 4xf5? Lxf5 17 g4 Dd3+
18 11 2e4 19 Eh3

Certainly not 19 3> Ef8 20 Eh3 Df4.
19...6)f4 20 Eg3 £16

With the knight powerfully ensconced
on f4, Black has quite a good game though
he must stll watch the white kingside
pawns carefully.

21 ¥h3
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Modern Defence

Not 21 g52? Exh5!
21...b6 22 el 2h7
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23 ¢5?!

Trying to generaic play against the
black king. But this was the moment for
23 g5! when: 1

a) Black would probably- retreat
23..9¢7 24 g6 £g8. Now the h5-pawn is
doomed but White can and must try to
exploit his opponent’s temporary discoor-
dination with 25 Ee4! when if 25..Hxh5
26 Hxf4 exf4 27 Bga looks very good,
since the bishop is trapped on g8 and it’s
impossible to get the a8-rook into play.

b) So perhaps Black might ty
23..8xg5 24 Hxg5 £d3+ 25 gl Hh3+
26 g2 Dixgs 27 Wxd3 &e7 which looks
better for White, though Black might be
able to hold, c.g. 28 f4 &7 29 Wf5 Hag8+
30 &h3 Bho 31 ©h4 Kf6 32 Weq &d8 33
Ef1 Hhé 34 5 &e7 35 ba Hgf8 36 &g5
Hxfs 37 Bxf5 Exf5+ 38 Wxf5 Exf5+ 39
Hxf5 Sf7 with equality.
23...bxc5 24 Wb7 Hc8 25 Ed1 c4

see following diagram

26 Ha3?

Chasing the enemy king but Black will
be first. 26 g5 fe7 go £Lg8 was still cor-
rect.
26...2d3+ 27 g1 Hg8 28 {3 ed! 29
fxed £d4+ 30 &h2 Exg4 31 Haxd3 cxd3
32 h6 £f2 0-1
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Game 45
Lautier-Yusupov
Belgrade 1991

1c4 eb 2 5c3 d6 3 93 g6 4 d4 Dd7 5
e4 97 6 Le2 He? 7 d5

Usually one should maintain a centre
until forced to do otherwise, since the
very act of forcing developments will of-
ten cost the ‘defender’ time. But of course
it’s quite legal to release the tension.
7...0-0!?

Inviting, indeed practically forcing
White to attack with 8 h4 since if 8 0-0? he
would simply be a tempo down in a nor-
mal King’s Indian - Black has already
played the knight to d7, whereas in a KID
after 1.d4 &6 2 c4 g6 3 &e3 Lg7 4e4d6 5
93 00 6 £e2 57 0-0 Dcb 8. d5 De7 it's
still on £6, though 8 £e3 or 8 g4!? are pos-
sible.

Instead 7...5! is just about conceivable
and if 8 exf5 gxf5 (if 8..0xf5 9 et
White’s control of the e4-square gives him
a comfortable edge) 9 2g5 48!, preparing
to block 10 £h5+ with 10...&eg6 - but
the whole thing is very uncomfortable for
Black at least in the short term and instead
10 {4 looks quite good for White too.

In any case Black absolutely mustn’t
play 9..26? 10 £h5+, when if 10...4g6
11 %xh7! while 10...%18 11 £17! is per-
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Averbakh Variation with 4...Nd7

fectly vile.
Another plausible idea is the waiting

. move 7...25 and if 8 h4 h5, transposing to

the note to Black’s seventh move in Game
42.
8 h4! /)6

Slightly submissive. 8..f5 is crucial,
though a couple of games by Cvetkovic
don’t place it in a very good light. In a
game in Yugoslavia in 1986 against Minic
he tried 9 Sg5l? @c5 10 L3 and was
rewarded by 10..0xe4?! 11 Dgxet fxed 12
g4l with a very nice edge, but 10..h6! 11
Sxc5 hxgd 12 &ad (if 12 Le3 14 13 fcl
gxh4 14 Exh4 Of5Y) 12..gxh4 13 Hxh4
fxe4 (not 13..40c62 14 dxc6) 14 Gyxed G5
15 Hh2 &\d4 16 Wd3 would have been
quite unclear.

Two years later Cvetkovic-Strikovic
also in Yugoslavia went 9 h5 &c5 ©..2f6
10 hxg6 hxgb 11 exf5 gxf5 12 £2g5 would
leave a lot of air around the black king -
presumably White could also try this
against 9...2c5) 10 &5 hé 11 b4l Gwwed (if
11..0%6 12 Db Lxe6 13 dxed Black has
lots of light-square weaknesses -
Cvetkovic in Informator 45 assesses this as
a large advantage to White which is
probably true, though lines like 13..2xb4
14 hxgé {4 are far from absolutely clear to
me) 12 Dgxed fxed 13 hxgb Sixgb 14 g3
a5 15 £e3 £8P (perhaps 15..9f6) 16
Lot Wd7 17 Lxi5 Wxf5 18 Whs! Sgo 19
Wxf5 Bxf5 and now the simple 20 &xed
would have yielded a clear advantage -
White played the messier 20 £xh6 and
subsequently won anyway.

9 &e3

Threatening to become well organised
after 10 £)d2, so Black is obliged to try
and create some contusion.
9...5g4 10 £d2

A very critical position. Unless Black
can generate counterplay in the next few
moves (which will normally involve play-
ing ..f745 - desirable in itself but creating

a potentially very unpleasant weakness on
¢6) then White should be able to reach a
favourable accommodation on the king-
side which will guarantee him a clear ad-
vantage. But in his notes in Informator 53,
Lautier doesnt show any suitable way for
Black to get going, in which case the
whole line with 7..00 seems slightly
doubtful.

Erew Eer
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10...c6

Black has a wide choice here:

a) If 10..£521 11 b5!, opening the hfile,
Jeaves the black king somewhat exposed.

b) Black can pre-empt this with 10..h5
himself, but then 11 &g5 @h6 12 f3 (pre-
paring 13 g4) 12..05 is far from pleasant
for Black. Lautier also gives 10..h5 11
55 6 12 Beb Lxeb 13 dxeb f5 14 13 &6
15 g4 with a large plus and 11..f5 12 f3
E\f6 13 Wb3, which he considers better for
White but only marginally so - so if he’s
right then that is Black’s best.

¢) Dautov has suggested the very prag-
matic 10..6)6P - of course the bishop is
better on d2 than c1, but the more impor-
tant point is the {uture shape of the king-
side and at least White can’t get in &e3
and Dd2.
11 5ig5 hs

Tf 11...f5!> White has a choice:

2) 12 6 Lxeb 13 dxe6 Wes 14 Lxgd
fxgd 15 Wxgs Hf6 16 £g5 Wxeb and
White has a clear edge.
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b) 12 h5 ¥Wbe 13 Lxg4 fxgd 14 We2
Wxb2 15 Eb1 Wa3 16 hxg6 hxg6 17 Deb
£xeb 18 dxe6 (18 Hxb7!?) 18..g3! 19 fxg3
bé is very unclear ~ White has a ready-
made attack on the h-file, but if Black can
defend then he may emerge with a good
game.

12 3 ©hé

He probably really ought to retreat to
{6 since after White’s next move the posi-
tion finally clarifies.

13 ga!

Were the knight on 6 then this
wouldn’t threaten g4xh5 at a suitably un-
pleasant moment.
13...&h8

If 13...£5 14 ex{5 gxf5 15 gxh5.

14 We1

14 Le3 was also good.
14...5eg8

Certainly not 14..hxg4? 15 h5 but
14..%hg8 15 gxh5 gxh5 16 4 exf4 17
£xh5 was also bad.

15 We22!

Lautier says that White should first
have exchanged on h5, since now Black
could have defended with 15...5)f6!
15...%e8?! 16 gxh5 gxh5 17 0-0-0 f6 18
£e3! c5

Since Black can’t shift the g5-knight his
position is already absolutely critical. Of
course, 18...fxg5? 19 hxg5 would be mur-
der.

19 Hbs

19 Wd2! (Lautier) was even stronger, in-
tending 19...26 20 Db Lxcb 21 dxeb Bd8
22 Ehgl Wxe6 23 Hgb &h7 24 Hdgl Hd7
25 &\d5 to be followed by f3-f4-f5 etc.
19..We7 20 De6 4xe6 21 dxe6 Had8
22 {4 a6?

He should have offered the exchange
with 22..5! 23 fxe5 £xe5 24 £g5 Wxeb!
(4..8f6 25 Wd2! is terrible) 25 £xd8
Exd8 with some sort of blockade.

23 H¢3 Yxe6?

And 23..{5! was better here too.

24 5 W7 25 Wd2
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25...b5

White is now winning. If instead
25..%0g4 26 @xg4 hxgd 27 h5 Hfe8 28 hé
£18 29 Hdgl etc.
26 Hdg1 9194 27 £xg4 hxg4 28 h5 ©h7
29 h6 £h8 30 Exgs He7 31 Wg2

In view of the unanswerable threat of
32 Hg7+, Yusupov resigned. A very pow-
erful display by Lautier.

Averbakh Variation with 4... 2d7

Game 46
Van Wely-Shahade
New York open 19%

1.d4 g6 2 c4 297 3 Dc3 d6 4 D3 Hid7
5e4eb 6 2e2 De7 7 0-0

In Winning with the Modern, Norwood
says that what worries him most about
this whole line for Black is that White will
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simply ‘castle kingside and slowly consoli-
date the central space advantage.’ While he
has a potentially very good position, Black
must certainly negotiate many dangers
here since with the knight on €7, he is
much less eager to play ...c7-c6, as the d6-
square can easily become a very serious
problem. The only really logical plan is,
therefore, with or without ..h7-h6, to
play the very sharp ..f745. White can’t
stop this break but must aim to exploit
the temporary looseness of Black’s posi-
tion when it’s played.

7...0-0 8 £e3 15!?

Of course if this is possible, then Black
would prefer to dispense with the prepara-
tory 8..h6 (see the next main game). But
this is extremely risky and although there
are possible improvements Van Wely shot
the line out of the water in this present
game.

9 Hgb

The obvious attempt at refutation,
though it might be more accurate to insert
9 dxe5 dxe5 first, since now 9..23b8 10
dxe5 £xe5 isn’t too clear after either 11 5
f4 12 £d4 Hbcb 13 Lxe5 dxe5 or 11 4
£xc3 12 bxc3 h6 13 3 fxed.
9...5)f6 10 dxe5 dxe5 11 Wxd8! Exd8 12
&b5 £e8 13 Efd1

13...24d7
Although White’s play has been ex-
tremely crude, Black is under intense pres-

sure. 13..Hxdi+ 14 Exdl &c6 may be
somewhat better when:

a) 15 ¢5 h6 16 fc4+ Lf8 17 Deb+
Sxeb 18 Lxeb f4 is perfectly reasonable
for Black.

b) 15 exf5 is much more demanding
since if:

b1) 15..gxf5 16 £h5! wins material
immediately.

b2) 15...&xf5 16 Lf31? e4! is quite play-
able, but 16 g4! is more challenging when:

b21) Not 16...2c2? 17 Ed2, when the
bishop eventually gets trapped after 17...26
(17..£b1 18 &c3) 18 Ha3! (not 18 Hic3?
£1d4) 18..1h6 (18...8a4 19 b3) 19 Sie6 Led
20 f3.

b22) But the calm 16...£c8 is still quite
unclear. Probably White should continue
17 £.£3 h6 18 2d5+ ©h8 19 &7+ Lh7 20
g5 h5 (it’s important that 20...£.g4? can be
met by 21 f3 - that’s why White chose
£13-d5+ rather than the apparently more
appealing 17 ¢5 and 18 Rc4+) and now
maybe 21 3. This may represent the best
that Black can achieve but White still
looks better since, vitally, 21...a6 22 £\c3
&d4?, which Black would of course like
to play, fails to 23 Hixe5!

b3) 15...a6! is also possible to try and
remove the knight before recapturing
with the g-pawn, so that the e8-knight if
attacked can then move without allowing
&xc7. There are then possible piece sacri-
fices such as 16 fxg6!? but simply 16 &3
gxf5 (16...h6 17 &eb) 17 &d5 is pretty
good ~ for example, the innocent looking
17..h6? still runs into 18 £h5!, when if
Df6 19 £7+ Fh8 (19..5f8? 20 Lc5+
De7 21 Lxe7 matel) 20 Dxc7 wins the
house,

14 c5 2xb5

If 14...806 15 L4+ Lg7 16 D71 Lxb5
17 £h6+ g8 18 £xb5 Hxdl+ 19 Exdl
the knight is of coursc indirectly protected
due to 19..&x{7 20 Lcd+ and if 19..8g7
20 £xg7 &xg7 21 Dxeb fxed, when White
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Averbakh Variation with 4...9d7

has a very strong initiative which should
certainly net some material gain.

15 £xb5 Hxd1+ 16 Exd1 26 17 fca+
&g7 18 Ed7!

With the rook’s penetration, ‘the game
1s already all bur decided.
18...64 19 De6+ $h8 20 £d2 Hc8 21
£¢3 Dg8 22 &f1 g5 23 f3 a6 24 a4
9h6 25 £d5 b5 26 axb5 1-0

After 26...axb5 27 £2b7 Eb8 28 ¢6 the c-
pawn falls and Black will soon lose at least
a piece.

Game 47
Cebalo-Minic
Yugoslavia 1986

1d4 g6 2c4 €97 3Dc3d6 4e44\d7 5
&3 e5 6 Le2 Ne7 7 0-0 0-0 8 Le3 h6

Much more sensible than 8..f5 in the
previous game.
9 We21?

They often piay 9 YWd2 &h7, but it’s
not clear that this helps White particularly
except inasmuch that in some lincs the
king may become exposed to action down
the ¢2-h7 diagonal later.

9...15!1?

