MARK DVORETSKY
ARTUR YUSUPOV

SECRETS OF
CHESS TRAINING

1
$.
g + .-—»
‘ Y-




Dvoretsky / Yusupov - Secrets of Chess Training



PiogressinChess

Volume 22 of the ongoing series

Editorial board
GM Victor Korchnoi
GM Helmut Pfleger
GM Nigel Short
GM Rudolf Teschner

2006
EDITION OLMS

£



Mark Dvoretsky and Artur Yusupov

Secrets of Chess Training

School of Future Champions 1

Edited and translated
by Ken Neat

2006
EDITION OLMS

B



s

Available by Mark Dvoretsky:

School of Chess Excellence 1 Endgame Analysis 3-283-00416-1

{German Edition: Geheimnisse gezieften Schachtrainings 3-283-00254-1)
School of Chess Excellence 2 Tactical Play 3-283-00417-X
(German Edition; Moderne Schachtaktik 3-283-00278-9)
School of Chess Excellence 3 Strategic Play 3-283-00418-8
(German Edition: Geheimnisse der Schachstrategie 3-283-00362-9)
School of Chess Excellence 4 Opening Developments 3-283-00419-6
(German Edition: Theorie und Praxis der Schachpartie 3-283-00379-3)

Bibliographic information published by
Die Deutsche Bibliothek

Die Deutsche Bibliothek lists this publication in the
Deutsche Nationalbibliografie; detailed bibliographic
data is available in the internet at hitp://dnb.ddb.de.

Copyright © 2006 Edition Olms AG
Breitlenstr. 11 - CH-8634 Hombrechtikon/Zurich, Switzerland

All rights reserved. This book is sold subject to the condition that it shall not, by way

of trade or otherwise, be lent, re-sold, hired out or otherwise circulated in any form of
binding or cover other than that in which it is published and without a similar condition
including this condition being imposed on the subsequent purchaser.

Printed in Germany
Editor and translator. Ken Neat
Typeset: Ao Nickel - Edition Marco, D-10551 Berlin

Printed by: Druckerei Friedr. Schmucker GmbH, D-49624 Léningen
Cover: Eva Kdnig, D-22769 Hamburg

ISBN-10: 3-283-00515-X
ISBN-13: 978-3-283-00515-3



Contents

From the AULNOTS .. ...ttt e e st 6
Preface (ArUr YUSUDOV) ....eooeeieeeei ettt eeee e e e e e e e st e e e e s e e e e e s e s ensssnneeeseeeeees 7
Y I 9
A Chess Player’s Virtues and Deficiencies, and their Influence on the

Course of @ Game (Mark DVOretSKY) ......ccoooee oottt eeeeeeeee e e ee e e e ser e ee e e e e aee s 9
The Way to the TOp (Mark DVOretSKY) ......ccooeee oot eeeeeteee e e eee e e e e e e e e e e e esnssnnneeeees 31
American Observations (Mark DVOretSKY) ........oocceueeneeieerieeiieeeeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseessseseereeeens 34
Y & 0 | 38
The Analysis of one’s own Games (ArtUr YUSUDOV) ......cooeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e eee e 38
A Commentator’'s Doubts (Mark DVOretSKY) ........oooo oot 56
How to play with Black (Artur YUSUDOV) .......ccueeneeeee et e eeeeeeeeeeseee e s e e e ssnee aees 62
5 0 | PR 65
The Technique of working on your own and other Players’ Games

(Artur YusupoV, Mark DVOFEISKY) ......coeeeeeeiieee ettt et 65
Admit your Mistakes! (Mark DVOFEEISKY) .....ceoee oottt 85
The ‘superfluous’ Piece (Mark DVOretSKY) ... eeeeeeii et te e e e e e 87
2 0 I O POt 92
Studying the Chess Classics (Mikhail Sher@shevsky) .........ueveeieieeceeeeeeeeeeeeee et 92
Finding new Ideas (Mark DVOrELSKY) ........uueeeuumeeieiiieeiieeeieeeeeeee e e eee e e e e e e e e 100
L 0 N 110
Positional Evaluation and the Choice of Plan in the Middlegame

(AIEXEY KOSIKOV) ...ttt e e e e e ee e st e e e e e e aeeeeesnnnnn e e aeeeeeeeaeeeeeeennnes 110
Regarding a certain Article (Mark DVOretSKY) ........ccueueeeeemieeeieeeieieiieeeeeeeeeeeeeevesaeeeeeees 132
L I N 139
A Feeling for the King (Grigory K@idanov) ...........eeieeiiiiiieeee et 139

Supplement to Grigory Kaidanov’s Lecture (Artur Yusupov, Mark Dvoretsky) .................. 143



s &

PART VIl e et ettt e et e e e e e e et bttt et e e s stbbbe e e e e e sababbeeeaeenanes 149
Ideas and Advice Of great PIAYErS ..ottt a e 149
P ART VIl e ettt e e e ettt e e e e st b e e e e e ettt bt e e e e e bbbbeeaeaenatnenes 153
Tests 12x8 (Mark DVOretSKY) ........oocuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiae ettt ettt a e 153
SOIULIONS 10 EXEICISES ......uviiiiiiiiiiei ittt et e e ettt e e st be e e e e abaeaeaas 170
THEMAHC INAEX OF TESS ......vvvvrverreeesessseeeseeesseesssessesessseseseessseesssessesssesseeessseeseseeseessees 205
P A R T X ettt ettt e e e b et e e et et et e e et b be e et e e e nbbebeea e e aabbbreaeaeaaae 206
Games by Pupils of the School (Artur YUSUPOV) .........cccccccciiiiiiii i e 206
Postscript — School of Future Champions (Viktor Glatman) .................ccccovvciinciiiiviniinnnns 214
INAEX Of PIAYEIS .uiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie ettt et a e e e s e e et s bbb e e e aeeeaaeaaaeeaseesasabenaee 216

From the Authors

This book, like our whole series of books, is addressed to those who do not regard
chess simply as an amusement, but want to understand its secrets more deeply and
substantially raise their standard of play. How can this be achieved? What are the ways
and methods of working independently on chess? That is what we teach in our school,
and that is what is described in this book. We hope that you will derive benefit from it.

Mark Dvoretsky
Artur Yusupov



Artur Yusupov

Preface

By what is success in chess determined?
Usually, in answer to this question, two
necessary factors are singled out: talent and
work. However, ability and a desire to work,
on their own, are insufficient. Of great
significance are physical condition, com-
petitive character and the ability to concen-
trate duringa game. It is no less important to
choose correctly the direction of the work
and to be able to carry it out qualitatively.
Of course, this is by no means a simple
problem. At the first session of our school
we try to help our pupils to master the skills
of working independently on chess.

It stands to reason that, in order to choose
the required direction for self-improvement,
a critical appreciation of your play is needed.
It is the authors’ deep conviction that a
necessary condition for the development of
aplayer is a serious study of his own games.
Therefore a central place in the book is
occupied by the topic ‘The analysis of your
own games’. The reader will find numerous
specific methodological recommendations
on how to carry out this work.

Without a broad chess culture, a knowledge
of the creative heritage of the great masters
from the past, it is hard to expect to achieve
good results. This is why we try to show the
reader various ways of using the rich
heritage of chess.

Naturally, topics such as ‘The analysis of
your own games’ and ‘Studying the clas-
sics’ are practically inexhaustible. The first
topic is examined from various points of
view in the 1st, 2nd, 3rd, 5th and 9th parts
of the book, and the second topic is covered
in the 3rd and 4th parts. Part 6 is devoted to

original king manoeuvres, but the more
general topic ‘Non-standard manoeuvres’
is studied in the 5th part, as well as the 9th
and certain other parts of the book. Part 7 is
a compilation of advice by outstanding
grandmasters about how to improve at
chess. Finally, specially for this second
edition, the large 8th part has been written,
inviting the reader to test his strength by
independently solving exercises on a variety
of themes.

A few words about the structure of the book.
Each of the first six parts opens with a
lecture, read at a session of the school.
Then follow exercises (for this new edition
many new exercises have been added,
and some old ones replaced) and addi-
tional material. These supplements, linked
thematically with the lectures, have been
taken from publications by the authors in the
magazines Shakhmaty v SSSR and 64 -
often they have been augmented and
revised specially for this book. In this
second edition two new articles have been
included.

Of course, the work in our school is not re-
stricted merely to the reading of lectures.
Great attention is given to a joint analysis of
games, individual consultations, the devel-
opment of specific homework and its check-
ing. From part 9 the reader can gain some
impression of the form that these lessons
take.

It has been the aim of the authors that every
reader should be able to find something
interesting and useful in this book. The sug-
gested procedures-andmethodswill 1 hope,
become the key to your chess improvement.
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Of course, even a very good methodology
will not be effective, if it is applied mechani-
cally, without independent interpretation.
But for the serious, thoughtful player this
book can become a good stimulus to
creative and competitive development.

Our work has continued. A second session
of the schoolwas held, where the main topic
was the opening — the general principles of
playing it, the methods of studying opening

Preface

theory, the approach to the formation of your
own opening repertoire, the link between the
opening and middlegame, and so on (cf.
Secrets of Opening Preparation). Plans for
subsequent sessions include endgame tech-
nique, middlegame strategy, and practical
playing procedures. The readers can be-
come acquainted with this work from the
later books in the series School of Future
Champions.
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Mark Dvoretsky

A Chess Player’s Virtues and Deficiencies,
and their Influence on the Course of a Game

Lcs)rg, long ago, before the time of
einitz, it was thought that whether a
chess player won or lost depended only on
his degree of genius. Morphy was a genius,
and so he defeated everyone; his opponents
were less talented, and so they lost to him.

Steinitz realised and demonstrated that
chess has an objective basis. Events occur-
ring on the board are subject to definite rules
and positional principles. If a player is
guided by them, he is successful.

It has now become evident that the truth lies
not even in the middle, as is customarily
thought, but in a combination of both these
factors, subjective and objective. (Those of
you with a serious interest in philosophy will
possibly remember the ‘synthesis’ of Hegel's
famous triad.) Yes, of course, the struggle is
based on objective positional rules. But its
result is decisively influenced by the per-
sonal qualities of a player — his talent,
character and state of health, and his
preparedness, ability to use his knowledge,
to act competently and professionally at the
board, and to take the optimal decisions in a
variety of situations.

Mastery is made up of a number of very
different components, in some of which a
player may be very strong, but in others
frankly weak. Behind the moves that he
makes stand his virtues and deficiencies,
his strong and weak points. It is they that

decisively influence the outcome of a game,
an entire event and often even his chess
fate. Many players have been unable to
reveal their talent fully on account of obvious
gaps in certain fields.

Take, for example, grandmaster Viktor
Kupreichik. He is exceptionally dangerous
in attack, when he acts boldly and resource-
fully, but in technique and in the endgame he
is frankly weak. As a result, he has not
managed to rise to a level corresponding to
his talent. On one occasion, when playing
Kupreichik in the USSR Championship First
League, | went into an endgame a pawn
down, but within some ten moves it was
already | who was a pawn up. In a World
Cup qualifying tournament in 1989 against
the young Gata Kamsky he was two pawns
up with a completely won position, but
gradually — not on account of any blunder —
he lost that game.

Many players are ‘geared’ towards the study
of openings, engaging only in the process-
ing of information and the acquisition of new
opening knowledge. | am convinced that this
is not the way for any player, certainly not a
young player, to develop. Training work on
self-improvement is far more important.

The main objective of the trainers of our
school is to give a ‘diagnosis’ to each of the
pupils, help them/to dnvestigate theirfown
style, determine their virtues and deficien-
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cies, and suggest how to eliminate their
deficiencies and to develop their strong
points. In order to try and convince you of
the correctness of the direction in which our
school will be working, of the importance of
what we will be doing, | am going to devote
my entire lecture to examples of the decisive
influence and the results of deficiencies,
which players did not want to eliminate or
were unable to do so at the proper time.
Some players, who spend all their time
studying the opening, believe that their
games will not reach an endgame, and if
they do, then they will somehow cope at the
board with the resulting problems. The
example with Kupreichik demonstrates the
naivety of such hopes. Of course, the
opening is a very important stage of the
game, but the endgame is no less important
and it too must be seriously studied.

Weakness in the endgame may show itself
in two main forms: in ignorance of endgame
theory and in weakness of endgame tech-
nique. We will initially consider the first of
these.

A glaring example of ignorance of theory
once struck me, when | was listing through
the Dutch magazine New in Chess.

Coull - Stanciu
Women'’s Olympiad, Thessaloniki 1988
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The player from Scotland, who had White on
board one, found the only way (not counting
overstepping the time limit) of losing the
game immediately — she simply resigned!!
Incredible ignorance! Such endings are
probably taught in the first class of any
chess school. But, as you can see, the
education of the leader of the Scottish team
was at the kindergarten level.

Alas, similar mistakes in endgames (includ-
ing pawn endgames, though, of course, not
so elementary) are made even by grand-
masters.

Ljubojevic — Browne
Amsterdam 1972

1...f52? 2 &b4 draw.

Reposition the black king at d6, and you
obtain (with reversed colours) a well-known
study by Nikolai Grigoriev, composed back
in 1928. Its solution is as follows:

1... &d5!

2b4
The white king is unable to prevent the
enemy pawn from queening: 2 &b4 &d4!
3 &a3 (5 4 &b2 f4 5 Hc2 Le3d 6 Hd1 Hf2!
7 b4 13 8 b5 &g2 and wins.

2... 5
3 b5 f4
4 b6 &6}

5 &ab 3
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6 b7 f2

7 b8 W 1+
White loses his queen or is mated.
I can remember numerous similar examples
of endgame ‘creativity’. A blunder in a well-
known and theoretically drawn ending led to
Alexander Kochiev losing to Vasily Smyslov
in their game from the 1978 Zonal Tourna-
ment, dashing his hopes of qualifying for the
Interzonal Tournament. The comedy of
errors in an elementary rook ending, which
occurred in a game Capablanca—Menchik,
became famous. And 45 years later exactly
the same endgame arose is a game that
decided the fate of the USSR Junior Team
Championship.

Pekker — Ermolinsky
Alma Ata 1974

The Moscow player with White needed to
draw for his team to become the champions.
The position is absolutely drawn. The
simplest is to wait: 1 Eb1 or 1 &h3. But 1
a8 is quite possible, as, however, is any
move by the rook along the a-file... apart
from one, which was in fact chosen by
Seryozha Pekker.

1 Ba3?? &1+

2 &g3 f2
After 3 &f3 &qg1! there is no saving check
from the rear.

@11

White lost and the Moscow team finished
only second. The reason for what happened
was a defect in Pekker's chess education.
His trainer, a well-known theoretician, de-
voted all his lessons to studying only
opening theory. In the endgame his pupils
would lose their way.

Now let us turn to endgame technique. You
need not only to remember theory, but also
to have a mastery of typical endgame
techniques, to learn to attune yourself
appropriately for playing endings, and to
have a feeling for their specific features. |
recommend that you should study Mikhail
Shereshevsky's excellent book Endgame
Strategy, which is devoted to this topic.

I will now show you what happens when a
player does not understand the spirit of the
endgame and is unable to think in endgame
terms.

Dvoretsky — Sukhanov
Moscow 1968

Ruy Lopez
1ed e5
2513 AT
3 &b5 fc5
4 0-0 Hd4

Here there is the interesting gambit possibil-
ity 5 b4!?, but at the time of the present
game it was not yet known.

5 Dxd4 £xd4
6 ¢c3 £b6
7 d4 cb

8 &c4 dé

The tournament situation obliged me to play
for a win. | didn’t know the theory of the
variation, and | was pondering over the plan
of further action, when | suddenly remem-
bered who | was playing. Vladimir Sukhanov
was a talented master, a brilliant tactician
who liked to attack, but he could not bear
tedious positions and he had no concept of
the endgame. (This was not surprising — he
studied chess with- the -sametrainer as
Pekker.)
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The decision that | took can hardly be
approved from the purely chess viewpoint,
but it was justified psychologically, as the
further course of the game confirmed.

9 dxeb dxe5
10 ¥xds+ £.xd8
1 £e3

The endgame is equal, of course, but see
how Sukhanov plays it.

What do you think is the most accurate reply
for Black?

The bishop at e3 is more active than the one
at d8, and therefore Black should have
offered an exchange: 11...&b6!. But in what
way is the developing move 11...5)f6, made
in the game, inferior?
11...
12 13

Now if 12...£b6 there follows 13 &2 and
the exchange takes place in a version that it
slightly more favourable for White. First, he
does not have to take on b6, opening the a-
file for the black rook, and second, the white
king approaches closer to the centre. These
trifles may not influence the overall evalua-
tion of the position, but nevertheless in the
endgame every such trifle should be taken
care of, and you should seek the most
accurate way of carrying out your plans. If
Black had decided to exchange bishops, he

o6
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should have thought about the most accu-
rate way of doing this.

However, it transpired that my opponent had
quite different intentions.

12... h5?!
Black has decidedto launch an attack! What
is his idea? Probably ...h5-h4, ...&3h5 and
4. In the middlegame such plans may be
alright, but for the endgame this is very
strange strategy. Very well, for the moment |
will complete my development.

13 Ed1 h4

14 Hd2 h3?
But what next? After all, in the future the h3-
pawn will almost certainly turn out to be
weak.

15 g3 b5?
My opponent appears to have forgotten that
pawns do not move backwards. Now | also
acquire a target on the queenside — the b5-
pawn, which | will immediately attack by a2—
ad.

16 411
From here the bishop keeps both of the
vulnerable black pawns under fire.

16. .. £b6

17 &f2 g5
| finally understood the idea (albeit crazy) of
my opponent’s preceding actions. He wants
after 18...g4 either to weaken the e4-pawn,
or, after playing his knightto g4, to attack the
h2-pawn, which he has ‘fixed’" by the
advance ...h5-h4-h3. And if 18 g4, he was
probably intending the bishop sacrifice on
g4.
Resourceful and clever, but completely
unrealisable. This is no way to play the
endgame!

18 a4! gd

19 £xb6 axb6
20 axb5 Exat
21 Exa1 gxf3
22 Dxf3! Dxed+
23 el &dé
24 bxcé
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| calculated this entire variation when |
payed 19 &xb6. It is clear that White's
position is won, and subsequently he easily
converted his advantage.

What can be said here — everything is clear.
The outcome of the game was predeter-
mined, and the play was all in one direction.
You probably gained the impression that the
player with Black was very weak, not even of
club standard — club players would be
offended and would say that we don'’t play
the endgame like that. No, | repeat, this was
a talented master, who in other stages of the
game acted quite differently. | happened to
catch him right on his weak point. Now think:
is it conceivable to become a strong player,
while giving your opponents such great
odds in some aspect of the game?

It is very important to get rid not only of your
purely chess weaknesses, but also of
psychological and personality deficiencies.
A person who is uncertain in himself often
loses on account of his own indecisiveness,
whereas with a self-confident person it may
be because of underestimating the oppo-
nent’s possibilities. A slow-witted player with
poorly developed intuition will constantly
suffer from time-trouble. The list can be
extended to include the most diverse human
and individual deficiencies, and they all
influence the results no less than purely
chess weaknesses.

Let us consider an example of the manifes-
tation and diagnosis of one such deficiency.

(see diagram)

It is White to move. How do you evaluate the
position, and what move would you sug-
gest?

On a static evaluation, you may be satisfied
with White’s position. But let's try looking at
it dynamically, taking account of future
prospects. | would prefer Black’s position.
Why? He has a clear plan: to play ...d5—d4,

ARRE

Fedorov — Shamrai
Moscow 1973

place his king at d5 and then advance ...c5—
c4. White appears to stand well, he is
pressing on g7, but what he should do next
is not clear.

Since this is so, while it is not yet too late he
should play 1 Ee3, agreeing to an equal
pawn endgame.

Candidate master Vladislav Fedorov, play-
ing White, thought that he stood better and
he made an amazingly pointless move.

1 Eg6?

Sometimes in such cases they use the
banal phrase: ‘White intensifies the pres-
sure’. However, it is not clear what pressure
and why it is intensified. Perhaps Fedorov
had in mind g2—-g4—g5.

1... Zeb
Threatening 2...&f5, winning the f4-pawn. In
the event of 2 g4 &f7 3 5 d4 the white rook
is trapped. We see that Black’s reply
emphasised the absurdity of the move 1
Hg6? — 1...d4 was less accurate in view of 2
g4 &eb 3 g5.

2Eg3 d4
3 2e2!?
A thematic move. White takes his king to

where the battle,is.~developing - the
queenside. The drawback of 3 &e2 is the
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loss of the f4-pawn after 3...2f5+. But from
the positional point of view the sacrifice is
justified — in return the white king is
activated: it penetrates to c4, attacking the
c5-pawn.

I could have rightly complimented the player
with White, had it not transpired after the
game that he had not sacrificed the pawn,
but simply blundered it. Here, you will
understand, a quite different picture emerges.

Incidentally, this episode shows why we ask
for thoroughly analysed games to be sent.
Sometimes a good move can be made with
a completely incorrect idea. It is important
for us not only to see the moves that you
have made, but also to know the ideas
behind them, what you were thinking about,
how you evaluated the position. Only then
can a trainer make an objective assessment
of a pupil's play.

So, White blundered a pawn, but he blun-
dered it successfully.

3... L5+
4 &d3 Hxf4
5&ca &eb

Can the c5-pawn be taken? Black replies
6...Ec7+. Should White go in for such sharp
play, or is it dangerous? There is no need to
calculate the variations to the end; you can
simply limit yourself to a general impression.
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Of course, without any calculation it is
obvious: taking on c¢5, giving the opponent a
passed d4-pawn, is terribly dangerous, and
most probably simply impossible. But what
should be played? 6 Ed3, | think. The
intention is 7 Ed2 with the threat of 8 &xc5.
It is useful to drive the black rook to c7. Then
it makes sense to exchange the most active
black pawn on d4 by c2—3. In some cases
b3-b4 may also be possible. If 6...&e4, then
7 Bd2 ®e3 8 Hd3+ and 8..&e27? is not
possible on account of 9 &xc5.

Black probably does best to reply 6...f5 7
Bd2 Zc7, intending 8...g5, activating his
game on the kingside, where he has an
extra pawn. But White’s pieces are active,
and his chances of a draw remain quite
good.

6 &xc527?

7 &b5
7 &b4 is more cautious, keeping the king
closerto the d-pawn. If Black had played as
in the game, this could have helped White.
But all the same his decision to take on c5
was fundamentally incorrect. This would be
best demonstrated by a move that neither
player noticed. Which move? That’s right,
7...g5! Now that the g-pawn is no longer
under attack, Black can calmly take on c2. Of
course, with the king on b4 it would not help
to play 8 ¢3 on account of 8...dxc3 9 Exc3
ab+.

Bc7+

7... Bxc2
8 Exg7 d3
9 Exa7?

9 Ed7 was more tenacious, trying even for a
short time to halt the passed pawn. But
Fedorov is confident that ‘all is quiet on the
Western front’, that he will have time to stop
the pawn, and while Black is winning the
rook for it he will advance his queenside

pawns.
9... &eb!
Now the rook will-not get onto the d-file,
10 Za6+ &d7
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White resigned in view of 11 Ea7+ Ec7. With
the king at b4 Black would not have had this
variation — after the exchange of rooks the
king would have been able to stop the pawn.
What would you say about the player with
White? Are you still unsure? Then | will show
you another example of his play.

Fedorov — Dvoretsky
Moscow 1972

What do you think White should do?

Black's plans are clear. If he should succeed
in playing ...&h8, ...Eg8 and then doubling
(or even tripling) heavy pieces on the g-file,
he will develop a powerful attack on the
kingside. White is obliged to divert his
opponent, to start his own play as soon as
possible. He must play c4—5. Immediately,
or after preparation? Of course, immediately
— why postpone it? If Black replies ...dxc5,
then after £xc5 his rook has nowhere to go
(if ...Ef7 there is the fork ©)d6). If Black has
time to play ...&h8, his rook will gain the
excellent square g8.

But Fedorov was not at all afraid of the
attack on the kingside, and therefore he
decided that he had no need to hurry.

29 b4?

White most probably wants to recapture on
¢5 with his pawn, obtaining fine pawns in the
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centre. But first he will have to defend his
d5-pawn. Such a plan would be good in a
quiet situation, but with White threatened by
an attack it is too slow.

29... &h8
30 &h1 Eg8
31 Wd2?

Consistent: by defending his d5-pawn, White
prepares c4—c5. But he is paying not the
slightest attention to his opponent’s possi-
bilities; he is simply not thinking about them.
The punishment follows immediately.

31... gxf3
32 gx{3 fxed
33 fxed Wh3

Mate is inevitable — White resigned.

Ridiculous, wouldn’t you agree? Within the
space of three moves an excellent position
collapsed. Isit still unclear what to say about
the player with White? Is he simply a weak
player? | can show you how he defeated
Alexander Belyavsky in excellent positional
style, and he has also played some other
good games. No, | am not showing you the
games of a weak player, but simply demon-
strating his most vulnerable point. What is
it?

Fedorov played badly in the ending against
Shamrai, but the point is not that he is weak
in the endgame — this is not so. Remember:
with 1 Eg6 he tried to play for a win, not
realising that at the least he did not stand
better, not noticing the opponent's plan for
strengthening his position. Then he blun-
dered the f4-pawn. Then he fearlessly and
recklessly grabbed the c5-pawn and, finally,
he allowed the opponent’'s passed pawn to
queen. All these mistakes, as well as those
that he made in the game with me, have the
same root cause.

It is quite obvious that Fedorov has absolute
confidence in himself, and in his own ideas.
He doesn’t give a damn about his opponent
— for Fedorov he simply-does notexist; Thus
the diagnosis is over-confidence, an overes-
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timation of himself and his resources, and
an underestimation of the opponent’s possi-
bilities.

In those years Fedorov was studying in the
chess department of the Institute of Physical
Culture, and | was a teacher there. He was
indeed a sturdy, athletic lad, very deter-
mined, with a pose at the board like that of a
world champion. With such youngsters, self-
confidence (an excellent quality!) often
grows into over-confidence. He was quite a
strong candidate master, but he was simply
unable to achieve the master norm. His
main deficiency constantly hindered him.

| explained to Fedorov the main cause of his
failures. | recommended that he should work
in this direction: study the games of players
who always forestall in advance their oppo-
nent's counterplay, in particular Tigran
Petrosian and Anatoly Karpov. | selected a
series of exercises on this topic. The work
done by Fedorov soon helped him to
become a master.

In the first half of the lecture we looked at
examples of the destructive effect on vari-
ous players of some very prominent defi-
ciencies. Now let us see how all the
deficiencies of a player, together with their
virtues, operate in combination and deter-
mine their individual chess style.

In 1980 | helped Nana Alexandria in her
quarter-final women’s candidates match
against Lena Akhmylovskaya. As usual, |
prepared a creative portrait of her opponent,
with information about her strong and weak
sides. Naturally, |1 also saw Alexandria’s
virtues and deficiencies, and at the time we
worked actively on eliminating her deficien-
cies.

After an exceptionally difficult and tough
struggle, Nana won. On the conclusion of
the match the thought occurred to me to
show Nana (and also myself) to what extent
her virtues and deficiencies, as well as the

PART |

virtues and deficiencies of her opponent,
determined the entire course of the play and
the result. | wrote down the main chess
qualities of both players and gave them
arbitrary codes.

The symbol ‘L1’ signifies Akhmylovskaya'’s
main virtue — good positional understanding.
Lena has a subtle feeling for the coordina-
tion of the pieces, she is able to find good
posts for them, to manoeuvre and to
strengthen her position.

‘L2’ is Akhmylovskaya’'s main deficiency.
She is weak in tactics and is afraid of them,
she avoids any sharpening of the play, and
she feels unsure in obscure, complicated
positions.

‘L3’ is Akhmylovskaya’s uncertainty in con-
verting an advantage. For you it will prob-
ably not be so obvious that this deficiency is
closely linked with the previous one, and to
some extent stems from it. During the
conversion of an advantage there invariably
comes a moment when you have to switch
from the gradual strengthening of the posi-
tion to concrete action. You must not miss
such a moment, but should strain yourself,
accurately calculate\variations and find the
strongest, and sometimes the only correct
continuation. For players who prefer to act
on general grounds, who do not like calcu-
lating variations, this moment often proves
to be a stumbling-block. They continue
playing ‘at sight when concrete problems
need to be solved; as a result their advan-
tage diminishes. Of course, such a defi-
ciency is typical not only of Akhmylovskaya.
Later | noticed it in Andrey Sokolov. At some
point during the course of the final Candi-
dates match of 1986, Artur Yusupov, seeing
that the diagnosis of his opponent was fully
confirmed, gestured in surprise: ‘How is he
intending to win even one game, if | don’t
leave something en prise? After all, he's
unable to solve any-problem|that s im the
least bit complicated.’ Unfortunately, to-
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wards the end of the match Yusupov began
leaving pieces en prise...

Nana Alexandria’s main virtue, which | have
signified ‘N7°, is her vivid imagination and
creative resourcefulness.

‘N2’ - inadequate positional understanding,
as a consequence of low level of chess
culture at that time. We did much work on
this problem and by the time of her match for
the world championship against Maya
Chiburdanidze Nana had succeeded in
raising her standard of positional play. But at
that time this deficiency was still felt. Hence
— frequent mistakes in the evaluation of a
position, and bad positional errors.

‘N3’ - irrational expenditure of time, and
time-trouble. Earlier Alexandria had been an
inveterate time-trouble sufferer. After spe-
cial training, her time-troubles became less
severe, but they had not been completely
cured.

‘N4’ - excessive emotionality at the board.
Alexandria is a person of moods, and during
a game she copes badly with her emotions.
Itis hard for her to change things when they
are going badly. Mistakes often follow one
after another, and as a result an excellent
position may quickly be transformed into a
hopeless one.

‘N5’ - lack of sense of danger.

As you see, Alexandria’s list of deficiencies
turned out to be longer than that of her
opponent. This is not surprising — | wanted
to clearly demonstrate to Nana all her weak
points, and to induce her to work seriously
on eliminating them.

| annotated all the games of the match, in
the process recording how the traits of both
players singled out by me showed up in the
play. Where | saw the manifestation of some
trait, | placed the appropriate code. The
picture proved rather interesting, and on
Nana at least it made a great impression.
Now, from this point of view, we will analyse
two of the games, chosen almost at random.

AR

Akhmylovskaya — Alexandria
6th match game, Kislovodsk 1980
Slav Defence

1d4 d5
2c4 cb
3 DE3 a6
4 Hc3 e6
5 ¥b3

At this point the match score was level: 22—
2%. We managed to guess that Akhmy-
lovskaya would choose precisely 5 Wb3.
She is a positional player, critical openings,
in which a sharp battle develops (the Meran
Variation or the Botvinnik Variation), are not
to her taste (L2), and this meant it was
probable that she would choose a quiet plan
of development.

In reply Black has quite a good plan in the
spirit of the Meran Variation: 5...dxc4 6 Wxc4
b5, then ...23d7, ...&b7 and at some point
...6—c5, perhaps after the completion of
development — ...&e7 and ...0-0. But during
our preparations | found in Informator Vol-
ume 27 the recent game F.Portisch—Noguei-
ras (Kecskemet 1979). It went 5...dxc4 6
Wxc4 b6. Black wants to answer 7 e4 with
7...£a6 and, by exchanging on f1, to prevent
the opponent from castling kingside.

There followed 7 g3 2e7 8 £g2 0-0 9 0-0
b5! 10 Wb3 (10 Wd3:is better) 10..cb4, After
the retreat of the knight Black plays 11...£.a6,
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attacking e2, then ...2b5 and, perhaps,
...a7—ab—a4 with a very active position.

The plan of Jesus Nogueiras appealed to
me. But the idea occurred to me that it could
be carried out more accurately, by playing
...b7-b5 in one move. Let us play 5...2e7
(generally speaking, this is the main theoreti-
cal move). If 6 g3, then 6...dxc4 7 Wxc4 0-0
8 £g2 b5 and Black has saved a whole
tempo. 6 £g5 is probably stronger. We didn’t
want to continue following the book with
6..0-0 7 e3 — it leads to a rather passive
position that is not in Alexandria’s style. But
one can play like Nogueiras.

5... Le7
6 295 dxc4
7 Wxc4 b6

In the event of 8 g3 it transpires that,
compared with the F.Portisch—Nogueiras
game, Black has played ...£e7, a far more
useful move than White’s £g5. Generally
speaking, the fianchetto in conjunction with
the bishop at g5 looks somehow ridiculous.
And since this is so, White is practically
forced to play 8 e4, when Black carries out
the idea of exchanging on f1.

It is another question just how good it is.
Later Yusupov and | analysed this variation
and came to the conclusion that White
nevertheless gains the better chances.

8 ed £La6
9 Wh3 L xf1
10 Exf1

10 &xf1 followed by g2—g3 and &g2 was a
good alternative.

10... 0-0

11 0-0-0 Hbd7
White has harmoniously developed her
pieces and she controls more space. Her
position is probably preferable. But, in view
of the castling on opposite sides, a sharpen-
ing of the play can be expected. It was for
just such a turn of events — favourable for
herself and uncomfortable for the opponent
— that Alexandria had aimed. Therefore we
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were quite satisfied with the result of the
opening. Here, if you like, is a typical
example of taking into account the virtues
and deficiencies of an opponent when
choosing an opening variation. In the end
our reckoningwas justified, although we had
to experience many anxious moments.

Despite the fact that the resulting position
had been reached in our home preparations,
Alexandria spent 35 minutes on the preced-
ing moves that had been planned in ad-
vance. Not such a small amount — this time
could have been missed later. As you see,
from the very start of the game deficiency
N3 displayed itself — irrational expenditure
of time.

12 De5

The prophylactic 12 &b1 was preferable.
12... Hxe5
13 £ xf6!

At home, superficially checking the varia-
tions, we had satisfied ourselves that after 13
dxe5 &d7 Black is excellently placed.
Akhmylovskaya evaluated the position cor-
rectly (L1) and played more strongly.

13... ad7

A natural reply, after which White retains
somewhat the better chances thanks to her
spatial advantage: cet'sOthink owbatelse
Black could have done.
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Of course, 13...2xf6? 14 dxe5 £g5+ 15f4is
bad. If 13..23d3+ 14 Hxd3 L&xf6, then
roughly the same position is reached as in
the game, expect that instead of a knight
Black is left with a bishop. It is doubtful
whether this factor is to her advantage. After
defending the d4-pawn, White will then
continue f2—f4, e4—-e5 and De4 with the
better chances.

Without extreme necessity, we are not
accustomed to sharply changing the pattern
of play, and therefore certain moves some-
times simply fall out of our field of view. The
idea 13...gxf6!? did not occur to anyone. It
looks strange, but let’s nevertheless check
what happens after 14 dxe5 Wc7.

15 exf6 xf6 16 f4 suggests itself, intending
e4-e5 and Ded. It is not clear what Black
has achieved, and why the kingside has
been weakened. Yes, this is so, but we have
nottaken into consideration an intermediate
check, which changes the evaluation of the
position: 15...Wf4+! 16 &b1 &xf6. Look —
Black has a strong bishop at f6, and the
queen at f4 is also playing on White's
nerves: either it wants to take on h2, oron e4
(after the exchange on c3). But most
probably Black will simply play in the centre
with ... Ead8. | would prefer her position.

White in turn can try to improve on the
variation with 16 Ed2 (instead of 16 &b1)
16...4x6 17 g3 W3 (otherwise 18 f4) 18
&\d5 (after 16 b1 this move would not have
been possible) 18.. . Wxb3 19 &xf6+ g7 20
Dh5+ 2h6 21 axb3 with the better end-
game. But in this case Black has another
intermediate move in reserve: 16...Efd8! 17
Hid1 (17 ©d5 Hxd5!? 18 exd5 Lb4)
17..Wxf6 (f2—f4 is no longer possible) or
even 17..Hxd2!? 18 Exd2 Ed8.

In playing 13...gxf6, Black must also reckon
(after 14 dxe5 Wc7) with the positional pawn
sacrifice 15 f4 fxe5 16 f5!. But here too she
has sufficient counter-chances. For exam-
ple, she can play 16...exf5. If 17 Exf5, then
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17...%h8 or 17..&g7 followed by 18...f6.
White’s knight and queen are too distant
from the kingside, to that she is unable to
quickly create an attack there, and Black will
immediately begin play inthe centre: ...Ead8.
She is, after all, a pawn up.

If instead 17 exf5, then 17..Efd8 18 &He4d
8d5!. Again White does not obtain a
positional bind — in return for the fine knight
at e4 Black has not only an extra pawn, but
also strong points in the centre.

The conclusion: 13...gxf6! was an excellent
move, which would have ensured good
counterplay. (This was why White should
have preferred 12 &b1, retaining Des as a
threat). But should Nana be reproached? |
am sure that such a decision would have
been beyond the powers of many male
grandmasters.

14 Lxe7
15 14

Wxe7

Let’s think about what Black should do.

It seems to me that there are two possible
plans. The first is the attempt to gain some
squares in the centre for her pieces, by
playing ...f7—f5. This move is probably best
prepared, by first moving the king off the a2—
g8 diagonal: 15...%h8.

The other course-is play:on the queenside:
...b6—b5 and ...2\bs6, followed by ... c4 or
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...a7—ab5—-a4. In the event of e4—e5 the black
knight will be able to occupy the d5-square.

| don’t know which of these plans is
stronger, but one of them should have been
chosen. Alas, Nana played routinely and not
very successfully (N2).

15... Eadg?!

What for? If Black wants to attack on the
queenside, the rook will be needed there.
And if she wants to play ...f7—5, it may be
necessary to defend the e6-pawn with a
rook.

16 e5

Akhmylovskaya acts logically and consist-
ently. She wants to play ?e4 and occupy the
strong d6-square with her knight. In addi-
tion, Black has to reckon with the threat of

an attack on the kingside by f4—f5. Therefore

her reply is practically forced.
16... 5

What should White play? You have not
forgotten that the players have castled on
opposite sides? Then 17 g4! should be the
first move that comes into your head. If
17...fxg4 18 f5 — the e6-pawn is attacked
and the knight gains the ed-square. The
reply 17...g6 may not even be considered —
it is clear that the inclusion of the moves 17
g4 g6 is advantageous to White.

Both players overlooked 17 g4!. Alexandria
— because of her lack of sense of danger
(N5). Akhmylovskaya — since she is a purely
positional player, and sharp attacking moves
are not her style (L2).

17 a4

This looks rather risky, since it weakens the
flank where the white king is placed.
Nevertheless, if one forgets about the
possibility 17 g4!, Akhmylovskaya’s deci-
sion is positional justified. She inhibits the
development of Black’s initiative on the
queenside by ...b6-b5 and ...2b6.

17... &h8
18 &b
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What would you now play as Black?

One of the sensible plans is 18...a6,
preparing 19...b5.

Another possible line of play is 18...22b8,
intending to take the knight via a6 to the
weakened b4-square. If the knight is pre-
vented from going to b4, it will head via c7 to
ds. After 18...20b8 19 Wc4 it is possible, by
defending the e6-pawn, to prepare ... Wb7,
but Black can also remember her first plan
and play 19...a6 followed by 20...b5 with gain
of tempo.
18... Eb8?

But this move is bad. The knight is stuck on
the poor square d7. Again, strategically
Alexandria is not up to the mark (N2).

19 Zc1 ab

After the immediate 19...b5 Black obviously
did not like the reply 20 a5.

Akhmylovskaya has outplayed her oppo-
nent, which is not surprising — we have
already mentioned her superiority over
Alexandria in positional play. But now
Akhmylovskaya begins to have difficulties.
Her advantage needs to be exploited in the
most accurate way, and usually she does
not manage this (L3). Now White should
have played 20 ©H\d1!. The knight heads via
¢4 to the d6-square. In passing, and this is
very important, Whitesattacks/the. c6-pawn,
diverting the opponent from playing ...b6—
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b5. After 20...Efc8 21 De3 she is threatening
22 4, and 21...b5 is hardly possible in
view of 22 axb5, when the rook at c8 is
hanging. 20...c5 is also bad on account of 21
ds.
20 Ec2?
21 Hd1

Now this is no longer so strong — Black has a
convenient way of defending her c6-pawn.

Bb7

21... b8
22 el b5
23 axb5

There was the interesting move 23 Ec5!7?.
Exploiting the fact thatitis hard for the knight
to tear itself away from the defence of the c6-
pawn, White attacks b5 and cuts off the black
queen’s path to b4.

23... Exb5
Although Black has acquired some weak
pawns on the queenside, her pieces are
gradually coming into play and the position
is becoming sharper.

24 Wc3

25 Zd1
25 \c4 was stronger.

Wa7

What does White want? Probably, to play
her knight to d6. The rook at b5 will have to
retreat somewhere, but all the same it will
remain on an open file, whereas the second
black rook will be passive. Therefore
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25...2d8! 26 A c4 BEdd5 suggests itself. Now
27 ©d6 is no longer so dangerous — the
king’s rook has forced its way into the
centre, where it attacks the d4-pawn and
supports the undermining move ...c6—5.
Unfortunately, Alexandria missed this op-
portunity (N2).

25... a4?!
26 Hca Hab
27 Hd6

If 27 ©a5?! there follows 27...c5. Akhmy-
lovskaya is usually not attracted by flank
diversions, but plays towards the centre.

27... Eb6
This is probably correct. In the event of the
sharper 27...Eb3 the following variation was
possible: 28 Wxc6 Db4? (28...a3 29 Wa4)
29 Wc8 Wh8 30 Df7+! &g8 31 Wxeb,
threatening the famous smothered mate
(31...20xc2 32 Hn6+ wh8 33 Wg8+! Exg8
34 §f7 mate).

28 Wa5 hé
Black could have taken her last piece across
to the queenside: 28...Ea8, but she prefers
to play more cunningly. As we have just
seen, Black needs an escape square for her
king, and at the same time she invites her
opponent to take the a4-pawn, after which
lines are opened on the queenside for an
attack.

29 ¥xa4q?!

Akhmylovskaya is greedy. 29 Ed3 followed
by Ea3 was preferable.

29... Ha8
How sharply the situation has changed! For
the pawn Black has a dangerous attack
along the opened a- and b-files (imagine to
yourself a Benko Gambit with the white king
on the queenside). 30... b8 is threatened,
and then the black knight will go to b4...
We see that, as soon as tense calculating
play has begun instead of quiet manoeu-
vring, Alexandria has outplayed Akhmylovs-
kaya. There is nothing-surprising.incthis, in
view of NTand L2.
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30 Ec3 Wb 36... Eb4!
31 D4 Eb5 37 Ha3 Wb6
31...Eb4 also came into consideration. 38 Dcd Wbs
32 Za3 Hc7 39 2a3??
33 Wc2 oHds A serious oversight. After 39 b3 the position

White has successfully included her rook in
the defence, and the position is now rather
unclear. She should have simply defended
her pawn by 34 g3. The preparatory ex-
change of rooks, carried out by Akhmylovs-
kaya, is incorrect.

34 Exa8?

3593
What told here was the 35 minutes spent to
no purpose in the opening by Nana. In time-
trouble (N3) she missed a comparatively
simple way to win. Can you see what she
should have played?

Wxa8

Black would have won by 35...c5! 36 dxcb
b4 37 Wb37?! (37 W3 is more tenacious)
37. We4+. The geometry is attractive: the
attack along the file is strengthened by the
inclusion of the queen along the seemingly
firmly blocked h1-a8 diagonal.

35... Wa6?

36 Ed3
Now 36...40b4 37 Ha3 Hxc2 38 Exab Dxd4
would have led to a roughly equal endgame.
But in a severe time scramble Alexandria
plays for a win.

would have remained unclear.

39... Exb2+!
40 Wxb2 Wxd3+

Black has regained the pawn and now has a
big positional advantage. Alexandria’s supe-
riority in sharp play told in the end.

Here Akhmylovskaya sealed her move. On
the resumption Nana converted her advan-
tage in highly instructive fashion. The end-
ing of the game is quite a good illustration of
an idea examined in the 6th part of the book
in a lecture by grandmaster Grigory Kaidanov.

41 Lat

Now the obvious 41...%¢3 would have led to
the win of the d4-pawn. The best defensive
possibility for White was 42 Wb3! Wxd4 43
&c2. Strangely enough, here even a detailed
analysis did not enable a convincing winning
path to be found (cf. the chapter ‘How hard it
is to win a won position!” from the first book
of my series School of Chess Excellence).

Tearing myself away at some point from the
tiring analysis of variations, | suddenly rea-
lised that all Black's; difficulties with, the
conversion of her obvious advantage stem-
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med from the non-participation of her king.
Was it worth spending tempi on the winning
of the not too important d4-pawn, allowing
White during this time to consolidate?

a1 ... Sh7!!

42 b &g6!
Threatening ...&2g6-h5-g4—h3. If 43 Wbs
there follows 43..Wxd4+ 44 a2 Hba+!
with a decisive attack.

43 Wd2 Wxd2
44 Hxd2 Lh5
45 e

Everything else is equally hopeless. The
main variation of the analysis looked like
this: 45 h3 g5 46 fxg5 hxg5 47 &b2 g4 (47...
f4? 48 gxfa gxf4 49 £Hf3) 48 hxgd+ (48 h4 f4)
48...&xg4 49 2c21? (bad is 49 HHf1 23 with
the threat of 50..%f2 or 50...&e2 51 Ah2
212, while 49 &b3 leads to the main
variation) 49...$xg3 50 &d3 &g2! (but not
50...f47 51 ®ed; 50...2f2 51 £1b3 f4 52 Led
is also inaccurate) 51 &c4 (if 51 £b3 or 51
Le2, then 51...f4 is decisive) 51...&f2! (51...
f4 is less methodical: 52 &c5 3 53 &xc6 12
54 &d6 and 54..4f4? 55 d5! is bad for
Black) 52 &c¢5 (52 &d3 HHf4+ 53 Lca e2)
52..e2 with an easy win, since White is not
able even to sacrifice the knight for the f-
pawn,

4as. .. &ga
46 Hab He7
47 &b2

If 47 £3b7 both 47...g5 and 47...h3 48 &\d8
&:h2 49 Hxe6 Lxg3 50 Hxg7 Lg4 are

possible.
47 ... $h3
48 c3 Lxh2
49 &c4 &xg3
50 &c5 h5
51 &dé

If 51 &xc6 the simplest is 51...5xc6 52
@xc6 h4 53 d5 h3, and the black pawn
queens with check.

51... Hd5
51...h4 would also have won easily.
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52 L xeb h4
53 Hxc6 Axfa+
54 $xf5 h3

White resigned.

Now let us analyse the ninth game, which
proved to be the last in the match. Alexan-
dria was leading her opponent by two points
and had the white pieces. Akhmylovskaya
needed to win two games in a row.

Alexandria - Akhmylovskaya
9th match game, Kislovodsk 1980
Trompowsky Opening

1d4 o6

2495 d5
Even in a situation when a draw is equiva-
lent to defeat, Akhmylovskaya chooses the
quietest system of development. On the one
hand, this is correct — you should play ‘your’
positions, and employ variations that corre-
spond to your own chess tastes and style of
play. On the other hand, one can only regret
that her style is insufficiently universal and
even at such an important moment it does
not allow (on account of L2) the employment
of sharper development plans .

3 &xf6 exf6
4e3 Le6
5 Hd2 c6
6 £d3 f5

7 We3

This move is usually useful in such posi-
tions, but here, | think, White should not
have been in a hurry to play it. 7 £e2 was
sounder, followed by c2—c4 and &c3 (or
&¥f4). And only then, if it was required, Wf3
could be played.

7... g6

8 He2 Nd7
Now if 9 c4 there is the unpleasant reply
9...2b4, and so first Alexandria castles.

9 0-0 £d6
9..%6 and 10...5e4 was stronger. It was
here that the drawbacks:tothe|queen’s early
development would have told.
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10 c4 6
11 &4 0-0
12 cxd5 cxd5?!

| would have preferred to recapture on d5
with a piece, probably the bishop. Akhmylovs-
kaya wants to invade with her knight at e4,
but in itself this square is not so important.
Far more significant is the fact that the light-
square bishop remains shut in by its own
pawns.

Now let us remember White’'s last five
moves: De2, 0-0, c4, Hf4 and cxd5. All of
them, with the exception of the last one, are
obvious, almost self-evident, and they could
have been made even in a blitz game. How
much time should be spent on them?
Probably about ten minutes, slightly less,
slightly more. But how much time had
Alexandria spent, do you think? 30 minutes?
No, go higher — more than an hour! This is,
of course, completely impractical, and it
seriously reduces the chances of success in
the game. Ahead lie problems that are
rather more difficult than those that have
been solved over the past five moves, and
there will almost certainly be insufficient
time for them. What told here was not only
Nana’s ‘time-trouble sickness’ (N3), but also
her excessive emotionality (N4). The atmos-
phere of the decisive game affects her,
forces her to become nervous and to re-
check her decisions, as a result of which the
quality of her play suffers.

13 Hb37?!

(see diagram)

There is nothing for the knight to do at b3.
Unfortunately, Alexandria sometimes places
her pieces badly (N2). 13 We2 was better,
vacating the f3-square for the knight or the
pawn, and if necessary the black knight
could have been driven away from e4,

However, all the same White's position
remains very solid. Black does not stand
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badly, but don’t forget that she needs to win
without fail. Akhmylovskaya begins playing
actively. But sharp play is not her natural
element and therefore each of her next few
moves proves not very successful.

13... g5?!

14 DHh5 Heq?!
14...g4 15 QO xf6+ Wxf6 and then ...f5-f4
was better.

15 We2 ga?!
Why concede the f4-square?
16 &4 Wg5

TN\ per

Let's now consider how White should

proceed further.
| have an unexpected Csuggestion:let’s
check 17 f£xe4 and, say, 17..fxe4 18 g3.
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White has an excellent knight at f4; the
exchange on f4 wil leave Black with a
hopelessly bad bishop. (You will realise that,
if the black pawn had still been at g7, | would
not have suggested this.)

White has some useful moves, for example
&c5, Bc1 and Wb5. But what play does
Black have? Perhaps only ...h7-h5-h4,
preparing an attack along the h-file. But
firstly, this is not too dangerous, since
...hxg3 can always be answered by fxg3,
maintaining a defence alongthe 2nd rank. In
addition, it is clear that White's activity will
develop much more quickly.

| think that after the exchange on e4 any
play for a win by Black would have ended,
without seriously beginning, and her posi-
tion would have become completely un-
promising. Moreover, it is not essential to
hurry with the exchange — the preparatory
17 g3 is in no way inferior.
17 132!

This is also possible, although it is by no
means the safest plan. In principle, when
the opponent has two bishops it is more
correct not to open the position, but, on the
contrary, to block it.

17 ... gxf3
18 Exf3 <h8
19 Eaf1 Bg8

Black has developed some pressure on the
kingside. If your opponent is preparing an
attack, you should seek a way of changing
the course of the play, and transpose into
some static situation that is advantageous to
you. Let's also check 20 £.xe4 here. | realise
that it is a pity to undouble the black pawns,
but on the other hand it is advantageous for
White to simplify the position. Let's say,
20...fxe4 (20...dxe4 is no better) 21 Eg3 We7
(or 21..¥Wh4) 22 Hxg8+ Hxg8 23 &hi.
Although things aren’t so quiet as after 17
fxed, here too Black's attack has little
chance of success. White has a wonderful
knight at f4, which holds her entire position
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together. It only remains for her to manoeu-
vre her knight from b3 to some decent
square, c3 for example (say, after &c5 and
then ad—c3).
Alas, as it transpired after the game, the
exchange on e4 did not even occur to
Alexandria. Routine thinking interfered: Black
has doubled pawns, so why undouble them?
In general, in this phase of the game Nana'’s
inadequate positional arsenal clearly tells
(N2).

20 &h1? We7!
An excellent prophylactic move. Now in the
event of £xe4 White will be unable to also
exchange rooks by HEg3. But all the same
White’s position remains solid; nothing
terrible has yet occurred. Obviously it is time
that her badly placed knight at b3 was
moved somewhere.

21 Het Hg4

22 &c2?

It is tempting to place the knight at d3, but
Black has a strong reply which was under-
estimated by Alexandria. What told was her
poor sense of danger (N5). 22 Wd1 and 23
fce2 was sounder. From e2 the knight
would have supported its colleague atf4 and
controlled the g3-square, and in some cases
it could have gone to c3.

22... Bag8
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23 Hd3 &d7!

An excellent move — the bishop unexpect-
edly threatens to come into play via b5. If 24
a4, then 24...b5!.

Alexandria decided against taking on d5
on account of a wild variation which does
credit to her imagination (NT). (I suspect,
however, that it did not even occur to
Akhmylovskaya.) 24 §xd5 Wh4 (threaten-
ing ...2 g3+) 25 Eh3 £c6! 26 Exh4 Exh4.
For the queen Black has only a rook, but all
her pieces are participating in the attack,
and it is difficult for White to parry the
numerous threats.

After finding such a spectacular idea for her
opponent, with the move made Nana over-
looked another, simpler one. However, the
position has become much sharper and it is
not easy to give White good advice.

24 N2 Exf4!
25 HExf4 Lxf4

Question: with what should White take on
e4?

During the last few moves the situation has
changed abruptly, and has become un-
pleasant for White, although as yet by no
means hopeless. Here it is very important to
maintain your composure, and calmly tackle
the resulting problems. But, as | have
already mentioned, Alexandria is exces-
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sively emotional, and a change in the
character of the play strongly influences her
mood. She is not able to stop, take herself in
hand and calmly calculate variations, and so
she usually commits one mistake after
another (N4).

We are faced with a problem, the solving of
which demands a combination of accurate
calculation and correct positional evalua-
tion. | think that &xe4 is correct. After
26...&xe3 there is 27 &\c5 or 27 &6, if there
is nothing better, so that only the reply
26...£xh2 needs to be feared. But then 27
&xh2 fxe4 28 Whs, attacking the f7- and d5-
pawns, or 27...Wh4+ 28 &g1 fxe4 29 Zxf7.
In both cases White retains counterplay.

The capture on e4 with the bishop is much
weaker.

26 2xeq? £b8?

As soon as things come to specific calcula-
tion, Akhmylovskaya makes a mistake (L2,
L3). In reply to 26 & xe4 she had probably
planned to retreat her bishop, trying to
exploit the ‘advantage of the two bishops’,
and now she does not want to deviate from
her plan. However, the capture on e4 with
either pawn would have secured her a big
advantage:

a) 26...fxe4 27 exf4 e3! (a blockade of the
pawns on the dark squares must not be
allowed). The bishop immediately acquires
excellent prospects, for example, ...£g4,
...&f5-e4 or ..a7-a6 and ...&b5 The
passed pawn is also very dangerous.

b) 26...dxe4 27 exf4 Wb4!. Now ...2b5 is
threatened, the d4-pawn is attacked, de-
fending it is rather inconvenient, and the
white knight is badly placed.

I don’t know which of these captures is the

stronger, but in any event both are better

than the move made by Akhmylovskaya.
27 213 Wha?

Another mistakeC+ (LenaCsimply) overlooks
her opponent’s only reply. 27...Ee8 should
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have been played, setting White the problem
of defending the e3-pawn.

28 Hh3 He8
29 Wd2 We7
30 £xd5?

Now the white knight is stuck for some time
at h3. Of course, 30 &4 Wxe3 31 Wxe3
Hxe3 32 £xd5 was stronger, with somewhat
the better endgame for White. Again Alexan-
dria displays her inadequate positional
understanding (N2) together with her ten-
dency to make several mistakes in a row
(N4).

Nana rejected 30 £f4 because of the reply
30...2c6, after which it is not possible to
capture on d5. Atrivial reason! The simplest
was to play as solidly as possible: 31 g3!
Wxe3 32 Wxe3 Exe3 and now either 33
2xd5, or the cool-headed 33 &g2. There is
no need to hurry with the regaining of the
pawn — everything is safely blockaded, the
mobility of the bishops is restricted and
White is at any rate no worse.

30... Wxe3

31 Wxe3 Exe3
Threatening 32...Ee2.

32 413

Black’s position is preferable — she has the
two bishops and for the moment the white
knight is out of play. If only the kingside
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pawns weren't broken...

White will obviously want to bring her king to
the centre. Before this happens, some kind
of activity must be undertaken. | suggest
32..a5!? with the idea of ..Ra7. It is
advantageous for Black to lure the pawn to
d5 and to post her bishop in the centre at d4.
32... b6?!
What for? After all, White will not want to
take on b7, since she has only just played
£13. Now it will not be easy to attack the d4-
pawn. Again the habit of making moves ‘on
general grounds’ prevented Lena from ex-
ploiting the advantages of her position (L3).
33 &g1 &g7
Had Alexandria now played 34 &f2, she
would have obtained an excellent position. It
would only remain for her to play g2--g3 and
place her knight on f4. However, Nana was
already in time-trouble (N3) and in such
cases logic and calculation tend to be
replaced by emotions and feelings — which
are frequently erroneous. Alexandria saw
that in the event of 34 &f2 2d3 she would
simultaneously have two pawns en prise,
but the fact that after 35 Ed1 Exd1 36 £xd1
it is not possible to capture on h2 was
something she did not have time to realise.
34 Ed1?! He8
35 g3?
Why is this move planned by White incor-
rect? She should have asked herself what
Black wanted, why she retreated her rook.
Only to avoid the tempo-gaining &f2, or with
some other idea? Of course, it is heading for
c8. It should not have been allowed onto the
open c-file, and so 35 Ec1 should have been

played.
35... Hcs
36 Ed2 £d6
37 a3 Se7
38 D4 £g5

| have to admit that | don’t understand the
point of the bishop manoeuvre to g5.

39 &f2 &f8



Here the game was adjourned. White has a
solid but nevertheless rather passive posi-
tion. Despite her broken pawns on the
kingside, Black retains the initiative thanks
to her two bishops and control of the open c-
file.

What is White’'s best play? Her bishop is
now firing into space, and it would be not a
bad thing to switch it to b3, covering the light
squares on the queenside and preparing the
exchange of rooks on c2. After £d1! the
game would have soon ended in a draw.
Unfortunately, Alexandria sealed a less
accurate move (N2, N5).

41 2d5? Lad!

The bishop can no longer go to b3, and
Black wants to activate her pieces by ...Ec1
and ...&c2—e4.

42 b3

In analysis we decided that this move was
necessary. But now Black acquires the
excellent square c3 for the invasion of her
rook.

42 ... fe8
We mainly reckoned on 42...£d7 43 a4
L£xf4 44 gxfa4 Hc3. Here White'’s defence is
not so easy as it may appear at first sight.
The best is probably 45 &e2! 2c8!?
(45..Eh346 Hc2;45..b546 axb5 £xb5+ 47
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.9.04) 46 £c4 Bh3 47 d5 Exh4 48 &e3 £47!
49 £e2!, but not 49 d6? Eh6! and not 49
&d4? He7!.

43 a4 £q7

44 He2 Zc7
An excellent prophylactic move. Akhmylovs-
kaya takes away the important c4-square
from the enemy bishop. Now 45 £c4 is bad
in view of 45...2xa4 (with the rook at c8 the
capture on a4 would not have been possible
on account of the intermediate move £a6).
Black wants, after placing her king on d6, to
drive the white bishop from the centre and
then play her own bishop to e6.

45 Ed3 Bc2?
Akhmylovskaya wrongly deviates from her
plan. 45..%e7! would have retained an
advantage for Black, whereas the invasion of
the rook is easily parried.

46 el
Having defended the d4-pawn, White wants
to offer the exchange of rooks by 47 Ec3.
The minor piece endgame is drawn, and if
Black avoids the exchange the invasion of
the white rook at ¢8 or ¢7 is unpleasant.

46 ... Lh6+
47 13

Again threatening Ec3.
47.. Lg7

Now White could have returned with her
king to e3, but the exchange of rooks also
works immediately.

48 Zc3

49 Hxc3
If 49...&xd4 there follows 50 &b5 with a
draw. The position has become completely
equal, and Black no longer has any win-
ning chances.

Exc3

49 ... £d7
50 He2 Leb
51 &c4 de7
52 el &d6
53 o4 £h6
54 &f3 2g7
55 el £h6
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56 &f3
Draw agreed.

As you see, the game turned out to be rather
difficult and dreary, with numerous mis-
takes. What can be done — such far from
exemplary games occur with each one of us,
and far more often than we would like. | think

%29

you will agree that the mistakes made by
both contestants were not accidental, but
were the consequence of their inherent
chess and psychological deficiencies. |
hope that this discussion will induce you to
look at yourself and your play, think about
what is hindering you, and about what
deficiencies you urgently need to eradicate.

Exercises

As a piece of homework | am offering you
three exercises. They are taken from the
games of one and the same famous
grandmaster. After you have found the
solutions, think about what may be the
vulnerable point of this grandmaster, if in all
three he cases he did not choose the
strongest continuation.

1. Black to move

3. White to move
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Solutions

1. Smyslov-Botvinnik (world champion-
ship match, Moscow 1958, 7th game).

At this point Mikhail Botvinnik accepted his
opponent’s offer of a draw. However, he
could have gained an advantage by sacrific-
ing the exchange.

16... Bxf3!
17 gx{f3 Wc6
18 Wd1 &d5
19 Zh3

19 Ec1 Web 20 b3 Ef8.
19.. Web

With a double attack on h3 and a2.

Why didn’t Botvinnik play this? Here is his
own explanation: ‘During the game | consid-
ered the exchange sacrifice only after the
preparatory exchange of queens on b3,
overlooking after 16..Exf3 17 Wxc4 the
intermediate move 17.. Exe3+".

2. Botvinnik—-Smyslov (world champion-
ship match, Moscow 1958, 18th game)

The game went 23 £h3? He5 24 Hxes
fxe5 25 4? (25 Le6+ &h8 26 f3! is equal)
25...82.¢6 26 Wg57?!, and here Vasily Smyslov
played 26...Ede8?, missing a forced win by
26..8d2! 27 Se6+ Bf7! 28 Lxf7+ &xf7.

But earlier a win was missed by White.
23 Hd4N Hxd4

23..cxd4 24 2£d5+! Exd5 25 Ee8! or
24..h8 25 Ee7.

24 Ze7!

Botvinnik made a mistake not only in the
game, but also in his analysis. He gave 24
£d5+! (Botvinnik’s exclamation mark) 24...
Zxds5 25 He7, but in this case Black saves
himself by 25..0e2+ 26 &f1 (not 26
B7xe2? Ed1! or 26 E1xe2? Bd1+ 27 &g2
£.c6+ 28 f3 £xf3+) 26.. Hf7 27 Exf7 Lxf7
28 Wxh7+ &f8 (found when solving home-

work by students at the Dvoretsky—Yusupov
school).

24... &7

25 £d5!
25 Bxf7 He2+ 26 Exe2 Ed1+ 27 &1 Hxf1+
28 xf1 Wd1+ 29 Hel £b5+ 30 g2 Wd5+
31 & g1 W7 32 Wf4 also wins, but 25 £d5!
is simpler and more convincing.

25... N3+
26 Zhi Wxf2
27 &xf7+ LHLh8
28 He8+!

3. Botvinnik—-Suttles (Belgrade 1969).

The tempting 25 f5? is incorrect in view of
25...Exed4!. The game went 25 Ef3?! Ec4 26
Zd3, and now instead of 26...8b4?! 27 b3
Wxd2 28 Exd2 EZc7 29 Ede2 Black could
have equalised by 26...&15! 27 Axf5+ gxf5
28 Eb3 Wc7.

An unexpected combination was found by
grandmaster Georgy Tringov.

25 b3 £xf1
26 Wb2 18
27 Heb+ Hxeb6
28 dxeb

(As was pointed out many years later by
X Fernandes, White's combination was nev-
ertheless insufficient for a win. In the
variation suggested by Botvinnik 25...Exe4!
26 Hxed &xf1 27 Heb+ g8 28 Wh2 Hes
29 Hxe5 dxe5 30 Wxe5 Ec7? 31 Wxc7 it is
not essential to give up the rook — after
30...2f7! White has only a perpetual check.)
In his comments on these three examples,
Botvinnik himself gave the diagnosis: ‘what
told was my old ‘iliness” — weakness of
combinative vision.” It is best treated by
doing exercises on the solving of studies
and practical positions with_an unusualiand
pretty content.
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Mark Dvoretsky

The Way to the Top

(from an interview after Sergey Dolmatov’s victory
in the 1978 World Junior Championship)

n chess, as in any type of sport, the

guarantee of a competitor’s future suc-
cesses is a clearly organised training proc-
ess. There are many playing skills, such as
the ability to calculate variations deeply, to
evaluate a position correctly, to convert an
advantage accurately, and to find the psy-
chologically correct solution. These skills
can and should be developed by special
training. The constant focusing of a player’s
attention on any ‘retarded’ components of
his play and the repeating of special
exercises helps a particular deficiency to be
eliminated or reduced to the minimum.

Of course, skills can also be developed
without systematic study, as a result of
tournament practice alone. However, this
process is uncontrolled and haphazard. As a
result, many strong players have deficien-
cies that are amazing for their class. But we
have been able to achieve success in
developing reliability and stability in play,
precisely by the systematic elimination of
deficiencies.

Valery Chekhov, for example, had a poor
mastery of endgame technique, and in
working with him the main focus had to be
on a study of typical methods of conducting
endings. As a result the standard of his play
improved literally before our eyes.

For a long time Sergey Dolmatov lacked
physical stamina, but constant participation
in sports (running, football, swimming etc.)
combined with hydrotherapy, strengthened

his nervous system. Now he has enough
strength both for five hours’ play, and for the
entire length of a tournament.

There are always many problems, and when
you solve one, others arise. For example,
the improvement in Dolmatov’s technique
led to him starting to avoid positions
involving calculation, and aiming to decide
the outcome of a game by purely technical
means.

This position was reached in one of
Dolmatov’s games (he had Black) after the
following opening moves: 1 e4 ¢5 2 Hf3
fc6 3 d4 cxdd 4 Hxda P16 5 Hc3 e5 6
xc6 bxe6 7 £g5 Eb8 8 2.c4.

Here, faithful to his ‘technical' credo, he
chose 8..h67?!, and although he subse-
quently won, in-lacpost-mortem -hewas
criticised for having rejected 8..Exb2!.
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Indeed, it is not hard to demonstrate that
after 9 &b3 &b4 10 £d2 Was 11 Ha4 (11
Wf3 Ra6!?) 11..Dxe4 in return for the
exchange Black has a very strong attack.

Having observed this tendency in good time,
we took appropriate measures. Our efforts
were aimed at developing in Dolmatov a
taste for sharp, calculating, dynamic play,
which in general is typical of his natural
talent. This work soon told and helped
Sergey to victory in the world championship.
In the course of their work my pupils make
active use of their own games and analyses.
Here is an example. Once, when studying
the positionthatarisesfrom the Chelyabinsk
Variation after 1e4 ¢5 2 3 \c6 3 d4 cxd4
4 Hxd4 516 5 Dc3 e5 6 DNdb5 d6 7a4 h6 8
£c4 a6 9 Ha3 2e6 10 0-0 Ec8, Yusupov
discovered a reply that at first sight seemed
unpleasant — 11 £xe6 fxe6 12 Wd3.

Now if 12...2e7, then 13 Wg3 is strong, and
Black cannot castle on account of 14 £xh6,
while if 13...&f7, then the reply 14 f4! is
unpleasant. After some searching Yusupov
suggested 12..Wd7 followed by ..¥f7,
...2e7 and ...0-0. However, such a slow
plan allows White quite good chances of
developing an initiative by f2—-f4.

Ajoint analysis enabled us after 12...2e7 13
¥Wg3 to find the strong move 13...g5!,
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radically preventing the undermining move
f2—f4. Black achieves a more than comfort-
able game.

While analysing this position, at the same
time we studied the plans for the two sides
when there is such a pawn structure in the
middlegame. The typical advance f2-f4
proves highly effective, for example, in the
variation 1 e4 ¢5 2 513 d6 3 d4 cxd4 4
Dxda 516 5 £c3 a6 6 Le3 e57 D3 h6 8
£c4 Le6 9 &xeb fxe6 10 Hh4.