The logical follow-up. The rather re-
pulsive 9...g5 was played in a game Shesta-
kov-Tsarev, Belgorod 1989. After 10 dxe5
dxc5 11 Ead1 g6 12 g3 ¢6 13 ¢5 We7 14
b4 @f6 15 &2 &4 16 Ded Hixe2+ 17

Wxe2 $e8 18 £cl &7 19 Dd6 Deb 20
Df5 Wfe 21 &e3 He8 White played 22
Bd2? and after 22..%h7 23 3? (23 Efd1
@fal) 23..00d4! 24 Hxd4 exd4 25 Lxd4
Wxdd+ 26 Exdd Sxdd+ 27 g2 xc3 28
We4 Qg7 29 Wxf7 Black won, but White
could have improved not with 22 d3 be,
threatening ...&a6, but rather 22 g2 get-
ting the king off the d4-g1 diagonal and
intending {2-f3 next move when the tactic
with ...5\d4 now won’t work.

10 dxe5 dxe5

10...f4!? was interesting when if:

a) 11 exd6 fxe3 12 dxe? exf2+ 13 Exf2
Wxe7 14 Haft and despite the pawn deficit
Black will be doing fairly well as long as
he doesn’t get hit by some combination of
e4-¢5 and pressure down the f-file immedi-
ately.

b) 11 Lc11? Dxes? (11...dxe5 12 b3
gives White some edge). Now 12 ¢5 is
critical but 12...dxc5 13 Xd1 We8 14 &Hd5
Dxd5 15 Exd5 Dxf3+ 16 Lxf3 £.dal
looks fairly good for Black. White should
sacrifice the exchange at once with 17
Hxc {he doesn’t want to block the long
dark diagonal with 17 €5 £e6 18 Hxcs
Lxc5 19 Yxc5) but after 17..8xc5 18
Wxc5 Wf7 19 £d2 Re6 20 £c3 while
White has compensation for the exchange,
1t certainly doesn’t look like more than
enough.

11 Ead1 14
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12 fcb!?

12 £.c1 again offered a safe edge, but as
long as Black can’t profitably sacrifice his
queen then 12 £.¢5 is clearly better.

12.. K17

The queen sacrifice with 12...8xc5 was

critical, but 13 Exd8 Hxd8 14 &\d5 is as-

- sessed by Cebalo in Informator 42 as

clearly favourable for White and I think
he’s right, e.g. 14..2d7 15 Ed1 and now:

a) 15...c6 16 Dxe7+ Hxe7 17 Hd8+ &h7
18 b4 (not 18 Wd12! &ixe4 19 £d3, hoping
for 19..8\c52 20 Hg5+!, but Black can
defend with 19..2Y6!) 18..26 19 Hdé
£d7 20 YWd1 &e8 21 ¢5 looks very good
for White.

b) 15...80¢6 16 b4 De6 17 ¢5 when if:

b1) 17..8cd4?! 18 Hxd4 Hixd4 19 Hxdd
exd4 20 &)xf4 (if 20 c6! Ef7!).

b2) 17..5f7 18 L.c4.

b3) 17..&h7 18 £b5.

The latter two lines look better for
Black than the first but all are certainly
pretty good for White.

13 &a3

Cebalo assesses this as just an edge for
White but it looks bigger than that to me.
13...2f6 14 ¢5 Eg7

If 14...c6 15 %2 en route via ¢4 to db.
15 9d5 4c6

After 15..80xd5 16 exd5 the centre
pawns give White a large advantage.

16 b4 ab

Not 16..0d4 17 @xd4 exd4 18 £b2
and the d4-pawn will drop off.

17 £b2 g5 18 h3 h5 19 Dh2! Eh7 20
Hd3

see following diagram

20...E2b8?
After this passive move White takes

. control. He had to try 20...41d4, when 21

Sxd4 exdd 22 Dxl6+ Wxf6 23 Bfd1 Hes
24 Hxd4 g4 yields quite serious counter-

play. Instead Cebalo recommends simply
21 Wd!
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21 Efd1 ©d4 22 2xd4 exdd 23 Dxfe+
Wxf6 24 Exd4 g4?

A mistake but if 24..8e5 White can
choose between 25 Lc4+ Dxc4 26 Wxct+
£.e6 27 Wc2 and the more incisive 25 Af3!
Dxf3+ (25..g4 26 Dxe5 Wxe5 27 L+
etc) 26 gxf3!, which looks stronger as after
26...82xh3 27 5! White gets a huge attack.
25 hxg4 hxgd 26 Lxgd D8 27 Wbh3+
&g7

Or 27...2.e6 28 £xeb+ Dixeé 29 Gig4.
28 We3!

28...8e6?

Losing, but if 28..&g8 White can win
simply with 29 E4d3! Wxc3 (if 29..Wh4
30 Eh3!) 30 Exc3 etc.

29 sixe6 2xe6 30 Hd7+ 1-0

Although Black lost disastrously in this
game, there are plenty of interesting po-
tential improvements along the way.
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Summary
In contrast to the prev10us two chapters, 4..4d7 leads to apparently much more
amorphous lines in the opening at least, and so could well be a better choice for a
stronger player trying to defeat a weaker one as Black; the more so since there’s no
“forced draw’. White’s space advantage should give him some edge. But despite his
apparent breadth of choice, he has to react very precisely to keep much so that I
would view 8 ¢5! in Game 40, for example, as in a higher sense an ‘only mave’ - and if
Black can really get a good game after 11...%bé then White faces a real problem.
Unwdhng to believe that Game 40 is playable, Black players have instead indulged
in various contortions to develop the knight on hé, notably in the unappealing Game
41. So unless Game 40 does work I suppose Black should resign him or herself to
developing the knight on e7. My feeling is that if possible White should then maintain
the central tension as long as possible so Game 47 is the most critical and Black needs
at least a small improvement,

1d4 g6 2 c4 2g7 3 e4 d6 4 £\c3 H)d7

5 {3 e5 6 Le2 (D) De7
6...80h6 - Game 39

6...c6 7 0-0
7..20h6 — Game 40
7.6 - Game 41
7 0-0
7h4 (D)
7...exd4 — Game 42
7..hé
8 £e3 - Game 43
8 h5 - Game 44
7 d5 - Game 45
7...0-0 8 £e3 (D} h6
8..I5 - Game 46

9 ¥c2 - Game 47
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Averbakh Variation:
Other Lines
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1d4 g6 2 c4 £g7 3 e4 d6 4 &\c3

In this chapter, we examine other lines
of the Averbakh apart from 4..%c6 and
4..8)d7. There are three main alternatives:
a) 4...c6

This usually transposes to lines in the
4..90d7 chapter unless White plays 5 f4
(Game 48).
b) 4...e5 5 dxe5 dxe5 6 Wxd8+ &xd8

This is quite an important line. Black
hopes to soak up the white initiative and
then eventually generate his own play,
often, though certainly not necessarily, on
the dark squares. Personally, I don’t go for
this line much, but if you don’t mind de-
liberately aiming for a defensive position
at the start then it may suit you (see Game
49). Note that White is not obliged to
enter the ending and may also try 5 £f3/5
%ge2, when the main line goes 5...exd4 6
Bxd4 Db 7 Le3 ge7. But again I'm not
too impressed and you can see why in my
two defeats by Kasparov and Azmai-
parashvili (Game 50).
c) 4...f5

This has been pioneered almost single-
handedly by Hungarian Grandmaster Ist-
van Bilek, and although theory frowns
somewhat, he still played a game with this
line'just two years ago (Game 51).

Game 48
Uhlmann-F.Olafsson
Reykjavik 1968

1d4 g6 2 c4 £g7 3 ed4 d6 4 Hc3 ¢c6 5
f41?

This is supposedly somewhat better
against 4...4)d7, though even in that case
Black gets counterplay. The nice game
Hjartarson-Berg, Akureyri 1994, contin-
ued (with the knight on d7 and pawn on
c7): 5 f4 €5 6 fxe5 dxe5 7 d5 Dgf6 8 &3
0-0 9 £d3 c6 10 00 Wbb+ 11 &h1 Dg4 12
We2 &5 13 L2 15 14 exf5 &xf5 15 &xf5
gxf5 16 h3 &\f6 17 2e3 Dfed 18 &ixed
Qixed! 19 Lxb6 &g3+ 20 &h2 Qxe? 21
L7 e4 22 Dg5 cxd5 23 eb d4 24 B2 d3
25 Hafl £xb2 26 Hb1 L.c3 27 Hxf8 HAxf8
28 Hxb7 €3 29 Ef1 d2 30 b3 Hc8 31 £.d6
Hxc4 32 Hbg+ Lg7 33 He8 Hed 34 218+
g6 35 Exe4 fxed 0-1.
5...%b6 6 DF3

White can play 6 £e3, though after
6..Wxb2 he has nothing obviously better
than to force an immediate repetition with
7 Da4 W4+ 8 £2.d2 Wa3 9 Lcl. Instead in
Smirin-Smyslov Biel Interzonal 1993, the
ex-world champion gamely tried 6...5.

After 7 D3 exd4 8 £xd4 £xd4 9 Wxd4
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Averbakh Variation: Other Lines

xd4 10 Dxd4 Dab 11 0-0-0 D6 12 Le2
£g4 13 Df3 0-00 14 h3 £xf3 15 Lxf3
Hhe8 White has an edge but the gamc was
drawn in 39 moves.

White can also try to avoid the pin
with 6 €52, bur after 6...0h6 he can’t de-
velop 7 £€3 in view of 7..&)5 and if 7
Df3 £.g4 comes anyway.

6..294 7 d5 £f6 8 h3 &xi3 9 Wxi3
a6 10 Eb1 Nd7 11 £d2 Hdc5 12 Le2
0-0

Black’s lead in development and dark-
squarc pressure already make the white
position quite uncomfortable. If now 13
b4? @xb4 14 23 D2+ 15 ©d1 Hid4 is
simply bad for White; or 13 We3 £\b4 14
0-0 (14 Hcl Sed3+) 14..4c2 15 W2 &d4;
or 13 Wf2 £xc3 14 £xc3 Hxed.

So despite the notes in Informator 5
which award White’s next move a 2, it
doesn’t seem so foolish; though perhaps
the pawn should have rather gonc to g3.
13 g4 Db4 14 £f1 e6 15 g2 exd5 16
exd5 Hfe8 17 £d1 cxd5 18 cxd5 Wa6
19 Se2 Hbd3 20 &h2

Certainly not 20 b4> £xc3 21 $£xc3
Hxe2+!
20...Wc4 21 b3 Wd4 22 Hb5

see following diagram

White seems to have emerged with an
advantage but Olafsson was ready with:
22...De5! 23 Hixd4

Not 23 fxe5? fxe5+ 24 g2 Wxd2; and
of course he can’t move the queen since if
23 W32 W12 is mate,
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23..5xf3+ 24 £xf3 £xd4 25 Ehe1 H)d3
26 Eed4 Hxe4 27 Lxed H\cb 28 43 He8
29 &g2?

A bad mistake. After 29 Eel Hxel 30
Gxel £e3 (30.40d3 31 £d2) 31 65 if
Black could exchange dark-squared bish-
ops he would emerge with a great advan-
tage (unless the white king somehow be-
came active). But of course White will
resist this exchange with reasonable
chances.
29..20d3 30 Ef1 £e3 31 4xe3 Exe3 32
2d1 16 33 a3 ¥g7 34 b4 g5 35 fxg5
fxg5 36 £3?

The final blunder, though Black would
win at least a pawn - to start with — while
keeping complete control in any case.
36..0e1+ 37 @f2 Exf3+ 38 Dxel
Exf1+ 39 &xf1 L6 0-1

Game 49
Sadler-Ehlvest )
FIDE World Ch., Groningen 1997

1d4 g6 2e4 £97 3¢4d6 4 5\c3 e5 5
dxeb dxe5 6 Wxd8+ &xd8 7 f4!

The most critical since, although White
risks isolating his e-pawn in return he de-
velops an immediate initiative.

I ought, though, to provide an example
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of what Black’s aiming at: 7 &3 ¢6 8
0-0-0+ e8 9 h4 h5 10 b3 £h6 11 Lxh6
&ixhe 12 3 &£xh3! 13 Hxh3 H\d7 14 g3
e 15 Bh2 a5 16 £.h3 e7 17 &c2 Hhdg
18 Bhd2 Bxd2+ 19 &xd2 16 20 &e3 DI7
21b3 Dd6 22 &.01 {5!

The superb knights give Black a decided
advantage. After the further 23 £c2 Ef8
24 Hgl Bd8 25 2d1 He6 26 Da4 f4+1 27
gxf4 exfa+ 28 Lf2 97 29 Bxd8 &xd8 30
b2 &ie5 he had an ideal endgame, the
more so after White exchanged off his
only possible source of counterplay, the
knight: 31 £d3 &xd3+ 32 £xd3 Ac5 33
£c2 &d7 34 a3 ¢5 35 £d3 &e7 36 Lf1
De5 37 Re2 &6 38 £h3 Dd4+ and
White had had enough in Durao-
Robatsch, Leipzig Olympiad 1960.