After 10..&f7 White replies 11 {4}, and if
11...exf4, then 12 e5! with a strong attack,
and otherwise 12 f5 is unpleasant.

The plan with ...g7—g5 in similar positions
also occurred earlier, for example in the
game Drimer—Bronstein (Budapest 1961).
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With 16 ©h4 White initiated action on the
kingside, but after 16...&f7 17 Eg3 d4 18
¥d1 g5! he was obliged to return with his
knight: 19 &3 &Hxf3+ 20 Wxf3 b5 21 a3
Web etc.

Thus opening analyses are closely interwo-
ven with the study of typical positions,
sometimes not directly linked with the
variation in question. In other cases too,
when in any details we discover something
general, we try to focus attention on this
general aspect.

A trainer is, of course, also obliged to think
abouthow to reveal the strongest aspects of
his pupils’ chess talent. The quality of his
work is characterised, in particular, by the
diversity of his pupils’ styles of play. A
convincing example is provided by Viktor
Kart, who has produced such diverse
players as Alexander Belyavsky, Oleg
Romanishin, Adrian Mikhalchishin and Marta
Litinskaya. Each of my pupils also has their
own distinctive style, which does notdepend
on my tastes. Thus Yusupov is especially
strong in a complicated strategic struggle,
which for me was always a stumbling-block.
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Generally speaking, the role of the trainer in
modern big-time sporthas increased greatly.
This also applies to chess. A top-class
player has to be excellently prepared psy-
chologically, physically and in the purely
chess sense, and achieving this without the
help of an experienced mentor is far from
easy.

Correct psychological orientation is impor-
tant. Anton Makarenko (a prominent Soviet
pedagogue and writer in the 1920s and
1930s — translator) advised teachers to help
their pupils arrange for themselves a defi-
nite system of goals: immediate, distant
(major) and middle (intermediate).

In our work the main aim was to become a
genuine, top-class chess player. The imme-
diate aims were the solving of current
improvement objectives and successful play
in regular events. And the implementation of
a preparation program for the junior champi-
onships of the world and of Europe, aimed at
112-2 years from the start of our joint work,
was that intermediate goal, successfully
linking the current and future objectives into
a united whole...
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Mark Dvoretsky

American Observations

n analysis of playing style, virtues and

deficiencies is usually applied to a
specific player. One has to be very cautious
about talking simultaneously in this way
about many people: after all, we are all
different, and each has his attachments, his
principles, his destiny. This is why | always
related with suspicion to discussions about
the Soviet Chess School - too much in such
discussions was ideology that was advanta-
geous to the authorities, and there was too
little real, chess content. Of course, if you
desire you can declare Tigran Petrosian and
Mikhail Tal as being followers of the same
chess school, but is there any point in this
and by whom is it needed?

Even so, it can happen that in the play of a
whole group of players, to a greater or lesser
extent, one can observe some general
features. This sometimes happens with the
pupils of one and the same trainer — when
the mentor’s personality has too strong an
influence on his pupils. There can also be
other causes.

In the summer of 1991 | gave lessons to
some young American players. To my
surprise | observed that many of them, when
playing important games or meeting more
eminent opponents, did not want to play
actively and thought only about a draw.
Clearly, the result would often turn out
directly the opposite — ultra-cautious, pas-
sive play usually leads to a worsening of the
position.

Here are a few examples that stuck in my
memory.

Michael Granne—Dvoretsky
Blitz Game 1991

1e49g62d4 297 34%c3¢c64f4d65 N3
£g46 2e3 Whe 7 Wd2 Hd7?
| forgot to exchange first on f3 and Black’s
entire set-up is immediately made sense-
less.
8 2e2Wa59 0-0 b5

Black does not develop his knight at {6,
fearing e4—e5. But with the white king
having castled short, the pawn attack on the
queenside is also unpromising. 10 h3 would
have been the simplest way for my oppo-
nent to emphasise his enormous lead in
development. Instead of this Michael carried
out a completely absurd exchanging opera-
tion.

10 HHg5?! £xe2 11 Hxe2? Wxd2 (thank
you!) 12 £xd2 h6 13 D3 Hgf6 (now the
knight can be developed) 14 e5 Hd5

Black has an acceptable position, and
subsequently he won the ending.

‘Why did you exchange’'the!queens?’ |
asked my opponent.
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1 didn’t know what to play.’

‘Anything you like, only with the queens on!
After all, White has excellent attacking
chances.’

Generally speaking, Michael is a player with
a fighting, active style, but what probably
operated here was a very common (and
fundamentally incorrect) reflex — the aim to
play quietly and as ‘safely’ as possible
against a strong opponent. In fact, such an
approach merely plays into the opponent’s
hands and usually makes things easier for
him.

Dvoretsky — Chris Talbert
Simultaneous Display 1991

1e4 26 2 Hc3 d5 3 e5 d4 4 exf6 dxc3 5
fxg7 cxd2+ 6 Wxd2 Wxd2+ 7 £.xd2 £xg7 8
0-0-0 £15 (8...5)c6) 9 He2

The only sensible plan for White is the
exchange of the strong bishop at g7 (which
is why he develops his knight at e2),
followed by an attempt to exploit the
opponent’s rather loose pawn structure. A
little earlier | gave a few lessons to Josh
Waitzkin, then one of the leading American
juniors. He showed me a game of his in
which he had played this variation with
White, but developed his knight at f3 and
soon ended up in an inferior position. |
explained the above strategic idea to him
and soon he successfully employed it in a
strong ‘World Open’ tournament. Typical
plans, ideas and procedures are often far
more important than specific opening varia-
tions, and in addition they do not overload
the memory.

9..2c6 10 £¢3 £h6+1?

In the game Shaw-Ljubojevic (Buenos Aires
Olympiad 1978) Black maintained the bal-
ance after 10..Eg8 11 £xg7 Exg7 12 Hg3
£d7, but the bishop check also looks
sensible.

11 &b1 Eg8
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Here, to my surprise, my opponent offered a
draw! What for? Was it really in order to then
boastto his friends that he had notlostto an
international master? Is there any great
merit in such a draw in 11 moves, and for the
sake of this is it worth sitting down to play?
And yet peace offers in unresolved positions
were also made by other participants in this
display.

12 5g3 296 13 £b5 a6?! 14 £xc6+ bxc6
15 Ehe1 Ed8 16 £e5 Ed7 17 b3

Black’'s two bishops compensate to some
extent for his pawn weaknesses. After
17...f6! followed by ...e7-e5 there would
have been a complicated struggle in pros-
pect. But Chris was let down by his
excessive caution, stemming from his de-
sire to make a draw.

17...£.97?7? (a serious positional mistake)
18 £xg7 Exg7 19 Exd7 &xd7 20 Ee5!

Now Black no longer has the bishop pair, the
white rook has taken control of the entire
fifth rank, and it is intending to attack the
weak ab6-pawn. Black subsequently de-
fended very passively and | converted my
positional advantage without difficulty.

Caution at the board is often the conse-
quence of character traits such as timidity
and lack of confidence-injone’s,own-powers.
But it was evident to me that such an
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explanation did not fit either Michael or Chris
— both were sturdy, energetic, outgoing lads.
So what was the reason?

I was invited to the closing ceremony of the
American under-16 championship and shown
several games that had been put forward for
the best game prize. Alas, there too | saw
the same picture.

Mark Berman - Stanislav Garber
1991

1d445)62c49g63 %c3 297 4e4d6 5 13
0-0 6 2e3 &5\c6 7 Nge2 a6 8 Eb11?

A rare, but perfectly possible move. If
8...Eb8 there follows 9 b4 b5 10 cxb5 axb5
11 d5 Deb5 12 £)d4 with advantage to White.
But the plan chosen in the game would
appear to be only a little better. Evidently
here more subtle methods of play for Black
must be sought.

8..e5 9 d5 Ne7 (here the knight is badly
placed, but what can be done if it cannot go
to the usual d4-square?) 10 b4

10 Wd2 is more accurate, not allowing
10...5h5?7 11 g4 with advantage to White:
Damjanovic—Bobotsov (Zagreb 1964).

10...20h5 11 g4

11..501622
Incredible! How could Black not play his
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knight to f4? Often in such cases he is even
prepared to sacrifice a pawn, whereas here
he retains material equality. Berman, play-
ing White, judged the position after 11...5)f4
12 xf4 exf4 13 £.d4 £xd4 14 Wxd4 to be in
his favour. In fact Black achieves a good
game with 14...g5! followed by ...5e7-g6-
e5 (15 h4? gxh4 16 Hxh4 &f51).

After the passive knight retreat Garber’s
position is altogether hopeless — he stands
worse on both flanks.

12 Hel (12 g3 12..5d7 13 g5!1? 15 14
&d2?

White had several useful moves available:
b3, Wd2 and h4, which he should have
made in one order or another. Instead,
without having completed his development,
he determines the position of his king, which
allows the opponent to create counterplay.

Now the opening of the centre by 14...c6
suggests itself. Probably even stronger is
14...a5!? 15 a3 (after 15 b5 White’s queenside
pawns are immobilised) 15...axb4 16 axb4
¢6 — the a-file may prove useful to Black.

14..%h8? 15 h4 E17? 16 Le2 4187

Garber failed to exploit his chance opportu-
nity. The series of passive moves has
allowed his opponent to completely seize
the initiative and subsequently he success-
fully broke through on the queenside.

Alex Sidelnikov — Josh Waitzkin
1991
(The player with Black was the future winner
of the championship, and the player with
White finished second).

1 3 96 2 g3 g6 3 292 £g7 4 0-0 0-0
5 ¢3 d6 6 d4 Hbd7 7 Hel e5 8 ed He8?!
9 5bd2 £ h6

An interesting idea, based on what is in
principle a sound positional idea. Black
hopes, after exchanging bishops, to leave
his opponent with)as passive light-square
bishop. White should probably have avoided
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the exchange with 10 b3!? followed by £b2
or £a3.

10 dxe5 dxe5 11 Hcd Lxc1 12 Wxcl We7?
13 ¥d2 c6 14 Ead1 16

White’s position is preferable, although it is
probable that he has nothing real — he has
played too timidly. Natural moves are 15 h4,
15 &h3 or 15 We3.

15 £d6?

The knight at c4 is clearly stronger than the
one at e8 — so why does White himself offer
such an exchange? Besides, the disappear-
ance of the queens is to Black’s advantage —
his king gains the opportunity to move into
the centre.

15...0xd6 16 Wxd6 Wxd6 17 Exd6 b6
18 Hd2 217 19 b3?

Black has a clear program of action: ...&e7,
...f£e6and ...a7-a5, seizing the initiative on
the queenside. White should have created
his own play by 19 f4! &e7 20 Ed3 (or 20
fxe5 fxe5 21 Ed3), preparing to attack the
e5-pawn by &f3. But for some reason he
submissively goes totally onto the defen-
sive.

AN

19..&e7 20 Ed3 £e6 21 2\b1? a5 22 c4 a4
23 Zed1 £d7 24 Ec37?! axb3 25 axb3 Za1l
26 Edc1 Efa8 27 b4 E8a2 28 Zb3? b5 29
£11 b6 30 &g2 bxcd 31 He3 Eb2 32
Heel Exb4 33 H\d2 Ha2 34 Hb1 Hal 35
&Hd2 Exc1 36 Exc1 &d6 37 £13 &c5 and
White soon resigned.

Waitzkin showed good technique in the
ending — it was even deemed to be the best
game of the tournament. (The lessons
which | gave Josh before the championship
were in fact largely devoted to the technique
of converting an advantage.) But, of course,
Black’s success became possible only as a
consequence of his opponent’s extremely
passive play.

Now | will express my version of events. In
America parents begin closely following the
competitive achievements of their children
fromtheir very first steps in chess. Too much
emphasis, even in junior competitions, is
given to ratings, prizes, isolated successes
in games with strong opponents, and so on.
Such an approach is of course passed on to
the children, and they try to give their
parents joy and boast to the contemporaries
about any current success. For the sake of
momentary successes they became cau-
tious. Alas, the result sometimes turns out
just the opposite and, more important, it
sharply slows the creative growth of the
children.

An improvement process is only effective
when the work is done with a future aim.
This means that trainers should teach young
players to sensibly combine fighting for
successes in competitions and experiment-
ing and taking creative risks. The fostering
of a depressing pragmatism from early
childhood cannot be good.
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PART Il

Artur Yusupov

The Analysis of one’s own Games

hy have | chosen this particular topic?

Possibly | developed quite success-
fully as a chess player for the reason that |
devoted much time to the analysis of my
games. | think that the analysis of one’s
own games is the main means of self-
improvement. | am convinced that, without
a critical understanding of his own play, it is
impossible for a player to develop. Of
course, this does not mean that other forms
of chess work should not be carried out. You
must study the opening, the endgame and
the middlegame, and it is exceptionally
useful to study the games of strong players.
But in general we learn best from our own
examples.

Our own games are closer to us than any
others. We have played them and have tried
to solve the problems that were facing us. In
analysis it is possible to check and clarify
the evaluations by which we were guided
during the play, and determine where they
were incorrect, where we played inaccu-
rately. Sometimes the opponent punishes
us for our mistakes, but often they remain
unnoticed and can be revealed only in
analysis.

What do | think it is important to focus on
when you are analysing your own games?
First of all you should find the turning-
points — decide where mistakes were
made, where the evaluation of the position
changed or an opportunity for sharply
changing the situation on the board was not
exploited. The ability itself to find in analysis

the critical moments of a game is exception-
ally important, since it will help you also to
guess such moments during an actual
game. This is perhaps the most difficult thing
in chess — to sense the critical, turning-point
in a game, when you must seriously con-
sider the position and solve a problem,
when the outcome of the entire struggle may
depend on one move.

| have to say that even among top-class
players there are few who possess this
quality in full. 1 once had a discussion with
Boris Spassky about the play of Robert
Fischer, whom all of us, without exception,
rate very highly. Spassky said that he saw
only one slight weakness in Fischer — he did
not always sense the critical, turning-point in
a game. Of course, this was a relative weak-
ness, only as applied to his general very
high standard of play, but even so, in the
opinion of Spassky, it sometimes hindered
Fischer. One can get rid of such a deficiency
only by a critical study of one’s play.

The second factor, to which you should pay
attention in the analysis of your games, is to
seek the reasons for your own mistakes.
By disclosing the mistakes, you gradually
begin to understand with what they could be
associated, and you see the deficiencies in
your play. Of course, it is simpler when you
are helped by a trainer, when everything is
explained in detail. But there will be an
impetus only if you yourself sense the
causes of the mistakes:and do not want to
put up with them any more. An objective
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realisation of your own weaknesses is a
necessary first step in the serious work of
correcting them.

The third factor. It is very important to seek
new possibilities, which you did not notice
during the game due to being carried away
by other ideas of your own. After analysis
you begin to have a better feeling for the
type of position in question, and you have a
deeper familiarity with its typical strategic
and tactical ideas. Moreover, the conclu-
sions that you yourself have drawn will be
more firmly engraved in your memory than
those obtained from other sources.

And one last thing. When analysing a game
you have played, you should ponder over
the opening stage. Try to improve your
play, especially if you were not altogether
satisfied with the outcome of the opening.
By critically approaching the problems that
you faced in the opening, you can enrich
your knowledge, outline new plans, and
devise important novelties.

I should like to illustrate what has been said
with a game that | played as Black against
Anatoly Karpov in Moscow in the 1983
USSR Championship. Why have | chosen
it? My opponent’s play made a strong
impression on me. Itis not so often that | feel
that | have been outplayed, but in the given
instance | felt this, and the most annoying
thing was that | did not altogether under-
stand how this happened and why. | had to
do a lot of work on this game.

Inthis championship | played badly and later
in my spare time | decided to analyse the
reasons for my failure. The work | did was
not in vain, and | am sure that it assisted my
future victories in the Interzonal Tournament
and the Candidates matches. Generally
speaking, | have noticed that, if after a
failure | have managed to genuinely work on
my games, this has invariably proved highly
beneficial, and later | have experienced a
creative growth. This happened, for exam-
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ple, in 1979, when after a failure in the
Junior World Championship | spent roughly
a month analysing my games, and even
filed a special notebook. And in my very
next tournament — the USSR Championship
First League — | played respectably, and a
way out of the crisis began to emerge. And
later in the same year | achieved my best
result in USSR Championships — a share of
2nd place in the Premier League.

Karpov - Yusupov
50th USSR Championship, Moscow 1983

Ruy Lopez
1ed e5
2 5Hf3 A
3 4b5 a6
4 2a4 N6
50-0 Hxed

The Open Variation of the Ruy Lopez is one
of the mainstays of my repertoire.

6 d4 b5

7 2b3 d5

8 dxe5 Le6
Every player chooses a repertoire that suits
him. | like positions with an element of

blockade. | am happy to fight against the
strong e5-pawn; | blockade it and try
somehow to ‘by-pass’ it Sometimes it is
possible to radically solve the problem of the
centre, by playing ...f7-f6.

9c3 £c5
Here 9...£.e7 is also often played.
10 Hbd2

White, naturally, harasses the knight at e4,
which occupies a strong central position.

10... 0-0

As long as the exchange on e4 is not

dangerous for Black, he ignores the threat.
11 &c2 af5

In this game | decided to defend my knight

on ed. But there is another interesting

continuation — 11...2xf2, which |, play quite

regularly.
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12 5b3

White completes his development and clears
the way for his dark-square bishop.

12... 496

The bishop has to stand on a protected
square, since 13 &xc5 was threatened. If 13
£xed, then Black takes with his pawn,
attacking the knight at f3 — here he is alright.

13 Hfda £xd4
14 cxd4

It so happened that | began playing the
Open Variation as Black precisely on ac-
count of one of Karpov’'s games. Studying
his collection of selected games, | hit upon
the game Karpov—Savon (Moscow 1971),
which was splendidly won by White, and
found an improvement for Black. When you
find an idea of your own in some variation, it
can be tempting to work seriously on this
variation and study it in depth, which is what
| did. Having prepared the Open Variation of
the ‘Spanish’, | began successfully employ-
ing it. A similar pattern of mastering a new
opening system has occurred several times
with me: you study a game between two
strong players, you find an improvement for
one of the sides, after which you begin
analysing seriously and become acquainted
with other games on the same topic... |
never played opening variations without
some idea of my own. Using only other
players’ ideas is not something that | find
interesting.

14 ... ab

This was how Vladimir Savon played in the
afore-mentioned game. The knight at e4 is
insecurely placed, and White can drive it
away by f2—f3. The move 14...a5 temporar-
ily solves this problem: in reply to 15 {3 there
follows 15...a4, forcing the exchange of
knights.

Generally speaking, the present pawn struc-
ture infers an offensive by White’'s pawn
maijority on the kingside, while for Black play
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on the queenside with ...c7—5 is the most
natural. Of course, events may also turn out
quite differently. For White, for example, itis
tempting to create pressure on the half-open
c-file, while Black has the undermining
move ...f7—f6, enabling him to hope for
counterplay on the kingside.

15 &e3 a4
Savon chose 15...40b4 16 £b1 a4 17 Hd2
a3, but after 18 Wc1!l his opening strategy
was refuted. Of course, in his comments
Karpov also considers 15...a4, which, in my
view, is more natural.

16 Hd2
In modern practice 16 %1 also occurs,
leading to very complicated, interesting
play.

16. .. a3
Black consistently works for his knight at e4,
trying to secure a post for it at ¢3. As 17 bxa3
is not possible on account of 17...43¢3, White
is practically forced to exchange knights.

17 Hxed axb2
An important intermediate move.
18 Eb1

18... 4. xeq!
In his commentary Karpov considered only
18...dxe4 19 Exb2 He7, which after 20 Exb5
Hxa2 21 Wb1 Was22:Hchleadstoadifficult
position for Black.
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When | analysed that game, to me it seemed
ilogical to take on e4 with the pawn, leaving
myself with a passive bishop at g6. | began
studying the capture on e4 with the bishop,
which subsequently became the main line of
the given opening variation.
Now White has little choice. After 19 &xe4 |
considered an interesting, although hardly
forced variation with a sacrifice of the
exchange: 19...dxe4 20 Wg4 Hxd4 21 Efd1
c5 22 2h6 g6 23 £xf8 Ixf8. For the
exchange Black has a strong position and
many pawns. It is not good to take on b2 in
view of 24..f3+, while if 24 Wxe4, then
24..Exa2, and the b2-pawn is very unpleas-
ant for White. Apparently, all that remains for
him is to try to play for perpetual check: 25 e6
fxe6 26 We5.

19 Exb2 Wd7
Black indirectly defends the b5-pawn (20
Hxb5 Hxe5).

20 £d3
This move is an invention of Robert Hibner.
Nothing is given by 20 £xed dxe4 21 Exb5
Dixd4 22 Hcs Hfd8 23 £.xd4 Wxd4 24 Wxda
dxd4 25 HExc7 h5 with equality, as in
A.lvanov-Yusupov (USSR Championship
First League, 1979). It was in this game that
| tested in practice my analyses in the Open
Variation.

20... £Lxd3
20..b4 is a mistake on account of 21 £b5,
when if 21...Efb8 White has 22 Exb4.

21 Wxd3 Zfb8
In the event of 21...b4 22 Ec1 White would
have won a tempo compared with that which
happened in the game. 21...5a5 22 Wxb5c6
23 We2 Hc4 is worth studying. Black
sacrifices a pawn, but transfers his knight to
¢4 and gains definite counterplay, for exam-
ple 24 Eb3 h6 25 Efb1 W15,
Now | suggest that you have a think about
the position that was reached in the game,
about the ideas that can be carried out here
by White and Black.

The most natural plan for White is the
aggressive 22 f4! followed by f4—f5-6. Let
us see how the play might develop then.
Black can transfer his knight to c4 -
22...%)a5. But White has a very interesting
regrouping of his forces; it begins with the
prophylactic move 23 R&c1!, moving the
bishop away from a possible attack and,
what is also important, taking control of the
a3-square. If 23...%\c4 there follows 24 He2,
intensifying the threat of a breakthrough by
f4—f5 and e5—e6. White has excellent attack-
ing prospects.

Let us go back slightly. It is not possible to
halt the white pawns by 22...f5 in view of 23
exf6 gxf6 24 f5. The position of the black king
is weakened, and White wants to play £h6
with an attack. For example, 24...b4 25 £h6
Ba3 26 Wd1. This position seems very
dangerous for Black.

Black should probably seek counterplay by
22...b4, with the idea of gaining the a3-
square for his rook. Let's suppose 23 {5 a3
24 We2. White's position is still threatening,
but perhaps it is worth Black trying by
24...b3 to activate his pieces along the 3rd
rank. The main thing here, | think, is that
Black does not restrict himself to passive
defence, but harasses his opponent and
tries to counterattack. After, say, 25 axb3
Haxb3 26 Exb3 Exb3 27 (6 he) gains the
opportunity to play his knight via d8 to e6.
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Let us return to the game. It is interesting
that Karpov approaches the problem in a
completely different way. He is primarily a
prophylactic player. It is probable that he
immediately asked himself: what does the
opponent want, what is Black’s plan? And
what do you think Black would like to play
now? Of course, ... a5-c4!. Now watch
how with every move of his Karpov tries to
prevent this knight manoeuvre.
22 Bfb1 b4

22..5a5 is not possible because of 23
dxbb5.

23 h3

This is also a prophylactic move. The game
Hibner—Korchnoi (Luzern 1982) went 23
£.d2, after which there followed the active
reply 23...Wg4. Karpov not only makes his
king an escape square — an exceptionally
useful measure — but also takes control of
the g4-square.

Instead of 23 h3 little is promised by 23 a3,
hoping for the incorrect 23.. Exa3? 24 Wxa3
bxa3 25 Exb8+ £d8 26 Ea8 and White wins.
After 23...bxa3 24 Exb8+ Hxb8 25 Hxb8+
Dxb8 26 Wxa3 Wc6 (but not 26...2¢c6 27
Wa8+ Hd8 28 £g5) 27 We7 Wd7 Black has
an acceptable position. However, the imme-
diate 23 Ec1 was quite possible.

I will show the following section of the game
roughly how | saw it at the board, deliber-
ately omitting one or two points which were
found later, in analysis. Afterwards we will
then return to these.
23... hé

Black decided that for him too an escape
square would come in useful. | had some
doubts about this, of course, but they were
not so strong.

24 Zc1

(see diagram)
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What happens after 24...)a5, do you see?
25 £d2 fc4a suits Black, but there is the
move 25 Wb1!. Now if 25...4)c4 there follows
26 Hxb4 Hxb4 27 Wxb4, and 27..HExa2 is
not possible in view of 28 Wb8+ &h7 29
Wb1+ winning the rook. To be honest, | did
not immediately notice this variation. See
how Karpov acts: he has activated his rook
and at the same time not allowed ...2a5 to
be played.
24... Eb6

| have moved the rook to a protected
square, defended the knight at ¢6, and am
once more planning ...£a5. Karpov again
prevents the knight manoeuvre, by attacking
the b4-pawn.

25 Wb

It is amazing that the entire strategic battle
revolves around this one idea. If Black
should succeed in playing his knight to c4,
he will gain an excellent position. | in
principle realised this, but, evidently, insuffi-
ciently deeply.

25... Zab8

Again pursuing the same aim — the transfer
of the knight to c4, and again Karpov finds a
way of preventing this.

26 Bc5 Hds

| did not like the rook at ¢5 and | decided to
evict it. Karpov makestyet'another prophy-
lactic move.
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27 Ec2

Black was hoping to play ...%b7 and then
..fha5, penetrating to c4. But my opponent
removes in advance his rook from a square
where it could have come under attack.

27 .. &b

There is nothing for the knight to do at d8,
and so | brought it back. | again wantto play
...%ha5, and again Karpov prevents me.

28 Wct

The imperceptible transference of the rook
from c1 to c2 enables White to set up a
battery in the optimal way: with the rook in
front of the queen.

28 ... Z8b7

29 Ec5
Again there is no possibility of playing
..2a5. By now | was completely rattled.
When you are not allowed to carry out your
main idea, it is very hard to fight.

29... De?

And here Karpov played cunningly. | was
expecting activity, | was afraid of g2—-g4, and
the position did not appeal to me. But there
followed a modest waiting move, which is
useful for the subsequent pawn offensive.

30 $h2

It is clear that sooner or later White will
begin a pawn storm on the kingside. This
threat was psychologically hanging over me,
and | wanted to gain counterplay as soon as
possible. And | made a mistake, which is
also explained by the fact that, unfortu-
nately, it is sometimes typical of me not to
notice my opponent’s possibilities.
30... 57

Simply a blunder. | should have stuck to
defensive tactics, by playing 30...c6, retain-
ing a slightly inferior but solid position. While
waiting for some active move on the part of
White, let's say g2—-g4, | could have tried to
create some counterplay by ...b4-b3.

31 Ebc2

AN

I am losing a pawn and | realise that after
this, against the then world champion, there
are no longer any real chances of saving the
game. Nevertheless | decided to go down
fighting.

31... Eg6

You know how it often happens: you lose
material, but in return you suddenly gain
counterplay which was not there before.
Pieces, which were previously tied to the
defence of weaknesses, become active.
Unfortunately, in the given instance it does
not compensate for the lost pawn. 31...b3 32
axb3 Hxb3 33 Exc7 Exc7 34 Exc7 Wb5 was
no better — White is the first to create
threats: 35 HEc8+ &h7 36 Wc7.

32 Exc7 Bxc7
33 Exc7 Wbs

Black does his utmost to make things
difficult for the opponent. Of course, having
the advantage, Karpov does not want to
have to calculate variations after 34 Wc5
(incidentally, here Black can force a draw by
a rook sacrifice: 34..Hxg2+! 35 &xg2
Hxe3+ 36 Hf3 Wd3).

34 g4!
A good move. It is bad to exchange on e3 —
White is a healthy pawn to the good.

34.. Hha

Now 35 Wc5 would have given White a
forced win: if 35...Wf1 there is the simple 36
Wxd5. Here Karpov made what was per-
haps his only inaccuracy in the game.
Although, he played safely enough.

35Hc8+ &h7
36 Wd1

For the moment Karpov simply tries to keep
his extra pawn. He hopes that in the future
the advance of his kingside pawns will lead
to a win.

36... Wa6
37 Bc2 5

Here Black could still have put up a
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tenacious resistance by, say, 37..Wa3, but
his position would have remained unpromis-
ing. | realised that after 37...f5 | was losing,
but seeing as the opponent had little time
left, | decided to take a risk, try a practical
chance, and set him some tactical prob-
lems. You will know that sometimes such a
method proves successful. | did not criticise
myself for this decision, although objectively
it is not the strongest and it merely hastens
my defeat.

Alas, here too Karpov was accurate. Try
putting yourself in his place. What would you
have played? | think that it would be easier
foryouto find the correct solution if you had
read the sixth chapter of the book.

38 &g3!
There are not so many pieces on the board.
Karpov logically decides that his king should
take partin the fight and it attacks the knight
at h4. This is the only winning continuation. |
saw it, but | took a risk, assuming that only in
complications could | gain any practical
chances.

38... fxg4

39 &xh4
Now it is necessary to think up at least some
idea for Black.

39... gxh3
I was still pinning some hopes on 39...g3.
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The idea is after 40 fxg3 to play 40.. Wa3,
with the latent geometrical threat of 41...b3
and 42..We7+. Alas, 41 Wc1 refutes this
idea. Deciding that the refutation was too
simple, | rejected 39...g3. But in principle it
is very important to find similar resources —
sometimes such an accidental chance may
change the course of the play.

The idea of 39...gxh3 is seen in the variation
40 &xh3 Web+ 41 &h2 W5, and quite
unexpectedly Black’s small army creates
dangerous threats. Karpov plays more
strongly.

40 f4

41 ¥h5
Again a good move. White prevents the
activation of the enemy pieces.

a ... We7+

42 &xh3 Wf7
| try my last chance. One last little problem:
what should White play?

We6

43 Bh2!

The threat of 43..2g3+ 44 &h4 Eh3+ is
parried. There is nothing more to hope for.
43... Wd7+

44 15
Black resigns. An excellent positional per-
formance by White. The spirit of prophy-
laxis, permeating the>entire game,Cisl very
typical of Karpov’s play.
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Itis clear that | lost the game with 30...5)57.
But the strategic battle was apparently lost
somewhere earlier, when Karpov frustrated
the manoeuvre of my knight to c4. In order to
understand what happened, a serious analy-
sis is required.

Initially Black played logically, and all his
actions were dictated by specific considera-
tions. But after 23 h3 my reply 23...h6 was
clearly not essential.

| looked more carefully at this position and
discovered that, firstly, 23...Eb6! comes into
consideration. It is not clear whether ...h7-
h6é will be needed, whereas ...BEb6 will
certainly be useful, neutralising White’s
active reply 24 Ec1. | should remind you: the
game went 23...h6 24 Ec1!, and it transpired
that if 24...2a5 there is the tactical idea 25
Wb1. But after 23..Eb6! 24 Hc1 it is
possible to play 24...25a5, and 25 Wb1 is
now not dangerous. Black has as though
carried out prophylaxis against the oppo-
nent's prophylaxis.

In addition, | found another interesting
possibility: 23...Ea4!?. Of course, Black has
to reckon with 24 a3. There is the idea of
sacrificing a pawn: 24...2)a5 25 Hxb4 Ebxb4
26 Exb4 Exb4 27 axb4 &c4. The knight is
stronger than the passive bishop, which may
give some compensation, although it seems
to me that White nevertheless retains the
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advantage. For example, 28 &h2 Wa4 29
Wf5. | don't like this.

However, Black does not have to sacrifice a
pawn. He can retain the balance, simply by
opening an escape square for his king —
24...h6!.

But what if White plays 24 Wc2!? (instead of
24 a3)? Then there is 24...Ea6. How to reply
to 25 Hc1, do you see? That's right,
25...Exa2!. After 26 Exa2 b3 27 Wb2 bxa2
28 Wxa2 White still retains pressure on the c-
file, so that for the moment Black still has
some problems. | thought of this plan:
28..5)d8 29 Wa7 Hcs, then ...2e6 and
even ...g7—g6. The resulting position is
acceptable for Black.

But that is not all. | still had doubts: after all,
23...h6 does not look a bad move, and | did
not believe that because of it my position
should have become difficult. So let’'s look
more closely at what happened after this.

After 23...h6 24 Hc1! Eb6 25 Wb1 | played
25...Bab8. In general this is a thematic
move, preparing ...2)a5, but even so it is a
pity to move the rook off the open file. What
other possibilities does Black have?

The b4d-pawn could also have been de-
fended from the other side — 25...Ead4l. If
now 26 Ec5 (as in the game), then 26...4a5
is now possible, and this is a colossal
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achievement for Black, which solves all his
problems. If instead 26 Ebc2, again prevent-
ing ...2a5, then Black renews the threat by
26...Ha7. This means that the move Ebc2
also does not give anything.

It remains to check 26 Wc¢2, but then too
there is 26...Ea7 27 Wc5 Za5 28 Wc2 Ea7.
White must either reconcile himself to a
draw, or allow the knight to go to c4.

When | discovered this, somehow | immedi-
ately felt easier. My evaluation during the
game had after all been more or less correct
(I thought that the position was roughly
equal). But my perception of the position
had been insufficiently accurate. Although |
had the desire to place my knight on c4, it
was not strong enough to force me simply to
burn with this idea, and try to carry it out at
any cost. After understanding the essence
of a position, grasping the thread of the play,
you can unravel any situation — such an
understanding greatly helps a player to find
the only correct solutions at the board.

Let us sum up. What of use can be gained
from the game we have just examined?

Well, of course, valuable opening informa-
tion. Subsequently, using my analysis, |
made a draw in this variation with Black,
whenever it suited me — so to speak, |
defended my variation.

It is very useful also to think about Karpov’s
actions. His play creates a strong impres-
sion. First of all, his approach to the taking of
decisions, his prophylactic frame of mind.
With every move, with every action he takes
account of his opponent’s ideas and fights
against them.

The quite accurate conversion of the advan-
tage was also instructive. Perhaps at some
point Karpov could have played somewhat
more concretely. But when the need arose,
he was not afraid to play 38 &g3! and 39
&xh4, he did not avoid the calculation of
concrete variations, because this was dic-
tated by the demands of the position.
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Situations occur when you have to calculate
variations, when you have to go in for a
sharpening of the play — this is the only way
to the goal.

Let us once again return to the guiding
thread. The entire game was essentially a
game of one idea, the struggle revolved
around one manoeuvre. This sometimes
happens. For example, you realise that the
main objective is to exchange the light-
square bishops, and you endeavour to carry
out this exchange, while the opponent tries
to prevent it. Annotating the 9th match of the
match for the world championship (1960),
Mikhail Tal remembers his conversation with
Mikhail Botvinnik regarding the complicated
middlegame position that arose in it
Botvinnik said that for a long time he had
doubts about the evaluation, but then he
understood the essence of the position: the
rooks had to be exchanged, but the queens
retained. To Tal such an evaluation seemed
too abstract, but later, sifting through the
complicated variations that he had had to
calculate during the game, he realised that
Botvinnik was absolutely right and that the
idea he had expressed was correct in many
variations.

I should like to look at another game — from
my Candidates match with Jan Timman. It
was played with the score standing at 22—
22 and, generally speaking, it decided the
fate of the match. We will focus on those
factors about which | spoke before the
analysis of the game with Karpov.

Timman - Yusupov
Candidates Match, Tilburg 1986, 6th Game
Queen’s Gambit

1d4 d5
2c4 eb
3 Hce3 (]
4 N3 Se7

5495 h6
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6 &xf6
7 Wbh3

| hadn’t expected this move, which occurred
earlier in Kasparov’s match with Karpoy,
and | chose the same reply as Karpov.
7... c6
8 0-0-0
Kasparov acted more quietly — 8 e3. Timman’s
choice is an indication of his fighting mood.
Here | considered various continuations,
even the most risky. For example, 8...b5,
andalso 8..Wb6 9 Wc2dxc4 10 Ded — none
of this appealed to me. So | played quite
logically and in accordance with my tastes.
8... dxc4
9 Wxc4 b5
White has a choice of where to retreat his
queen: to b3 or d3. Each move has its
drawbacks. After 10 Wd3 Black can reply,
say, 10...20d7 11 e4 Wa5 with the threat of
12...b4 (the a2-pawn is hanging somewhat).

10 Wb3

£xf6

The resulting structure is typical of many
variations of the Queen’s Gambit or the Slav
Defence. Black’s standard plan is to prepare
...06-¢c5 by ...)d7, ...&b7 and ...a7-ab.
There is also a more risky plan, which lin fact
chose.

There is one thing which, | think, | sensed
correctly during the game. Black should not
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be in a hurry to castle, since after the move
...h7-h6 the position of his king is vulner-
able. White begins a pawn storm with h2—-h4
and g2—g4—g5, and in the given situation his
attack may get there first.

10... a5

Of course, this is an impudent plan, but | did
not choose it accidentally. A match has its
specific nature — there is a struggle for the
initiative, for a psychological advantage.
Often the winner is not the stronger player,
butthe one who is more in a mood for a fight,
who displays the greater will to win. Psycho-
logically 10...a5 is a very good move — Black
demonstrates that he is not afraid of his
opponent and that he is aiming for as
complicated a game as possible. | think that
objectively too it is not bad.
11 e4

All in accordance with science: in reply to a
flank operation, White plays in the centre.
R ) a4
12 Wc2 Hd7

| also considered 12...5a6!?. If 13 e5 fe7
14 Wed, attacking the c6- and b5-pawns,
Black has the defence 14...Wc7!. But never-
theless | decided to develop my knight
towards the centre.

Here Timman had,achoice. Foime,13 eb
£e7 14 Ded b7 15 b1 seems a logical
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continuation. Such play is positionally the
most justified. Of course, in this case too
Black would have retained counter-chances
after 15...b4. He has the prospect, say, of a
pawn sacrifice on b3 to open lines.

Timman played more sharply. He apparently
thought that Black’'s flank development
should be refuted by an immediate break-
through in the centre.

13 d5

The drawback to this move is that it opens
the diagonal for the bishop at f6, which now
begins operating at full power.

13... cxd5
14 exd5 a3

Black’s idea looks logical — to open up the
queenside, where the enemy king is situ-
ated. But in such a sharp situation you
cannot trust your initial feeling, but must
support it by calculation. The correct move
was 14...0-0! (this is important for the theory
of the given variation). After the position has
opened up on the queenside and in the
centre, Black must nevertheless concern
himself about the safety of his king and only
then continue his offensive.

If, say, 15 dxeb fxe6 16 &xb5 (this is what
concerned me during the game), there is the
promising reply 16...a3. After 17 &xa3 it is
possible to sacrifice the exchange: 17...Exa3
18 bxa3 Wa5. By then playing ...&¢5 and
...&b7, Black will develop a terribly strong
attack. It would appear that such a turn of
events is advantageous to Black.

In the event of 16 We4 there is a choice
between 16...Wa5 and 16...£xc3.

16 £xb5 is probably stronger. Then there
can follow 16..a3 17 £c4 (a seemingly
logical move) 17...axb2+ 18 &b1 (a typical
defensive idea — hiding the king behind an
enemy pawn; of course it is dangerous to
take on b2). The position is very compli-
cated, and it is practically impossible to
analyse it exhaustively. | will show you a
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sample variation from my analysis, which is
largely illustrative in character: 18.. . ¥b6
(18..Wa5!1?) 19 Hed Le7 20 Hd4 Hes5 21
&xc5 (21 Ehet is more accurate) 21...&xc5
22 Wed @ xd4 23 Wxa8 £b7 24 Wa3 Red+
25 £d3 Ha8 26 We7 ¥Wa6 and Black wins.

On the analysis of this position (however,
also those that occur later in the game) one
could probably spend the entire lesson, and
not just one. But the conclusion is clear:
14...0-0! would have led to very complicated
play with chances for both sides. Whereas
after the move in the game White could have
gained an advantage.

15 dxe6 axb2+

16 &b fxe6
I considered the piece sacrifice 16...0-0 17
exd7 Wa5 in the hope of 18 dxc8W? Efxc8,
but, unfortunately, it is refuted by 18 Wb3!,
forexample: 18...£xc3 19 dxc8W or 18...2b7
19 &)d4 b4 20 {cbb5; it is also not possible to
trust the enticing 18...2xd7 19 Exd7 Efc8
(or 19...Eac8).

17 Wed!

Of the many tempting continuations, Timman
managed to chose the strongest. 17 £xb5
would have led to an already familiar
position, reached after 14...0-0. In the event
of 17 xb5 0-0 18/ c7the move; 18..£b77?
does not work on account of 19 &xa8 Wxas8
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20 Exd7 £c6 (20..Ec8 21 Lcd4 RKed 22
Ed3) 21 Ea7! (not 21 Ed6? Wxa2+!). But |
saw a worthy reply — 18...Ea7! 19 &xe6?
Hxa2!.

17 Wg6+ looks attractive, when 17..&e7?
18 Nd4 Wb6e 19 Hf5+! is bad for Black.
17...f8 is essential, no longer fearing 18
Nd4 Wb 19 Wed &b7. Compared with the
game, 18 Wed is less strong in view of
18...Wa5, when it is no longer possible to
take the e6-pawn with check. Grandmaster
Adrian Mikhalchishin recommended 18 £xb5,
when 18...Wa5 19 &c4 5b6 20 £ d6 is bad
for Black. However, here too he finds
defensive resources: 18...2b7 19 &d6 (19
£c4?) 19.. We7! 20 Dxb7 Db6 with very
unclear consequences (21 9Hde Wa7; 21
Nd4 Wa3; 21 La6!? Dad).

17... £xc3!

| have already mentioned the psychological
mood of the two players in this game, which
is what provoked this exchange sacrifice. |
realised that it was risky, and perhaps even
incorrect. But the prospect of a depressing
defence in an endgame a pawn down after
17..Bb8 18 Wxe6+ We7 19 Wxe7+ Lxe7 20
Nd5+ did not appeal to me at all.

As a result of the sacrifice, an exceptionally
sharp and complicated situation arises. In
principle, Black’s problems are associated
not with a deficit of material, but with the fact
that he is somewhat behind in development.
If he can succeed in ‘unravelling’, the b2-
pawn, supported by the dark-square bishop,
will secure him very dangerous counterplay.
Which way the scales will tip depends on the
resourcefulness of the two players over the
next few moves. Objectively White's pros-
pects are better. But a practical game is not
home analysis, and with restricted time for
thought it is practically impossible to find
one’s way faultlessly through the resulting
wild complications.
18 Wxa8 0-0

In the match press centre this natural move
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was judged to be a mistake on account of
Timman’s reply, and 18...Wc7 was recom-
mended. | think that the two continuations
are roughly equivalent.

Now 19 £ xb5 suggests itself. After 19... W 6?
20 Wc6 Black’s pieces are completely tied
up — there is no sensible move that be can
make. But the defensive resources are not
exhausted.

UlIf Andersson suggested 19.. Wc7 20 Wc6
Wxce 21 &xc6 £c5. The two dangerous
bishops and the powerful b2-pawn give
Black some compensation for the sacrificed
exchange. Even so, according to analysis by
Timman, White retains the better chances in
the endgame. And itis notessential for White
to go into an ending — he has 20 We4!?.

Perhaps the modest move 19..We7!? should
be preferred.

19 Wcé

This seems very strong. By simultaneously
attacking the bishop and the e6-pawn, White
denies his opponent the possibilities 19...
We7 and 19.. Wc7 and apparently forces the
reply 19. W6, which after 20 £xb5, as we
already know, leads to extremely difficult
consequences for Black. But here too there
is a defence.

Generally speaking,the-defensive resources
in chess are very great. It can happen that a
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game is going not altogether well for you.
But if you do not lose heart, continue
resisting with all your might, stubbornly seek
practical chances and continually set your
opponent new problems, in the end he may
not withstand the tension of the struggle and
begin to make mistakes. That is what
happened in this game.

Thus the main things in defence are
composure, presence of mind, and tenacity.
These qualities were possessed in full by
players who were famed for their skill in
defence —for example, Emanuel Lasker and
Anatoly Karpov. If you make a study of their
games, you will sense this, and at the same
time you will assimilate the specific methods
of defending difficult positions — both purely
chess methods, and psychological.

19... b4!

Think about how to reply to 20 £b5. Black
has 20..Wf6!, and if 21 Exd7 £xd7 22
Wxd7, then 22...Kd8.

Now let us consider 20 Wxe6+ h8 21 &b5.
Here Black has to find something, as
otherwise he will simply have to resign the
game.

Let us check 21..¥f6. Clearly, 22 Rxd7
Wxeb 23 Lxe6 Lxeb6 will not do for White.
This means 22 Wxf6 Dxf6 23 h4 &h7, and
24 2d3+ g8 is not too dangerous for
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Black; he is threatening both ...g7—g5, and
...Hg4. It makes sense for White to give up
part of his extra material, and play for a
positional advantage: 24 Ehe1!.

This idea can alsobe considered in its mirror
reflection — 21...Wb6. After the exchange of
queens, the knight ends up at b6 instead of
f6. This has its pluses (the f-file is open), but
also its minuses.

It is clear that the appearance of the black
bishop or queen on the b1-h7 diagonal may
immediately decide the game, leading to
fearful loss of material. Black's entire
counterplay is based on this. He also has a
quite fantastic idea, and | will not be
surprised if it proves correct. | saw it during
the game, and my trainer Mark Dvoretsky
found it in the press centre.

Let us try sacrificing the queen: 21...2¢5!!
22 Exd8 Exd8. White must guard the critical
diagonal, and therefore the only move is 23
Wg6. In reply Black coolly completes his
development: 23...2e6!.

For the sacrificed queen Black has only a
bishop. But it is not so easy for White to
parry the threats of 24..Ea8 and 24...£98
followed by ...2h7; he also has to reckon
with 24.. & xa2+ 25 &xa2 Ea8+.

Incidentally, a gamecon<this theme was later
played in India — you can find it in the 42nd
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volume of Informator, game No.566. (How-
ever, | am not sure whether it was actually
played, or made up, since we have seen that
the preceding moves are not at all obligatory
for both sides.)

If you want to amuse yourself, analyse the
position after the queen sacrifice. In the
comments on the ‘Indian’ game it is shown
that White retains the advantage, but | found
a way of improving Black’s play and | think
that the objective outcome is a draw.

The queen sacrifice is merely a small,
although very interesting little island in the
boundless sea of variations, contained in my
game with Timman. Analysing such conflicts
is difficult, but very useful and interesting.

Let us return to the game. Timman decided
not to take the e6-pawn.

20 &c4 &h8

A normal prophylactic move in such situa-
tions (here itis practically forced). If you look
at Kasparov's games, you will notice that
before a decisive assault he often prophy-
lactically improves the position of his king.
Remember the 16th game of his return
match with Karpov (London/Leningrad 1986),
which he won with a brilliant attack in the
Ruy Lopez. It was a very complicated
position, he had sacrificed something, but at
some point he made a prophylactic move,
safeguarding his king, and later this proved
to be simply a winning continuation.

21 Wed?

Here Timman deviated from the correct
path. What would have happened after 21
£xe6 ? During the game | saw the variation
21.. W6l 22 4xd7 Wf5+ and did not look
any further, since for the time being this
satisfied me. Especially since all the same
there was no choice. | don’t know how
dangerous 22 £d5 is, but | think that here
Black has many tempting possibilities.

Timman and | later came to the conclusion
that he should have chosen 21 Ed6. | would
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have replied 21...%f6. Now 22 Exd7? is bad
on account of 22... £xd7 23 Wxd7 Wg6+ and
... Wxg2. After 22 Ehd1 there would have
followed 22...%e5 23 HHixe5 Lxe5! 24 E6d3
We7! and then ...&b7. The best is 22 £d3,
covering the most vulnerable diagonal.
Black may be forced to play 22..5e5 23
Dxe5 £xe5 24 Weda W5 Here there is
some compensation (a pawn for the ex-
change).

The path that Timman could have chosen,
although logical, is not very obvious: before
taking control of the b1-h7 diagonal, he
should activate his rook by letting it go
forward, i.e. aim to play with all his pieces.
With 21 Wed Timman probably wanted to
seize the diagonal immediately and exploit
the position of the king at h8. But this is a
mistake.

21... Wc7

The correct reply, which simultaneously
pursues several aims. Black prepares ...2)6
and creates the threat of ...Zf4. Here |
sensed that the initiative was turning my
way.

Have a look at another fantastic queen
sacrifice for just a minor piece: 21...8)¢5!?
22 Hxd8 HExd8. After 23 We3 there follows
23...2b7, while if 23 Wc2 — again 23...8b7
24 Hel &xf3. White has to choose between
23 Wg6 £b7 24 Hg5!? hxgs 25 3 and 23
Wha 216 24 Wh5 £b7 25 He5. | think that
the modest move made in the game is
objectively stronger.

22 Hha 9e5

Black has to defend against the threat of 23
Ngb+.

23 £d3

(see diagram)



How would you have played now, what
candidate moves do you see? 23...g5 is one
way of defending against mate, 23..Zf5is a
second, and 23...45xd3 a third.

| didn’t want to play 23...95, exposing my
king. 23..5xd3, the move | liked best,
involved a straightforward variation — |
calculated it accurately.

23... Hxd3!

24 g6+
It would have been better not to hurry with
this check.

24 ... g8

25 Exd3
In the event of 25 &xf8 it is not possible, of
course, to take on f2 because of 26 Wh7+
and 27 Ehf1 —the pin on the f-file is decisive.
But | had seen the reply 25...45)c5!. Now the
f-file is not open, and so 26 Wh7+ does not
give anything, while if 26 {3 there follows
26...£b7, winning.

If 25 Wxd3, then 25..Ee8 followed by
26...£b7 and then ...2d5 or possibly ...e6—
eb. | judged this position to be in my favour.
An approximate variation goes 26 Wb5 Wf7
27 Hes5 Wfs+ 28 Hd3, and here, perhaps,
simply 28..Ef8 — the white pieces are
completely tied up.

25... Bxf2

26 Zf3
White exchanges the active rook. If 26
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Ehd1, then the simple 26...£6 is possible,
but there are also tricks such as 26...2d2.
How many possibilities are concealed in this
position!

26... Zxf3

27 gxf3
This material balance — two bishops and a
pawn against rook and knight — occasionally
occurs in practice, and very often the two
bishops prove stronger. And in the given
instance, with the terrible pawn at b2, it
ensures a decisive advantage. Thus if 27
Wxf3 the simplest is 27..Wf7, and the
exchange of queens leads to a won ending.

What would you have played as Black in this
position?

My reasoning was simple: the situation is
exceptionally favourable for me, only | must
not allow Timman to become active. One
must realise what the opponent is intending
to do on his next move. Obviously he wants
to develop his rook on an open file — 28 Ed1.
Then it is also easy to find my reply.

27 ... Wd6

| forestall my opponent, and at the same time
| create the threats of 28...£2a6 and 28...£b7.
If 28 &c2, then 28..4d7, threatening a
check at ad4. The best defence was 28 &)f4,
but all the samecafter;28.,.£:d7 and arpos-
sible ...£.¢6 Black has a splendid position.
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28 Wc2

Again White plans Zd1. Being a player of
very high class, Timman aims to play with all
his pieces.

28... e5!

And again Black forestalls his opponent’s
plans. What follows after 29 Ed1, is itclear?
Black transposes into a won ending:
29..Wxd1+ 30 Wxd1 &f5+.

29 Hha

By now | was in time-trouble (5 minutes for
12 moves), but | managed to take the game
toits logical end.

29... £e6

Possibly there were also other ways to the
goal, for example, 29...¥f6. But | thought
that 29...2e6 was simpler.

30 Ed1 fda

Here | made a slight oversight. But, since
my position was very powerful, it turned out
that everything was alright. White could
have played 31 Wxb2, but this would have
run into the refutation 31...¥Wd8! 32 Wf2 W6
33 Wg3 &xa2+!. If instead 31 &5, then
31..Wa6 32 a4 b3.
31 Wa4

A last attempt to become active. The threat
is clear — 32 We8+. If, with the same aim, 31
g6, then the simplest is 31...¥d7 with the
tactical threat of 32...2xa2+and 33.. Wa4+.

31... Wds
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The knight is guarding the f5-square, and |
attack it. White’s position is difficult, and in
addition he makes a poor move.

32 ¥c6 £ds

Now things are totally bad for White: his
knight is hanging, and after any move such
as 33 Wb5there is the extremely unpleasant
reply 33..WaB. Black's pieces are well
coordinated, and he has a decisive advan-
tage.

33 Exd4 exd4
34 ¥bs Wa8
35 &xb2 Wxa2+
36 &ci Wal+
37 &d2 W3+
38 &d1 £b3+

Here Timman resigned.

So, a mind-boggling game. This is what |
should like to draw your attention to (this
thought is also interesting to me myself): this
game, like the previous one, is in some
sense a game of one idea. Black was seized
by one, perhaps even abstract positional
thought, or, more precisely, one construc-
tion: bishop at ¢3, pawns at b2 and b4. |
realised that it was my only hope, and that |
had to exploit it: aim somewhere to bring my
bishop to f5 or sacrifice something on a2.
Thanks to this frame of mind it was easier for
me to play, easier to seek a solution to the
problems facing Black.
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Exercises

In conclusion | invite you to try and solve
three examples from modern practice. Since
these are not studies, there may not be
strictly only one solution, and it is possible
that you will also find other good continua-
tions. | should like to you to regard these
tests as a kind of challenge to yourself. The
point is that the positions are rich in content,
and will demand of you imagination, re-

1. White to move

- N W A0 o0 N o

2. White to move

sourcefulness and accurate calculation. In
two of these positions, very strong grand-
masters made mistakes. Therefore you
have the chance to show that you can cope
better with the problems posed. | hope that
in the analysis of your own games you will
also constantly seek (and sometimes find)
similar omissions.

- N W A 0 O N ©»

3. White to move
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Solutions

1. Yusupov - Timman (Reykjavik 1988).
White has a forced way to win.

38 e6! Exd6
39e7 Lc6
40 Ef8+ Lh7
a1 215+ g6
42 Ed8 Bf6
43 2d7 Lxd7
44 Exd7

| did not notice the intermediate check 41
£15+! and so | chose 38 g3? &h7 39 £g2
£xg2 40 &xg2 &g6 41 Ef8. But Timman
found the defence 41...2b2!, after which it
proved impossible to convert the extra
pawn.

2. M\.Gurevich — Razuvaev (Moscow 1987).

White has a clear positional advantage, and
the question is how best to exploit it
Gurevich found a brilliant solution, conclud-
ing the struggle in just two moves.

30 h5! g5

31 &Hds!
Black resigned in view of 31...exd5 32 Exe7
Wxe7 33 Wxf5+ and 34 Wxc8. Paradoxically,
in the twinkling of an eye Black’s most
fortified point at f5 became his main weak-
ness.

3. Dolmatov - Nikolic (Hastings 1989/90).

31 Wds! He7

Otherwise Black loses a pawn without any
compensation.

32 Wcé Za6

33 4b6 %e8
The game continued 34 Wc8? Wxd6é 35
Wxa6 Wc6 36 Wxas Wxca! 37 Wxe5 Wel+
38 ©h2 Wc6. It is extremely difficult to
convert such an extra pawn, and Black
subsequently gained a draw.
White missed a forced win:

34 ¢5!

Threatening 35 2d7 and 35 ¥cS8.
349 ... Hxd6
35 cxd6 Wds
36 Wc7!

It was this elegant move that Dolmatov
overlooked.

36... Wxc7
37 &axc? ad
38 d7 Has
39 d8¥+ HExds
40 2.xd8 a3

41 La5 a2
42 2¢3

All three examples show that the conversion
of an advantage is not just a matter of
technique alone. Nearly always there comes
a moment when you have to exert yourself,
calculate variations accurately and find the
shortest way to the goal. Otherwise the
achievement of the win may prove difficult,
or altogether impossible.
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Mark Dvoretsky

A Commentator’s Doubts

he comments on the following game

were written immediately after it was
played. At that time the opening variation
chosen by White had not yet become
fashionable — its interpretation corresponds
to my perception of the opening problems at
that time.

Dvoretsky — Agzamov
Alma Ata 1976
English Opening

1c4 96
2 D3 e6
3ed d5
4eb5

As is well known, in the event of 4 cxd5 exd5
5 e5 Black sacrifices a pawn by 5...2e4! and
gains excellent counterplay. For example, 6
Sixed dxed 7 Wad+ &6 8 Wxed Wdd! 9
Wxd4 HHixda 10 &d1 &5 11 d3 0-0-0.

But here the similar sacrifice is less effec-
tive: 4..2e4 5 Hxed dxed 6 Wgd e 7
Wxe4 Wd4 8 Wxd4 &Hxd4 9 &d1, and
compared with the previous variation it is
harder to Black to activate his light-square
bishop. The game Dvoretsky—Petrosian (43rd
USSR Championship, Yerevan 1975) con-
tinued as follows: 9...&c5 (or 9...£d7 10 d3
0-0-0 11 &e3) 10 d3 &c6 (if 10...5)f5, then
11 g4 ©h6 12 h3 &xf2 13 g2 followed by
N3, Le2 and d3—d4 with advantage) 11 f4
f6 12 &3 fxe5 13 fxe5 0-0 14 Re2 &d7 15
£d2 Re8 16 g5 £d7 17 g4 Hae8 18
£.¢3 with advantage to White.

q... d4
5 exf6 dxc3
6 bxc3

6 fxg7 cxd2+ 7 £xd2 or 7 Wxd2 is also
possible.

6... Wxf6
7 d4 c5
8 N3 hé

After 8..cxd4 9 £g5! W5 10 cxd4 &b4a+ 11
£d2 Black can apparently equalise, but he
has to defend accurately, and, above all,
there is no chance at all of anything more. It
is not surprising that Georgy Agzamov
chooses a more complicated continuation.

9 £d3!

This involves a pawn sacrifice. The quiet 9
Le2 does not create any problems for Black,
for example: 9...cxd4 10 cxd4 £b4+ 11 £d2
&xd2+ 12 Wxd2 &c6 13 0-0 0-0, or 9...2d6
10 0-0 0-0 11 Ke3 Hc6 12 Wh3 e5 with
equal chances (Mikenas—Cherepkov, Lenin-
grad 1954).

9.. &eh

Now 9...cxd4 10 cxd4 £bd+ 11 £d2 Lxd2+
12 Wxd2 9c6 13 We3 0-0 14 0-0 no longer
equalises in view of the possibilities of 2e4
and EHab1 (14..b67? is totally bad on
account of 15 We4),

The game Dvoretsky—Langeweg (Wijk aan
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Zee 1976) went 9...2d6 10 0-0 0-0 11 We2
Bd8? (11...4)¢c6 is better) 12 Wed Wf5 13
¥h4! and White won.

10 0-0 cxd4

Black decides to accept the pawn sacrifice,
although, from the speed with which | made
the opening moves, my opponent could
have guessed that the sacrifice had been
prepared beforehand.

Black's decision is dubious: for the pawn
White has too great a lead in development.
Of course, it was safer to play 10...2d6 11
We2 0-0 (11...cxd4 12 cxd4 Dxd4 13 Hxd4
Wxd4 14 £b2 Wf4 15 g3), but here too
White’s chances are preferable: for exam-
ple, he can obtain the better endgame by 12
We4 W5 13 Wxf5 or 13 Wxcb.

11 cxd4 Hxd4
12 Hxd4a Wxda
13 Ebt Wds

If 13...£2e7 there would have followed 14
4b2,

14 Wf3

14 2b2 would remove the attack on the b7-
pawn, allowing Black to develop his bishop
on c8. White chooses a different plan.

14 ... fe7

If 14...£c5, then 15 HEb5! is very strong, for
example, 15.. We7 16 Wg3 £d4 17 Le4
with the threat of 18 £a3. And after 14...£d6
| was seriously thinking of carrying out the
same idea at the cost of another pawn — 15
¢5!? £xc5 16 Ebs.

15 Ed1

Of course, it was not my intention to exploit
such a tempting attacking position, merely in
order to regain the pawn by 15 £e4 0-0 16
£xb7.

15... We7

16 Zb5
In this way White does not allow his
opponent to castle (16...0-0 17 £xh86! gxh6
18 Wg4+ £.g5 19 HExg5+ or 18...&h8 19 Eh5
and wins). But Black forces the rook to go to
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h5, where it is not altogether well placed.

16. .. a6!

17 Eh5
There is no point in White simplifying by 17
£f4 2d6l.

17.. .. £d7

18 414 Wc8
A cool-headed and correct move. In the
event of 18..£d6 19 £xd6 Wxd6 White
would have gained a great advantage, by
playing simply 20 Wxb7 2c6 21 Wb6. The
tempting 20 £g6?7 is much weaker. After
20..We7 21 &xf7+ Wxf7 22 Wxf7+ &xf7 23
HExd7+ &g6 24 Eh3 Ehd8 25 Eg3+ &f6 26
Hgxg7 Exd7 27 Exd7 Ec8 28 Exb7 Exc4 29
8b1 Ec2 30 Eal the win in the rook
endgame still has to be demonstrated, while
the variation 20..Wxd1+ 21 Wxd1 fxg6 22
Hcs £.c6! s even less clear.

19 2e5

19 Wqg3 deserved serious consideration.
Then 19...g5 20 &e5 6 leads to a position
from the game, advantageous to White. If
19...2f6, then 20 £d6 is strong, while if
19...2f8, then, if there is nothing better, 20
£.d6 2xd6 (20...We8 21 Le4 £c6 22 &xc6
bxc6é 23 c5 with advantage to White) 21
Wxd6+ 9822 Hcs5 £.¢6 23 Led. However,
after 23...&xe4 24 Hxc8+ HxcB it would be
not at all simple for White to convert his
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material advantage.

19... 6

20 Wg3
After 20 £g6+ &f8 Black would have been
threatening to simplify the position by
21...£e8. In this case it is not apparent how
White can strengthen his attack, and so he
decided to sacrifice a piece.

20... g5?
In the event of 20...fxe5 21 Wxg7 Ef8 the
black king is in danger, but there is no clear
win. If 22 Exh6?, then 22...Wc5! is possible.
White would probably have played the
simple 22 Exe5, retaining dangerous threats.
For example, if 22..Wc7 23 2g6+ &d8
there follows not 24 Zxe6 Wc5! with counter-
chances, but 24 £f5!. Then 24.. .Exf5 25
Hxf5 exf5 26 WgB+ is not possible, while if
24..2c8 White has the decisive 25 Exd7
Dxd7 26 Lxeb+ c6 (26..2d8 27 Hd5+;
26...2e827 Wg6+ 2d8 28 Ed5+ £d6 29 ¢5;
26...%d6 27 Lg4!) 27 Ld5+ &b 28 Hxe7
with irresistible threats. However, after
22...2d8! (instead of 22...Wc7) White has a
draw: 23 &f51? Hxf5 24 Exf5 exfs 25 Whe+
c7 26 Web+, but it is unclear whether he
can hope for more after, say, 23 £e2!7?.
| think that the best possibility of a defence
was offered by the cool-headed 20...&f8!.
After the move in the game White had
prepared a decisive combination.

21 296+ 8
If 21...&d8 the most energetic is 22 Zh3!,
preparing to switch the rook to the d-file.

(see diagram)

22 h4! Le8
Of course, not 22...fxe5 23 W3+
23 hxg5s! fxe5

Or 23...8xg6 24 gxf6!, and Black has no
defence.

24 Exh6!
Naturally, not 24 Wxe5? £xg6! 25 Wxh8+
Df7. Also weaker is 24 gxh6 £xg6 25 Wxg6
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g8, and after the queen moves - 26...Wc6
or 26...2f6.

24... Zg8
If 24...Exh6 25 gxh6 L6 there follows 26
Wf3 Le7 27 Wa3+! with mate.

25 W3+

26 Ged
The simplest, although, of course, 26 Eh7+
Dxg6 27 Wed+ xg5 28 Hd3 would also
have led to mate.

26... 2f8
Or 26..Eh8 27 Hxh8 &xh8 28 Wh3+ with
mate in 4 moves.

27 Eh7+

28 Wh3
Black resigns.

The analysis of the game would appear to
be complete, but now | should like to give
some thought to the question of game
annotations in general. After all, thousands,
tens of thousands of games are annotated
on the pages of chess publications, and they
are all annotated in different ways.

| have always thought that the annotations
to a player's own games are the most
interesting. As a rule, they contain fewer
analytical mistakes (after all, the author of
the notes solves the same problems first at
the board, then in a joint analysis with his
opponent, and finally; when' ipreparing the
game for publication). Also important is the

&g7

&g8
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fact that such notes are rarely restricted to a
simple statement of events — the annotator
talks about his thoughts during the game,
the reasons for the mistakes committed, and
soon...

But apart from the obvious virtues, normally
such notes are also typified by certain
fundamental deficiencies. These deficien-
cies are not at all obvious, but they
frequently prevent a full and accurate
picture of the play from being obtained. So
as not to have to go looking for examples, let
us return to the game we have just
examined.

Let us begin with the opening. It appears to
have been covered in sufficient detail. But
take a closer look. A comparatively rare
variation was played. But why does it hardly
ever occur in practice? Perhaps because
reliable ways for Black to equalise have
been found? But where are they, these
ways? —the author of the notes does not say
anything about them. And here it is not just a
lack of recommendations. For example, the
evaluation of the position arising after Black’s
8th move could also have been expressed
differently by me, for example: ‘After 8...cxd4
9 £g5 W5 10 cxd4 b4+ Black would have
gained good chances of equalising.’

Perhaps the author of the notes does not
know what to recommend for Black? Of
course he knows! There are continuations
which to him personally seem unpleasant,
but consciously or sub-consciously he pre-
fers not to share them; he also does not
want to talk about the methods he has
developed against various plans for Black.
And this is natural: after all, in tournament
play he himself may need these opening
preparations. (Already then | had found the
pawn sacrifice 7...e5!? 8 We2 &e7!, and |
had decided that White does best not to
accept it, but to play 8 &f3. Subsequently
this became the main continuation in the
given opening variation.)
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It is clear that an ‘evasive’ coverage of the
opening is a characteristic feature of the
annotating of one’s own games.

There is also another feature. We are all
inclined to consider our defeats to be
accidental, whereas we prefer to see our
wins as being genuine examples of chess
art. And, succumbing (as a rule — sub-
consciously!) to this desire, we begin paying
exaggerated attention to our own decisions,
and of the opponent’s actions we pick out
only those against which we had prepared a
pretty rejoinder.

Everything that does not fit into this pattern,
is not even discarded — conscientiousness
does not allow this (here we are talking
about conscientious annotators), but is
simply mentioned after some featureless
introduction such as ‘consideration should
also be given to...” or ‘possibly X should
have thought about...’. And as a result it
often happens that the reader often rushes
past the most important, turning-points of
the play, almost without stopping.

What, for example, can be said for the
moment about the game in question?
Already in the opening White made a
positional pawn sacrifice, and then, exploit-
ing tactical factors, he confidently devel-
oped his initiative and concluded the battle
with a pretty combination.

A complete game, wouldn’t you agree?

But let us take a closer look. In the notes to
Black’s 20th move it is the consequences of
him accepting the piece sacrifice that are
mainly analysed, and the best defence is
mentioned only in passing: 20...&f8!. What
would happen in this case?

(see diagram)



21 £g6 will not do in view of 21...fxe5!
(there is also the more cautious 21...£.e8). If
21 2d6, then 21..2xd6 22 Wxd6+ Lf7,
and it is not apparent how White can
strengthen his attack (after 23 Ec5 &c6
there is no time for 24 £e4 on account of
24, Hds).

If this variation is compared with the note to
White’s 19th move, which shows that after
19 Wg3 White would have retained the
better chances, it can be concluded that 19
Le5 is a mistake, after which, at the least,
White no longer has any advantage.

Yet even after 19 Wg3 White does not
achieve a great deal, whereas the position
promised more. Were not some mistakes
made earlier?
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Here White played 16 Eb5 and after 16...a6
he switched his rook to h5. Perhaps this
manoeuvre is not the best?