Returning to the main game, Black
now faces a vital choice:

EAad® 7 AK
t1r 181

7...2c6

The most immediately active reply,
though following the present game, Black
needs improvements.

a) 7..22d7 8 &f3 ¢b is somewhat more
passive. Crouch-Norwood, 4NCL 1998,
became something of a cautionary tale
after 9 £e2 6 10 0-0 &h6 (10...Pe8 first is
safer) 11 fxe5 Zixe5 12 &xe5 fxe5 13 b4
feb 14 b5 D7 (if 14..2c7 15 bxcb bxcb
16 %a4 en route to c5)

1

»yy |

»
18

15 £.g4! and now:

al) 15...8xc4 16 Hdl+ Se7 (16..LDe8
17 bxc6 bxc6 18 £d7+ &e7 19 La3+ Hf6
20 Efi+ is simpler because the bishop
doesn’t hang after ...&g5) 17 bxcé bxcé 18
£a3+ &f6 (18...c5 19 Lxcd+ 26 20 Hfl+
Sxfl 21 HExfl+ g5 22 Exf7 dxgt 23
Hxg7 Hac8 24 2b4 Ec4 25 a3 doesn't help)
19 Efi+ &xfl (not 19..g5 20 Le2
Sxe2 21 Exf7) 20 Exfl+ g5 21 fe2! (21
h3! is also very strong, but not the obvi-
ous 21 Exf7? £f8! 22 £xf§ Ehxf8 and
Black fights on) 21..Bh(8 (if 21...25h6? 22
£e7+ and mate next move) 22 £cl+ £h4
23 Ef3 @\g5 24 g3 and wins.

a2) The game continued 15...&2xg4 16
Hxf7 L8 17 2g5+ D8 18 Le7!, when
White’s. rook is far too strong, ie.
18..£h6 19 £d6 £e3+ 20 &h1 &b6 21 ¢5
£a5 22 Lxe5 He8 23 2f6 Bxc3 24 £xc3
cxb5 25 BExh7 a5 26 Efl Qe6 27 Le5 Lc4
28 c6 bxcb 29 Ec7+ £d8 30 Bdi+ £d5 31
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£g310.

b) 7...8e6 lends the game a quite differ-
ent character. Relying on this powerful
bishop, Black will now even somctimes be
happy to exchange off ...&g7xc3 to cripple
White’s pawns, after which Black will try
to play on the light squares. Play might
run 8 Nf3 d7 9 Le2 hé and now:

bl) Rogozenko-Badea, Ciocaltea me-
morial 1998, continued 1C g32! (to recap-
ture on f4 with the g-pawn, but this turns
out to be a bad plan) 10...87 11 0-0 Hes
12 3 exf4 13 gxfd (13 £xf4 doesn't
make sense after playing 10 g3 and indeed
13...g5 looks fine for Black) 13...£xc3! 14
bxc3 8c6 15 £.d3 Da5 16 G2 5! 17 €5
@e7 and Black had a good game, though
the game was eventually drawn.

b2) Instead it’s better simply to castle 10
0-0 De7 when: .

b21) 11 £e3 exf4 12 2xf4 g5 13 Lg3 g4
14 ©Dh4 £.d4+ 15 Sh1 Le5 16 Badl £xpg3
17 hxgd h5 18 &5 46 %% Adorjan-
Todorcevic, Szirak Interzonal 1987.

b22) 11 Ed1! is berter to prepare to put
the knight on d4 if it gets hit later by ...g5-
g4 After 11..exf4 12 2xf4 g5 13 £g3 Hgp
14 2d2 c6 15 ©)d4 £xd4+ 16 Exd4 Se7 17
2d6+ &f6 18 Ef1+ g7 19 ¢5 b6 20 cxhé
axb6 21 a3 @de5 22 Eb4 b5 23 Hd1 Ehes
24 a4 bxa4 25 Qxa4 Hxa4 26 Hxad White
had an edge in Suba-Azmaiparashvili,
Reykjavik 1990, which he later converted
to victory.

8 D3 Dd4a!? 9 Lf2 exfa

Opening the bishop’s diagonal. 9...6\xf3
10 gxf3 is a possible alternative, when
Black has plenty of dubious moves, such
as 10...c6 or the rather repulsive 10...f6,
but 10..2e6 seems consequent and
Estremera  Panos-Sutovsky, European
Team Championship, Pula 1997, contin-
ved 11 £e3 exf4! 12 Hdi+ &g 13 Sxf4
Axc3 14 bxc3 De7 15 £g5 6 16 L6
He8 17 Hd2 b6 18 ¢5 &b7 19 £e2 &1a5 20
Zhd1 Bab8 21 £b5 c6 22 £e2 b6 23 2ds

&\c4 24 Lxcd Lxcd 25 a3 Y-,
10 £xf4 Heb 11 £93!?7

Here the bishop controls ¢7 and so pre-
vents ...c7-c6 followed by ..&c7 getting
organised. Instead in Petursson-Ehlvest,
Yerevan Olympiad 1996, the bishop re-
treated o the more passive d2-square and
Black quickly obtained the advantage: 11
£.d22 &6 12 h3 D713 £.d3 HeS 14 L.e?
c6 15 Qa4 Dxf3 16 Lxf32! (16 gxf3! was
better though far from inspiring)16...&c7
17 £c3 £xc3 18 &ixe3 §ic5 19 Bhdl a5
and Black won on move 86.
11...8d7 /

It’s quite possible that with 11 £d2»
Petursson was trying to avoid Ehlvest’s
supposed improvement on one of his own
(i.e. Petursson’s) previous games against
LNikolaidis at the Athens open 1993
which had gone 11..80h6 12 243 £.xc3 13
bxc3 f6 14 Bhel £.d7 15 Had1 &e8 16 gl
87 17 €5 5 18 5 OMd8 19 Lf2 Hg8 20
Lc4 Bg7 21 Hd2 £c6 22 Hd4 Bd7> 23
£xe6 GYxe6 24 Dxe6 Hxd2 25 Hixc7+ dy
26 DxaB Led 27 e6+ Lxeb 28 7+ &d7
29 &b5 Hxa2 30 &xa7 £b2 31 c4 1-0.

12 Zd1 2¢8 13 £4d3

If 13 &\d5 at once then Black might
well take the pawn with 13...2xh2.
13...0e7 14 {)d5 He8

Not 14..8xd5 15 cxd5 §c5 16 b4
Dxd3+ 17 Exd3 when the pressure along
the cfile will be most unpleasant.
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15 eb N

Attacking the dark-square weaknesses.
This is much better than 15 £h4?, when
15...8xd5 16 cxd5 P\c5 is hugely better for
Black than the previous note, since he
effectively has two extra tempi - the
bishop which moved to h4 needs to go

- back to g3 if it is o pressure c7.

15...5¢5

15..c6 16 &6 2xf6 17 exf6 is also
nasty.
16 6

Even without being pushed, the knight
goes into f6. If instead 16 K2 Kf5! 17
w7+ Exe7 18 &xf5+ gxf5 Black has
counterplay based on playing ...De4(+).
16...2.xf6 17 exf6

White’s lead in development and the
annoying pawn on {6 give him some ad-
vantage, though exactly how much is dif-
ficult to say since Black has a perfectly
good structure. The size of White’s advan-
tage depends upon exact assessments at the
end of various lines in which Black tries to
wriggle out.
17..5f5

Gaining time by threatening at some
point to take the bishop. 17...4c6 18 £.c2
Ded+ 19 Lxed Hxed 20 b3 gives White a
clear safe edge.

18 214 Ded+ .
18...20xd3+?! 19 Bxd3 looks more seri-
ous for Black. White’s lead in develop-

ment is becoming very pronounced and
g2-g4 is in the air.
19 4xe4 Exed 20 g3 £c6

Not 20..Hxc4? 21 Hxd7 B2+ (or
21..52xd7 22 §e5+) 22 Bd2!
21 Ehe1 Exc4!?

Correctly snatching a pawn. Instead
both 21... Exel 22 Exel £.xf3 23 He8+ and
21..b6 22 Hxe4 £xed 23 Dg5 are awful.
22 Heb Hc2+ 23 &g1 b6 24 Hc1!

Certainly not 24 @xc6 Hxch 25 He8+
&b7 26 Exa8 Lxa8 27 Hd7 Hxfé; while 24
Sixf7 Bg2+ 25 Df1 Exh2 is very unclear.
24...Exc1

Now 24..Zg2+? 25 Bl £.d5 26 Hedl
£b7 27 &xf7 would be disastrous.

25 Hxc1 2d5 26 Dxf7 ¢5 27 Heb &b7
28 Ed1

28...0d4

Now Sadler forced a simple clear advan-
tage. If 28..Xd8!? White has a variety of
ways to go wrong - for instance in, Chess-
Base magazine Ribli notes that if 29 &7
Hf8 30 d6+? Dxde 31 Lxdé Hxfe 32
Hxd5 &cé! But he also gives the simple
clear 29 Exd5! Hxd5 30 {7 HKd8 31 &d7!
winning a piece.

29 $e3 Hif3+ ,

If 29..He8? 30 {7 &£xf7 (or 30..Ef8 31
$hé Bxf7 32 §xf7 £xf7 33 £e3 etc) 31
£ xd4 cxd4 32 §xf7 Ze2 White must win,
while if 29...8xa2 30 £xd4 cxd4 31 Exd4

the f-pawn 1s much too strong, eg.
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31..Ef8 32 Ed7+ a6 33 {7 and the only
way to salvage the exchange is 33...4b3 34
He7 Lad, which leaves Black hopelessly
passive.
30 Dxf3 &xf3 31 Ed7+ &c6 32 Exh7
Despite the opposite-coloured bishops,
the extra f-pawn gives White excellent
winning chances.
32...Ef8 33 295 a5 34 &f2 £d5 35 a3
Not 35 b3?! a4 with some counterplay.
35...Ef77
The rook is passive here so 35...a4 looks
berter.
36 Zh6 ed4 37 Le3 £b1 38 EhB Ed7
39 Eg8 b5 40 h4

40...&d5?

Losing at once, since it blocks the a2-g8
diagonal, but I imagine that 40..b4 41
Hg7!? bxa3 42 bxa3 BExg7 43 fxg7 £a2 44
g4 should also be sufficient for White.

41 Bg7! He6

Or41..Bd8 42 {7 Ef8 43 Le7.

42 Exd7 &£xd7 43 7 1-0

Game 50
M.Gurevich-Speelman
Antwerp 1993

1d4 g6 2c4 297 3 e4 d6 4 5)c3 e5 5
Hge2 exd4 6 Dxd4 §c6

The actual move order in the game was
1 d4 dé 2 c4 €53 D3 exd4 4 Dxdd g6 5
&\c3 8.g7 6 c4 &)ch.

7 2e3 Yge7 8 h4!?
The most critical response, though of

course White can also simply play to cas-
tle. After 8 £e2 009 0-0 {5 White has:

a) 10 &xcé and now:

al) 10...bxcé and:
Call) 11 8d4 8xd4 12 Wxd4 o4 13 Wd2
£b7 is very playable for Black.

al2) 11 &f3 feb seems safest rather
than 11.8b8 12 Wd2 ¢5 13 L£g5 Wd7,
when 14 e5! would have been most un-
pleasant in Lputian-Azmaiparashvili, Yer-
evan 1989.

a2) 10 @ixc6 @yxch is also quite playable.
Shulman-Rogers, New York open 1998,
continued 11 Wd2 W6 12 exf5 £xf5 13
£f3?! (13 Eadl seems better at once in
view of the next note) 13..%h8 14 Hadl
and here in their notes in Izformator 72,
Shulman and Kapengut recommend
14..8e5), when if 15 £xb7” Hxcd 16
Wd5 (not 16 £g5? Dxd2 17 fxfe Hixfl 18
Lxg7+ Exg7 19 £xa8 Sixh2l) 16... 866!
17 Wc6 Bab8 18 Wxc7 Hxe3 19 fxe3 Wes
20 Bxf8+ (20 Wxdé? Exfl+) 20..Exf8 21
Wxd6 Wxe3+ 22 ®h1 £g4 with a strong
initiative, while 15 £e2 obviously loses
two tempi.

Instead Rogers continued 14.. Hae8 and
after 15 £g5 Ydd4 16 D5 Wxd2
(16.. Wxcd! 17 Hxc7 Ec 18 £d5 is excel-
lent for White) 17 Exd2 £e5 18 fLe2 a6
(18..£17) 19 ixc7 (19 Hd4P) 19..Kc8 20
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4 Hxcd 21 Sxc4 Bxc7 White had some
advantage, though they drew fifteen
moves later.

b) 10 exf5 is what Black is hoping for
due to 10..&xd4 11 £xd4 Dxf5 12 Le3
(12 £3b5 26 13 £.c3 axb5 14 cxb5 Dce? 15
g4 g7 has been tried a few times but

-seems quite unsound and Black has won

all four games in my database) 12..&8xe3
13 fxe3. At the cost of a small lag in devel-
opment, Black has inflicted quite serious
damage on White’s pawn structure. In
fact, this position is reasonably playable
for White and White even won a few
games in the eightles after 13.. Exfi+ 14
Wil fe6 15 Wi4 We7 16 Ef1.

Bur if you reach this position as Black,
it will almost certainly be as a result of
White falling into the ‘trap’ rather than by
his design. And 13...&e6 immediately may
be better, e.g. 14 ¥d2 Wg5 15 b3 He5 16
54 b6 17 Hafl We7 18 £13 Hae8 19 £.d5
¢5 20 Bf5 Exf5 21 Exfs he 22 W2 D4 23
W3 6! 24 Lxe6+ Wxeb 25 e4 De5 26 W2
We7 27 h3 £\d3 28 Wg3 A\c5 29 W3 W7
30 h1 Se6 31 Bf6 £d4 32 W2 He6 33
Hxe6 Dxe6 and Black went on 1o win in
Peng Zhaogin-Rogers Sonnevanck 1995.
8.5

Faced with 8 h4 in the Barcelona World
Cup as Black against Kasparov, I chose the
weaker 8..h6 and was murdered after 9
62 f5 (i 9..00 10 Wd2 &h7 11 g4)) 10

exfs Oxf5 11 Hixfs &xf5 12 Wd2 Wd7?
(12..8f6!? was betrer) 13 0-0! 0-0-02! (Kas-
parov recommends 13..h5, preparing to
castle short) 14 ba! xb4?! (but 14...&b8!?
15 b5 &5 16 Dd5 Dga 17 Lxgh Lxgd 18
Hab1 is also good for White)
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15 Gb5! B2 (if 15..8xa1 16 Yxb4
£e5 17 Hxa7+ b8 18 L3 ¢5 19 Wa3
Wc7 20 g4 £c2 21 Ec1 Ehfg 22 2.d5 Whe
23 b5 etc., while 15..c5 16 &adl is re-
pulsive) 16 .,@.B' d5 (if 16...82xal 17 Bxa7+
&b8 18 Eb1! ¢5 19 Hcb+ e 20 Was
b4 21 Zxb4 cxb4 22 Was+ &7 23
2bo6+1 Lxb6 24 Wa5 matel; or 16..8xe3
17 Wxe3 @xal 18 Wxa7 We7 19 Wxb7+
&d7 20 Eell Ec8 21 Hxdé6 winning; or
16..80xal 17 Hxa7+ &b8 18 Wa5 c6 19
Bb5Y; so 16..c5 17 Hadl Le5 18 HHxa7+
&h8 19 @b5 looks relatively best — or
rather least bad) 17 £xd5 £ixal 18 Dxa7+
&b8 19 YWb4 Wxd5 (or 19...c5 20 Lf4+!
a8 21 Wa5) 20 cxd5 P2 21 Wa5 Dxe3
22 fxe3 Khe8 23 b5 Exd5 24 Wxc7+ &al
25 Wa5+ 1-0.