Analysis shows that it was stronger to play
16 214 e5 (16...Wc6 17 Wxch+ bxc6 18 Led
£d7 19 Eb7 is completely bad for Black) 17
£g3, and after 13...0-0 18 We4 5 19 Wd5+
White regains the pawn, maintaining pres-
sure.

Inthe note to Black’s 13th move | mentioned
the move 14 £b2 and explained why | did
not play this. But what if the position is
studied more concretely?

And so, 14 £b2 2d7 15 £ed4. Now 15...
£.c6 leads after 16 &xc6+ bxc6 17 Wfdor17
Wg4 to an overwhelming advantage for
White. 15...Wc8 16 £xg7! &xg7 17 &xb7
Wd8 18 £xa8 Wxas8 19 Wds Wd8 20 Zbs
£.c8 21 Wc5 is also hopeless for Black.

And if 15...%c7, then 16 Ee1!is very strong,
forexample: 16...2¢6 17 2e5! Wc8 18 W3
with the threat of 19 Exb7!.

It is now possible to evaluate more objec-
tively the play of the two contestants. After
successfully sacrificing a pawn in the open-
ing, White pursued the wrong attacking
strategy, and several times did not choose
the best way of developing his initiative,
risking losing all his advantage., But-at times
Black played too boldly. As a result he first
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put himself in a dangerous position, by
accepting the pawn sacrifice, and then, after
amost parrying the attack, he nevertheless
suffered a defeat after incautiously weaken-
ing his position with 20...g5.

Why then did the game initially receive a
different evaluation? Mistakes in the notes?
No, after all, we have not refuted a single
variation. It was all a question of incorrect
accentuations. They are wonderful things,
these accentuations! With their help, without
changing anything in variations, one can
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demonstrate that a game was interesting,
that a game was uninteresting, that there
were many mistakes, that there were hardly
any mistakes...

Therefore, if you want to gain a complete
impression of a game being studied, check
and re-check the arguments of the commen-
tators. Be especially attentive to impercepti-
ble recommendations, made ‘in passing’,
such as those that we were able to decipher
in the given instance.
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PART Il

Artur Yusupov

How to play with Black

A player’'s success in a competition often
depends on his tournament strategy (in the
choice of which account should definitely be
taken of his own condition, state of prepar-
edness and competitive form) and the
tactics chosen in each specific game, which
may change depending on the strength and
style of his opponent.

To my surprise, the result | achieved in the
World Chess Olympiad (Dubai 1986) was
much better than | expected. | think that my
successful performance was assisted by
two factors.

The first: | soberly assessed my own
condition, which was not ideal, and chose
the optimal tournament strategy. Realising
that to engage in a complicated struggle
would not be easy and that the probability of
failure would be great, | endeavoured to play
as simply as possible, exploiting my superi-
ority in class — in the team | was playing on
boards three and four. Several times | was
able to win simple positions — while main-
taining a minimal tension, | tried to force my
opponent into making mistakes.

And the second: it was easier for me playing
Black, since here | have a better developed
opening repertoire, and the lack of exces-
sive opening ambitions corresponded with
the strategy that | had planned.

Of course, luck also played its part. Other-
wise it is hard to explain my result — 10 out of
12, with nine of my games being played with
Black and against quite strong opponents.
The following game was played in the
USSR-Bulgaria match.

inkiov — Yusupov
Olympiad, Dubai 1986
Queen’s Gambit
1d4 d5

The situation of our team obliged me to play
for a win in every game, irrespective of the
strength of my opponent and the colour of
the pieces. But how to achieve success,
playing Black against an experienced oppo-
nent? It looks natural to try and initiate as
complicated a struggle as possible. In this
connection my choice of opening may seem
open to criticism: in the Queen’s Gambit it is
easy for White to simplify the position. But
after weighing up everything for’ and ‘against
with team captain Yefim Geller, we came to
the conclusion that in a simple situation |
would be more likely to exploit my strong
points and force the opponent to go wrong. It
was important to play calmly, not agree to a
draw, and seek winning chances in any
position.

2c4 eb

3 D3 c6

4 Nc3 (]
5 cxdS exd5

This version of the Carlsbad Variation is
harmless for Black, since he has the
possibility of developing his bishop at f5.

6 Wc2 Se7
7 295 g6

8 a.xf6 4L xf6
9e3 415
10 £d3 £xd3
11 Wxd3 Hd7

Serious consideration should be given to the
plan that Garry Kasparov likes to carry out in
similar positions;-...0-0; i Wd6, . &d7 and
...Zad8, in order to counter the standard
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b2-b4—b5 with ...c6—5.

12 0-0
The immediate 12 b4 was possibly more
accurate.

12... SLe7!?
13 Eab1 a5

14 a3 0-0

15 Wc2

White tries to play as safely as possible. After
15 b4 he was concerned about 15...axb4 16
axb4 Ea3.

15... 4d6

One of the possible reactions to the minority
pawn attack is the counter-advance ...b7—
b5. But after both 15...Ze8 16 b4 axb4 17
axb4 b5, and the game continuation (in the
event of 17...b5), 18 e4 promises White the
better game. 15...f5 was possible, but | didn’t
want to weaken my castled position.

16 b4 axb4

After 16...20b6 | would have had to reckon
with 17 bxa5s.

17 axb4

18 b5?!
White should have exercised more caution
and played 18 &d2. After 18..Wc7 19 g3
Ea3 20 Eb3 a roughly equal position would
have arisen. How, however, Black obtains
the more pleasant game.

18...

19 Eat
19 bxcé Ha3 20 Wd3 Hxb1 21 cxb7 is
dangerous for White on account of 21...Ea3
22 Exb1 Wa5 23 Hc1 Hbs.

19... Wc7
The aim of this move is to prevent Hd2 and
to prepare the recapture with the queen on
c6.

20 bxc6
Ventzislav Inkiov falls in with his opponent’s
wishes. The other possibilities here are 20
g3 and 20 Wd3.

20... Wxc6!?

b6

Heq
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Now the advance of the b-pawn is threat-
ened.

21 eq?

21 Wb3 Efc8 22 Hxa8 (defending against
22..Hxal 23 Hxal £DHxe3) 22..Hxa8 23
&\b5! was correct, when it is very hard for
Black to develop his initiative. For the
Bulgarian player the move 20...Wxc6 came
as a surprise, and he was unable to react
calmly to the changed situation.

21 ... Exal
22 Exa1 b6!
23 Wb3 Ec8
24 He2!?

If 24 Dxd5 §xd5 25 exd5, then 25... Wc1+!
26 Wd1 Wca 27 Eb1 Wxds 28 Wd3 bs!, and
Black achieves a distinct advantage. With
an interesting pawn sacrifice Inkiov tries to
complicate the play.

24... dxed

25 5\g5 Zc7
25...20¢c4? was weaker in view of 26 Wh3! h5
27 d5! and 28 He4.

26 ha?

Better chances of a successful defence
were offered by 26 &Oxf7! Exf7 27 Hci,
although in this case too after 27...£xh2+ 28
&xh2 Wd6+ Black has an obvious advan-
tage.

26... Y |
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Having parried the threat of 27 9\xf7, Black
has fully coordinated his forces. Inkiov’'s
desperate attempt to confuse matters is
easily refuted.

27 Wh3 h6

28 h5 Wd5
The safest continuation. If 28...hxgs 29
Ea8+ £8 30 h6 f5 31 h7+ Exh7 32 Exf8+
Lxf8 33 Wxh7, with possible counter-
chances for White.

29 Za8+

29 f4 was more tenacious.
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29... &g7
30 hxgé Wxg5
31 gxf7 xf7!
If 31...Exf7 White had the reply 32 Wc8.
32 d5 Wxd5
33 Hd4 2Hbé

The simplest. Further loss of material is

unavoidable.
34 Wxh6
35 Wh7+

Hxa8d
Le8

White resigned.
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PART il

Artur Yusupov and Mark Dvoretsky

The Technique of Working on your own and
other Players’ Games

Artur Yusupov

We will be talking about how to study
games — classic games or your own,
and about certain procedures, enabling the
maximum benefit to be gained from such
work.

You cannot become a real chess player
without a serious study of the chess
classics, just as it is impossible to imagine,
say, a writer or a poet who has not read
Shakespeare, or an artist who has not seen
the pictures of Rembrandt.

Even a cursory examination of classic
games can contribute much to the improve-
ment of positional understanding. After all,
the great players had a complete mastery of
the general principles of strategy, and skil-
fully arranged their pieces. From their games
one can study typical chess positions,
standard plans, and model procedures. That
is, the classics are a serious aid in mastering
the skill of playing the middlegame.

You will remember that we analysed my
game with Anatoly Karpov, and | drew your
attention to his approach to the taking of
decisions, to his prophylactic perception of a
position. By studying the games of outstand-
ing players, you will see how they think, how
they solve complicated problems, and what
psychological methods they use. This infor-
mation is also very important for your self-
improvement.

Try to focus your attention on the
strongest aspects of the play of that
outstanding player, whose games you
have chosen to study. For example, when
becoming acquainted with the games of
Tigran Petrosian, your main attention should
be on how Petrosian prophylactically per-
ceived a position, and how he combated his
opponent’s ideas. Such work is especially
useful to players for whom this aspect of
play is their most vulnerable point. When
studying the games and commentaries of
Alexander Alekhine, a quite different ap-
proach is needed. It is very interesting to
follow how logically and concretely Alekhine
evaluates a position and chooses a plan,
and with what inexorable consistency and
colossal energy he carries out his plans.

A few words about the methods that it is
usefulto use when studying games. You can
play at ‘guessing’. After playing through the
opening, cover the subsequent text in the
book with a sheet of paper and try to guess
the moves made by the grandmaster. By
comparing your intuitive perception of the
position with the decisions of the great
player, you will develop your intuition, your
feeling for position. This method was used,
for example, by Aaron Nimzowitsch.

Another method.-You:see ardiagram-or a
lengthy comment. It is clear that here is
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concealed a serious, interesting problem, or
that an unexpected and difficult move was
made (or missed). You can, by delving into
the position, try to solve this problem
independently, and then check your conclu-
sions with the game commentary.

There is a third method of working, which |
think is very useful. You have looked
through a game and some feature made an
impression on you, it seemed interesting
and instructive. Make a ‘positional sketch’
on this topic. On a separate sheet of paper
draw a diagram and describe briefly why the
position seemed interesting to you, what
was curious about it. Leave space for
possible future additions or refinements.
Add new examples to this sheet only when
they closely resemble those already there.
The game which we will now examine was
played quite recently — just over a hundred
years ago. Why have | chosen this encoun-
ter between Zukertort and Blackburne? This
is one of the most briliant games in the
history of chess, and in it a wonderful
combination was carried out. Johann Zuker-
tort — the opponent of Wilhelm Steinitz in the
first match for the world championship —was
a versatile player. He attacked especially
inventively, but he was also able to act
positionally.

Zukertort — Blackburne
London 1883
Queen’s Pawn Opening

1cd eb
2e3 A (3]
3 D3 b6

4 2e2 £b7
50-0

In 1883 they played the opening without any
great pretensions — they simply developed
their pieces sensibly. But | would like to draw
your attention to the next few moves of
Joseph Blackburne. He found a good ar-
rangement of his pieces.
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5... d5

6 d4 £d6
The placing of the pieces is, of course, a
matter of taste. It is also possible to play
differently, for example, 6...dxc4, 6...£e7,
6...40bd7, or 6...c5. But | personally prefer
the plan chosen by Blackburne. Later, in
similar situations, both Alexander Alekhine
and Akiba Rubinstein acted in the same way.

7 He3 0-0

8 b3

Zukertort completes his development by
playing his bishop to b2.
8... Hbd7

This is the arrangement about which | was
speaking. The active bishops at b7 and d6
are trained on the kingside. They used to be
called ‘Horwitz bishops’ (the 19th century
German master Bernhard Horwitz liked to
deploy his bishops in this way). Black
subsequently dreams of playing ...%e4,
..f7-f5, and then switching his queen or
rook via f6 for an attack on the king.

9 &4b2

Now Black can choose 9...c5 or 9...%e4, but
| would have preferred 9...a6, to prevent
&\b5. The bishop at d6 is a very strong piece
and White would very much like to ex-
change his knight)at: ¢3 for|it.cOf ccourse,
&\b5 is not always an effective move. The
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bishop may retreat to e7, then there follows
..a7-ab, and the result is the same. But if
White’s rook or queen has already occupied
the c-file, the bishop can no longer retreat in
view of the weakness of the c7-pawn.
Therefore in this type of position the move
...a7—-ab is a good prophylactic procedure.
However, Blackburne underestimated the
threat of Ab5.

9... We7?!
10 Hb5s Hed
11 Hxdé cxd6

Do you see how the position has changed?
Black's pawn structure has been slightly
spoiled and White has gained the advan-
tage of the two bishops. He will exchange
the knight at e4 or drive it away by f2—f3.
White’s position is preferable.

Let us go back slightly. It seems to me that
the situation before Black’s 9th move is
rather interesting. Here one could draw a
positional sketch on the theme of prophylac-
tic moves, of attention to the opponent’s
threats. Take a sheet of paper, entitle it, say,
‘Attention to the opponent’s possibilities’.
Draw a diagram. Above it write ‘Zukertort—
Blackburne (London 1883)’ and under it —
‘Black to move’ (or ‘after 9 &b2’). On the
right side of the page leave space for
possible future comments. Then it can be
remarked that in the game Black inaccu-
rately played 9..We7, allowing the ex-
change of his d6 bishop for the knight at c3.
He should first have defended the b5-square
by 9...a6, a typical move in such positions.
In principle, you can write any comments of
your own, any discussions on the given
topic. If later you come across a new and
similar example, add it to the same list. As a
result you will compile a collection of
instructive positions on the most varied
topics. In the process they will be firmly
engraved in your memory, expanding and
reinforcing your positional arsenal.

Let us now return to the game. So, as a
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result of Blackburne’s inaccuracy, White has
gained a slight advantage.

12 &Hd2 Hdf6
If 12...f5, then after 13 cxd5 &£xd5 14 f3
White would have gradually prepared e3—e4.
But | think that the exchange 12..5xd2 was
better than the move in the game.

Now | suggest that you spend some time
considering the position.

Recently | was discussing this game with
Dvoretsky and he drew attention to the
move 13 &b1!. A hundred years ago, of
course, they didn't play that sort of chess.
This positional procedure — non-standard
avoidance of an exchange —appeared much
later. Mark Israilevich easily found the
strongest move, because he had already
studied such situations and even written an
article on this topic ‘The “superfluous”
piece’.

Here too | would make a positional sketch.
And comment on the given situation roughly
as follows:

‘The unexpected 13 b1 comes into consid-
eration. In avoiding the exchange, White
intends by 14 {3 to drive the knight away
from e4, and then play £c3, preparing e3—
ed4. In this case he retains more pieces on the
board, which is advantageousto ithe side
with a spatial advantage.’
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A similar situation sometimes occurs in the
English Opening or in the Stonewall Varia-
tion of the Dutch Defence.

There is an additional nuance — in some
cases £a3 becomes possible, which is
important, say, in the variation 13 b1 e5 14
f3 &)g5 15 dxe5 dxe5 16 £a3, winning the
exchange.

In the game White played more simply,
allowing the exchange of knights and thereby
lessening his positional advantage.

1313 Hxd2

14 ¥xd2 dxca
A possible decision, although some criti-
cised Blackburne for this move. But with
what would you recapture on c4?

The pawn at c4 would be rather weak, and
therefore the capture with the bishop looks
more natural. We thereby ascertain that,
instead of 14...dxc4, serious attention should
have been given to 14...£a6.

15 £xc4 ds

16 £d3
Now the open file must be occupied by a
rook. The question is, which rook?

If Black plays 16...Eac8, he has to reckon
with the reply a2-a4!. The threat of £a3
appears, as well as the serious plan of an
offensive on the queenside with ad4—a5.
16... Zfc8
17 Eael

White had a choice. He could also have
considered the plan of playing on the
queenside, with 17 a4. But 17 Eae1 looks
more natural, and in the positional sense
Zukertort was a natural player who made
sound moves of this sort.

Now | invite you to reflect a little on the
position and take a decision for Black.

(see diagram)
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Yes, you hit the mark if you suggested 17...
a5!. The situation is not without its dangers
for Black. His bishop at b7 is passive, while
White has the advantage of the two bishops
and the real prospect of an offensive in the
centre with e3—-e4. If Black plays thought-
lessly and without a plan, he may be left
without counterplay and end up in a difficult
position.

With the move ...a7-a5 (which was not in
fact made in the game) Black simultaneously
pursues several aims. He acquires three
promising possibilities: counterplay on the
queenside with ...a5—a4, the exchange of
the light-square bishops by ...&a6, and in
some cases ... Wb4.

White would probably have combated the
threat of ...a5—a4 by 18 a4. Then Black
would have exchanged the light-square
bishops, gained quite adequate counterplay,
and would have been unlikely to lose the
game. A very active white piece would have
disappeared from the board and also the c2-
square would have been weakened, intensi-
fying the threat of Black doubling rooks on
the c-file.

After we have found the move 17...a5!, it
becomes clear that, once White had chosen
the plan of play in the centre, he should have
implemented it by 17 We?2! (instead of 17
Hae1). From e2 the queen not only assists
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e3-e4, but also prevents Black from ex-
changing the light-square bishops.

On this topic too you can prepare a
positional sketch (you already know how
this is done). The heading — ‘exchange of
pieces’. It is often very important to
realise which pieces should be ex-
changed, or, on the contrary, which
should not be exchanged. Such a conclu-
sion may prove to be the key to a position,
and help the correct plan to be determined.

Blackburne played routinely. He saw that
there was an open file and he began
doubling rooks on it.

17... Hc7
18 e4 Hacs

Many players would probably also have
acted in this way — doubled rooks, and only
then begun thinking what to do next. But in
general there is nothing that Black can do —
the invasion squares on the c-file are
securely controlled by the white bishops.
Nevertheless, Black does still have some
tactical possibilities, associated with the
invasion on c2. Thus there is the possible
idea of ...2a6, although it is not apparent
how it can be prepared.

19 e5

20 f4
The logical development of White’s plan. He
increases his spatial advantage, preparing
an attack on the king. What would you
suggest here for Black?

It is extremely dangerous to allow f4—f5.
This means that he has to choose between
20...g6 and 20...f5. The latter continuation
looks sounder.
20... g6

In the tournament book Zukertort attached a
question mark to this move and gave a
completely justified comment: ‘Of course,
Black must stop the advance of the white f-
pawn, but, considering that with the move in
the game he weakens his king's position,
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without gaining anything in return, it would
probably have been better to play ...f7—f5
directly.’

Yes, one should be very cautious about
moving pawns away from the king.

After 20...f5! 21 exf6 £xf6 Black could have
acquired counterplay with ...5e4.

21 He3

If now 21...20g7, then White would have
continued the offensive with 22 g4.

21... 5

Somewhat inconsistent, but this often hap-
pens: first you make one move, and then
you realise that you should have played
differently. Now try thinking for some time,
delving into the position, and guessing the
further course of the play.

On what grounds did you choose 22 exf6 ?
Yes, of course, this is the most obvious
move. With the two bishops it is natural to
open the position, and the hope appears
that the bishop at b2 may somehow also be
included in the attack. However, account
must be taken of the counterplay that may
flare up after ...2\f6—e4, so that 22 exfé6 must
be accurately calculated.

It was also possible to play more quietly:
h2—-h3 and g2—g4. But then itis very difficult,
if at all possible, to-breach Black’s position.

22 exf6!
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The start of a very fine combination.
22... Hxf6

If Black had foreseen Zukertort's idea, he
would have preferred 22...Wxf6 in the hope
of somehow digging in, say, after 23 Wef
g7. White would have developed his
initiative with g2—g4 and continued his
attack, but Black’s position would have
remained fairly solid. But Blackburne wanted
to play more actively, especially since he
was obviously already planning the coun-
terplay with 25...Ec2.

What should White do now? Here you can’t
get away with general reasoning. You must
calculate variations, and find the idea that
Zukertort carried out.

23 f5

This move made a strong impression on one
of the annotators of this game, the firstworld
champion Steinitz, who called it ‘the start of
a remarkable conception on a grand scale.’

23... Hed
What else?
24 £ xed dxed

The thematic move 25 d5 strongly suggests
itself. In positions with opposite-colour
bishops a material advantage is not of
great importance; what is important is
the activity of the bishop. With d4-d5
White opens the long diagonal for his

PART I

bishop, he threatens Wd4, and in general
this is a very interesting continuation. But let
us check it concretely: 25 d5 Hc2 26 Wd4
e5, and after the exchange on e5 — ... £xd5,
when Black has every chance of a draw.
This means that other possibilities in the
position must be sought.

It is very probable that Zukertort had already
foreseen them when he played 22 exf6. He
was an uncommonly inventive player and
had almost certainly found the idea of the
combination beforehand.

25 fxg6!
Clearly, 25 f6 is weaker, because it allows
Black a respite: he plays 25.. Wf7 26 Hc3
£d5, gaining real chances of a draw. The
move in the game, opening the position, is
the most energetic. Now 25...hxg6 is bad,
because White has the very unpleasant 26
Eg3 (26...Wg7 27 d5, and if 27...Ec2, then
28 Wxc2).

25... Bc2

26 gxh7+ &h8
A typical defensive procedure — the king
hides behind the pawn. 26...&xh7 27 Eh3+
and 28 Whe was clearly bad.

27 d5+ eb
28 Wha!!

Here the calculation=can probably-be cut
short — one senses that White has a very
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dangerous attack, sufficient at least for a
draw. But even so, let’s try and calculate the
variation 28... Wxb4 29 2 xe5+ &xh7 to the
end. White plays 30 Eh3+ &g6 31 Eg3+
&h6 32 Ef6+, then Ef5(f7)+ and &f4+. Do
you see the mating construction? This is the
idea of the combination. The three white
pieces give mate with continuous checks.

If 28..Wg7 or 28..¥g5, then 29 Hg3 is
decisive.

28 ... E8c5

Itis now evident that White’s position is won,
and probably not just in one way. Apart from
the spectacular manner chosen by Zukertort,
| also see another win.

29 Bf8+!

A very pretty diversion. If 29.. . Wxf8 there
follows 30 £xe5+ &xh7 31 Wxed+ &h6 32
Eh3+ and mate in a few moves. Here
Steinitz gives the following comment: ‘in
conjunction with White’s previous play, this
forms one of the most notable combinations
conceived over the chessboard. Words
cannot suffice to express our admiration of
the great skill with which Zukertort played
this game.’ Steinitz was constantly in rivalry
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with Zukertort, but he genuinely loved
chess, admired pretty ideas, and gave his
opponent his due. An example worthy of
imitation!

However, the less aesthetic 29 Wxe4 is also
decisive, although the variations are slightly
more complicated. If 29..Exb2, then 30
Big+! Wxf8 31 Wxe5+ &xh7 (31..Wg7 32
We8+ &xh7 33 Eh3+ Whe 34 Wf7+), and
here the quickest way to mate is 32 Wh5+
&g7 33 Wgs+ &7 34 W5+ &g8 35 Wb+,
In such instances you should choose the
one move which most appeals to you and
calculate it to the end.

29 ... &xh7
30 Wxed+ &g7
31 2xe5+

White is now finishing off, but in style.
Zukertort's aesthetic feeling must be given
its due.

31... 2 xf8
32 2g7+!

An attractive blow.
32... +g8
33 ¥xe7

Black resigned.

Mark Dvoretsky

You have just looked at a wonderful
classic game and picked out from it
several strategically interesting situations.
The positional sketches which you may
have made are, so to speak, of a purely
chess character (they are all associated with
the problem of exchanging pieces). It is very
important to master the typical methods of
positional play. The arsenal of any strong
play contains an enormous store of such
methods, both widely-known, and subtle
ones which rarely occur.

But positional sketches can be made not
only on purely chess topics. Chess is played

by a person, who thinks, seeks and fights. At
times he is successful, at times he finds
something interesting, but sometimes he
makes mistakes and does not succeed.
Moreover, he does not succeed not only
because of a lack of purely chess knowl-
edge, but frequently on account of deficien-
cies of character, on account of mistakes in
considering moves, in the approach to a
position, or in the taking of decisions. The
ability to analyse your thinking, develop
rational methods of planning, determine
what lies behind ~-mistakes committed
and, by contrast, identify your creative



» &

successes — it is clear that all this is no
less important than the mastery of purely
chess subtleties.

The examples that | wish to show you are
linked with the analysis of a player’s own
actions, an analysis that is not purely chess,
but, so to speak, chess psychology. They
are all taken from the games of Sergey
Dolmatov, who carried out this work in the
period 1977—-1980. At that time he needed to
become stronger in positional play, and he
used to draw positional sketches, in which
he would comment not only on purely chess
factors, but also the psychological aspect of
decision taking and methods of considering
moves.

Recently | looked anew at Sergey Dolmatov’s
notebook (generally speaking, it would have
been better to use not a notebook, but
separate sheets — a ‘card index’). Itwas very
interesting for me to remember how he then
worked on his chess. It should be said that
Sergey was already quite a strong player. In
1978 he became world junior champion, and
a year later he won the USSR Champion-
ship First League. But even for a player of
the standard reached by Dolmatov, work
with positional sketches proved productive,
and assisted his development. There were
things to comment on, since he found
defects in his play, which he wanted to
eradicate. | will now show you examples of
the analysis of his own games.

Atthe end of 1977 Dolmatov did not manage
to win the European Junior Championship.
He shared 1st-3rd places, but was placed
second on the tie-break. This tournament
revealed certain deficiencies, in particular a
lack of self-confidence and a certain passiv-
ity in his play. Earlier we had worked a lot on
strategy and technique. Sergey was fasci-
nated by positional play and he began
avoiding risks, giving preference to purely
technical methods of play. After the Euro-
pean Championship he and | set about

PART i

activating his play and strengthening his
fighting qualities. As a result, Sergey began
playing much more aggressively and inven-
tively, which helped him to a confident
victory in the World Junior Championship.
But, when analysing his play even in this
successful tournament, he found traces of
his old illness.

The game with which we will begin was
played at the start of the world champion-
ship. The first sketch that Sergey drew
involved a position that was reached imme-
diately after the opening.

Khakpur - Dolmatov
Graz 1978
Sicilian Defence
1ed4c52513e63¢3d54 exds Wxd5 5 d4
f6 6 2d3 £e7 7 0-0 0-0 8 We2 cxdd
9 cxd4 Hc6 10 Ed1 Hb4g 11 He3 Wd6 12
£b1

12..8d7

A normal developing move. But wouldn’t
12...b6 have been stronger, trying to deploy
the bishop more actively by occupying the
long diagonal? What might Black be both-
ered about here? Of course, 13 De4 — when
he might accidentally end up losing a rook.
Should we be afraidof;thisymove or not? We
find the counter 13...£a6!. Any exchanges
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are to Black’s advantage, so there is no
reason to be afraid.

Dolmatov drew a diagram and wrote that
instead of 12...£d7 it would have been
better to develop the bishop on the long
diagonal (for the moment this is a purely
chess evaluation). He made the following
comment on what had happened:

‘Tknew that 12...b6 was stronger, but during
the game | suddenly became afraid of 13
DNed, although | also found the reply
13..8a6!; i.e. | was afraid of a ghost.’

It is curious: if Sergey had not found the
intermediate move ...£a6 and had decided
that 12...b6 was refuted, this episode could
have been regarded as a tactical error. Yet
he saw everything and nevertheless he was
afraid — this results in a quite different
picture. You should be afraid of things that
are more real. If you see a good idea and it
works — why then be afraid!

Mistakes in the consideration of moves are
rarely accidental; they give grounds for
reflection, as usually something stands
behind them. For example, lack of confi-
dence in one’s powers — where you are
afraid not of concrete threats, but are simply
excessively cautious just in case. This is a
serious defect, and in chess it is a terrible
hindrance. Successes come more often to
aggressive, self-confident players.

Cautious play is sometimes the conse-
quence of a corresponding approach to a
game. For example, it is important for you
notto lose, from your tournament position a
draw suits you perfectly well, and you
decide to act as safely as possible. Such a
frame of mind influences your behaviour
throughout the game. At some point you
need to play actively, but because of your
striving for solidity and safety, you restrict
yourself,

If from your tournament position you need a

draw without fail, then playing directly for a
draw is a serious mistake. In such cases a
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player nearly always loses, if, of course, he
has a clever and experienced opponent.
There is nothing worse than aiming for a
draw from the very first moves. If it is
important for you not lose, don’t think at
all about a draw, but play normally and
actively. You have the right to remember
about the required outcome only at
certain rare moments — for example, if
the opponent himself offers a draw, or if
the possibility appears of forcing a dead-
drawn position — in other words, only
once or twice during the course of the
game.

Of course, a cautious frame of mind does
not necessarily lower the standard of your
play. Thanks to it you can sometimes
neutralise the opponent’s latent ideas, which
in other circumstances you could have
overlooked. That is, a cautious mood may
help and may also let you down, with both
one and the other sometimes occurring
during the course of the same game. We will
now see such an instance.

At the start of the world championship, when
his game with the Iranian player Khakpur
occurred, Sergey was not yet warmed up,
was not fully confident in himself, and was
excessively constrained and cautious. Let
us examine a position that arose in the
middlegame of the same game.
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It is Black to move. How does he stand?
Well, of course. In our country we do after all
play chess better than in Iran, so it is not
surprising that Dolmatov had outplayed his
opponent. Here he again drew a diagram,
attached an exclamation mark to his move
22..Ed7! and gave the following commen-
tary:

‘Here | guessed my opponent’s idea and
made the strongest move. 22. Wb6 sug-
gests itself, but itis weaker on account of 23
We5! Wxb2? 24 g4! and White wins. Earlier
I would have overlooked a move like 24 g4,
since | was always afraid of sharply advanc-
ing the pawns in front of the king.’

We see that in the given instance Sergey’s
cautious frame of mind forced him to look
carefully at his opponent’s possibilities, and
helped him to discover a veiled trap.

Note the last phrase in Dolmatov’s comment
— it reflects the satisfaction of seeing the
results of training work he had carried out.
Previously moves such as 24 g4 were not
part of his chess repertoire, and did not
come easily to him. After training in active
play, dynamics and the search for unusual
solutions, Sergey sensed that he was now
capable of finding such ideas without diffi-
culty.

Let us examine a third episode from the
same game.

PART Il

Dolmatov’'s comment on the move he made,
25...W¥b5?:

‘Again | saw the strongest continuation:
25..e4 26 We3 Wxb2 27 L. xe6 Yxf2+ 28
Wxf2 &\xf2, but | did not notice that at the
end of the variation | would be a pawn up -
for some reason | felt that the pawns would
be equal.’

At first sight this is a purely concrete
mistake, but | think that it was not acciden-
tal. When a player is in a cautious mood, he
does not want to take sudden decisions,
sharpen the situation, or play combinations.
When an idea occurs to him, subcon-
sciously he seeks not a confirmation of it,
but a refutation, in order to maintain the
desired course of quiet manoeuvring. And
therefore it is easy to persuade yourself with
real, but sometimes, as in the given in-
stance, illusory arguments. The illusions
normally occur only in one direction.

By contrast, a player with an ultra-aggres-
sive mood usually has illusions of the
directly opposite nature.

| think that the positional sketches (in the
given instance it would be more correct to
say — psychological sketches), associated
with these three episodes from one game,
should be placed on one sheet, since they
have something in common with one an-
other, and show us the different conse-
quences of one and the same psychological
condition of a player. On the same list |
would add a description of another instance
that occurred with Sergey in the same junior
world championship.

(see diagram)
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Yusupov - Dolmatov
Graz 1978
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Itis White to move. The game was played in
the middle of the tournament, at a moment
when Yusupov was half a point behind
Sergey. In the first half of the game White
had a big advantage. Dolmatov defended
tenaciously and managed to beat off the
attack. Again | give his commentary.

‘In this position | took my most unfortunate
decision of the tournament: | offered a draw,
although Black has good winning chances.
In view of my opponent’s shortage of time,
these chances could well have been trans-
formed into a point. After conducting a
gruelling defence in the first half of the
game, | was unable to retune and begin
playing for a win. | realised that my position
was not worse, but it somehow did not occur
to me that it was better.’

First about the purely chess evaluation of
the situation. Dolmatov is quite right. When
there are opposite-colour bishops in the
middlegame it is very important who has
the initiative, who is attacking. It is clear
that Black is more actively placed. His
bishop is pressing on the f2-point, whereas
the white bishop is running up against its
own d5-pawn. A blockaded pawn on the
colour of its own bishop sharply restricts
the bishop’s activity — this is a very
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serious positional deficiency in a middle-
game with opposite-colour bishops.

Now about the psychological aspect. The
transition from an inferior position to a
superior one frequently proves difficult for
both players. The one who held an advan-
tage sometimes does not fully realise that
the situation has changed, and he does not
sense the danger. Instead, while it is not too
late, of being satisfied with equality and
somewhere agreeing a draw, through inertia
he continues playing for a win and worsens
his position. By contrast, a player who for a
long time has been conducting a difficult
defence often continues defending, even
when he acquires real chances of a win.
This is a typical psychological mistake, and
it is very good if you can learn to observe
similar mistakes in your own games. If you
will analyse your play as honestly and
sincerely as Dolmatov did, in all probability
you will avoid repeating the same mistakes
in the future.

On the whole Dolmatov played splendidly in
the 1978 world championship, he won with
the very high score of 10%2 points out of 13,
and he gained several fine wins. But, as you
can see, even in his best tournaments a
player is bound to have difficult moments,
attacks of uncertainty and oversights; it is
very important to get through them with
minimal losses.

Chess is played by completely different
people, with different ways of thinking, and
different characters and temperaments.
Dolmatov is highly emotional, and an ex-
cess of emotions frequently overwhelms
him and prevents an objective evaluation of
the situation. He experiences significant
mood swings. | have shown you examples
when he lacked confidence in himself, when
he needlessly doubted something, was
afraid of something. But now | will show you
some directly opposite instances.

Immediately after the 1978 world champion-
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ship, Sergey and | took part in a tournament
dedicated to the memory of the splendid
trainer Vakhtang llyich Karseladze, in which
we shared first place.

Estrin — Dolmatov
Kutaisi 1978

White has just captured a black bishop: 17
£xg6. With what would you recapture on
g6? Dolmatov chose 17...fxg6?!.

‘The natural 17..hxg6 was stronger, for
example, 18 0-0-0 15 19 Wxd8 Efxd8 with
advantage to Black in the endgame.’ (In-
deed, the position favours Black thanks to
the bad knight at a3; if the knight were
normally placed, this evaluation would hardly
be valid — Dvoretsky.) ‘But | wanted to play a
more complicated game and so | persuaded
myself that in the middlegame my advan-
tage would be no less. In fact in the
middlegame Black has nothing. Moreover,
he has to play accurately not to end up
worse. Earlier, practically without thinking, |
would have played 17...hxg6, since | would
have gained a better endgame, and this
always used to suit me. But now I was trying
to play for the maximum. In principle this is
the correct approach, but in the given
specific instance | incorrectly decided where
the maximum was.’

PART I

In my opinion, a good and interesting
judgement. Sergey reflects on how to
approach the process of the struggle, how to
play for a win, what risk you can allow
yourself, and what not. By analysing his own
play from this point of view, a player
improves his chances of avoiding similar
mistakes in the future. Although, of course,
there can be no complete guarantee. For
example, soon in the European Junior
Championship Sergey again made a similar
mistake. True, in this case there was a
special situation, in that he felt serious
anxiety about the outcome of the tourna-
ment. Initially Dolmatov had been confi-
dently leading, but then the Dutch player
John Van der Wiel began winning game
after game and by the 10th round he had
caught Sergey. It was felt that the Dutchman
was quite capable of extending his series of
wins.

Dolmatov — Petursson
Groningen 1978/79

The two sides’ chances are roughly equal.
White’s trump is the broken enemy pawns
on the queenside. In return Black has active
pieces and the open d-file, and in addition
he can latch on to the e5-pawn.

In principle, this/iss Dolmatov'scsort of
position: a strategic battle, with chances of
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developing pressure on the weak black
pawns. He wanted to win, but he did not see
how.

Probably he should have accurately played
25 Hed, aiming for a roughly equal end-
game, but here there were no real chances
of success.

25 &f1?

This is how Sergey commented on his
actions:

‘A completely senseless move. | wanted to
win without fail, but in this way it is only
possible to lose the game. You can’t force
the position! | once again realised this.’

The underlying motive of the king move is
purely emotional. Since all the same White
has to move his rook and go into an ending,
the king should be brought closer to the
centre — with his king at e2 in the endgame
he will be able to play for a win. But this is
only a feeling, and if White had only given it
some thought, it would have disappeared.
Try moving the rook — there immediately
follows ...Ed1+ or ...Ed2. The idea of going
into an endgame with the king on f1 is

unrealisable. And otherwise White's move

cannot be justified.

Margeir Petursson is a good positional
player, but he defends better than he
attacks. Had his offensive standard been
slightly higher, he would surely have found
25...a4!. Then 26 Ec1 Ed2 leads to a difficult
endgame for White. The relatively best way
out of the situation would be the admission
of his mistake: 26 &g1!?. But, firstly, it is not
easy to decide on this, and secondly, then
too after 26...a3 the white a2-pawn becomes
vulnerable, and could give Black something
to latch on to.

25... Lf8

A less energetic move, after which White
gains a respite.

26 f4
Dolmatov defends the e5-pawn and wants
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to include his bishop in the play. Now in the
event of 26...a4 he can calmly take the pawn,
and if 27...2d1+ there is 28 Le1.

26... £bq

27 2el?
The simple move 27 W3! would have led to
equality. But White makes another serious
positional mistake, again along the same
lines: he wants to simplify the position and
then begin working on the weak pawns. In
so doing, Sergey again underestimates the
dangers threatening his king.

27 ... L xel
28 xel aq!

What to do now? The b3-pawn is attacked,
and it is not possible to take on a4 with the
rook in view of 29..Wc5! with the deadly
threats of 30..Wci1+ and 30..Wgl+. The
position would have been quite normal, if
the king had been somewhere like h2, but it
is stuck in the centre.
29 ba a3?!

Again Petursson commits an inaccuracy in
attack. In the positional sense the move
made is quite competent — it is useful to
obtain a dangerous pawn at a3, separate the
opponent’s pawns and fix the weakness at
a2. But at the same time White gains an
opportunity to escape with his king from the
danger zone.

Had Black played a little more concretely:
29...Wb6!, and only if 30 &f1 — 30...a3, the
white king would have remained in the
centre, and things would have been far more
difficult for Dolmatov than in the game.

30 &f2

The initiative is still with Black. However,
after tenacious defence and an agonising
analysis of the adjourned position (de-
scribed in School of Chess Excellence 1:
Endgame Analysis p.14) Dolmatov man-
aged to save the game.

We have talked about lack of confidence in
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one’s own powers and, by contrast, over-
evaluation of one’s own possibilities and
underestimation of the opponent’s resources.
But, of course, a player can be hindered by
deficiencies of a quite different sort.

In those years Dolmatov was not satisfied
with his ability to calculate variations. After
the Premier League of the 1979 USSR
Championship he made ‘sketches’ on this
topic from five games that he played. | will
now show you one of them.

Belyavsky — Dolmatov
Minsk 1979

6
5
4

21

It is Black to move. It stands to reason that
the position is in his favour. He is excellently
placed in the centre and he controls the dark
squares. Which move looks the most natu-
ral?

Advance the pawn to h3? A possible
continuation, and the one in fact chosen by
Dolmatov. But in the positional sense it is
questionable, since it weakens Black's
control of the dark squares.

Play ...Ah5 and then ...%)f4 ? Not bad - f4 is
a quite appropriate square for the knight.
However, the most attractive move is
22...5\d5!. The knight heads for f4, but atthe
same time it also eyes other squares, and
who knows which one it will in fact occupy.

PART 11

Perhaps, c3. And if White replies 23 Wt3, the
knight will go to b4. What can White then do
with his bishop at c2? He would probably
have had to play 23 Wd2, but the position
after 23..5¢c3 24 Wxd8 Hxds 25 Hxd8+
&h7 is advantageous to Black. It is clear
that the multi-purpose move 22...23d5! would
have best emphasised his advantage.

Dolmatov writes: ‘Black became carried
away by the calculation of a complicated
combination, beginning with 22...h37?! 23 g3
£.g4, and did not notice the simple move
22..5\d5, giving him an obvious advantage.
! was again let down by undisciplined
calculation.’

What did Sergey have in mind by ‘undisci-
plined calculation’? What principle of calcu-
lating variations was violated? Of course,
the principle of ‘candidate moves’, which
demands that first you should determine
all the promising possibilities, and only
then delve into a calculation of any one
of them. By following this principle, Dolmatov
would surely have found the move ...\d5!,
Then he would possibly have rejected the
combination, especially since its conse-
quences were unclear, and preferred a
simple and sound way of retaining his
advantage.

22... h3?!
23 g3 £g4
24 {3

Try now to find the idea of Black’s combina-
tion. It is not at all obvious.

24... Wes+

25 Wf2
In the event of 25 £e3 Black has the strong
reply 25...2)d5!.

25... We3
(see next diagram)

Now let's calculate variations, try to under-
stand what Dolmatov had in mind, and
guess what he might have, overlooked-here.
This is a rather difficult problem.
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It is obvious that the capture of the bishop
loses immediately to 26..xg4 27 We2
W5+ What other candidate moves for
White do you see?

Sergey worked out the following main
variation: 26 He3 £xf3 27 Wxf3 Hd5 28
exd5 Exe3 29 Wf2 Ef3 30 We2 Wc5+ and
31...Ef2, winning. A pretty idea!

When Dolmatov showed me the game, |
immediately asked him: but what if White
plays 29 dxc6 (instead of 29 Wf2), or, even
better, captures on c6 a move earlier? There
was no reply — Sergey had simply over-
looked the opponent’s counter-blow. | don’t
know what should happen here — you can
check the variations yourself. But later a far
more convincing refutation of Black’s combi-
nation was found: 28 £d3! (instead of 28
exd5).

Alas, this is not all. Dolmatov writes: ‘Black
overlooked 26 e5, which, fortunately, never-
theless does not lead to a loss for him. In
sharp positions of this sort an oversight can
cost the game.’

Belyavsky made his move after a long think.

26 e5 4xf3

If now 27 exf6, then simply 27..£&xd1.
However, serious consideration should also
have been given to 26...2xd1 27 Exd1 Wxf3
28 Wxf3 (bad is 28 exf6? Wxf2+ 29 Hxf2
He2+! 30 &gl Eg2+) 28..8xf3 29 exf6
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£xd1 30 £xd1 Eel.

27 Exd8 Exd8
28 exf6 Wxail
29 ¥xf3

Let's now stop for some five minutes and
think what possibilities Black has, which of
them are better, and which are worse.

Well, let's assume 29.. Wxf6. How should
the endgame after the exchange on f6 be
evaluated? Black is worse, agreed? If the
rook were active, it could prove stronger
than the two minor pieces, but here the rook
has no invasion squares. The white king
quickly comes to the centre, after which the
rook definitely has nowhere to break in. And
White, of course, will soon surround and win
the h3-pawn.

There is 29...Ed2. What does it lead to? Do
you see the counter 30 £h7+! 7 It leads to
perpetual check. But this is better than the
unpleasant ending after 29... Wxf6?.

Are there no other continuations? | will again
hand over to Dolmatov:

‘What simultaneously told here were poor
calculation and weak evaluation of the
position. Black has three possibilities:

a) 29.. Wxf6?. The most unfortunate move —
and the one made in the game. The
endgame is in favour of White.

b) 29...Ed2?!. I simply did not see this move.
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It leads to a draw after 30 Lh7+ &xh7 31
W5+ — perpetual check.

c) 29...gxf6!. In the middlegame Black has
the advantage, since his king can safely
hide at f8 and e7, whereas the white king is
less well placed. In the event of the
exchange of the a2-pawn for the h3-pawn
(for example, after 30 Wg4+ 28 31 Wxh3
Wxa2) Black soon exchanges queens and
obtains a won endgame. It is interesting that
29...gxf6! did not even occur to either me or
my opponent.’

Dolmatov and | discovered the possibility of
29...gxf6 when we analysed the game. | am
afraid that Sergey exaggerates its strength:
after 30 Wg4+ 2f8 White has the unpleas-
ant check 31 Wbd4+, and also 31 Wxh3
Wxa2 leads only to a draw after 32 Wh6+!
e7 33 Wed+. But in principle everything he
says is correct. It is unseemly to overlook
resources such as 29..Ed2 and 29...gxf6.

Every cloud has a silver lining. After reach-
ing a difficult endgame, Sergey began
defending stubbornly and, when at one point
his opponent blundered, he carried out a
fantastic combination and created a genuine
masterpiece. The ending of the game is
analysed in School of Chess Excellence 1 —
Endgame Analysis.

We have seen that in those years Dolmatov
felt uncomfortable in a sharp struggle, and
he calculated variations inaccurately, mak-
ing oversights both for himself, and for his
opponent. But those of you who are familiar
with the afore-mentioned book will have
seen in it numerous examples that are
directly opposite in character, in which
Sergey demonstrated great mastery in the
calculation of complicated variations.

The explanation is simple: Dolmatov real-
ised that with poor calculating technique he
would not achieve any great successes. He
began serious training, and solved numer-
ous studies and practical positions from my
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card index of exercises. We also used other
training methods, such as the playing of
specially selected positions. Now | think that
in certain situations he is capable of out-
calculating Kasparov himself.

Don’t think that at that time Sergey was
simply a pupil, and that he was still merely
assimilating chess knowledge. No, he was
already a strong player, who carried out
interesting, deep ideas and won some
wonderful games. However well a player
performs, he always has deficiencies on
which he has to work. And, as you see, the
starting point of Dolmatov’'s work on self-
improvement was an analysis of mistakes
he had made, carried out with the help of a
method which we arbitrarily called ‘positional
sketches’.

Up till now | have mainly showed you
negative examples, Sergey’s failures. Now |
wish to demonstrate one of his best games
of that time, which any top player would be
pleased to have to his credit. It was played in
the 1978/79 European Junior Champion-
ship, an event in which Dolmatov played
many good games. | annotated some of
them for the tournament bulletin, but not the
encounter with the Englishman Jim Plaskett.
I remembered that at one moment Dolmatov
made a very deep, very subtle positional
move, which determined his advantage. But
the game was given in the tournament
bulletin without any notes and to figure out
what this idea was, why it was precisely this
move and not another, was not so easy. Of
course, Sergey no longer remembers what
he calculated at the time. But recently |
opened Dolmatov’s notebook with his
positional sketches and | found there a
description of this episode. Thanks to the
notebook a wonderful example was pre-
served and | can now show it to you.
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Dolmatov — Plaskett
Groningen 1978/79
Sicilian Defence

1ed c5
2913 dé
3d4 cxd4
4 Hxda 6
5 &Hc3 ab

6 f4 e6

7 Le2 Se7
8 0-0 0-0
9 a4 AT
10 £e3 Wc7
11 &h1

One of the ‘tabiyas’ of the Scheveningen
Variation has been reached. Here 11...Ee8
is usually played. The continuation chosen
by Plaskett is less good.

1... Hxd4

12 Wxd4 4d7
The Encyclopaedia of Chess Openings
mainly considers 12...e5. Instead of this
Black allows a cramping of his position,
hoping later to launch a counterattack
against White’s centre.

13 e5 2e8
Itwas not so easy to make a choice between
the two natural moves 14 £d3 and 14 £f3.
They are both quite possible, but the latter
would appear to be slightly stronger.

14 4d3 £c6

A s

15 412!

15 &ed4 suggested itself, but Black would
have replied 15..Ed8!, and if 16 Wc3 -
16...Ec8!. The opposition of White's queen
and the enemy rook causes him serious
discomfort. | once analysed this position with
Nana Alexandria and Igor Platonov, the
grandmaster from Kiev, and we established
that White has nothing.
Dolmatov plays more strongly — he vacates
in advance a convenient retreat square for
his queen.

15... Eds

16 We3
White has slightly more space, and there-
fore his position is preferable. In the subse-
quent play he strives to maintain and further
increase his spatial advantage.

16... g6
17 a5

A standard bind on the queenside.
17... g7
18 We2

A good regrouping: the bishop must operate
on the gi1-a7 diagonal, and the queen
supports it from behind.

18... Ed7
19 4b6 Wbs
20 ¥e3 4Lds
21 a7 Wa8
22 2b6

To avoid tactical tricks such as 22...82xg2+
23 &xg2 b6+, or the immediate 22..b6

(22...b5), Dolmatov decides to bring his
bishop back.

22... £xb6

23 Wxb6 Whs

24 ded

Black has a strong bishop at ¢6, cementing
together his queenside and pressing on g2;
White prepares to exchange it.

24... Zc8

25 Had1 e8
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Here is the position, for the sake of which |
am showing you this game. White appears
to stand well, but how is he to maintain his
initiative? Although Sergey was not then a
grandmaster, he made a genuine grand-
masterly move. | will now attempt to repro-
duce the logic of his reasoning.

First let us check whether it isn’t possible to
break through immediately, for example,
with 26 f5. Alas, we have nothing concrete,
the opponent stands alright, and his position
cannot be taken by storm.

What question is it useful to ask ourselves in
such a situation, do you know? ‘What does
the opponent want?’ This is a key
question, which always helps a position
to be approached correctly. We must
mentally give the opponent the turn to
move and ascertain how he would use it.

Does Black want to capture on e5? Let us
check: 26...dxe5 27 Exd7 &xd7 27 &xb7,
attacking the rook and the a6-pawn. This is
probably advantageous to White, which
means that we do not have to fear the
capture on e5.

But what about 26...d5 ? It too does not
frighten us. The bishop retreats to d3. If
27...d4, then 28 De4, if there is nothing else.
But otherwise White transfers his knight to
d4 and retains a marked advantage.

26...¥c7!? is not a bad move, and we have
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to reckon seriously with it.

What else? Letus check 26...&xe4 27 Hxed
d5 (but not 27..Hxc2? 28 &Hc3! with the
irresistible threat of 29 Wb3). Where should
the knight move? At c3 it stands badly, and
Black successfully disentangles himself,
obtaining play on the c-file; ...Bdc7, ...Ec6
or Ec4 is possible. 28 £c5 is also not without
its dangers. There is the restrained reply
28...He7 followed by ...Ec6, but 28...Edc7
29 b4 Ec6 30 Wxb7 Wxb7 31 Dxb7 Eb8 is
also not bad.
Useful information has been obtained: we
now know what to expect from Black. Most
probably 26...&xe4 and 27...d5, but perhaps
also 26...Wc7. Now we have to find a way of
combating these plans. What can be de-
vised, so as not to allow the opponent to
escape from the bind? Dolmatov found a
brilliant solution.

26 Wba!!
A mysterious queen retreat, the point of
which is not immediately apparent. | very
much like such moves. Let’s investigate.
What was White intending in reply to the
opponent's main idea? It transpires that
after 26...&xed4 27 Dxed4 d5 Dolmatov had
prepared the terribly strong 28 c4!l. By then
capturing on d5, White gains an obvious
advantage, while if 28...Exc4, then 29 ¥xc4
dxc4 30 Exd7 with a completely won
position — the black pieces have no useful
moves.
Thus, the point of Dolmatov’s discovery is
now clear — he has succeeded in forestalling
the opponent’s plan involving the exchange
on e4. As often happens with deep moves,
26 Wb4 proves multi-purpose, new virtues
are discovered in it, and it proves appropri-
ate not only in those variations, for the sake
of which it was made. To convince ourselves
of this, let us examine the situation on the
board.
Now 26...Wc7 doesmot-create/the positional
threat of exchanging queens, and therefore
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White has time to do something. And he
makes splendid use of this opportunity, as
you can see by analysing the further course
ofthe game.

If 26...d5, then 27 £d3 (intending Hc3-e2—
dd4) - here the situation has not changed in
comparison with our preliminary estimations.

After 26...dxe5 27 Exd7 £xd7, however, the
situation has changed. We were intending to
capture on b7 with the bishop, but here this
is not possible because of the pin. And the
capture with the queen is not so clear. But
this is no problem — for the moment we can
simply play 28 fxe5, since if 28...#xe5 there
is the decisive stroke 29 We7!.

Is it possible that 26 Wb4 wins the game?
Hardly, since it is not even easy to suggest
what Black is threatened with. He surely
should be able to find a defence.

Let's try 26...Ecd8, threatening to capture on
e5. Dolmatov considered this move, and he
wrote that he was intending to reply 27 £xc6
bxc6 28 Wb6!. A good idea. In the event of
the exchange on b6, the passed pawn will
be supported by the knight from a4. The
black pawn cannot remain for ever at d6: it
will either go to d5, or will be exchanged on
e5 — in both cases the white knight will
obtain the excellent c5-point.

But | am not sure about the evaluation of the
position after 28..Eb7 29 Wxa6 (or 29
Wxc6) 29...Exb2. It seems to me that Black
can hope to equalise.

It cannot be ruled out that other acceptable
possibilities for Black may also be found.
But this does not change the essence of the
matter. In practice, moves such as 26 Wb4!!
often turn the course of the play, and
sometimes also decide its outcome. If you
are able to penetrate deeply into the
essence of the position, disrupt the oppo-
nent's plans and set him serious problems, it
is quite probable that he will be unable to
figure out your idea in time, retune, find new
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ideas and make new plans. Psychologically
this is a very difficult task.

Plaskett too failed to cope with it. He must
have realised what awaited him in the event
of the exchange on e4, but he overlooked

another powerful idea associated with 26
Wba.

26 ... Wce7 !

This looks very natural — Black activates his
queen and defends his rook at d7. But here
too Dolmatov had prepared an excellent
positional rejoinder.

27 £xc6 Wxc6

After 27...bxc6 the same reply would have
followed.

28 Haa!

This, it turns out, is the point: by retreating
his queen, White vacated the b6-square for
his knight.

It is time, finally, to say something about the
piece whose fate is the leitmotif of White's
entire strategy — this is the black knight,
which is now restricted by the white e5-
pawn. What prospects does it have? To
come out via g7 to f5? But if the queens are
not on the board, White will meet it with g2—
g4. The other route for the knight is via c7 to
d5. If White succeeds in placing his pawn on
c4, this route will also be ruled out, and the
knight at e8 will be shut out of the game. And
then it is the right time to remember
Tarrasch’s aphorism: ‘One piece stands
badly — the entire game stands badly’.

Now it is clear what Dolmatov was aiming
for. It is not a question of threatening Black
with a fork, nor of playing the knight to b6
(this is not the best square on the board).
The main thing is that White secures himself
with c2—c4!, restricting the mobility of the
enemy knight, and at the same time of the
heavy pieces on the c-file.

The conclusion of-the game-demonstrates
the complete triumph of White’s plan.
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28.. Ne7

A primitive trap: 29 9b6? &d5, and the
exchange of knights immediately eases
Black’s position. Of course, Dolmatov is not
going to make a mistake here — he knows
very well that his main aim is the restriction
of the enemy knight.

29 c4 dxe5
30 b6 Exd1
31 Exd1 He8
32 fxe5

The opponent’s pieces have nothing to
breath. At the same time White seizes
control of the open d-file. Here we see that
domination, so liked by Petrosian and
Karpov. The rest is no longer a fight, but
finishing off.

32... &g7

33 ¥d6!
The simplest, clearest solution. The black
queen is defending the queenside, and after
its exchange the white rook invades the 7th
rank.

33... Eb8
34 Wxc6 bxc6
35 Ed7 He8

If 35...5a8, then, of course, 36 c5, and the
rook endgame is completely hopeless for
Black.

36 g4!
A precise positional solution. White creates
an escape square for his king and a direct
route for it to the centre, and also seizes
space on the kingside.

36... g5

Now the final subtlety. White’s position can
probably be won ‘as he pleases’, but this is
not the way to think when converting an
advantage. You should find the most accu-
rate, the ‘cleanest’ way to win.
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Of course, it is possible to bring the king to
the centre or attack the enemy pawns on the
queenside. But Dolmatov again asked him-
self: what is Black intending to do? What do
you think he wants? Probably to try and free
his knight, by playing ...&g6 and ...f7—f6. It
would be not a bad thing to prevent this.

37 b4! g6

38 Be7
The f-pawn can no longer advance, and
White wants to bring his king to the centre.
But should he have conceded the d-file to
the black rook?

38... Zds
39 b5!
Now the point of 37 b4! becomes clear.
39... cxb5
40 cxb5 axb5
41 a6 b4
42 a7

Black resigns. An excellent strategic win!

I hope you will have realised how useful it is
to draw positional sketches, both purely
chess, and psychological, when analysing
your own games or studying those of other
players.
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Mark Dvoretsky

Admit your Mistakes!

hen studying games you have played,

itis notenoughtorestrict yourselftoa
purely chess analysis. It is important to
understand the causes of the mistakes
committed, and to seek ways of eradicating
them in the future. Acting in this way, a
player will subsequently be able to follow the
great Alexander Alekhine in saying: ‘By
means of chess | trained my character’.

Kotov — Dolmatov
Moscow 1977

Black has an acceptable position. For
example, 1...a5 is possible. Dolmatov picked
up his rook, intending to play 1...Ed8, and
promptly noticed 2 £xa6!.

The best way out of the position was the
cool-headed 1...Ea7(!) followed by 2...Ea8,
but Sergey simply could not bring himself to
make such a move. Not wishing to admit his
mistake so openly, he chose 1..Eb8?,
although he saw that after 2 £xa6 bxa6
3 Wxc6 Exb2 4 Ed7 it was not possible to
play 4..¥xa3 on account of 5 Wa8+! &h7
6 Wed+. He had to choose 4...Wf8 5 Hxc7

Eb8, and subsequently White converted his
advantage.

The reasons for rejecting the sensible move
1...Ea7 in favour of 1...Eb87? were not to do
with chess, but were purely emotional.
Sergey and | carefully discussed this inci-
dent. We remembered Tarrasch’s famous
aphorism: ‘Mistakes never happen singly’.
We pondered over why this happens. After
making an error, a player often continues
following his intended incorrect plan, even if
there is still time to change his mind. Or, on
the other hand, after recognising his error he
loses his composure and proves incapable
of finding his way correctly in the new
situation.

This means that it is very important, on the
one hand, to learn to acknowledge a
mistake in good time, and on the other hand
— to develop composure and self-control, an
ability not to weaken after making an error,
but to continue playing as though nothing
has happened.

Focusing attention on some problem, a
thorough analysis of it, the search for new
aspects, the constant returning to it — all this
is a reliable prescription for the successful
resolving of the given problem in the future.

(see next diagram)

Black is excellently placed and he could, for
example, play 16...Eae8!. Instead of this
Dolmatov chose 16...43g47?, intending the
exchange of knights at e5 or h2. While the
opponent was considering his reply, Sergey
observed that after 17 h3 Hge5 18 Hd4!
there is no satisfactory defence against two
threats: 19 &xe6 and 19, Ddxh5}) -After
17...20h2 the reply 18 £ d4! is again strong.
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Agzamov - Dolmatov
USSR Young Masters Championship,
Vilnius 1978

It was here, as he later admitted, that
Sergey remembered our conversations. He
did not torment himself with doubts, and
when the opponent played 17 h3, without
hesitation he brought his knight back:
17...50g16!. Now 18 &Hd4 Hae8 19 Hdxb5
axb5 20 & xb5 is no longer dangerous on
account of 20...&h2+,

The game continued 18 Efe1 £¢5 19 a3 (if
19 e5, then 19..8xf3 20 Wxf3 Hixe5 21
Wqg3 Dfgdl 22 Hed HI3+!) 19..Eae8 20
£e3 2xe3 21 Wxe3 Hh5

Despite the loss of two tempi, Dolmatov
retained a good position and, above all, did
notlose his presence of mind. Subsequently
he outplayed his opponent and won the game.

(see next diagram)

White thought he would transfer his bishop
to ¢3 and then play Wb2, developing
pressure on the e5-pawn. But with which
move should he begin, 16 £d2 or 16 £b2 ?
Dolmatov decided that 16 £d2 was more
accurate, preventing 16...a5 17 bxa5 Exa5s.
Butwhen Black nevertheless replied 16...a5!,
he realised that after 17 bxa5 bxa5 Black
controls the c5-square and achieves an
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Dolmatov - A.lvanov
USSR Young Masters Championship,
Vilnius 1978

excellent game.

Dolmatov promptly readjusted, avoided the
exchange on a5, and nevertheless began -
albeit with a loss of time — the transfer of his
bishop to b2, to neutralise Black’s pressure
on the a-file.

17 a3! axb4 18 axb4 Za2 19 Wd3 Hbd7 20
£¢3 h5 21 £2b2! 56 22 Wc2! (threatening
23 f&xe5!) 22..Haa8 (22..75g4!?) 23 c5.
White’s position is better, and he won the
game.

This was how one of the numerous playing
skills needed by a player was developed. |
make no secret of the fact that such results
afford a trainer enormous creative satisfac-
tion. Far more than even, say, the success-
ful employment of an opening novelty
worked out at home, or the difficult and
accurate analysis of an adjourned position.
After all, the main aim in the instruction of a
player (at least, of a young one) should be
not so much the processing and assimilation
of specific information, but rather the devel
opment and mastering of necessary skills,
and the hardening of character. This is far
more difficult than the simple acquisition of
knowledge, but itiis also far. more important,
and therefore any success in the given field
is especially pleasing.
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The ‘superfluous’ Piece

From the books of Aaron Nimzowitsch it is
well known that pieces that are in con-
tact with a strategically important point and
assist its occupation are usually well placed.

To dispute possession of the given square,
we usually aim for the exchange of these
pieces. But sometimes it makes sense to
choose the directly opposite strategy: if by
exchanges it is not possible to gain control
ofthe square, one can altogether give up the
fight for it, and avoid exchanges. After all,
the ‘important height’ can only be occupied
by one of the opponent’s pieces, and the
rest will as though prove superfluous. Here
are a few examples on this topic.

The following variation of the English Open-
ing has occurred several times in my games:

1c4 e5
2 Hc3 e
3g3 g6
4 492 g7
5e3 A
6 &\ge2 0-0
7 0-0 dé
8 d3 feb
9 Hdb5 Wd7

Black wants to weaken the pressure on his
queenside by exchanging the light-square
bishops: 10...£h3. Here account must be
taken of the fact that 11 £xh3 Wxh3 12
Hxc7? is not possible because of 12...20g4.
The game Ubilava—Dvoretsky (Batumi
1969) went 10 Eb1 £h3 11 Lec3 £xg2 12
Lxg2 (12 Hxf6+ is better) 12...20h5, and it
transpired that the two white knights, both
competing for the one square d5, were too
many. After 13 b4 5 14 b5 d8 my
opponent had to reckon with both 15...c6,
and 15...f4. Ubilava decided to retreat: 15
£e2 ¢6 16 bxc6 bxcé 17 Wad Lhs 18 {3
fe6 19 Hde3 Hf7, but as a result Black
gained a marked advantage.
10 Hec3

This was played five years later against the
author of these lines in the First League of
the USSR Championship (Odessa) by grand-
master Viadimir Savon. Black faces a
problem: which of two sensible positional
ideas (already known to us from the previous
game) to carry out first: the exchange of
light-square bishops or the retreat of the
knights followed by ...c7—6. | made the
incorrect choice: 10..2h37?! 11 &Oxf6+!
£xf6 12 HHd5 £d8. White has exchanged
his ‘superfluous’ knight, at the same time
driving the black bishop to a poor position.
There followed 13 £d2 £xg2 14 &xg2 5
15 ¥b3, and Black encountered serious
difficulties.

Analysis showed that Black should have
avoided the exchange of knights.

10... e8!
Black plans ...2e6-h3 or ...2Ac6-d8 fol-
lowed by ...c7—¢6; after -which -he has no
problems. This evaluation was confirmed in
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the game Gufeld-Dvoretsky (Borzhomi
1975).

11 4 £h3 12 2xh3 Wxh3 13 15 (a harmless
venture) 13..gxf5 14 b4 f4 (the simple
14...%h8 was probably even stronger) 15
gxfd f5 16 b5 h8! 17 &h1 HDd8 with
excellent prospects for Black.

Later | played the same position as White
and | once more realised that he can hardly
hope for an advantage.

Dvoretsky — Vadasz
Wijk aan Zee 1975

11 Wa4 £h3
11...)d8!7?.

12 £d2 fxg2

13 ¥xg2 5

14 Eael

14 b4? is incorrect in view of 14...f4!, when
the unfortunate position of the white knight
at c3 is felt. Even so, 14 f4 was more
accurate, since after the move in the game
Black could have replied 14...g5.

14... &7

15 f4 exf4?
A careless move, which costs Black dearly.
He should have exchanged queens immedi-
ately by 15...5)d8!. For example, 16 Wxd7
Exd7 17 e4 c6 18 De3 exf4 19 gxf4 fxe4 20
dxed De6 21 5 §c5, or 16 Wa3 HDe6 17 ba
g5.

16 gxf4 £\d8

17 Wxd7 BExd7

18 e4 c6
Or 18...fxe4 19 Exe4!.

19 exf5!

Now it is clear why the exchange of pawns
on f4 was incorrect — White now has the
opportunity to open the e-file with gain of
tempo.

19... cxd5
20 Exe8+ &f7
21 Efel

Subsequently | was able to convert the
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advantage gained.

On the basis of the examples considered it
can be concluded that in the given variation
the knight at c3 (when the second knight is
at d5) is badly placed. By avoiding the
exchange of knights, Black achieves an
excellent game.

Dolmatov — Romanishin
47th USSR Championship, Minsk 1979

White has a spatial advantage, but Black
has at his disposal the strong point e5, for
which both his knights and the dark-square
bishop are contending. White cannot and
should not fight for the e5-square — one of
the opponent’s pieces will occupy it, but the
other two will prove ‘superfluous’.

He should begin his own play, for example,
27 £ab5! (provoking a weakening of the c6-
square) 27...b6 28 £c3 H4e5 29 HNd4),
intending a2—-a4-a5 with the better chances
for White. As was shown by lossif Dorfman,
Black can avoid the weakening of his
queenside by choosing 27...Ede8!?, since if
28 £a4 he has the reply 28...£d8!. But |
think that even in this case White’s position
is preferable: 29 £.¢3 £b6+ 30 Hd4 Ze7 31
h3 &ge5 32 &h2.

Alas, in the gameSergey/ Dolmatovacted
far less logically.
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27 &c3 NH4e5
28 £d4 b6
29 a4?
29 £¢3 &6 30 £Hd4 was better.
29... L6
Threatening 30...xf3+.
30 Hxe5 $xe5
31 £xeb5 Hxes
32 a5 g6

As a result Black has exchanged his
‘superfluous’ pieces for the opponent’s
active pieces. The remaining white bishop
and knight are passive, and the initiative is
now with Black.

Asimilar positional mistake was made in the
following game.

Karpov - Dolmatov
Amsterdam 1980

34... He7?!
An unfortunate idea: why exchange the
‘superfluous’ white knight at b4? After
34...e4!1? the opponent would have had to
reckon with the manoeuvre ... ¥ f5-e5-d4,
creating a threat to his only real weakness —
the c4—pawn. There could have followed 35
He3d Webs 36 Hbds (intending 37 Hg4 and
38 Wb2+) 36...h5! with a defensible position
for Black. For example: 37 f4 exf3 38 Exf3
Bxf3 39 Wxf3 295 40 Eb8 He7!? 41 Hb7

AN

(41 W18+ &h7) 41... a5,

Many years later Yuri Yakovich pointed out
after 34...e4 a very strong reply: 35 Ea3!
(threatening 36 Ee3), and if 35...£95, then
36 4! (not 36 3 We5) 36...216 37 g4 Web
38 &h1 followed by 39 Ze3. Therefore
Black does better to restrict himself to the
waiting move 34...£g5!, and if 35 Efa1,
then either continue waiting tactics (35...h5;
35...58h4), or nevertheless play 35...e4!?,
not fearing 36 el £h4 37 Wh2+ Wes 38
Wxe5+ dxe5 39 g3 L6 40 Hxfe Exfe 41
Bxe4 5)d6 with a probable draw.