9 h5 fxe4 10 hxg6 hxg6

10...4xg6 has been tried but in Bénsch-
Azmaiparashvili, Dortmund 1990, White
quickly got a very good game with simple
moves: 11 Wd2 Hxd4 12 Lxd4 De5 13
Sixes We7 14 GO0 Reb 15 4 Do 16
Sxg7 Wxe7 17 Bg5 ££5 18 Eel+ &d7 19
£d3 Haf§ 20 £xf5+ Zxf5 21 Wd3 and

Black sacrificed the exchange with
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21..Hxg5 22 fxg5 Yxg5+ 23 &bl h5 but
lost 30 moves later.
11 Exh8+ ©xh8 12 Hxed 215

=

13 Hixfs5!

This looks better than 13 @g3, which
Zsuzsa Polgar played against Seirawan in
the blindfold discipline of the Melody
Amber tournament 1993: 13..79xd4 14
Lxd4 £d7 15 Le2 De6 16 fe3 Lxb2 17
Eb1 £c3+ 18 21 Wha 19 Exb7 Eh8 20
213
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And here Yasser missed the opportu-
nity to deliver a quite beautiful mate with
20843+ 21 Wxd3 Whi+ 22 Hixhl
Exhl+ 23 &e2 Hel. Instead he lost on
time four moves later in a bad but still not
entirely hopeless position after 20... Wxc4+
21 gl es 22 2e2 Whe 23 £b5+ s
24 Bxa7.
13...gxf5

13,9065 14 £g5 Wd7 15 Wd2 &f7 is
reasonably playable, though Black’s king
1s rather shaky.

14 Wh5+ ©d7 15 0-0-0! Wg8!

Not 15...fxe4? 16 Wh3+ 2e8 17 Wxhg+
©d7 18 Wh3+ &e8 19 Le2 winning.

16 Deb+ &c8 17 Leb!? 2d7 18 L4
2eb

The attempt 1o create counterplay with
18...b5?! is merely weakening after 19 £d5
bxc4 20 fxc4
19 HHd5 Wod! 20 Eh7!

20 Wixg4 Hixgd 21 g5 @xd5 22 Hxd5
B18! 23 3 &e5 is fine for Black.
20...Wg7 21 Wxg7 2xg7 22 Dxe7 dxe?
23 cb!

Breaking up Black’s structure.
23...0g4

Not 23...dxc5 24 R.xc5+ Leb 25 f4.

24 cxd6+ cxd6 25 g5+ 216 26 L xf6+
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26...0xf6?

Mistakenly aiming for ‘activity’ which
turns out to be merely temporary. Instead
26..53x{6 27 £d3 s a lictle uncomfortable
bu after 27...2g8! (not 27...f4 28 L5 He8
29 Zet+ &8 30 £h3 and White will soon
win material) 28 g3 f4! 29 gxf4 Hed 30 f5
Hf4 31 Zel+ D7 32 Heb d5 Black is fine,
so unless White can improve carlicr this
line is theorctically perfectly playable for
Black.

27 Exd6+ &eb 28 Hd2 Eh8 29 c2!
29 &d12! Eh1 30 &e2 Hh2 31 BEd1 4

Averbakh Variation: Otner rines

gives some counterplay, though whether
Black gets anything worthwhile after £2-3
followed by €12 isn’t at all clear to me
now.
29...14

Or 29..2h1 30 £c4 Eh2 31 2d5 with a

sound extra pawn.

© 30 fe2! Hxf2 31 43 He8+ 32 b3

£h1 33 Ed5+

33 Ed7 Eb8 34 Exb7 Exb7+ 35 Lxb7
also won.
33...216 34 Eab 2g3

34..5Df2 was slightly better, though pre-
sumably White should win after 35 2.xb7
Ec7 36 213 (not 36 Exa7? Nd3) 36...4d3
37 a4.
35 Ixa? D1 36 Exb7 Dd2+ 37 b4
Hca+ 38 b5

Of course not 38 &a3?? when Black re-
plies 38...80b1+ and escapes with perpetual
check.
38...Ec2 39 Fab Dcd 40 Hc7 1-0

Game 51
Polugayevsky-Bilek
Lipeck 1968

1 ¢4 96 2d4 297 3 e4 d6 4 Dc3 1512

Although 1 don’ really believe this, it
could certainly be employed for shock
value alone.
5 exfb

Obvious, but in his several outings with
4...151 which I have on my database, Bilek
faced most difficulties in his game with
Gufeld at Kecskemet 1968 in which White
simply developed: 5 &f3 2hé 6 Le2 (for
the record, the amusing game Thang
Trang-Bilek, Budapest 1997, ended in per-
petual check after 6 exf5 {5 7 g4 £hé §
h3 00 9 £g2 M7 10 00 \d7 11 Le3 €5
12 d5 @f6 13 Wd2 e4 14 dd¢ Die5 15 b3
Df3+ 16 Dxf3 exf3 17 £xf3 Hixgs 18
Sxg4 Lxg4 19 hxgs Whe 20 Efcl Wxgd+
21 5f1 Wh3+ 22 el Whit 23 ed Wi3+
24 &el Whi+ 25 De2 Wi3+4) 6..00 7 00

fxe4 8 Dixed D5 9 d5 and now:
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2} 9..e5 runs into 10 dxe6 fxeb 11
Deg5 which was given as slightly better
for White many years ago by Fridstein
and is at least that since White can play
10966 12 Dixe6 Wxeo 13 Dg5 WeS 14
413 c6 (f 14.Dc6 15 £d5+ Lh8 16
M7+ Exf7 17 £xf7 Black surely doesn’
have enough for the exchange) 15 el Wt6
16 &eé.

b) Of course Bilek played 9...c5, when
play continued 10 Hel &a6 11 Zbl &\c7?!
(this seems wrong since it helps White to
play 12 b4 - perhaps 11...8d7 was better
first) 12 b4 b62! (and I also don’t like this,
though after 12...cxb4 White must be a bit
better) 13 bxc5 bxc5 14 £b2! Ebs 15
fxg7 Bxbl 16 Wxbl Hxg7 17 Wh2 415
18 £.d3 £g4 19 Qed2.

The exchange of dark-squared bishops
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1ook most of the dynamism out of Black’s
game. He now decided 1o nd himself of
the potentially weak e7-pawn and gain
some space but created serious light-square
weaknesses as a result: 19...e5% 20 dxc6
Aexeb 21 Led Fh8 22 h3 £xf3 23 Hixf3
5\f4 24 Be3 g8 25 Hb3 De8 26 Hb7 Wis
27 Wd2 Bi7 28 Hxi7 &xf7 29 g3 Hie6 30
£.d5 D8c7 31 Digh+ g7 32 Dxeb+ Dixed
33 Wa5! (White is winning now) 33..We7
34 fxe6 Wxe6 35 Wxa7+ &f6 36 Wxh7
Wxed 37 Wha+! Wixh4 38 gxh4 e5 39 a4
c4 40 11 d5 41 25 d6 42 a6 Lcb 43 h5!
1-0.

Not terribly encouraging, though of
course there were various possible im-
provements for Black along the way.
5.. . 8xf5 6 D3

In the stem game, Portisch-Bilek,
Sousse Interzonal 1967, Portisch reacted to
the surprise with 6 2d3!2, but this really
helps Black since although his king has to
run, he gets a good structure: 6...8xd4 7
£.xf5 £xc3+ 8 bxc3 gxf5 9 Wh5+ &d7 10
Wxf5+ e6 11 ¥Wd3 (Black achieved an ex-
cellent position after 11 Wh3 W6 12 He2
Pe7 13 0-0 Dbcb 14 5 W5 15 Wxf5 Sixf5
16 Ebl b6 17 cxd6 cxd6 in Comas
Fabrego-Bilek, Palma de Mallorca 1989,
and won in the end) 11.. {6 12 D3 &6
13 c5 Wg6 and now:
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a) The game continued 14 Wd1 Weq+
15 Re3 ge7 16 cxdb cxdé 17 Wb3 £a5

18 Wb5+ @ect 19 0-0-0 a6 20 Wc5 d5 21

&\g5 W4 and with his attack broken, Por-

tisch, who was at that time one of the very

top players in the world, acceded to a
aw.

b) In his notes in Informator 4, Portisch
recommends the exchange of queens 14
Wxg6 hxgé. assessing this as slightly better
for White. Keene and Borrerill continued
the analysis in their excellent The Modern
Defence (sadly now long out of print) with
15 £f4 when:

b1) 15..€5 16 fe3 (16 £g3) 16..d5 17
0-00 Dge7 18 c4 d4 19 Dxe5+! Hxe5 20
£xd4 is certainly disastrous for Black.

b2) 15..&3ge7 16 cxdb cxd6 17 Ed1 £d5
18 £xd6 (not 18 £g3 b5!) &xd6 19 4
which they assess as slightly in White’s
favour in view of Black’s weak pawns. But
his centralised king could also turn out to
be a powerful asset and T think - though
it's almost impossible to know without
trying it - that I'd be reasonably happy to
play Black here.
6...0h6

7 fe2

Yet another Bilek game, this time as
Black against Dutchman Kick Langeweg
in the Lugano Olympiad 1968, continued
7 h30-0 8 £¢3 Da6 9 Wd2 D7 10 £e2 ¢5
11 00 b6 12 Efel b4 13 Bacl &5 14 d5
126 15 23 \c7 16 b4 &8 17 g4 £d7 18
Ded 6 19 £d3 h5 20 gxh5 Hixh5 21

Averbakh Variation: Other Lines
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&h2 5h8 22 fg5 We7 23 b4 B4 24
He3 Hi7 25 Egl Haf8 26 Begd 15-%4.
7...0-0 8 0-0 Dab 9 d5 c5 10 Agh D7
11 £d3 &d7 12 QDe2 &7 13 Dxf7 Exf7
14 a4 W8

14...e6!? was possible at once.

15 Za3?!

Since he soon blocks the third rank,
this is wrong. Instead 15 £e3! e6 16 dxe6
&xe6 17 Wd2 offered White a slight edge.
15...e6 16 dxe6 £xe6 17 Hc3 L£.d4!

With White’s pieces in 2 muddle Black
is now better and Polugayevsky had to
make a serious concession Lo stem the

enemy activity.

18 Se3 £xe3 19 fxe3 d5 20 cxd5 Dxdd
21 Hxd5 £xd5 22 Le2 HExf1+ 23 Sixfl
W5 24 Hc3! b6 ‘

After 24...3f8 25 Wxd5+! Wxds 26 S.c4
Wxc4 27 Hxc b6 the ending should end in
adraw.

25 a5 He8 26 axb6 axb6 27 Wd3
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27.. . ¥e5

27..8e4! would have kept the edge.
Now White succeeds in exchanging bish-
ops, after which Black has very little.
28 Wbs Hfg 29 Sc4 Sxc4 30 Wxcd+
&g7 31 Eb3 W5 32 h3 %-%
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Summary
4...c6 usually transposes back into the previous chapter though Black has committed
himself a little early. 'm not hugely struck on 4...f5 though it’s certainly good for an
occasional outing against an unprepared opponent.

4...e5 is much more important. The most critical question is how good Game 49 is
for White and the decision as to whether you’re happy to play this with Black is up to
the individual. If you are, then when White replies 5 &3 or 5 &ge2 you’ve ‘achieved’
something since you can play the Black side of Game 50. But as my defeat there shows

the achievement is a highly double-edged one when White quite correcily hits our
with 8 h4.

1d4 g6 2 c4 297 3 e4 d6 4 &2 (D)

4...c6
4...e5 (D)
5 dxe5 — Game 49
5 @geZ - Game 50
4.5 - Game 51
5 14(D) - Game 48
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CHAPTER NINE |

1d4 g6 2 c4 29g7:
Odds and Ends
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1d4 g6 2 c4 g7

One of the problems with the Modern
is that because Black’s initial moves are
not at all forcing, White can adopt a num-
ber of different move orders to try to
stamp his own ideas on the game. In this
chapter, we examine the most significant
of these early deviations, where Black
avoids transposing to the King’s Indian
Defence with an early ...20f6.