35 Ha6 Wd7
36 Wed Hxds
37 DHxdb5 Le7
38 Efa1 L18
39 We2 Hcb
40 E6a3! Ec5
41 Ef3! Exf3
42 Wx{3

The remaining black pieces are passive and
scattered. Anatoly Karpov soon developed a
decisive attack on the king.

Up till now we have been examining cases
where two knights were contending for one
square. But other pieces can also prove
‘superfluous’.

Nei — Dvoretsky
Kharkov 1967
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White is a healthy pawn to the good. Black
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only one rook is needed. The second black
rook would remain passive. And White, after
doubling on the e-file, would be able to

has some hopes associated with the fact

that the enemy d-pawn is on a square of the

colour of

invade the 7th rank. This means that one
pair of rooks must definitely be exchanged.

its bishop. This means that

counterplay on the dark squares is possible.

Hae8!

0...
21 £c6

22 Exe1

2

And in the event of all the heavy pieces
being exchanged, the bishop endgame may

be drawn.

Exel+
Ehs
W6

23 We3+

Now a choice has to be made between
20...Bab8 and 20...Bae8. With all four rooks

Lxf6

Zb4

| have retained definite counterchances and

subsequently | achieved a draw.

24 Wxf6+
25 b3

on the board, the bishop, by standing at c6,

would restrict the mobility of the black rooks.

They would have only the b-file, on which

Ises

Exerc

White to move

1.

3. Black to move

2. White to move



The ‘superfluous’ Piece

Solutions

1. Geller — Ciocaltea (Olympiad, Malta 1980).
13 Hd3!

In this way White not only avoids ex-
changes, but also keeps the knight at c7.’
(Ye.Geller). There followed 13...f5 14 exf6
ext6 15 a4 a5 16 b3 Ee8 17 &a3 with
advantage to White.

2. Dorfman - Trois (Zamardi 1980).
13 Hb3!

Here the knight is excellently placed. In
addition, Black has two pieces contending
forthe e4-square and the knightat f6 simply
proves to be ‘superfluous’. White intends 14
Wd4. After 13...Ec8 14 Wd4 Wb6 15 Efct

0-0 16 %He5 Dorfman gained a marked ad-
vantage.

3. Begun - Dvoretsky (Minsk 1972).

Black must not allow the enemy knight to go
to c4 (after the exchange of the light-square
bishops). The move in the game parries this
positional threat.

19... £b5!

Now the knight at d2 has no good prospects,
whereas the black knight is ready to go via
a6 to c¢5. If 20 Ehf1 (with the idea of 21 f4),
then 20...Wf4!. The game went 20 h4 h5 21
Wg5?! (21 Ehf1!) 21...Wxg5 22 hxg5 Hab
with an excellent endgame for Black.
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PART IV

Mikhail Shereshevsky

Studying the Chess Classics

ot long ago | asked a gifted player for

her opinion about Alekhine’s games.
She replied: ‘Why should | study Alekhine’s
games, when I'm nevergoing to have to play
him?’ It follows that she only studies the
games of her opponents. | am convinced
that, with such an approach, the prospects
of this player are very limited.

Why do we need the classics? Today | will
try to explain this to you.

Modern chess begins with the theory of
Steinitz. Before him there were also some
very strong players — such as Philidor, La
Bourdonnais and Morphy, but it was Steinitz
who laid the basis of modern positional play.
As a trainer | am concerned primarily with
the practical results of my pupils. Therefore
a study of the classics is of interest primarily
from the standpoint of the practical player. |
have a definite, possibly subjective program
of work on the classics, which is what |
suggest to my pupils.

I am not too interested in chess before
Steinitz. And although, of course, Morphy
was a wonderful player, a study of his
games does not come into my program. It
begins with the theory of Steinitz. | think that
it is best described in two books: Emanuel
Lasker’'s Chess Manual (the chapter ‘Posi-
tion Play’) and Max Euwe's Kurs shakh-
matnykh lektsii (Course of chess lectures).
In addition, there is a very interesting
booklet by Eugene Znosko-Borovsky The
Middle Game in Chess, which analyses the

methods of evaluating a position that were
typical at that time. Nowadays they have
been largely forgotten.

Before Steinitz, players thought that the
course of events on the board depended
only on themselves. It was sufficient to feel
well and to be in a creative mood, and en-
lightenment would come without fail, a
brilliant combination would be found. At that
time the ‘immortal’ game Anderssen—Kie-
seritzky was played (alas, it was far from
faultless, and from the present-day view-
point it does not stand up to criticism).
Steinitz was the first to wonder whether this
really was the state of affairs, and he
became interested in this problem.

He came to the conclusion that combina-
tions are possible in far from every position,
and that their implementation depends not
only on the talent of the player, but also on
the properties of the position itself. There
are situations in which the most brilliant
player is unable to carry out any combina-
tion. This induced Steinitz to begin analys-
ing the most varied positions, and he began
seeking the general laws of positional play.
However, his main achievement — | must
emphasise this! — was the conclusion that a
game of chess should be played in accord-
ance with a plan, and that one can plan
one’s actions. The plan, in turn, depends on
the evaluation of the position. Steinitz
developed many: |interesting: principles of
positional play; the majority of these have
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withstood the test of time, although a few
have not proved justified. But his main idea,
that one should play in accordance with a
plan, and the plan stems from the evaluation
of the position — this idea is certainly correct
and it proved very important for the develop-
ment of chess theory.

The approach to the evaluation of a position,
which was typical at thattime, is very clearly
described in the afore-mentioned booklet by
Znosko-Borovsky. There are three main
factors which influence this evaluation:
advantage in force (that is, material superi-
ority), advantage in time (we would say — in
development) and advantage in space. In
those days, when talking about an advan-
tage in time, players would begin counting
tempi, starting from the initial position. It
could happen that one side had made, let us
say, six moves, whereas the other had made
ten (this happens not only due to the direct
loss of tempi, but in view of the exchange of
a piece that has made several moves for a
piece that has hardly moved at all). Now, of
course, no one counts tempi — a player
simply looks at the position and determines
by eye that one side has an advantage in
development.

It is these three factors that were mainly
used in evaluating a position and deciding
on a plan. Today too such an approach may
be appropriate. Let us consider some
examples.
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Nimzowitsch — Capablanca
St Petersburg 1914

White is a pawn up, but Black has a lead in
development. Let us count tempi: White has
played e4 — one move, 9c3 — a second,
castling — a third, and the queen has gone to
a6 in two moves, making a total of five.
Black has several tempi more: the pawn
moves g6, d6 and bxc6 — three tempi; Ec8,
Bes, Wd7, £g7, 9f6 and castling — a further
six (of course, not all of them are of equal
value; for example, Ec8 is of little use).

| repeat — it is not essential for you to make
such calculations. You can also determine
at sight that Black has a lead in develop-
ment, but White is a pawn up.

The ed-pawn is attacked, and White faces
the question of how to defend it. He can do
this by Wd3, at the same time removing the
queen from its rather dangerous position, or
he can play Ee1 or f2—f3.

Nimzowitsch chose 15 Wd3 and later lost
the game in highly instructive fashion.
Capablanca replied 15...We6, again attack-
ing the e4-pawn and forcing White to make
another defensive move. The play devel-
oped in accordance with the motifs of the
modern Benko Gambit: the knight went from
d7 to c4, and the rooks occupied the open a-
and b-files. White \was wnableto;neutralise
this pressure.
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This is how the game continued: 16 £3 Hd7
17 £d2 He5 18 We2 &)c4 19 Eab1 Ha8 20
ad Dxd2 21 Wxd2 Wc4g 22 Zfd1 Heb8 23
We3 Eb4 24 Wg5 £d4+ 25 ©h1 Z2ab8 26
Exd4 Wxd4, and Black easily converted his
exchange advantage.

Only from Znosko-Borovsky did | find the
correct explanation of what happened. He
writes that if the opponent has an advantage
in time (in development) and you have extra
material, on no account should you remove
to the defence those pieces which are
putting pressure on the opponent’s position.
They may stand dangerously, they may be
subject to risk, but they prevent the oppo-
nent from freely manoeuvring.

From a6the queen is attacking the c6-pawn
and preventing the regrouping ...We6,
&d7, L. b6(e5) and ...&c4. Therefore
the correct move was 15 f3!l. Of course,
White has to reckon with the reply ...Ea8,
but then he can play Wc4. The point is not to
remove the queen’s attack on the c6-pawn.

Here one cannot help remembering the
Najdorf Variation in the Sicilian Defence,
where Black captures the b2-pawn with his
queen and then withdraws it to a3. This
queen diverts the opponent’s attention. It is
in a dangerous situation, but it prevents the
opponent from manoeuvring freely.

Now | will show you a position that arises in

one of the variations of the Ragozin De-
fence.

1d4 A (3]
2c4 eb

3 D3 ds

4 Hce3 £b4
5 cxd5 exdS
6 £9g5

The exchange of pawns followed by the pin
on the knight is one of the most unpleasant
plans for Black. He normally replies by
counterattacking with ...c7—5, after first
playing 6...h6. But he can also play differ-
ently.
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6... c6
7 e3

Now there is 7..Wa5, but it is useful to
include ...h7-h6.

7... h6é

8 2£h4 Wa5
Now White has a choice: he must either
sacrifice a pawn by 9 £xf6, or turn to
passive defence after, for example, 9 ¥b3
De4. It is clear that in the latter case Black
will have no problems at all.

9 & xf6 £xc3+
10 bxc3 Wxc3+
11 Hd2 gxf6

Black has a positional threat: ...&f5 and

then ...Wc2. If he should succeed in ex-

changing the queens, say, after 12 £e2 £15

13 0-0 Wc2, White's initiative will peter out.
12 Eb1

Undoubtedly the correct move. White does
not allow the enemy bishop to come out and
at the same time he removes the rook from
the attack by the queen, placing it in an
active position.

Now inthe event of the queen retreating (for
example, via a3 to e7) Black will almost
certainly come under an unpleasant attack.
He needs to try and restrain the opponent
with those forces that-are-'already‘in' play.
After studying the position, we arrive at the
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following rook move.
12... Hg8

The queen must remain on ¢3. It may be in a
rather advanced, eccentric position, but
from here it hinders the opponent. For
example, in the event of 13 Wh5 Black
acquires good chances of a counterattack:
13..294 14 Wxh6 K15, and if 15 Exb7 -
15..We1+ 16 Le2 Lg4+ (or 16...8.c217). All
this is very dangerous for White.

Unfortunately, White has a way of setting
the opponent difficuit probiems.

13 g3! £g4

14 Le2
Black’s position is worse. His chronic weak-
nesses are bound to tell. But this is the way
he should fight: not retreat, but try with the
forces available to offer resistance to the
opponent. Keep in mind that it is not so easy
for White to decide on g2-g3: after the
exchange of bishops, forced by ... £g4, the
light squares are weakened and the number
of pieces on the board is reduced, which is
unpleasant when you are a pawn down.

Now let us analyse one of the variations of
the Grunfeld Defence.

1d4 D6
2cd4 g6

3 Hc3 d5

4 514 Lg7
5e3 c5

6 dxc5 Wa5
7 Wb3

The last move is little-explored (apparently,
it is not good enough to obtain an advan-
tage). White’s idea is a possible exchange of
gueens by Wbs.
7... £d7

This interesting reply was discovered when |
was studying the position with some of my
pupils. Black radically forestalls his oppo-
nent's idea. White cannot take on b7, as
after 8 Wxb7 &Hed 9 Wxa8 0-0 he comes
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under a crushing attack. On the other hand,
Black wants to develop his initiative by
...2Da6 and ...&xc5.

8 %eb5

It is hard to suggest anything better. With
this move White gains controi of the a1i-h8
diagonal and creates the threat of capturing
the d5-pawn.

8... Hab
9 cxd5 Hxes
10 Wca Da6

Only in this way is it possible to parry the
terrible threat of 11 b4.

We initially thought that White’s position was
unsatisfactory. If he now develops a piece —
11 &3 or 11 Le2, Black replies 11...Ec8 and
gains strong counterplay.

But let's remember the idea expressed by
Znosko-Borovsky. White is a pawn up, but
behind in development. One more devel-
oped piece will not save him. Let's try
playing actively, using those forces which
are already in play.

11 a3

12 b4

If White succeeds in driving back the enemy
queen, after 13 Wd4 he will have every
chance of completing his development while
retaining a materialadvantage. And, in the
event of 12..Exc4 13 bxa5 he gains the

Hcs
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better endgame. For the moment he is a
pawn up, and even if should lose the a5-
pawn, his advantage in the centre will allow
him quickly to complete his development.

Thus very longago an idea originated that is
also useful for present-day play: ‘when you
have a material advantage and are behind in
development, don’t withdraw your advanced
pieces which are creating some difficulties
for the opponent.’ In other words, don’t go
totally onto the defensive. Nowadays this
conception has been forgotten.
Znosko-Borovsky also has some interesting
ideas about positions with a spatial advan-
tage. He expresses the general thought that
it is not at all essential to increase a spatial
advantage; the main thing is to maintain it.
Sooner or later a critical moment will arise:
the opponent will try to free himself. It is for
this critical moment that you should be
prepared as well as possible.

He also has recommendations about what
to do when you are short of space. Znosko-
Borovsky suggests deciding which of your
pieces stands worst, and also trying to
understand the plan that the opponent is
intending to carry out. After which you
should improve the position of this piece,
while simultaneously hindering the oppo-
nent’s plan. All this is demonstrated in
specific examples.

The theory of Steinitz contains many differ-
ent postulates — some that are undisputable,
others that are very disputable. He writes
about the advantage of the two bishops, and
about the queenside pawn majority (al-
though practice has shown that a pawn
maijority on a flank does not in itself give any
advantage — it must be specifically linked
with other elements of the position). Some
of his principles are, so to speak, of a
philosophical nature. If you have the advan-
tage, you are bound to attack, to play
actively, as otherwise this advantage will
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inevitably evaporate — this is no longer a
purely chess principle, but a philosophical
one. On the whole, the approach to the
evaluation of a position, suggested by
Steinitz, deserves serious study. This is a
very interesting chapter in chess history. It
should desirably be studied from old books,
to make a direct acquaintance with the
thoughts of those people who discovered all
this.

The drawback to Steinitz’'s theory is that itis
static. Theoretical mechanics, as taught in
technical institutes, consists of three main
sections: statics, kinematics and dynamics.
Roughly speaking, statics is when every-
thing is at rest, kinematics is if there is some
form of motion, and dynamics is when
everything is in motion. Thus the theory of
Steinitz is merely one of the sections in the
‘theoretical mechanics’ of chess. Steinitz,
unfortunately, did not take account of the
dynamics of the struggle, but took every-
thing in its static state. His evaluations are
suitable for many positions, but by no
means for all. But how much can be
expected from one person? As it was, he
made an enormous contribution to the
development of chess.

Itis very interesting to play through Steinitz's
games, but it has to be acknowledged that
the Steinitz theory is better illustrated by the
games of his followers, than by his own. At
times he adhered too strictly to his theory,
failing to take account of the dynamics of the
struggle. And this sometimes led to dismal
results.

The teachings of Steinitz were splendidly
employed in practice by Akiba Rubinstein. In
his Chess Manual Lasker expressed the
opinion that Rubinstein’s games are model
examples from the viewpoint of Steinitz's
theory. In addition, Rubinstein possessed a
wonderful endgame technique. An excellent
book Akiba Rubinstein_was. written by
Razuvaev and Murakhveri, and all the
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players who learn with me are recom-
mended to study it.

| would suggest that you study Rubinstein’s
games in the following way. After playing
through the opening, cover up his moves
andtry to guess them. That is, try to play like
Rubinstein. Spend at least 45 minutes on
such an analysis of one game, and your
mind will retain much more that if you simply
play it through.

An excellent book Die Moderne Schachpartie
was written by Ziegbert Tarrasch. Garry
Kasparov has spoken very highly about it.
When Tarrasch is called dogmatic, this is, of
course, incorrect. It is simply that in his time
he had a dispute with Chigorin, who is
regarded as the founder of the Russian
chess school. And in our country such
people are not liked from then on, and they
have all kinds of labels pinned on them.

We will now examine an example demon-
strating the advantages of a dynamic,
concrete approach to a position over a static
one. You have here an example taken from
Isak Lipnitsky’s excellent book Voprosy
sovremennoy shakhmatnoy theorii (Ques-
tions of modern chess theory).

It is White’s turn to move. He has the
advantage of the two bishops, but his pawn
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structure on the queenside has been spoiled.
If Black should succeed in carrying out the
standard plan in such positions — ...2a6,
.26, ... Wa4 and...pa5, he will win the c4-
pawn and most probably also the game.

If you follow the general principles of play in
the opening — develop the pieces and
castle, then 11 e3 should be played. | am
afraid, however, that in this case the specific
plan will prevail over abstract principles and
White will gradually lose.

But there are also other, less obvious
principles operating in the position. It is not
always easy to express them in words; often
a player senses them intuitively.

On a careful study of the position it may be
noticed that Black has not a single piece on
the kingside. In this way one may arrive at
the move 11 g4!!, which radically changes
the evaluation of the position. This move is
in accordance with the principle: ‘attack the
opponent where he is most vulnerable’.

White creates the very unpleasant threat of
12 £g2. For example, if 11...fxg4 there
follows 12 £g2 %c6 13 d5, and Black's
position crumbles. If he plays 11...&b7, then
after 12 Eg1 White has a powerful attack on
the kingside. Perhaps the best solution is
11...cxd4, taking play into an ending that is
difficult for Black.

If the pawn were at f7, and notatf5 —such a
trifle! — and this entire play, beginning with
g2—-g4, was simply not there, the advantage
would be with Black. Although there is still
no black piece defending the kingside, there
is nothing for White to grasp, there is no f5-
pawn — that ‘hook’ which he can latch on to.
It is very important to take such specific
details into account when evaluating a
position.

Next after Steinitz came the hypermodernists
(an amusing word!). Steinitz thought that it
was good to have a strong pawn-centre,and
that a player who has an advantage in the
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centre has an advantage in general. But
players such as Réti, Nimzowitsch and
Breyer — the main representatives of
hypermodernism — asserted that it is by no
means obligatory to have a strong pawn
centre, but that you can concede the centre
to your opponent and then attack it with
pieces. New openings appeared, for exam-
ple, the Réti Opening, the Nimzo-Indian
Defence and the Alekhine Defence; the
understanding of old openings, for example,
the English Opening, was broadened.
Nimzowitsch discovered principles such as
prophylaxis and over-protection. That is, as
a result of the dispute between the hyper-
modernists and the ‘classics’, chess moved
forward.

Nimzowitsch was an implacable opponent
of Tarrasch and his views. Unfortunately,
they are players of different generations. For
Nimzowitsch and Tarrasch the peaks of their
practical strength came at different times. In
games between them Nimzowitsch was
more often successful, but this does not
indicate the superiority of hypermodernism
— it was simply that Tarrasch was much
older, and played more weakly than in his
youth.

From Nimzowitsch’s books My Systern and
Chess Praxis one can certainly derive a
great deal. But you should not uncondition-
ally believe everything that is written there.
Nimzowitsch was often dealing with oppo-
nents who were significantly inferior to him
in playing strength, and in such cases it is
not hard to prove any theory.

In an issue of the magazine Shakhmaty v
SSSR a very interesting article by the
Moldavian master V.Chebanenko was pub-
lished. In it the author cast doubts on
Nimzowitsch’s principle, which states that a
pawn chain should be attacked at its base.
Imagine a white pawn wedge in the King’'s
Indian Defence: d5, e4, 3, g2 (black pawns
atc7, d6, e5). Nimzowitsch writes that Black
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should play ...f7—f5 and then, perhaps, push
his pawn to f4 and advance his g-pawn. The
base of White’s pawn chain is the f3-pawn,
or even the g2-pawn. But time and again we
see examples where Black begins not with
...f7—t5, but with ...c7—6. That is, he
undermines the centre not at the base of the
pawn chain, but at its head, and this
sometimes turns out quite well. Nimzowitsch
largely based his conclusions on the French
Defence, but there too Black sometimes has
to attack not the base, but the head of the
pawn chain, i.e. play ...f7—f6.

There are some other classic books which
deserve attention. | recommend that you
read Masters of the Chess Board by Richard
Réti. | also like very much his small book
New lIdeas in Chess, demonstrating the
approach to chess in the period of hyper-
modernism.

In some aspects the approach of the
hypermodernists was also dogmatic. Anno-
tating his game against te Kolsté (Baden-
Baden 1925), Réti judged the position
arising after 1 e4 )16 2 e5 Hd5 3 Hc3 Dxc3
4 dxc3 to be in favour of Black, thanks to the
prospect of obtaining a pawn majority on the
kingside. He writes that ‘by modern tech-
nique a minute but clear positional advan-
tage incurred in the opening can be easily
converted into a win.’ Lasker severely
criticised this approach in his Chess Manual.
He showed specifically where White could
have defended better and commented: ‘On
a motif such as was indicated by Réti, one
cannot build the plan of a whole well-
contested game; it is too meagre, too thin,
too puny for such an end. Réti’'s explana-
tions, wherever they are concerned with an
analysis which covers a few moves are
correct and praiseworthy. As yet nobody has
been able to do much more than that except
to conceive plans as the game proceeded.
The reader of Réti’'s.remarksiis led tothink
than an altogether new and profound strat-
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egy has recently arisen and is probably
tempted to cast very deep strategical plans
of the same order. He is in danger of losing
his sound judgement, and neither he nor
chess is well served thereby.’

Finally, two players stand apart. They are
Capablanca and Alekhine. They were not
subject to any influences, and they played
completely differently, but their games serve
as model examples even to this day.

Think about how modern chess looks. Let us
suppose that there are two opponents of
equal strength — for example, Andersson
and Hibner. One of them draws up a plan,
but the other sees this plan and tries to
prevent it. As a result of the clash of plans,
White gains a small advantage. He makes a
new plan, and in reply there follows a new
counter-plan. Finally, both players end up in
time-trouble, in which the logical course of
the struggle is disrupted. For an inexperi-
enced player it is not easy to understand
such a game, and even for a master it can
be difficult. But if, say, Alekhine is playing
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Tartakower, here the difference in class is
felt. Alekhine makes a plan which proceeds
smoothly. Tartakower does not understand
it, and does not prevent it from being carried
out. In this way the entire plan is presented
to us in pure form. Against modern players —
such as Salov, Hibner, Andersson, such a
clear picture would not have resulted, since
their opposing strength is much higher. So
that the first lessons of strategy, lessons of
making plans, should be taken from the
classics.

Let us suppose that you have become
acquainted with the great players from
Steinitz to Alekhine, that you have looked at
their games and studied the books that |
have mentioned. Then it can be said that
you have basically assimilated the chess
classics. Of course, there are also Botvinnik,
Smyslov, and other top players of our time.
But for a deep understanding of modern
chess, it is important to have a good chess
culture, and to initially go through a course
on the classics.
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PART IV

Mark Dvoretsky

Finding New Ideas

-I-he modern attitude to the classics
(including the chess classics) is mainly
creative, and sometimes even critical. And
at the same time careful and thoughtful.
Every player at certain stages of his devel-
opment turns (it would be more accurate to
say, should turn) to a study of our valuable
heritage. And, of course, a close familiarity
with the classics is essential for trainers
working with youngsters.

When preparing games by the leading
grandmasters of the past foruse in lessons,
you constantly have to ask yourself: what
provoked particular decisions by the two
players, and was it not possible to play more
strongly? After all, you may certainly be
asked this by your pupils. Commentaries in
books answer by no means all such ques-
tions, and sometimes the answers seem not
altogether satisfactory. You must get down
to checking variations yourself. Often an
analysis, confirming the correctness of the
contestants, enables their decisions to be
understood and sensed more deeply, but
sometimes roughly equivalent alternatives
are discovered. It can also happen that in
the moves or notes you encounter direct
mistakes. But however carefully and seri-
ously a trainer prepares, all the same in
lessons he will have new and interesting
ideas proposed to him, and many variations
will be improved. As a result, the picture of
the struggle in the game in question will
often begin to look completely different from
how it appeared before the work.

Emanuel Lasker’s first appearance after
losing the title of world champion was the
strong international tournament in Moravska
Ostrava in 1923. The outcome of the event

was largely determined by the 9th round
encounter between the two leaders — Lasker
and the Czech grandmaster Richard Reti,
which ended in a win for the ex-world
champion.

Commentaries on this game (in particular, in
B.Vainstein's interesting and vivid book
Myslitel (The Thinker), devoted to Lasker's
career) are, in my view, inadequate, and in
places they incorrectly reflect its content.
Meanwhile, the game is interesting from not
only the historic, but also the purely chess
point of view, and for this reason | wish once
again to draw it to the attention of the
readers.

Réti — Lasker
Moravska Ostrava 1923
Slav Defence

15913 ds
2d4 A (3]
3c4 c6

4 He3 dxc4
5e3

Nowadays this is rarely played: current
opening fashion is more for 5 a4.

5... b5

6 a4 b4

7 Ha2 e6

8 4xc4 Le7
9 0-0 0-0
10 We2 Hbd7

Perhaps the most typical and instructive
game for the given variation is deemed to be
Reshevsky-Smyslov (USSR-USA Radio
Match 1945), which went 10...£b7 11 Ed1
a5 12 £d2 Hbd7 13 Hc1 Wbb 14 Db3 c5 15
$e1 Efd8 with Ccomplicated 'and: roughly
equal play. It is interesting to try and
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evaluate those deviations from the classical
example (created 22 years later), which
Lasker and Réti permitted themselves. The
drawback to 10..2bd7, compared with
10...£b7, is that now White could have tried
11 e4. However, it is unclear how advanta-
geous it would be to him.

11 b3!?

Réti develops his bishop at b2, where it is
more actively placed than d2 - as with
Reshevsky. But at the same time the c3-
square is weakened, which may prove (and
indeed proved in the present game) highly
significant.

1 ... ab

12 4b2 cb5

13 Efd1 b6
14 e £a67?!

It was quite possible to follow the future
classical example: 14...£b7. By exchanging
the light-square bishops, Lasker hopes to
exploit the weakening of the b3-pawn.
However, in the process the enemy knight
gains the excellent square c4. In the future a
favourable situation for White may arise,
with a strong knight at c4 against a passive
dark-square bishop.

We see, firstly, that even such seemingly
modest moves as 11 b3 or 14...2 a6 may be
double-edged and risky in the strategic
sense, and secondly, that both players are
inclined to take a principled stance, being
prepared to make weaknesses in their own
position in the fight for the initiative.

15 dxc57?!
In the event of 15 2xa6!? Wxa6! 16 Wxab
Exa6 17 £d3 White has slightly the better
endgame. 15 £d2 also came into consid-
eration.

15 ... Hxe5

16 He5 4xcd
lt was also worth thinking about 16...23d5!?,
intending 17...2.f6.

17 Hxc4d Wab
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Now White needs to take measures against
the threat of 18...Efc8 followed by 19...4xb3,
and also to think about the development of
his knight at c1.

18 £d4 Zfc8?

In my view, a significant inaccuracy. White
wants to solve his problems by exchanging
on ¢5. Black could have retained a knight
there by playing 18..%fed! (there is also
18...5d7), after which 19 f3 &c3 20 £xc3
bxc3 followed by 21...Efc8 is unfavourable
for White. Réti would probably have replied
19 Ea?2!, but after 19...5¢3 20 £xc3 bxc3 21
Ec2 Bab8s (21...216!7 22 e4 Efd8, and 23
Hxd8 Exd8 24 e5? fails to 24...&xe5!) 22
Hxc3 £ 6 the game is completely equal.

19 £ xc5! £xe5

In the event of 19...Exc5 White can deprive
the enemy pieces of the d5-square by 20 e4!.
Weaker is 20 £d3?! Ed5 21 e4 Ed4 with an
unclear game. But if now 20 e4, then
20...¥b7 is unpleasant; 20 £d3 is also bad
in view of 20...&5e4(d5) followed by 21...5c3.

20 Wf3!

20 .. de?!

By playing 20..4d5, Lasker could have
forced the reply 21 £e2. The position would
have remained quiet and the drawbacks to
his exchange of-the-light-squarebishops
would have gradually begun to tell. However,
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roughly the same situation would have
arisen in the game, had Réti chosen the
modest 21 He2. In this case he would have
retained the better chances, which, however,
does not signify that Black’s plan, beginning
with his 14th move, was wrong, but is merely
a consequence of his inaccuracy on the 18th
move.

Lasker provokes his opponent into the more
active manoeuvre $c1-d3—e5, as a result of
which White seizes control of all the central
squares. But in return the black knight gains
the opportunity to go to c3. It is probable that
Lasker’'s enormous experience of defence
in strategically difficult situations suggested
to him that the good placing of just one piece
might prove to be that sheet anchor, with the
help of which White’s seemingly powerful
offensive could be neutralised.
21 5Hd3?!

We have already mentioned the striving of
both players to act critically, but in the given
instance White would have done better to
play more cautiously, especially with serious
time-trouble approaching.

21 ... &Hd5!

22 Hde5 L f6!
Of course, not 22...f6? 23 Exd5!, while if
22...Zf8 the following variation was possible:
23 e4 )c3 24 Ed7 Ea7 (24...£.16 25 He1) 25
Hxa7 Wxa7 26 Dc6Wc7 27 Dxe7+Wxe728
Hxas Wcs 29 Hca Wd4 30 Ec1! (but not 30
He1 Hxa4) 30..Wxe4 (not 30..Hxed? in
view of 31 Ed1) 31 Wxe4 with advantage to
White in the endgame.

23 e4

Subsequently an escape square for the king
would have come in very useful, and so 23
g4 may seem tempting. But then there
would have followed 23...Exc4! 24 &Hxc4
£xal25 Bxal &3, and for the moment the
white rook is shut out of the game. After the
move in the game 23..Hxc4? 24 &Hxc4
&xal is now unfavourable on account of 25
exds!.

PART 1V

23 ... 9He3

24 2d67?!

A natural and logical move, but, as was
shown by the young candidate master
Maxim Boguslavsky, it was stronger to play
24 HEd7! a7 and only now 25 2d6 Wb7 26
Ze1. The rook is less well placed at a7 than
at a8. However, here too after 26...2xe5
(26..Hab?! 27 Wd3l) 27 Hxes We7 the
outcome would have remained completely
unclear.

24 ... Wh7

25 Eet
Now Black has to reckon with 26 Ed7. If
25..Bd8, then 26 Hxd8+ Exd8 27 & «xa5
Wc7 28 Hech, and thanks to the threat of
e4-e5 White has time to consolidate. Lasker
finds a stronger alternative.

25 ... £ xe5!

26 DHxeb5 We7!

26...%xe4? did not work, of course, because
of 27 Ed7!. In the event of 26...Ed8 27 Dc4
Hxd6 28 Hxd6 Wc7 29 e5 the advantage is
with White: after making an escape square
for his king, he then plays his rook via e3-
d3-d4—c4. In this case the knight at ¢3 is no
longer dangerous: it does not create any
threats and it is very far from those squares
from which it could attack the b3-pawn —the
only weakness in the opponent’s position.
Lasker forces the white knight to return to
c4, where it proves vulnerable.
27 %Hcd

There is nothing else. After 27 Hd7 Wxe5 28
Wxf7+ 2h8 the g7-point is defended, while if
27 ¥Wd3 there would have followed 27...2xed!
(weaker is 27..2)d57 28 &c4) 28 Hxed
Wxd6!.

(see next diagram)

Now White wants to strengthen his position
by 28 e5 with the threat of 29 &b6. The
logical continuation‘of Black's'strategy was
the obvious 27...%\xa4!. For example, if 28
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Hed1 there is a simple defence: 28...Ef8! 29
Ed7 Wcs.

In all the commentaries on the game it is
stated that in this case White would have
won by 28 e5 &\c3(c5) 29 &b6. Saviely
Tartakower gave a strange variation: 28 e5
Ed8 29 Eed1 (why not simply 29 Ec6!,
winning a piece?) 29...5c3 (29...2)¢5!) 30
&d7! 5 31 exf6!.

For sixty years (!) this conclusion, signifi-
cantly influencing the evaluation of both
sides’ strategy, remained unshaken, until
ArturYusupov pointed out the possibility of a
simple defence: 28...Eab8!, and if 29 Eed1,
then 29...4)c5. The threats are parried, and
Black’s extra pawn remains. It is now White
who would have had to fight for a draw, and
this could have proved no easy matter,
especially in severe time-trouble.

Why didn’t the ex-world champion take the
pawn? It is possible that Lasker - an
excellent tactician — instantly saw another,
completely unexpected and very pretty
defensive possibility and, unable to refrain
from it, did not bother to check the variations
carefully. Or perhaps both sides were in
time-trouble? It is a pity that information on
the times is not available (with the exception
of White’s severe time trouble, mentioned in
Vainstein’s book) - it could have given much
additional information, important for a better
understanding of the events on the board.
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27 ... e5?

28 W5
The move in the game, creating the threats
of 29 Hd7 and 29 Wxe5, is very strong. lts
only drawback is that it was here that Lasker
had prepared a very clever counterblow.

28 ... De2+!!

29 2f1?

The knight could have been taken, but after
29 Bxe2?! Wxd6! 30 Wxf7+! &h8 (30...&xf7
31 Dxd6+ Feb 32 Hxc8 Excs 33 Lf1 Ec3
34 Ee3 Hxe3 leads to an immediate draw)
31 Wd5 Black’s chances are somewhat
better, although a draw is highly probable.

In time-trouble it is almost impossible to
prefer the move of the king into the corner,
but 29 &h1! would have retained a signifi-
cant advantage for White. Siegbert Tarrasch
gave this variation: 29...22d4 30 Wxe5 £Hxb3
31 b6 Wc3 (31..Wc1 32 Eedl) 32 Wxc3
bxc3 33 ©Hxa8 (33 Hxc8 Exc8 34 Eedi! is
also strong - this was found by llya Makariev
who, like his friend Maxim Boguslavsky,
studied in our school) 33...c2 34 h3 (34 h4 or
34 g3 is more logical) 34..c1¥ (the rook
endgame after 34..Exa8 35 Hc6 c1¥ is
hopeless) 35 Exc1 Dxc1 36 b6 Ee8 - it is
clear that the extra pawn ensures White
excellent winning |-chances (the; improve-
ments in brackets are mine — Dvoretsky).
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It is possible to defend more tenaciously:
29...Bd8 (instead of 29...0d4) 30 Wxe5 (30
Exds Exds followed by ...%)d4) 30...Exd6
31 Wxd6 Wxd6 32 Dxd6 Hd4. If now 33
Ee3, then 33...2d8 (33...Ea6 34 £ic4 Ec6 is
weaker on account of 35 £d3) 34 e5 6 35 f4
fxe5 36 fxe5 £c6 with equality, or 34 £b7
8d7 35 Ed3 (35 Hxa5? Dxb3; 35 Hcs5?
Ec7) 35...Exb7 36 Exd4 &f8 37 g3 Ec7 38
Hds5 Hc3 39 Exa5 Exb3, and soon a drawn
ending is reached with four pawns against
three on one wing.