Black’s first significant decision actually
takes on his first move. Since we are stick-
ing to the Modern move order with 1...g6,
I'm not going to get involved in the details
but I really should point out that, particu-
larly if he’s happy playing a Pirc rather
than a Modern, Black can play 1 d4 de,
when:

a) 2 c4 e5 leads 1o a complex of varia-
tions:

al) 3 dxe5 dxe5 4 ¥xd8+ &xd8 isnt
supposed to be particularly good for
White since ¢2-c4 weakens the d4-square
while all of Black’s moves are useful.

a2) 3 QDc3 exd4 4 Wxd4 gives White

some space advantage but in return for a

significant Black lead in development.
With very accurate play White may be
able to consolidate, but there are plenty of
opportunitics for Black on the way.

a3) 3 {3 e4 (of course 3...exd4 is also
playable, but Black generally plays 3..e4
since it gains quite a lot of space) 4 &g5
(other knight moves are possible as well of
course) when:

a31) 4.6 5 3 215 6 g Lxgh 7
£.2 is somewhat better for White, though
I did draw this against Kasparov in Belfort
1988.

a32) 4..45 5 §)c3 c6 is a main line which
is quite playable for Black.

b) In order to avoid these lines, White
often plays 2 &3 (2 g3 is a third impor-
tant alternative - see 2...g6 3 £g2 £g7 4 c4
e5 5 3 \d7 6 A3 in Games 52 and 53)
when if Black wants to avoid the position
after 1 d4 d6 2 53 g6 3 c4 Lg7 then he
should play 2...&g4, though there’s a lot
of theory on that too. Otherwise 2 &3 g6
3 c4 Lg7 4 )3 leads to ‘normal’ Modern
lines considered below.

QOur preferred move order, however,
goes 1 d4 g6 2 c4 L¢g7. Now if he’s aiming
for the position after 1 d4 d6 2 93 g6 3 c4
£.g7 then White is well advised to play 3
&3 rather than 3 \c3 which gives Black a
further opportunity, albeit a somewhat
dubious one, of playing 3...c5!? and if 4 d5
capturing now or possibly next move on
3 as in Game 59.
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1 d4 g6 2 c4 £g7: Odds and Ends

Therefore it seems more accurate to
play 3 &3 when of course 3..d6 4 &3
leads again to our normal Modern posi-
tion (White can also try the odd-looking 4
e4, see Game 57). Black can still play 3...c5
here too but there are two significant
drawbacks associated with this:

a) 4 d5 is much more of a problem here
since after 4...d6 5 e4 Black has more or
less run out of waiting moves and must
accede to a normal Benoni rather than the
line with .. £xc3+P?

b) White can also play 4 e4 when
4..cxd4 5 &xd4 leads to a Sicilian Ma-
roczy Bind, a line that many players dis-
like as Black, though there is an opportu-
nity to put a spoke in the works with
4..¥a5+ - see Game 58.

By far the most common position that
arises through these various move orders is
the one after 1 d4 g6 2 c4 2g7 3 &\c3 dé 4
&\3. Here Black has a choice between
4..8\d7 and 4..8g4 (Games 54-56). The
former is particularly important as it can
arise in so many different ways, for exam-
ple 1d4 g6 2 c4 £g7 3 Ne3 d6 4 &3 Hd7
5g3e5 6 Lg2or 1d4gh2 &3 Le73ch
d6 4 g3 &d7 5 £g2 €5 6 £c3. Now
6..40f6 of course transposes back into a
King’s Indian, but Black can reach some-
what different positions by playing his
knight to either h6 or €7 (see Games 52
and 53). ’

Game 52
Makarov-Todorcevic
Yugoslav Team Ch., Cetinje 1993

1443 g6 2 d4 £97 3 c4 d6 4 g3 O\d7 5
£92 e5 6 D3 De?

This seems preferable to 6...4h6 since
the plan associated with the latter of ..{7-
{6 and ..2Df7 is somewhat passive. In the
game Wojtkiewicz-Gaprindashvili, Tallinn
rapidplay 1998, Whitc obtained excellent
queenside play, while Black never got go-

ing on the kingside at all after 7 0-0 0-0 8
e4 £6 9 Hel Q{7 10 Hb1 c6 11 Wc2 We7 12
b4 Hd8 13 d5 ¢5 14 a3 b6 15 Dat Dxat
16 Wxat £d7 17 Wb3 b6 18 a4 Hde8 19 a5
bxa5 20 bxc5 Exc5 21 £a3 Ec7 22 Qd2
£h6 23 dedl L4 24 £3 L0825 c5 Hb7 26
We3 Hxbl 27 Axbl dxc5 28 D4 a4 29
Was Wds 30 Wxad4 £d7 31 Wb3 28 32
£0 Wc7 33 Wb7 Ec8 34 Wxc7 Hxc7 35
Eb8 g7 36 £b2 £d6? (allowing a crush-
ing retort, though Whitec had more than
enough for the pawn in any case) 37
ixe5! B8 (if 37...fxe5 38 Axes+ Lf7 39
Exf8+! Etc) 38 Hic4 b7 39 Exb7+ &xb7
40 Dxd6 £xd6 41 14 £c7 42 Lcd g5 43 &5
gxf4 44 gxf4 Bg6 45 d6 £b8 46 d7 £c7 47
exf6 1-0.
7 0-0

7 h4?! hé helps Black more than his op-
ponent since the g4-square has become
very inviting. In Bareev-Azmaiparashvili,
USSR 1986, Black got the advantage after
8 c4 exd4 9 Dxd4 De5 10 0-0 0-0 11 b3
D7c6 12 Dde2 15 13 D4 g5 14 hxgs
hxg5 15 ©h5 4! and eventually won.
7...0-0

8 e4

8 ¢3 1s perfectly sensible but Zurab
Azmaiparashvili, who has played many
games in this line, demonstrated a good
way to meet this against L.Basin in Minsk
1985 with 8..exd4! (improving on 8..f5
which he had played against Yuri Razu-
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vayev the previous year; that game went 9
b3 e4 10 Dg5 &6 11 {3 c6 12 fxe4 hé 13
e5! dxe5 14 M3 e4 15 De5 h5 16 h3l,
when White had a very good game and
won rather quickly - it’s sufficiently gory
that I'm reproducing it here in full:
16...20d7 17 &xd7 Wxd7 18 La3 b6 19
e2 g5 20 h4 f4 21 Lxed &b7 22 hxgs
fxe3 23 Wd3 c5 24 d5 £xal 25 Hxal Df5
26 £b2 9de 27 L.gb M5 28 L6 Dd6 29
Hf1 h4 30 Ef4 Exf6 31 gxf6 K8 32 Wxel
hxg3 33 Wxg3 1-0) 9 Dxd4 £bé 10 b3 5
11 £dde2 d5 12 £a3 dxc4 13 Wxd8 Hxds
14 8.xc5 Dch

%/

15 Hacl §d7 16 Ld4 fxd4 17 Sixd4
cxb3 18 £ixb3 (‘Azmai® gives 18 axb3 as
equal in his notes in Informator 40) 5 19
AHd5 Hfs 20 L5 Eb8 21 &7 Bd2 22
Zfd1 Bxdi+ 23 Exdl £g4 24 Hcl b6 25
526 Ld8 26 h3 £e2 27 Db4 Df3+ 28
&h1 Bd2 29 Hed5 £b2 30 Bb1 g5 31 e4
a5 32 &c6 £.d3 0-1.
8...exd4

If 8..2)c6 White can reply not 9 £e3
exd4 10 &\xd4 Dde5! transposing into the
next note but 9 2g5! {6 1 Ke3, though
this is also far from bad for Black.

9 9xd4 9\c6

9...2%5 is also playable but this is most
challenging. Given that exchanging on ¢6
isn’t particularly strong, Black must al-
ready have a good position. In the next
game, we examine a line in which White

instead moves his knight back to €2,
which is also quite pleasant for Black.
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10 Dxch

Of course, White would like to play 10
£e3, but then 10..4de5 threatening both
the c4-pawn and ...&)g4 is most annoying.
T 11 Dixc6 bxcb 12 Wad Le6 13 b3 c5 or
13..Wd7 leaves the queen rather stranded
on a4.

10 &\c2 is also playable but not terribly
threatening. Black became active very
quickly with 10..4)c5 11 ©e3 &d4 12 b4
Dce6 13 Hb1 5 14 exf5 gxf5 15 Ded5 c6
16 @4 Dxf4 17 Lxf4 De6 18 £d2 f4 in
Rechlis-McNab, Thessaloniki Olympiad
1988, and subsequently won.

10 éD\de2 is the subject of the next main
game.
10...bxc6 11 47!

To prevent 11..2%S5, but this puts
rather too much strain on White’s posi-
tion and Black immediately slightly more
than equalises.

11 We2 is normal when:

a) 11..%%5 is an attempt to equalise
immediately. Play continues 12 b3 and:

al) 12..f3+1 tries to short circuit
White’s play completely. Kirov-Azmaipa-
rashvili, Baku 1983, was agreed drawn
after just six more moves, 13 £xf3 Wf6 14
264 Wxc3 15 Wxe3 £xc3 16 Hacl £c5 17
c5 £xf4 18 gxf4 @b7 ¥%-14, though I feel
that in the final position Black’s pawn
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structure is even more damaged than
White’s.

a2) The calmer 12..¥f6 was played in
Co.Ionescu-McNab, Thessaloniki Olym-
piad 1988. That game continued 13 £b2
D3+ 14 h1 &gt 15 Wd3 He5 16 We3
8317 Da4 Kfe8 18 Hael Lxg2+ 19 bxg?
Weo 20 We3 26 21 f4 H\d7 22 Wd2 £xb2
23 Wxb2 5 24 exf5 Wxf5 25 Wd4 H)f6 26
&\c3 a5 27 h3 h5 28 Wd2 e 29 Wd4 fe
30 Wd2 ¥%-%. However, White’s structure
looked a little better during this and even
a move before the end he might have tried
to continue with 29 &\xed HExed 30 Hxed
Wxed+ 31 &f2, though 3L.h4 32 Hel
hxg3+ 33 oxg3 W5 34 He7 Ef8 35 Hxc?
g5! looks very messy and the queen ending
after 35...Ef7 36 Ee8+ Hf8 37 Hxf8+ &xf8
must be fine for Black. '

b) 11.. 916 12 De2 He8 13 Eb1 We7 has
been played a few times and seems emi-
nently playable for Black, e.g. 14 £e3 c5
15 Hbel Xb8 16 b3 We5 17 £d2 4b7 18
Ne3 We7 19 h3 &8 20 H\d5 Wd8 21 &\f4
et 22 Dxe6 Hxeb 23 hd We7 24 Lg5
¥eg V-1 Dorfman-Azmaiparashvili,
liuropean Club Cup Lyon 1994,
11...8a6! 12 Zel

If 12 We2? AAb6! simply wins the pawn
and 12 ¥d3 Hc5 13 We2 Wha! is also bet-
ter for Black, if less starkly.
12..8xc4 13" Wad 2e6 14 Wxc6 {\c5
15 ¥b5 Zb8 .16 We2 £¢8!

Black’s excellent minor pieces and pres-
surc down the bfile give him a good
game, but he must still play very accu-
rately since if White can get out then his
structural advantage may take over as the
dominant factor.

17 £e3 2a6 18 Wd2 Hd3 19 Heb1 ¢5!
20 b31?

20 &f11? c4 21 2xd3 cxd3 was possible

if somewhat unpleasant.

20...Ee8?!

It’s natural to try and increase the pres-
sure but Black could‘have cashed in with
20.. a5 21 Dd5 Wxd2 22 £xd2, and now
certainly not 22...@xal 23 Bxal f6 24 £.c3
g7 25 g4 b4 26 Dixf6! but 22.. b4l a
once with a big advantage.

21 {d5! Hbg

21...8xa1 22 Hxal 9b4 23 Pixb4 Exb4
24 Ed1! gives reasonable compensation for
the exchange.

22 Dxb4 cxba

Todorcevic’s problem was that if
22..Hxb4 23 €5 dxe5 24 Wxd8 Hxd$ 25
2.xc5 Bb5 26 £xa7 exf4 27 Ed1! is rather
dangerous, but now White gets the advan-
tage.

23 L£d4 £xd4+ 24 Wxd4 Wbe 25 Ed1
Eeb 26 Ract

Of course not 26 £.h3? Hxeq!
26..Wxda+ 27 Hxd4 Hb6 28 Hc7 &b7
29 Hd7 &f8 30 Zd8+72!

Dissipating the pressure, though 30
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&f21? Le8 31 Hc7 Ee7 32 Edcd 1sn’t very
clear.
30...2e8 31 H4xd6 Hxd6 32 Exd6 fxed
33 2xed Hxe4 34 &f2 He7 35 Hd8+
Now Black manages 1o equalise. White
could still have maintained winning
chances by playing 35 Ha6, intending after
Ba4 to force the enemy rook to the rather
passive b7-square, though I imagine that
Black is okay, e.g. if 35..Hc7 36 h4!? h5P
37 Ha4 Bb7 38 c3 Pe7 39 Ldd e 40
4 A5 is already very good for Black (of
course White could have drawn earlier)
since if 41 Hxb4 Hxbd+ 42 bxbd Hpd
Black wins the pawn ending!
35...%97 36 b8 Ec7 37 Exb4 Ec2+ 38
&f3 Exa2 39 Eb7 %-%

Game 53
Ki.Georgiev-Azmaiparashuvili
Groningen 1994

1d4 d6 2 HHf3 g6 3 ¢4 £97 4 Dc3 e5 5
g3 d7 6 g2 9e7 7 0-0 0-0 8 e4 exdd
9 HNxd4 \c6 10 Hde2

10...a5
If Black intends to play ...22c5 then it’s
more flexible to play this necessary move

. first, keeping White guessing as to

whether the horse will emerge on ¢5 or e5.

10..40de5 is also quite playable, but
against an opponent as well prepared as
Kiril Georgiev, ‘Azmai’ here decided to

vary from his game with R.Tomaszewski
in Moscow 1986, which went 11 b3 {5 12
£4 Dgal? (rather than the older 12..87)
13 exf5 £xf5 14 h3 &f6 15 &e3 (in his
notes , ‘Azmai’ states that 15 g4?! @xg4! 16
hxg4 £xg4 is very dangerous for White
here) 15...8d7 and now:

At at

Ak, A,
_» %ﬁ%/

/ %7ﬁ”‘//%? VZ 4//2;, ., 7
T
e @

A

a) Tomaszewsk: playcd the submissive
16 ®h2? and after 15...Hae8 17 Wd2 He7
18 Hael Hfe8 19 Hcl He4 20 Dxed Lxed
21 42 d5! 22 &xed (if 22 cxd5 Lxg2 23
dxe2 Hd4! 24 Lxdd Wxd5+ 25 Eh2
Wxd4 is most unpleasant) 22..dxe4 23
Wxd7 Hxd7 Black was better and later
Won.

b) But 16 g4! is critical, e.g. Zae8 17 £2
and now:

bl) Here ‘Azmai’ gives 17..24 18
Wds+ W7 19 gxf5! Hixc3 20 Dixc3 Lxc3
21 Bacl £g7 22 fxg6 hxg6 23 5, when it’s
certainly true that White’s a bit better at
least.

b2) He also quite rightly asserts that
17..8xg4 18 hxg4 Lxg4 19 Wd5+ &h8 20
Hael is clearly better for White. This was
tested in Wojtkiewicz-Djurkovic, Nova
Gorica open 1997, which lasted just half a
dozen more moves: 20..&h3 21 Wf3
Sixg? 22 Ixg2 De5 23 Wyl Qg4 24 §d4
&h6 25 Lxp7+ Sxg7 26 Dd5 Ef5 1-0.

11 h3 Dcb 12 Se3 Se6

12...24 was also possible at once.

13 b3 a4 14 Eb1 axb3 15 axb3 5!
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Exploiting the fact that after 16 exf5
£xf5 the bl-rook is embarrassed.

16 ¥h2 fxed 17 HDxed Hxed 18 Lxed
A5 19 Wd5+

19 &xf5 Bxf5 20 Wd2 was about equal.
19...%h8 20 £xf5 Exf5 21 Yd2 W6

Black’s very active play has yielded him
fairly easy equality.

22 §\f4 Efab 23 \d5 W7 24 4h6 4e5

Quite ambitious. The ending after
24...8xh6 25 Wxh6 Ha2 26 W4 Wxis 27
gxf4 Hc8 28 g2 is roughly level.

25 Wd3 Za2 26 ©g2 2d4 27 Wi32!

27 263 £xe3 28 YWxed Ned was still
about equal. Now though, Black gets an
edge.
27..Wxf3+ 28 Oxf3 Deb+ 29 dg2

And not 29 &e4? £xf2 30 Hixc7 He2+
31 &d5 M7 32 Lf4 Ec8 33 Heb Hes,
when the knight cant move in view. of 34
&7 B8e5+ 35 &xe5 Bxe5 mate!

29..547

30 Dxc7

Now Black gains a material advantage.
Instead 30 &e3 £xe3 31 &ixe3 is berter for
Black in view of his control of the afile
but he has nothing special as yet.
30...0xh6 31 Dxa8 Exa8 32 Hfd1 His
33 g4?

Weakening the kingside; 33 Hd2 was
correct.
33..5h4+ 34 g3 Lf6

Of course the d-pawn can’t now be cap-

tured in view of 35 Exd6 &e5+.
35 f4 Ha2 36 g5 O\f5+ 37 &f3 4d4 38
Ed3 g7 39 Hbd12!

39 b4 was better since now the bishop
gets anchored on ¢5. In near desperation
White immediately sacrifices before Black
can get completely co-ordinated.
39...4¢5
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40 b4!? £xb4 41 Hb3 Had 42 c5 218 43
cxd6 £xd6 44 Exb7 Exfd+ 45 Fe2 Le7
And Black slowly converted his advan-
tage:
46 Ed3 Eh4 47 Hc3 EhS 48 &f2 Zxgb
49 Hcc7 Eh5 50 Zc3 Eh4 51 g2 27
52 Ha7 Eb4 53 a2 h5 54 Ed3 £d6 55
Ea7+ &e6 56 Ha2 Hha+ 57 Hf2 Bfa+

. 58 be2 )5 59 Hab Eb4 60 Ha2 Zb1 61

&f2 Lc5+ 62 292 Hgl1+ 63 &h2 Eg5
64 He2+ &f6 65 Hed2 £g1+ 66 wh1
fLe3 67 g2 Dg3+ 68 h2 ha 69 Ed1
Hab 70 Eb2 Hh5 71 Zd3 L4+ 72 g2
£93 73 Eb6+ &g5 74 &3 25+ 0-1

7 d4 g6 2 c4 2g7: Odds and Ends

Game 54
Pomar-T.Petrosian
Siegen Olympiad 1970

1d4 g6 2 c4 597 3 D3 d6 4 M3 L.g4
5 g3 Wc8!?

This classic game shows Petrosian at his
provocative best. But I suppose that in
theory Black should really carry out his
threat with 5...£xf3 6 gxf3 when:

146

a) 6..8c6 7 d5 Dd4 8 Led 5 9 dxch
&yxc6 gives White a pleasant edge.

b) 6...c6 7 2g2 &6 § £40-0 9 0-0 Hibd?
10 £e3 (10 Hel is also very playable of
course) 10...e6 11 d5! exd5 12 cxd5 c5 gave
White a nice space advantage in Mik-
halevski-Davies, Hogeschool, Z.eeland
open 1998. White now hurried with 13
f512, but in his notes recommended 13
Wd3, intending either Eab1, a2-a3 and b2-
b4 or Efel and {4-f5.

¢) In order to avoid the necessity to
play ...c7-c5, Krasenkov as Black against
Robert Kempinski in the Polish Champi-
onship 1996, chose instead to develop his
king’s knight on €7: 6...e6 7 g2 @e7 8 0-0
00 9 [4 c6 (9..d5R is possible here, so
White perhaps should have played 9 d5
himself first) 10 d5 exd5 11 cxd5 a6
(possible since the c6-pawn is protected) 12
dxcé bxcb 13 Wd2 d5 14 b3 &5 15 &b2
fc5 16 Hacl De6 17 Efdl B8 18 Had
£xb2 19 Wxb2 and although Krasenkov
himself assesses this as slightly better for
White in his notes, it can’t be too terrible
for Black.
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6 492 Sh6!?
An idea of the great Canadian eccentric

. (on the chessboard that is) Duncan Sutles.

7h3

Of course 7 0-0 is also perfectly play-
able.
7...8d7 8 e4 16 9 £e3 D7 10 Wd2 c5

Further provocation. 10..0-0 was the
‘normal’ alternative but would be miser-
able to play once Black had struck out for
the unknown with his previous few
moves.

11 dxcb!?

Aiming o refute Black’s play. Instead
the more conscrvative 11 d5 would have
offered a positional edge.
11...dxc5 12 0-0-0 $c6

1

//ﬁ'

1 //
%///,@7 ,Q;:// o
Z, - 74 ;/ . // 4Z IZ// /:////
ﬁ %V /ﬁ;%//

»

&, =
13 &b1

13 &xc5 was critical though very hard
to play in such a nice position. The main
line goes 13...4ce5 (13...2)a5 14 b3 is good
for White, as if then 14...8xh3 15 £xh3
Wxc5 16 Wd7+ &8 17 H\d4 is very bad
for Black) 14 Dxe5 &Hxe5 when:

a) 15 f4 Wxc5 (Dxc4 16 Wdd4 is easier
for White) 16 fxe5 0-0-0 17 &\d5 is very
unclear.

b) 15 Wd4! looks better, though hard to
judge in a game, e.g. 15...b6 16 & xe7.

bt) 16.&xe7? 17 Wdé+ Le8 (or
17..217 18 f4 £f8 19 Wd4 &5 20 Wd2
Qx4 21 Wxd7+ Wxd7 22 Bxd7+) 18 Ad5.

b2) 16...55c6! 17 Wxd7+ Wxd7 18 Exd7
&xd7 19 La3 leaves White with two
pawns for the exchange and the initiative.
13..b6 14 g4

If 14 ¢5 fxe5 15 Dg> 25+ 16 &al
\d4l; while 14 9h4 €5 is reasonably
playable for Black. but of course not
14..g5? 15 Of5 Lxf5 16 ext5 Wxf5+ 17
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Se4 Wcg 18 Wd5 when he gets slaugh-
tered.

14...Eb8 15 Ehe1 Eb7 16 e5!? fxe5 17
4gb 0-0
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18 ©d5?

Obvious but wrong. Instead he ‘should
have induced a further weakness with 18
£d5!e6 19 £g2 when:

a) For some reason Maric in Informator
suggested 19...26, which indeed prevents
19 £b5 but does nothing against the move
20 Aced.

b) In their excellent analysis in The
Modern Defence, Keene and Botterill sug-
gest the much saner 19...9xg5 20 &xg5
&\d4, though 21 &xb7 Wxb7 22 £he! sill
leaves White with the advantage.
18...5%g5 19 £xg5 £e8!

Certainly not 19..Ef72/19..He8? 20
&xe7+, while if 19..8e6 20 Hixe7+ Hixe7
21 £xb7 Wxb7 22 Wd6 &f7! defends both
pieces, though White can and presumably
should force a draw with 23 Hxc5 f.xe5 24
Wxe5 g8 when he has an immediate
perpetual with 25 Wf4+ g7 26 Wes+
&7, but I don’t think he can do any bet-
ter.

20 2h6

Not now 20 Dxe7+ &xe7 21 Lxb?
Wxb7 22 Wdg #\c6 erc.
20...€6! 21 2xg7 Hxg7 22 £c3 H\d4 23
Exe5 Egf7
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24 Hed?

Getting his rook in a fatal tangle. 24
Ef1 was correct, though after 24...8.c6 (or
24.%c7 25 We3 £c6) the powerful
knight combined with pressure down the
tile give Black the advantage.

24. W7 25 Hgb

If 25 Wg5 Rf4 26 Bxd4 cxdd 27 Hxcé
Wxc4 28 D6+ Haxlo 29 Bxfe Wd3+ 30
et 2f7 will win and 26...h6! 27 Wxhé
Wxe5 is even cleaner, since 28 &5 gets
mated at once after 28.Wel+ 29 o2
Sxf2+ 30 &b3 We3+ 31 Bd3 Wxd3.
25...8f4! 26 Wd3 h6! 27 5\d6 hxg5 28
Dxe8 Hxe8 29 WYxgb+ 18 30 Wxg5
Wh7+ 0-1

1d4 g6 2 c4 2g7: Odds and Ends

Game 55
Prakash-Speelman
Calcutia 1999

1 d4 dé 2 Df3 294 3 c4 Hd7 4 Hic3 e5
5 e3 gb!? 6 Ke2 497

Obviously, you could also reach this
position via a more ‘standard’ move order:
1d4g62c4 2573603 d6 453 £.g4563
Dd7 6 L.e2 e5. Although Black’s play aim-
ing for pressure against d4 is positionally
well founded, I can’t recommend the line
since it seems to lose too much time if
White reacts sufficiencly vigorously.
7 0-0 He?

148

8 b3

‘The forcing 8 h3! is annoying, since if
8...exd4?! (maybe 8..&xf3 9 £xf3 EbS) 9
exd4 £xf3 10 £xf3 both:

a) 10.c6 11 Ded Obe (11065 12
£.g41) 12 ¢5! and

b) 10..2b8 11 £g5 0.0 12 &5 f6 13
ZFxxe7+ Yxe7 14 Het Wd8 are unpalatable
for Black.

8...0-0 9 £b2 &.xf3!1?

Forcing the change of structure, since if
9...c6 White can and should exchange on
e5: 10 dxe5 dxe5 with an edge.

10 £x£3 exd4 11 exd4 c6

11..Eb8 looks better to keep cé free for
the horse.

12 £94 &6 13 2h3 d5 14 Ee1 He8 15
g3

B4
7, A
AW
4§/1’

If Black could only activate the e7-
knight then he would get a fine game with

pressure against d4. I now initiated a tacti-
cal operation to achieve this, but while he
was thinking about his 17th move, I real-
ised that it was unsound.

15...dxc4?! 16 bxcd b5? 17 2a37?

17 cxb5 cxb5 18 Hxb5! was correct (18
£a3 en route to c5 is also quite good)
18...Hb8 19 Wa4 Wh6 and now 20 La3M!
was the move that he missed altogether
and I saw too late:

a) 20..¥xb5 21 Wxb5 Exb5 22 L.xe7!
with a big advantage - but certainly not 22
Hxe7? Exe7 23 £xe7 9)d5 with equality.

b) 20..20ed5 21 &\d6 leaves White with
a good extra pawn but at least keeps more
tension in the position.
17...bxc4 18 &xe7?

After this further concession, things
rapidly turn extremely nasty for White.
18...Exe7 19 Exe7 Wxe7 20 Wa4 c5! 21
Wc6

If 21 Wxc4 cxd4 with a good extra
pawn and the initiative.
21...Xd8

4 A

.

7
A
Ez

22 dxc5? De8!

Here White resigned in view of 23 Hcl
(or 23 W3 Hd3) 23...8xc3 24 Bxc3 Wel+.

Going back to the diagram he could
still have fought hard with 22 Wxc5! Wxc5
23 dxc5 when:

a) If 23..4Md5? 24 Edi fxc3 25 &g2
£b4 White has at least 26 Exd5 Exd5 (if
26..Ec8 27 cb ¢3 28 Hd4!) 27 2xd5 <3 28

%)ﬁ
ﬁ%%
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2b3 £xc5, when despite the pawn deficit
he will surely draw.

b) 23...2e4! and now:

b1) 24 Ed1 (which I'd totally missed)
happens to lose o 24...Exd1+ 25 xd1 3
26 De3 L.d4 27 c6 (or 27 g2 Hxf2 28 6
£xe3 29 c7 Ded+ 30 2f1 Dd6) 27...8xe3
28 c7 &\d6.

b2) 24 c6 and:

b21) 24...5? 25 Hd1!

b22) 24..@xc3! is much the simplest,
though it depends on whether the ending
after 25 ¢7 Ef8 26 c8W (26 Hel £5:27 He7
&ds 28 Hd7 &bé 29 Ed8 &f6 wins for
Black) 26..Hxc8 27 £xc8 De2+ 28 ft
@ixg3+ 29 hxgd £xal is winning or not.

b23) If not then 24..9\g5 (suggested by
Fritz) might be tried. It looks very odd.
and of course the consequences go way
beyond the machine’s horizon, but-it may
be a good move anyway, e.g. 25 £g4 (not
25 c7? xxh3+ 26 g2 K8 27 4)d5 Hxc7l)
25..15 26 Ed1! Ec8 (26...Rf8) 27 &Hd5 &f7
28 £e2 Hxc6 29 Ob4l He7 (29..Hc8 30
Ed7+ &f8) 30 £aé Ec8 with good win-
ning chances.

Game 56
Udovcic-lvkov
Martbor 1967

1 ¢4 g6 2d4'£97 3 Dc3 d6 4 O3 Lg4
5 e3 H\c6 6 Le2 eb

7 db5

Gaining space in the obvious way. 7
dxe5 dxeb is pretry harmless but there is
quite a lot to be said for 7 Zxe5 when:

a) 7..8xe2? 8 Dxc6 Lxd1 9 Hxd8 Lg4
10 &xb7 seems good for White. Landen-
bergue-D’Amore, Biel 1990, continued
10...a5 ‘wrapping the knight’, but after 11
b5 &d7 12 £3 Le6 13 d5 &xd5 14 cxds
b8 15 H\7xd6 cxd6 16 a4 White was al-
ready easily winning. .

b) So Black should play 7..dxe5! 8
Lxg4 exd4 9 exdd (Ivkov gave 9 QISP
&f6 as nice for Black but this is much
more testing) and now:

bl) 9..&4xd4 10 0-0 &He7 11 Hel (11
L5 hé! 12 &xe7 Lxe7 looks fine for
Black) 11..00 12 £g5 f6 13 fe3 Hech
(13..f5 14 fg5 Lf6 15 Axfe Hxfe 16
Hxe7! wins for White) 14 &b5 f5 15 &3
Dxf3+ 16 Wxf3 Ef7 17 Had1 W8 must be
somewhat better for White, though Black
did subsequently draw in Stohl-Tibensky,
Stary Smokovec 1988.

b2) The more adventurous 9..Wxd4
may also be playable, i.e. 10 0-0 Wxc4!? 11
Zel+ Dge7P? (11..2f8 isnt absurd) 12
Wd7+ &fS 13 L2 Wbe 14 Wxc7 H)d5! 15
a3 &xc7 16 axb4 and now 16..5xb4
should be reasonably playable, though
White does have a strong initiative for the
pawn. Instead Black played 16..%¢6 in
Blees-Dedes, Athens open 1992, and even-
tually lost rather horribly: 17 b5 &\cd4 18
£d1 9c5 19 &4 £)d3 20 d6+ g8 21
Hxa7! Hd8 22 £c7 Hc8 23 He3 Hixb2 24
b6 M5 25 L.g4 Hicd 26 L£xf5 gxf5 27 H\d5
18 28 Hel He8 29 Exe8+ dxe8 30 Exb7
£b2 31 £4 925 32 He7+ &d8 33 b7 1.0.
7...%ce7 8 0-0

Now 8 §ixe5? loses to 8...2xe2 9 Wady
c6 10 dxc6 bxcé 11 Hixct Wd7.

Of course 8 e4 is also possible first,
when the consequent line is 8..&8xf3 9
£xf3 h5. Instead I played 8.5 against
Tony Miles at the British Championship,

1 04 96 2 c4 £97: 0dds and Ends
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Torquay 1998. After 9 £e3 £xf3 10 £xf3
h5 11 00 218 (not 11..&h6 12 £xhé
Exhe 13 Wd2 Bh8 14 £d1 with f2-f4!
coming) 12 Wd2 Peg8 13 h3 £hé 14 &.d1
Ad7 15 £La4! &b6 16 c5! £xe3 17 Wxed
dxc5 18 Wxc5+ Wdé6 19 We3 a6 White has
a serious structural advantage and Tony
later won.

8...4xf3 9 &xf3 15

9...h5 also looks possible here - Black
was well advised to exchange on 3 [irst
since otherwise there are many lines in
which the knight moves, offering the ad-
vantageous exchange of lightsquared
bishops.

10 e4 £f6 11 g3

In his notes in Informator 4, Ivkov as-
sesses this position as greatly in White’s
favour in view of his potential light-square
pressure.

11...0-0 12 292 %h8 13 3 ¢5 14 £h3
a6 15 Wc2 Hb8 16 £d2 Hfg8 17 QDe2
b5 18 b3 fxe4

Quite a serious concession but pre-
sumably if 18...2h6 at once he feared 19
f4.

19 fxe4 £h6 20 Exi8 Wxi8 21 Hf1 Wqg7
22 cxb5 axb5 23 2e6

At the moment the bishop is very im-
pressive here, though much later it ends
up hitting empty air.
23...8xd2 24 ¥xd2 Hi6 25 g4!

Ivkov assesses this as already being
winning for White.
25...Ef8 26 N\g3?

But here he rightly suggests 26 a4! set-
ting up a powerful outside passed pawn.
26...b4! 27 g5 Hh5 28 We2 &Hxg3 29
hxg3 Ng8 30 Wa6?

The wrong direction. Interestingly,
White could have headed straight for a

-pure minor piece endgame in which it

turns out that the bishop dominates the
knight with 30 Exf8 Wxf8 31 Wf1 We7 32
W7 Wxf7 33 Qxf7 &7 34 2 &g7 35
Le6 ho (or 35.8f8 36 £d7, cutiing the

king off) 36 &e3 hxg5 37 g4! Lf8 38 Sd3
Fe8 39 Pcd Bd8 40 b5 L7 41 Fab and
White wins.

30..Exf1+ 31 &xf1?

31 Wxfl was still strong and if 31...h6
32 Wh3 c4 33 £xg8! (not 33 bxcd Wa7+ 34
&h1l Wxa2) 33..c3 (or 33..cxb3 34 axb3
Wa7+ 35 &h1 Wal+ 36 &h2 Yb2+ 37
Yoo Wxeo+ 38 &xg2 Lxp8 39 &3 hxgs
40 £e3 en route to the b4-pawn and vic-
tory) 34 Le6 c2 35 W1 Wa7+ 36 g2
&h7 37 Wi8! hxg5 (or 37...Wg7 38 Ycs) 38
£g8+ h8 39 £f7+ Th7 40 W8+ whe
41 YWh8 mate.
31..¥Wf8+ 32 Le2 h6 33 gxh6?

33 £xg8 was still equal.

33...416!

For all its imperfections, this game does

provide a classic example of the sort of
endgame which Black is aiming for from
the start in which his queen and knight
overrun the enemy qucen and light-
squared bishop. The rest was slaughter.
34 Wd3 Wxh6 35 Wi3 g7 36 ©d3 We1
37 We3 Wc3+ 38 He2 We2+ 39 &f3
Wxa2 40 g4? Wh2 41 g5 Hh5 42 4d7
Wg3+ 43 Le2 Hf4+ 44 &d2 Wxg5 0-1

Game 57
Epishin-Gulko
World Open, Philadelphia 1998

1d4 db 2 D3 g6 3 c4 Lg7 4 e4!?
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Modern Defence

1 d4 g6 2 c4 $97: Odds and Ends

This looks rather strange since Black is
encouraged to pin the f3-knight immedi-
ately, but Epishin has scored several suc-
cesses with 4 e4 and it certainly shouldn’t
be underestimated.

4..894

The only consequent reply, unless
Black 1s happy to go into a King’s Indian
now that the knight is committed to f3 so
precluding, among others, the Simisch
variation.

5 de2 Nc6

6 Qe3

6 bd2 is a reasonable alternative, since
while the knight isn't very well placed on
d2 nor is the bishop on g4. My game with
Helgi Olafsson ar Reykjavik 1990 contin-
ued 6.6 7 d5 £)b8 8 0-0 (in my notes at
the time I recommended 8 %21, aiming to
recapture on f3 with the knight, but
8..43bd7 9 h3 £xf3 10 H)xf3 H\c5 looks
fine) 8..23bd7 9 h3 (again 9 Wc2 is possi-
ble, but 9..&8c5? puts a spoke in the
works, when if 10 b4?! Hexed 11 Fixed
Dxed 12 Wxed £xf3 13 Lxf3 Sxal 14
£h6 White’s compensation is rather
strained) 9...£xf3 10 £xf3 0-0 11 Hel Ze8
12 Bbi e6 13 b3 &5 14 £a3! (not 14
We2? exd5 15 cxd5 Dxd5) 14..0d3 15
Zf1? (15 He3 De5 16 £b2 was equal - but
not 16 £e2? £h6) 15...a5! with an excel-
lent position which I later won. The
knight on d2 gave a very bad impression

throughout: 16 dxe6 Exe6 17 e5 dxe5 18
£xb7 Hb8 19 Le4 (19 Wi3L) 19..5)b4 20
S.xb4? (20 We2 Sxa2 21 £b2 is less bad)
20..axb4 21 We2 Hdé! 22 Hb2 (not 22
Ebd1? £h6 or 22 O3 Dixe4 23 Wxed 15)
22..Ed4!123 £b1 es!
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24 c521 (24 Hel or 24 f3 were tougher)
24..%\d5 with a winning advantage. The
game finished 25 £xe4 Exe4 26 Lxed Hic3
27 Wa6! (or 27 We3 Hixed 28 He2 H\c3 29
Ed2 &d5t) 27.. &xed 28 He? Gixe5 29 Weo
et 30 Hfel?! £c3 0-1.
6...e5 7 d5 ixf3 8 Lxf3 Hid4 9 Lxd4
exd4

10 Dd2

In the fifth game of their Candidates
match in 1989 - a game which Timman
really had to win - Portisch (White)
played 10 @a3. After 10...4e7 11 0-0 c6 12
&b1 00 13 2 5 14 b4 H1c82! (I'imman
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gives 14...b6 as equal) 15 Wd3 Wc7 16 Le2
He8?! (again he recommends 16..b6) 17
bxc5 dxc5 18 {4 b5 19 Exb5! £d6 20 ¢5
&xb5 21 cxb5 White had enormous com-
pensation for the exchange, though in fact
Timman did wriggle out and even won in
the end.
10...5e7

Artempting to improve on their game
in the Yerevan Olympiad 1996, where
Gulko had played 10...c5 and after 11 dxcé
bxc6 12 b4 Qe7 13 0-0 0-0 14 Hb3 Bhe 15
a3 Hab8 16 ¢5 dxc5 17 &ixc5 Zfd8 18 A\d3
Epishin had a big edge, though Gulko did
hold that one in the end.
11 £e2 0-0 12 0-0 ¢c6

12.c<5 was played in Epishio-
D.Hennig, Hamburg open 1997. Now
that the knight is committed to €7 - it
wants to be on the circuit en route to c5
and could have gone there via f6 and d7 if
White had ignored 10..c5 in the note
above - Epishin simply ignored this and
built up a strong centre and potential dan-
gerous pressure on the light squares, cul-
minating in a central breakthrough in the
endgame which won a piece: 13 f4 a6 14
2d3 Hb8 15 h4 b5 16 h5 Hc8 17 hxgé
fxg6 18 Wg4 £h8 19 b3 Hib6 20 H)f3 Wd7
21 Wxd7 xd7 22 g3 bxc4 23 bxcs Hh2 24
Ef2 Zxf2 25 &xf2 Hbs 26 Eel Eb2+ 27
He2 Bxe2+ 28 dxe2 £16 29 £c2 &p7 30
&d3 g5 31 La4 bbb 32 Le8 L8 33 £h5
gxf4 34 gxf4 Dad 35 €5 Le7 36 A2 &3
37 De4 dxe5 38 d6 £xd6 39 Dxd6 exf4 40
Det Dat 41 L2 1-0.
13 Df3 Wb6 14 Wd2 5

Black is very active but if White can
quell the uprising then his better structure
will be highly significant. Not now 15
W2 fxed 16 Wxed Hae8 17 Weo+ wh8 18
g5 Dxd5 19 D7+ Hxf7 20 Yxe8+ Ef8
21 Wed &M4 with excellent compensation
for the exchange. But by calmer, less am-
bitious play, Epishin does succeed in as-
serting his control.

15 £d3 fxed 16 Lxe4 cxd5 17 cxd5
Hac8 18 We2!
" Much better than 18 Had1 Ec5! 19 We2
(19 &xd4 Hcd) 19..Wb5 20 £d3 Wd7 21
g5 Dixd5 22 Weo+ Wxeb 23 Hxeb Hel
24 x5 dxc5 25 L4 Hd8 26 Hfel Lf6!
27 g3 g7
18...416

Against £g5.
19 He1! £.97 20 Hd3

This powerful blockader gives White a
clear advantage.
20...Ece8 21 Zfe1 Wbb?

Initiating tactics which backfire. He
should have curled up into a ball with
21..5h8 22 &3 Wd8, but after 23 Wd1
White is much better.

22 g3t Hixdb

22..%h8 23 4 Wixe2 24 Hxe? is foul
but this is worse.
23 04

This simple move wins the exchange.
Epishin chose not to win material with 23
at Wa5 24 b4 Dxb4 25 Hixbs Wxb4 26
£.d5+ &h8 27 Wxe8 Hxes 28 Hxe8+ L8
29 Bxf8+ g7 30 El7+ %h6, since he pre-
sumably didn’t want (possibly in time
trouble) to have to cope with the passed d-
pawn. But this must be a clear win, e.g. 31
Hcl d3 32 Hec7 d2 33 263 AW+ 34 £xd1
Wel+ 35 g2 Wxd1 36 h4 &h5 37 Bxh7+
D4 38 Hcf7 etc.
23...5c7 24 Wxb5 Hixb5
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1 d4 g6 2c4 &g7: Odds and Ends

Modern Defence
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25 G\e6! Exe6

Both 25..Ef6 26 £d5 &h8 27 a4 and
25..Hf7 26 £d5 $h8 27 a4 are also both
winning for White.
26 £d5 <h8 27 Exe6 d3 28 §d1 Sda
29 Exd3 &xf2+ 30 &g2 Hd4 31 Eed
De2 32 Ef3 Del+ 33 Hxel Exf3 34
Ee8+ 1-0

Game 58
M.Pavlovic-Vaulin
Podgorica 1993

1¢4¢525f3 g6 3d4 £97 4 e4 Was+

5 &d2

Probably the most critical. Of course 5
A3 is perfectly reasonable as well, and
after 5...8¢c6 (5...206 is also quite playable,
though one sensible line is 6 £d2 cxd4 7
Dixd4 N6 8 b3 Wd8 giving White quite

a pleasant Maroczy Bind; and 5..d6 can
also be played) play might go:

a) 6 Ke3?! &M\6! causes a serious prob-
lem since if 7 Wd2 &g4!, while if 7 d5
@ixe4 8 dxct Dxc3 9 Wd2 b6 10 £d3 dxco
11 0-0 a4 12 Wxa5 bxa5 and Black was
doing well in L.Schmid-Gheorghiu, Nice
Olympiad 1974.

b) 6 d5 &\d4 7 £d2 dé and now:

b1) 8 &1b5 Exf3+ (8. Wd8 9 &.c3 Sgd
10 Dbxd4 cxd4 11 £xdd £xf3 12 gxbd
Wa5+ 13 &e2 Q6 was also playable in
Urday-Verduga, Carlos Torre memorial,
Mexico 1997) 9 Wxf3 Wds 10 &c3 Dfe
and here, crucially, 11 €5 dxe5 12 £xe5 0-0
13 &7 £g4! is nice for Black. So White
played the more modest 11 £e2 in Ma-
lich-Savon, Halle 1974, and after 11...a6 12
733 0-0 13 0-0 €5 14 dxe6 £xe6 15 Hadl
We7 Black had a good position.

b2) So 8 &Hxd4 is normal but after
8..cxd4 9 a4 we've transposed into one
of the main lines of the Averbakh varia-
tion: 1 d4 g6 2 c4 Qg7 3 e4 d6 4 H\c3
Ac6l? 5 d5 Dd4 6 Le3 ¢5 7 Dge2 Who 8
xd4 cxd4 9 Dat Was+ 10 £d2 which is
currently (especially after 10.. Wc7) doing
quite well for Black see Chapter 5.
5..Wb6 6 4¢3

Instead 6 &c3 cxd4 7 &\d> Wd8 8 414
dé 9 &xd4 is also critical when:

a) 9...e5!? 10 2)b5 exf4 and:
al) 11 Dbc7+? led to disaster in

154

Christiansen-Beliavsky, Teesside 1973:
1158 12 Dxa8 a6 13 Wd2 &6 14
Bxf6 S.xt6 15 Le2 £2e6 16 Wxf4 £xb2 17
Hd1 Was5+ 18 &f1 Pg7 19 h4 Le5 20 We3
Wc5 21 ¥b3 Hxa8 and Black soon won.

a2) But 11 Qdc7+ Le7 12 ¢5 dxc5 13
Wxd8+ &xd$ 14 0-0-0+ Ld7 15 &Hxa8
seems Lo be good for White, since it’s not
possible to exploit the knight on a8.
W1.Schmidt-R.Nicevski, Polanica Zdroj
1974, continued 15...0c6 16 Dd6 Ah6 17
@xb7+ Le7 18 c7 Bb8 19 Nd5+ &f8 20
@ixc5 Lxb2+ 21 2d2 Le8 22 Hbl S5 23
2 Ec8 24 doxb2 HExc5 25 £e2 and White
went on to win.

b) So Black should probably ignore the
bait with 9... 06! Darga-Hartmann, Ger-
man Bundesliga 1981/82, continued 10
Dxfo+ (f 10 Db5 Hxd5 11 cxd5 £xb2 12
Zbl £g7 White has some development
for the pawn but nothing very clear)
10..82xf6 11 £e3 Wa5+ 12 Wd2 Wxd2+
13 &xd2 @6, when Black is pretty com-
fortable and in fact drew just a few moves
later: 14 £b5 0-0 15 Eb1 b6 16 Le2 Lb7
17 BEhd1 Hfd$ 18 el £Db4 19 £3 Hc2+ 20
&d2 Dxe3 21 Hxe3 Lgv+ 22 f4 £h6 23
g3 26 o4,
6...5c6!?

If he likes that kind of thing, then Black
can simply chop off wood with 6...cxd4 7
fxd4 Sxd4 8 Wxd4 Wxd4 9 Dxd4; while
6..206!? is playable, intending after 7 d5
to follow up with a later ...e7-e5 to claim
that the bishop is misplaced on ¢3.

7 dxcb!?

7 d5 is also very sharp, e.g. 7...23d4 (not
7..82xc3+ 8 Dxc3 Hdd 9 Hixd4 cxd4 10
b5 a6 11 Wxd4!) 8 e5 Dxf3+ 9 Wxf3 and
now Titov-Nesterov, Tiraspol 1994, con-
tinued 9..f61 10 We2 (10 exf6 Hxf6 11

_£d3 00 12 00 d6 13 We2 Lg4 is equal)

10..fxe5 11 14 (11 £.xe5 D6 12 Hc3 00 13
0-0-0 d6 14 £¢3 &5 is also level) 11..d6
12 fxe5 dxe5 13 £xe5 and here Black
played 13..4)6 14 £)c3 0-0 15 h3 e6! with

an unclear position which was eventually
drawn; Belov’s suggestion of 13...£xe5 14
Wxe5 W6 15 We2 Dhé 16 De3 D5 also
looks very playable.
7...4xc3+ 8 Dxc3 Wxb2

If 8. Wxc5 9 A\d5! gives White a safe
edge.
9 Hd5
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9...&f8?!

In his notes in Informator 57, Pavlovic
suggests instead 9...2)f6 when:

a) 10 £d3 0-0 11 00 is the only line
given in Informator. He -assesses it as
slightly better for White, though it looks
perfectly reasonable for Black unless
something bad happens quickly.

b) 10 Ac7+> Ld8 11 Dxa8 Pixed 12
Wl Wxf2+ 13 &d1 £d4! is very strong.

c) 10 Eb1 Wxa2! 11 &c7+ (of course, if
he wanted White could force a draw by
repetition with 11 Hal) 11..&d8 12 Hixa8
Dixed! 13 Wel Wxf2+ 14 &d1 gives Black a
lot of compensation but needs proper test-
ing, of course.

10 fe2 Wa3

Vaulin suggests 10...e6!?, which also
looks like an improvement on the game.
11 0-0 YWxc5 12 Wd2 g7

If Black wants to play 12...d6!? he could
do so at once since after
13 Eab1!

13..d6 is now prevented by 14 ¥c3+
followed by 15 Eb5, trapping the queen.
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Modern Defence

13...Wa5 14 Wb2+ 16

14..8f6 15 &fd1 is also very strong,
15 e5 fxe5?

15..¥d8 was forced, though 16 Hfel
maintains huge pressure.
16 Dxeb D6 17 L3 Web! 18 Hfe1 Wd4
19 &c7! Wxb2 20 Hxb2 HixeS5!

Not 20...Eb8 21 £xcé dxcé 22 Dxcé.
21 Exe5! Eb8 22 Exe7+ &h6

It has to run since 22...2f8 23 Hbe? is
terrible, but now the king gets caught in a
mating net.
23 Ef7! De8 24 Hxe8 Exe8 25 h4 b6 26
g4! .
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26...95 27 Eb5 %g6 28 Ebf5 gxh4 29
2d5! d6 30 E5f6+ g5 31 f4+ Lxg4
32 Eg7+ 1-0

Game 59
Bacrot-Speelman
Elista Olympiad 1998

1d4 g6 2 c4 £97 3 Dc3 c5 4 d5 512

I plucked this line straight out of the
then England team captain David Nor-
wood’s Winning with the Modern. Al
though it is very playable at a club level,
one would have to be something between
extremely brave and recklessly foolhardy
to repeat 1t internationally. There’s some-
thing to be said for playing 4.. £xc3+1 5
bxc3 and then 5.5 to forestall 5 W2
next move, but with the game move order

White has at least been induced by his
opponent’s structural profligacy with ...{7-
f5 1o spend - or if Black is grossly optimis-
tic ‘waste’ - a tempo to preserve his own.

5 h4!?

5 Wc2 is very prudent.
5...8xc3+ 6 bxc3 £f6 7 h5 Eg8!

Lssential. 7..2xh5 8 e4 Wa5 9 exf5
xc3+ 10 £d2 Wes5+ 11 Le2 0-0 12 fxgb
would be a slaughter. -

8 hxg6 hxg6

In my notes in New in Chess I wrote:
‘Having played quite energetically over
the last few moves, White now sank into
something of a torpor with some listless
play which surrendered the initiative to
me. Without wishing to commit infant-
cide on Grandmaster Norwood’s baby, 1
can say that there were improvements
which would have made my life most un-
comfortable...”

I suppose that, this being an opening
book, I should be more specific. 9 Wad! is
very annoying here, though not necessar-
ily fatal.

9 Wc2 d6 10 D3 Dbd7 11 L4 Wa5 12
Ngs

If 12 Dd2 g5 is excellent.
12...50b6 13 e3 Had 14 Hc1 b5!1?

This seemed obvious to me at the time,
but as pointed out by my team-mates
later, the less demanding 14..&d7 15 fe2
0-0-0 was simple and strong.

1 d4 g6 2 c4 £9g7: Odds and Ends
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15 Wd2!

15 cxb5 £xd5 16 £.c4 Habé would be
fine for Black.
15...bxc4 16 13! Eb8 17 e4 Eb2!?

I didn’t want to free his pieces by ex-
changing on c4. This sccms to be correct
for after 17...fxe4 18 Dxed (18 fxed Eb2 19
We3 Db6 20 £e2 Wxa2 is less good)
18..%xe4 19 fxe4 Eb2 20 Wel b6 21
Zh7! White creates serious threats.

18 We3 Hb6

2

19 £Hh7!

I had foreseen this but could find no
way to avoid it and was surprised by just
how strong it turned out to be - pre-
sumably it demonstrates that 14..b5 was
incorrect. Instead 19 £xdé exd6 20 exf5+
&d8 (conceivably 20..%f8 - Hiarcs) 21
&7+ 7 22 We7+ Nbd7 23 Wxdo+ &by
24 %xc4 yields insufficient compensation
for the piece.
19...5h56

After a long think though T still re-
maincd ahead on time.

The main point of 19 @h7 was that if
19..8fxd5 20 exd5 Dxd5 White has the
deflection 21 &\fé6+! Hxf6 22 fxdé &Hd5
23 We5 with a real mess which I didn’t
care for at all, since my structure has been
smashed.

20 £xd6! exd6 21 Exh5! gxh6 22 H)f6+
@d8 23 Hxg8 Wxa2
More or less forced since if 23...fxe4 24

Wxed £d7 25 We7+ &c7 26 D)6 sets up
the gigantic threat of De8+, e.g. 26...Yxa2
27 De8+ b7 28 Dxdo+ Hab 29 Dxed!
winning.
24 extb?

Quite short of time, Bacrot rather made
the wrong choice. Instead, 24 Wf4 &c7 25
&\f6 was good for him since his king looks
much the safer after 25..Hbl 26 Hxbl
Wxb1+ 27 &f2; while if 25...£.d7 26 €5 is
unpleasant.
24...Hxd5 25 We4q Ed2
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26 f6?

The fatal error. He had to control b2
with 26 Zb1 when:

a) 26..Hc2? 27 Hdl Yb2 28 Wxd5
Wxc3+ 29 Hd2 gives Black insufficient
play for the piece.

b) 26..9c2 27 Yxc2 (not 27 16 Wxc3)
27...Exc2 is most rational, though it’s such
a mess that I was far from certain what
was going on after, e.g. 28 g4.

¢) In New In Chess I suggested that “The
{un move is 26..Ed4!?! 27 cxd4 3’ and
gave interesting lines starting 28 Ed1 (not
28 Wd3 c4) 28...c2. But unfortunately, as
pointed out in a subsequent reader’s letter,
28 £e2! avoids losing a tempo with the
rook and is very strong, e.g. 28.. % d2+ 29
@12 2 30 Eal £b7 (if 30...&£26 31 Wxd5))
31. dxc5 dxc5 32 £6 wins.
26..Wb2 27 ¥b1 4$e6 28 7 &xf7 29
2h6 Le6 0-1
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Modern Defence

Summary

The ‘pseudo g3 King’s Indian’ lines where Black develops his knights on d7 and e7 are
quite attractively disorientating 10 the opponent if, as a Modern player should, that’s
the sort of thing he likes as Black.

Game 54 is poetry but I'm not sure about the metre. Game 55 turned out very well
for me but felt excessively dodgy at the time. Game 56 is a model example of Black’s
dark-square strategy but in the opening the bishop isn’t terribly well placed at g4 so
White starts out a bit better.

The line in Game 57 looks fun for Black but unfortunately Epishin seems to have
sat on it. There are many different lines stemming form Game 58 and they give
excellent practical value though their theoretical value is open to doubt. And as for
Game 59 of course I enjoyed it a lot at the time but the doubt in the case of this line is
a looming thunder cloud.

1d4 g6 2 c4 297

3 &3
3INM3 (D)
3..d6 4 e4 - Game 57
3...c5 - Game 58
3...d6é
3..¢5 - Game 59
4 D3 Hd7
4. 8gh D)
5 g3 - Game 54
5e3

5..80d7 - Game 55
5..8c6 — Game 56

5 g3 e56 £92 5e7 7 0-0 0-0 8 e4 exdd 9 Hxd4 &\c6 (D) 10 Hxc6
10 de2 - Game 53
10...bxc6 — Game 52
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