However, instead of 33 ZEe3?, 33 b1 is
stronger. The rook maintains control of the
1st rank, and if 33...Ed8, then 34 &ib7 is
now very strong. With careful play White can
hope to gradually convert his extra pawn.

29 ... Hd4

30 ¥xe5 Hxb3

31 b6 Nd2+!
This check is the whole point!

32 &g ALY

33 Hxcd

If 33 £ixa8 there follows 33...Wxd6 34 Wxd6
Hxd6 35 Hb6 (35 e5 &c4) 35...Hc2 (of
course, not Vainstein’s 35..Hc67?! 36 &£id5
Hxe4?? on account of 37 He7+), and in view
of the threats of 36...b3 and 36.. £ xe4 Black
must win.

33 ... Wxcd

PART IV

34 W57

After such a sharp change of scene, and in
severe time-trouble, it is not easy to switch
to defence and find the best moves. Mean-
while, | think that as yet things were by no
means hopeless for White. He should have
chosen between 34 Eb6, placing the rook
behind the dangerous passed pawn, and 34
h4, intending 35 Eb6 or 35 h5 h6 36 Ee3 and
37 Egs.

34 ... Hab8s!
35e5 b3

36 e6 fxeb
37 Edxeb Ef8

There was a quicker win by 37...b2 38 Ze7
b1 39 Hxb1 g6!, when the queen has
nowhere to go.

38 We5

39 14
39 Wg3 b2 40 Ee7 Wg6 41 ¥xg6 hxgb 42
Eb1 Ef4! followed by 43..Hxa4 would not
have helped.

We2

39 ... b2

40 Ze7 Wg6
4115 Wt6
42 Wds5+ <h8
43 Eb7 We3

White resigned. If 44 Ef1 the most accurate
is 44.. . We3+ 45 &h1 Wi4! 46 Zd1 (46 g1
Bxb7 47 Wxb7 Eb8) 46...¥c1!.

Analysis has shown that, alas, the game
was far from faultless. But in it one is
attracted by the active and at times risky
struggle by both players for a win, and by the
principled way in which they carried out their
plans. Here strategy and tactics were very
closely interwoven. The value of each move
was extremely high, and the slightest error
(such as 27..e5? or 29 &f1?) radically
changed the evaluation of the position. A
thorough study of similar interesting games
is not only useful, but also fascinating,
helping one to gain a better feeling for the
depth and beauty of chess.
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Exercises

You have here three impressive episodes
from the play of Rudolf Spielmann, analysed
by him in his famous book The Art of
Sacrifice in Chess. You have to refine or
even refute certain conclusions drawn by
the grandmaster. The problems are very
difficult, and are intended not so much for
solving, as for independent analysis (mov-
ing the pieces on the board).

1. Black is actively placed, but he has to
reckon with Exdé. If 23...Wc2 there is the
good reply 24 Ed2, and so Spielmann
played 23...a5!?, diverting the queen from
the b4-square. If 24 Wd2, then 24.. .¥c5,
intending the invasion of the rook at f2.
White has to choose between 24 Wxa5 and
24 Wc3 Wcs (after defending the dé-pawn,
Black wants to block the queenside by
25...a4) 25 b4. Which would you prefer?

2. It is Black to move. Assess the conse-
quences of the spectacular breakthrough in
the centre 17...d5.

3. Blacktomove. Asinthe previous game,
Spielmann decided on a breakthrough in the
centre: 12...e5. What do you think about
this?
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PART IV

Solutions

1. Rubinstein — Spielmann (San Sebastian
1912).

The correct solution is the cool-headed
capture of the pawn.

24 ¥xa5! W2
It was this move that Spieimann had in mind,
since 24... Wxb2 would have allowed White
to exchange queens in a convenient way: 25
Bd2 Wb3 (25...We5!? 26 Wxe5 dxe5 with
approximate equality) 26 Wb4.

25 Ed2!
Not 25 Wc3? (or 25 Exd67?) on account of
25...2xe4!. After 25 Wd2 Wxc4 the threat of
26...Ef2 is unpleasant.

25 ... Wxcd

26 Exd6!
The only way! White would have lost after 26
Wc3? Bf1+! 27 &xf1 Bxf1+ 28 &g2 Wxc3
29 bxc3 Exe1. But now 26..Bf1+?7 27 £xf1
Exf1+ 28 &g2 does not work, and nor does
26...82.xe4? 27 L xe4 Ef1+ 28 &g2. White is
a pawn up and he is ready to simplify the
position by 27 Ed8. After 28...Ef2 29 Ed8
Wc2 30 Exf8+ &xf8 the resuit is a draw.
In the game Akiba Rubinstein made an
unfortunate choice, allowing his opponent to
carry out a brilliant combination.

24 ¥Wc37?! We5 25 b4 Sxed!!

_
//,, | ) ///

1

Gz777.

The queen is, of course, immune in view of
26..Bf1+ with mate. After 26 f£xe4!?
Spielmann was intending 26...Ef1+ 27 Exf1
Bxf1+ 28 g2 Eg1+ 29 &3 Wh5+ 30 Le3
Wxh2. ‘It would be a problem in itself to
examine the position more closely. But from
the practical standpoint, which, in our sense,
should alone hold the scales in judging real
sacrifices, only an estimate is possible,
which, in my opinion, should prove favour-
able to the second player. He who would not
boldly undertake to win such a position with
Black will never go far in the domain of the
sacrifice.’ (Spielmann)

The young player Sasha Ryazantsev showed
that by playing 30 &f4! (instead of 30 &e3),
White could have saved himself. In reply
30..¥h6+ 31 g4 is pointless, while in the
variations 30...g5+ 31 ©e3 Wxh2 32 6!
He1+ 33 &d4 Wb2+ 34 HEc3 Wd2+ 35 Ed3,
30...e5+ 31 &e3 Whe+ 32 &f3 Wxh2 33
£.d5+ &f8 34 ed We2+ 35 Ee3 (35 Hf5?
Wh5+) 35...Wg4+ 36 &d3 Wd1+ 37 Led!, or
30..Ec1 31 Wd2! (31 Wxc1 Wh6+; 31 ¥b3
Be1) 31...Exc4 32 Le3! Wes 33 Ed4 Wgs+
34 &Hf3 W6+ 35 He3 Black has to be
satisfied with perpetual check.

White also had available the clever defence
26 Zf3!? (with the idea of answering
26...Exf3 with 27 Wxf3!). Then, according to
Spielmann’s analysis, the play would have
developed as follows: 26...axb4 27 axb4
Wc6 28 b5 (28 Exe4? Wxe4 29 Exf7 Wb1+)
28...Bxf3 29 Wxf3! £xf3 30 bxc6 £xg2+ 31
&xg2 bxc6 32 Exe6 Zf6 33 Ee7. Black is a
pawn up in a rook endgame but the
opponent retains saving chances. | should
mention that Black is not obliged to ex-
change queens - he also retains an extra
pawn after 27..Whs5!? 28 Exe4 Hxf3 29
£.xf3 Exf3 30 We1 W5, or 28 ' Bxf7O8 xg2+
29 dxg2 Wxf7.
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We have seen that, although objectively
Black’s combination did not lead to a win, it
setthe opponent very difficult problems.

26 Exe4? Ef1+ 27 &xf1 Exf1+ 28 &g2
¥12+ 29 ©h3 Eh1!

29.. W5+ 30 g2 was pointless, but now
this check is threatened, since the king
cannot retreat to g2 on account of mate by
the queen on f1. White's position is lost,
despite his extra rook.

30 £f3 Wxh2+ 31 g4 Wh5+ 32 &f4 Whe+
33 £g4 g5! 34 Exeb (otherwise there is no
defence against 34...Wh5 mate) 34...%xe6+
35 2f5 (35 &xg5 h6+ 36 &f4 He1! also does
not help) 35..h6 (intending ... &h7-g6;
35. We4+ 36 xgs h6+ 37 &6 Zet! would
also have won) 36 Wd3 g7 37 &3 (37
¥ds h5+ 38 23 Bf1+) 37..Ef1+ 38 Wxf1
Wxf5+ 39 &g2 Wxf1+ 40 Lxf1 axbg 41
axbd &6 42 &2 h5 White resigns.

2. Mieses — Spielmann (3rd match game,
Regensburg 1910).

In the game after 17...d5 White decided to
grab all the material sacrificed by his
opponent: 18 exd5 £xd5!! 19 cxd5 ¥xds5.
Commenting on the resulting situation,
Rudolf Spielmann writes:

‘The sacrifice is now clear; Black has a
piece less (the doubled pawn hardly counts
as a compensation), but his advantage in
development has increased enormously
through the opening up of the two centre
files; as both the bishop and the g2-pawn
are attacked, White cannot castle and must
waste another tempo — unless he plays for
equalisation, with 20 & xh7+ and castles. It
is, however, hardly to be expected that
White should make no atternpt at refutation,
and so Black can count on the chances of a
violent central attack on the hostile king.

‘These were the considerations which led to
the sacrifice. Only unbounded faith in the
position and in the undeviating principles of
development gave birth to the idea, for a
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previous instance of such a break-through is
unknown to me even today.

‘I told myself that White, in spite of his extra
piece, would be compelled to defend himself
for a long time against a local supremacy
and that, in these circumstances, the gain of
at least some pawns could be counted on.
The course of the game speaks for the
correctness — certainly from a practical
standpoint — of this assumption.’

20 ¥g3 Zfe8+ 21 Le2 Ebd8

21..2h5 22 Wg4 Hixf4! 23 Wxi4 Wxg2 was
tempting. However, after 24 Wf1 Exe2+ 25
Wxe2 Wxh1+ 26 &c2 a roughly equal
position would have arisen.

22 He3

If 22 &f1 Spielmann gives 22..Hxe2 23
&xe2 Wca+! 24 He1 Ee8+, overlooking the
intermediate move 23 &c3!l. Therefore the
attack should be continued with 22...e4!.

22..Wd2+ 23 &1 Hd5

‘Far more powerful than 23.. W xb2; in such
positions pawns should not be captured until
they fall in your lap, so to speak. Nothing
counts but the attack.’ (Spielmann)

24 Ze1 Hxf4 25 Y2 Zd4 26 g3 Hh3 27
W5 Wxb2 28 ¥Wxh3?

The main variation, according to Spieimann,
was 28 d1! Wd2! 29 Wxh3 Ede4 30 Hf2!
Bxe2 31 Exe2 Wxe2+ 32 &g2 h5! with
chances for both sides.

28..Wxc3 29 W5 Zded! 30 W2 Wd2 31
Eg1 Z4e6 32 Eg2 Ef6 33 £13 Exe1+ White
resigns.

We have seen that, objectively, the queen
sacrifice did not promise Black any advan-
tage. Moreover, it is not hard to demonstrate
that it should have led to an inferior position.

17 ... d57?!

18 e5! 5ed
18...dxc4 19 £c2 Ee8 20 0-0 is bad for
Black.

19 Wxd8 Efxds



Spielmann thinks that this position is in his
favour because of the opponent’s inferior
development. This is not so - the evaluation
is determined mainly by the defects in
Black’s pawn structure.

20 b3 5

Otherwise 21 £xe4 dxe4 22 £ c3 followed
by 0-0 or Da4 is unpleasant.

21 cxd5 £xd5
22 He3 Leb
23 &xed fxed
24 Ect

It is clear that Black faces a difficult struggle
for a draw.

Instead of the spectacular, but objectively
not altogether correct breakthrough, Spiel-
mann could have begun systematic pres-
sure on the enemy centre by 17..He8!
18 0-0 £d7, for example: 19 £c3 (19 e5
dxe5 20 fxe5 Exe5 21 Hxfe Wxf6 22 Wxh7+
&8 does not work) 19..Exb2 20 e5 £.c6!
21 Hd5 £xd5 22 cxds5 dxe5 23 fxe5 Wxds,
and Black wins.

White defends by 19 He1 £¢6 20 &Hf2
(when 20...Exb2? fails to 21 e5), but in this
case too it is evident that Black retains an
excellent position.

3. Erndé Grunfeld-Spielmann(Sopron 1934).

Black has a lead in development, and there-
fore his desire to open up the position as

PART IV

soon as possible, to mount an attack on the
enemy king stuck in the centre, is strategi-
cally fully justified. But it should have been
put into effect in a slightly different way. The
undermining move 12...g5!, which is not
mentioned in any of the commentaries, was
very strong. What can White do now? Atter
13 g3 gxf4 14 gxf4 compared with the game
the sacrifice 14...e5! gains greatly in strength.
¥ 13 fxg5 there again follows 13...e5.
Finally, in the event of 13 £d3 gxf4 14 0-0
Black does best not to accept the pawn
sacrifice, but to answer with the same
universal move 14...e5!. In all these fairly
simple variations the destruction of the
enemy pawn centre, in contrast to the game,
is achieved for free, without a piece sacri-
fice.

Now let us see what the immediate central
breakthrough leads to.

12 ... eb!?
13 fxe5 Hxe5!
14 dxeb5

The piece has to be taken, since after 14
£.e2 Hc4 Black has an obvious advantage.

14 ... d4!

‘The opening-up of lines must be carried
out ruthlessly. In working out this game for a
chess periodical | wrote the following note at
this stage: “Thel!sacrificel of (theO knight
cannot be vindicated by analysis, and it
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would possibly have been refuted in a game
by correspondence. But in a contest over
the board and with a time limit of eighteen
moves an hour, it would nearly always win
through.”

‘That is the practical standpoint frequently
upheld in this book.

‘If each and every sacrifice had to be of that
cast-iron soundness which can be verified
by analysis, it would be necessary to banish
from the game of chess enterprise, that
proud and indispensable prerogative of the
fighter. All real sacrifices would have to
disappear; only those of the temporary type,
which are in effect not sacrifices at all, would
be allowed to remain.’ (Spielmann)

The grandmaster’s thoughts on the theme of
acceptable risk in a practical game are
instructive and interesting. However, we
should not unconditionally accept them as
the truth. Firstly, times have changed, and
defensive technique has improved greatly.
Many decisions, which a few decades ago
could be considered correct from the practi-
cal standpoint, would be called into question
by present-day grandmasters. Secondly,
sometimes it does indeed make sense to go
in for irrational complications, when there is
no good and sound alternative, but in the
given instance, as we have seen, there was
such an alternative.

15 exd4!

It is strange that this natural move was not
made in the game. Ern6 Grinfeld was afraid
of the intermediate check 15..Wh4+. ‘As
matters stand this check would not be the
best continuation, because White would
play &d1-c2, and the king would escape.’
(Spielmann)

15 ... Wxd4

16 He2!
If 16...Wxe5 there follows 17 £.¢3. 16.. Wh4+
17 Wg3 is also useless. In my view, Black
has insufficient compensation for the sacri-
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ficed piece and his attack is bound to be
parried.

Now let us see how events developed in the
game.

16 d1? £.xe5 16 e4 £.xed

White has avoided the opening of the d-file,
but at a high price. All the same the attack
continues, with the opponent now having
two pawns for the piece, and therefore the
risk that he undertook has been significantly
reduced.

17 52 £.d5 18 Wh3 We7 (for the moment
there is no point in wasting time on the
capture of the a2-pawn) 19 £e2?

Apparently, the decisive error. White is
hoping to castle, but things do not come to
that. 19 &d1 was better, and if 19...£xa2 20
&c4.

19...d3!! 20 9xd3 Efe8 21 &f1 (21 0-0
£.d4+) 21...£xb2!

Spielmann thinks that he could have re-
gained the piece by 21..£c3 22 £xc3
Wxe2+ 23 g1 Ee3 (he did not want to go in
forthe position arising after 24 Ee1 Exh325
Hxe2 HExd3 26 a3), but this is a mistake in
view of 24 &Hf4!,

22 Zel Y6+ 23 D2 (not 23 &f3 Lc4!)
23...2d4 24 Wg3 Eed!

More accurate than 24...Ze5 25 £d3 (or 25
£f41?). Now if 256 £d3 Black wins by
25..Hg4!. After 25 Wf3 there is the ad-
equate reply 25..8xe2!, and if 26 Wxe2,
then 26...8.c4!. Finally, after 25 £f3 Sc4+
26 &g1 Exel+ 27 f£.xe1 Ee8 any move of
the bishop from el is answered by 28...
&xf2+,

25 h4 Eae8 (threatening 26...Exe2) 26 £b5
Exel+ 27 £.xel1 He3! (27.. Exel+ 28 &xefl
2 xf2+ 29 Wxf2 Wa1+ also wins) 28 Wg5 (28
Wbs+ &g7 29 &b4 £c5! 30 £xc5 Wal+)
28...Exel+ 29 Txel Wxf2+ 30 Ld1 Lxg2
31 Eel 213+ 32 £.e2 £.¢3! 33 &.xf3 Wxf3+
34 &2 £xel1 White resigns.
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PART V

Alexey Kosikov

Positional Evaluation and the Choice of Plan
in the Middlegame

First of all, a few words about the
middiegame. In my view, and not only
mine, this is the most complicated part of the
game. If a chess game is taken as a unit,
then the endgame is somewhere around
thirty per cent, the opening is twenty per
cent, and one half of all the events develop
in the middle of the game. The complexity of
the middlegame is not only that there are
many pieces operating - its study is also a
complex matter. It is to this that | should like
to draw your attention.

You probably have a picture of how to study
an opening. You open an appropriate manual,
compile a card index, study the games,
prepare ‘mines’ in a number of variations,
and everything is alright — the opening can
be employed. Of course, this demands a lot
of time, but if you spend this time, you can
consider that everything is alright.

It is also comparatively easy to study the
endgame, on the theory of which many
books have been written. Comprehensive
Chess Endings by Yuri Averbakh, the Yugo-
slav Encyclopaedia of Chess Endings, and
other books — | will not list them all. Suppose
that you are deficient in rook endings. This is
nothing terrible: pick up Averbakh, pick up
the Encyclopaedia — and study the thousand
or two thousand positions that are collected
there, and master the tactical and strategic
methods.

But studying the middiegame is significantly

more difficult. Why? Because there is no
clear, accurate method, there is no book that
you could take and read, and thereby raise
your standard, say, from strong club player
to master. f you could learn how to play in
the middiegame, everything would become
easy and simple. But there is no such book
and, | don’t think there will be one in the near
future. Fortunately or unfortunately, but
more probably the former, because a chess
player is primarily a creator, and chess is
creativity. Each must make his own way, and
t would be uninteresting if everyone fol-
lowed a well-trodden path. But creativity
always involves difficulties, so that it is
better, of course, to know something.

I cannot say that nothing is known about
working on the middlegame. Certain ways of
studying it can be described in general
terms.

What are these ways? In particular — a study
of the classics, the games of the great
masters. Of course, on average, players in
the past were weaker than today’s. But
nevertheless, one cannot get by without
becoming familiar with their games. After all,
the difference in class between the leading
masters and other players was then very
great. And perhaps the most instructive
games were created by top players against
weaker opponents. Against them it was
easier to carry out clear, precise plans;from
the study of which you and | can learn a
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great deal. Thus the first way is a study of
classic games.

The second way is a study of tactical and
strategic methods. We assimilate them by
analysing games or game fragments, or by
solving combinations and studies.

A third way of working is the study of typical
positions. What is meant by a typical
position is something you can probably
imagine. For example, a position with an
isolated pawn, the Carlsbad structure, posi-
tions with a pawn majority on the flank or in
the centre... If you know the typical plansin
them, it is easier to take a decision at the
board in similar situations.

And, finally, a fourth way, which | want to
recommend to you — this is the study of
positions with a definite balance of material.
Positions occur in which abishopis stronger
than a knight, or, for example, where one
side has a good bishop and the other has a
bad one. You should know the evaluations
of various combinations of pieces. For
example, in the majority of cases a rook and
bishop are a little stronger than a rook and
knight. Whereas a queen, by contrast,
coordinates better with a knight than with a
bishop.

A player should be universal, able to play
the most varied positions, and this means
with various arrangements of pieces. At the
same time it is hard to name a player who
did not have his favourite piece. Morphy,
Fischer and probably most of us prefer a
bishop to a knight, but Chigorin or Petrosian
very much liked playing with the cunning,
crafty piece — the knight.

Let us analyse a few games which are
united by three components.

Firstly, in all of them the French Defence
was played.

Secondly, in each of them | was one of the
players. | am showing you my own games
not in order to boast — after all, they weren’t
all won by me. It is simply that by playing,
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and then analysing these games, | gained a
deeper feeling for them and | can better
explain to you what happened in them.

And thirdly, the main role in all the games
was played by a bishop.

The game with which | begin was played in
the Ukrainian Championship, and my oppo-
nent was the Lvov (at that time) master Boris
Kogan.

Kosikov — Kogan

Lvov 1974
French Defence
1e4 eb
2d4 ds
3 Hd2 c5
4 7gf3 N6
5 exd5 Hxds

Nowadays Black usually recaptures on d5
with his pawn or queen.

6 b3 cxd4

7 ©Dbxd4 Le7
It is impossible to imagine play in the
middlegame, where individual moves are
accidental, not connected with one another,
not bound by the cement that in chess is
provided by a strategic plan. By acting
planlessly, a player does not create an
integral impression, and he also fails to
achieve the desired competitive results.

From what moment does the drawing up of a
plan begin? That's correct, in the opening; of
course, not from the first move, but also not
when the opening has already ended.

The plan in the middlegame depends on the
situation on the board, on how the pieces
are arranged. But where should the pieces
be developed? In accordance with the plan
that you have chosen. In chess, as in life,
everything is interconnected: the arrange-
ment of the pieces should be in accordance
with the intended plan, and vice versa.

Let us try deciding, on. the arrangement of
the pieces and the plan of subsequent
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actions for White and for Black in the
resulting position (the fact that the oppo-
nent’s actions have to be taken into account
is, | think, understandable).

Thus the further development of the white
pieces depends on where you are intending
to play. You can try to exploit your pawn
majority on the queenside. Then the ar-
rangement of the pieces should aid the
advance of the queenside pawns: bishops at
e3 and f3(g2), rooks at d1 and ci1, and
queen at e2.

But in chess there is always a choice. It is
also possible to imagine a quite different
plan — an attack on the kingside (it is quite
obvious that Black will castle short). Then
one bishop should stand at d3 and the other
on the a1-h8 diagonal. Of course, we will
not tolerate the knightatd5 —we willaskitto
move by c2—4. It is clear that, if we are
preparing an attack on the kingside, it is
desirable to keep the rooks on d1 and ef,

and the queen on e2, intending a possible
We4,

This was the piece set-up that | intended. It
is more interesting to attack that to engage
in some kind of abstract play.

When choosing a plan, it is necessary to
reckon with the opponent’s actions. Where
will Black play? He has, of course, a plan

PART V

involving the advance of his e- and f-pawns.
But it is not at all easy to carry out, bearing in
mind that White will put pressure on e6 and
control the e5-square.

Another possible line of play for Black is the
preparation of the undermining move ...b7-
b5 (seeing as White will play c2—c4). In this
case Black’s queen will go to c7. So thatit
should not be harassed, the move ...a7-a6
must be included. The king's rook wil
obviously to go d8, and it makes sense to
develop the light-square bishop at b7, the
knight at d7 and the queen’s rook at c8. This
leads to an arrangement of the pieces thatis
quite natural for such positions.

After we have determined the plans of the
two sides, the next few moves become
understandable and hardly require any
commentary.

8 £d3 0-0

9 0-0 a6
Of course, 9...20b4 did not concern me: the
bishop withdraws to e2, and the knight atb4
is badly placed. The Encyclopaedia of
Chess Openings recommends 9...2f6, va-
cating the e7-square for queen or knight.

10 c4 A

The knight is detailed to the defence of the
king.
11 b3 We7

12 Eet

Both White and Black are engaged in their
own affairs, but the opponent’s actions must
also be followed. Now the ‘normal’ develop-
ing move 12 £b2 would simply be a blunder
in view of 12...e5 and 13...e4. [This is notso:
128 b2e571 130 f5e4? 14D xe7+ W xe7 15
He1 with advantage to White — Dvoretsky.]
However, 12 We2 was not a bad alternative.

12... b6
13 &4b2 ab7
14 Ye2

Both sides carry-out the intended strategic
arrangement of their pieces. But, of course,
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one cannot mechanically make the planned
moves. Here 14..£\d7 would appear to lose
after 15 Hxe6 fxe6 16 Wxeb+ Ef7 17 Hg5.

What then should Black do? 14...%)c6 is not
in accordance with his plan — the knight at c6
blocks the bishop’s diagonal. In order to play
.2 d7, he must forestall the sacrifice Dxe6.

14... iba

Perhaps here Black had no particular choice,
but in principle such moves should be made
with great caution. Firstly, it is desirable to
keep the bishop close to the king, and
secondly, at b4 the bishop is awkwardly
placed: it is out of play, and it does not fit in
with the piece arrangement planned by
Black. Of course, he hopes that the bishop
has gone there only for a time, but it must be
remembered that the bishop stands badly.

15 Eed1 Hbd7

We will continue in the form of questions and
answers. Here is the first task. The move
15...3bd7, as you can see, contains the
threat of ...e6—-e5—e4. If the queen’s rook
were already at c1, the simplest way to parry
this threat would be 16 £b1 (followed by
Wc2 or Wd3). But what about now?

Retreat the knight to c2? | agree, there is
such a move. Black replies 16...£d6. The
knight at c2 does not stand too well, in view
of the threat of ...e6-e5—e4.
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Play 16 a3 ? The bishop will evidently retreat
to dé.

You suggest a piece sacrifice? 16 Dxe6
fxe6 17 Wxe6+ ©h8, and what next?
18...&xf3 is threatened. | simply don’t like
this position.

16 g5 does not look dangerous. What is
the threat? Black can reply 16...2d6 or
16...Efe8.

Play 16 £b1 ? There is such a move, but
what will you say about it to the rook at a1?
Have patience? But it isn’t necessary for the
pieces to be patient.

Retreat the bishop to c2? Yes, this is the
simplest solution to the problem: £c¢2, Eact
and £b1. But it is a pity to waste a tempo.
Black prepares for defence: 16..Hfe8 17
Hac1 Hads 18 £b1 £18 19 Wc2 g6.

16 Eac1!

Seemingly a very simple move, which
comes into White’s plan. | didn’t think over it
for long — some seven minutes. But my
opponent thought for about twenty minutes
over his reply. He was trying to decide
whether this was a blunder or a sacrifice.
After checking some variations | saw that if
the opponent were to accept the piece
sacrifice, | had a guaranteed draw. Intuition
suggested to me that | could and should be
able to find something else. So that the
lottery — the move Eac1 — was one that |
couldn’t lose.
16... e5

Black, as they say, picks up the gauntlet. But
it would have been better to refrain from this
move, which proved to be the decisive
mistake. He should definitely have played
16...Efe8 and brought his bishop to the
defence of his king. In the subsequent
events Black will very much feel the lack of
the b4 bishop.

17 &Hf5 ed
Having started, there is-no turning back.
18 We3
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White’'s strongest piece joins the attack.
Here there is not even any particular need to
delve into the variations, to realise how
dangerous it is to take on f3 or d3. Let's, for
example, follow the variation 18...exd3 19
Wg5. The reply 19...g6 is forced. Now the
outcome is most simply decided by the calm
move 20 Exd3. Black’s downfall is caused
by the weakness of the al-h8 diagonal.
Exd7 and ©h6+ is threatened. No better is
18..exf3 19 Wg5 g6, and here it only
remains to clear the d-file by playing, for
example, 20 £b1 with the threat of Exd7.

18... Efe8

Evidently the only move. Now the next task
is: continue White’s attack.

Yes, 19 Wg5 218 20 Dh6+ &h8 21 Dxf7+
&g8 suggests itself. Although White is a
pawn up, he probably has no more than
draw, because he simultaneously has three
pieces en prise. But a draw is guaranteed:
that draw which | had foreseen.

You suggest 19 £b1 ? | reply 19...exf3 20
Wg5 £f8. Now 21 Exd7 is not at all
dangerous.
19 c5!!

Itis very good, if you found this solution. Itis
not easy to see — after all, the attack is taking
place on the kingside, to where all White’s
aspirations, all his thoughts are directed.

PART V

But as soon as you discover this possibility,
it becomes clear that all other moves are
pushed into the background. It is quite
understandable that Black can hold the
position only if his g7 will be defended by his
bishop. By cutting off the bishop from the
defence of the king, you sharply strengthen
the attack.

Black faces a very difficult, 1 would frankly
say, insoluble problem. 20 Wg5 is threat-
ened. Do you sense how Black lacks his
bishop for the defence, how it is needed on
f8? Here, | think, Black already realised
everything and regretted that he had made
the over-active move 16...e5.

You suggest playing 19...h6 ? This is hardly
likely to save the position. In some cases
even ¢5—6 is possible. | will always regain
the piece in some favourable version. We
won't linger here — | will simply show you
how events developed further. Only, remem-
ber once more: Black loses because of the
bad position of just one piece — his bishop at
b4. Place it on f8 and the evaluation of the
position changes sharply.

19... exf3

if 1 am going to be subjected to an attack, let
it at least be for a piece — the typical
reasoning of a practical player.

20 Wg5 g6
In such positions the main difficulty is the
mass of tempting continuations. It is very

important not to become entangled in them,
not to follow a false trail.

Play 21 ¢6 ? This is possible, but in this way
you vacate the a3-f8 diagonal, whereas
your plan is an attack on g7. In the future this
resource may come in useful, but for the
moment it is too early.

21 ¥Whe
This sacrifice of a second piece conclusively
destroys the opponent’s position. If he

declines it, by playing 21,.4h5, thenafter
22 g4 Wf4 23 gxh5 Wxh6 24 Hxh6+ &8 25
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c6 it is now White who will be a piece up.
21 ... gxfs
22 4 xf5

There are very many threats: £xh7+, £xd7,
dxd7... They are all based on the terrible
power of the bishop at b2 — White’s main
attacking piece. Why is this the main piece?
Because it has no opponent. Black’s bishop
should be at g7, but it is stuck on b4.

22... Hebd

23 Wxf6
The gathering of the harvest begins.
A question: if 23...fxg2, what should White
do?
24 4 ? No, this move is very bad on account
of 24...2xc5+. You suggest 24 Ed7 ? The
reply 24...2)3+ is unpleasant.
Remember about the bishop at b2, and then
you will easily find the solution. Of course,
24 Ed3!. The threat of 24...2)3+ is repulsed,
and Black is no longer able to parry the
deadly 25 Eg3+.

23.. £xc5

If 23... We7 the simplest is 24 Whé 6 25
Axe5 fxe5 26 Ed7.

24 Ed7 Wxd7

My opponent, who was in time-trouble, was
about to play 24..Wc6, but at the last
moment he removed his hand. A pity! | had
prepared 25 & xh7+! &xh7 26 Exf7+. Again
the variations are based on the strength of
the bishop. | very much wanted the game to
end in this way, but alas, in life not
everything turns out as we would like. The
opponent also has a head on his shoulders
and he endeavours to thwart our plans.

25 & xd7

It is not possible to recapture on d7, the
material advantage is now with White, and
within a few moves he won without difficulty.
The game is a good illustration of Tarrasch’s
famous aphorism: ‘One piece stands badly
-the entire game stands badly.’ The bishop
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is a long-range piece, and it would not seem
difficult to deploy it successfully. But, as you
see, it is not always possible to do this.
The following game was played in 1972 in
the semi-final of the USSR Trades Union
Championship. This time | had Black.

Agzamov - Kosikov
Orenburg 1972
French Defence

1e4 eb
2d4 d5
3 Hd2 AT

Usually 3...4f6 or 3...c5 occurs, but | also
consider 3...4c6 to be a perfectly accept-
able move. | think that the time will come
when it is played increasingly often, be-
cause the variations with 3...2f6 have been
very deeply studied, and here it is becoming
hard to find new opening ideas.

4 Hgf3 50116
5 e5 Hd7
6 4b5

The main continuations are 6 b3 and 6
£e2, but this move is also possible.

6... ab

A questionable decision. 6...£e7 or 6...a5
comes into consideration.

7 £xc6

8c4
This move is one that | cannot recommend.
8 Hb3 is stronger, with the idea of a5, and
if Black replies 8...c5, then 9 £g5 £e7 10
a5 is possible, forcing 10...2b8. White's
position is preferable. Two vyears later
Konstantin Lerner played this against me.
Although the game ended in a draw, Black
experienced definite difficulties.

[Opening information: in the event of 10
A ab White also has to reckonwith 10...2\xe5.
Therefore 10 2xe7 Wxe7 11 0-0 a5 12 ¥ d2
a4 13 Dxcs Dxc5 14 dxes5 Wxe5 15 b4l is
simpler, with advantage.to, White,(Popovic—
Kovacevic, Novi Sad 1984). Black in turn

bxc6
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can improve his defence with 9...16 (instead
of 9..8.e7) 10 £f4 a5, although after 11 c3
a4 12 & c1 he still stands slightly worse —
Dvoretsky.]

The first question: how should Black re-
spond to 8 c4 ?

You suggest 8...16, beginning active play in
the centre? But such activity is usually
advantageous to the side who is better
developed. In the given instance this can
hardly be said to be Black.

8...c5 can be evaluated in the same way.
Moves such as ...f7—f6 or ...c6—c5 should
be made with great caution. Look more
closely at the position and you will see that
White is ahead in development and is ready
to castle. Therefore a sharpening of the
position in the centre is very dangerous for
Black.

What can be said about 8...a5 with the idea
of ..2a6 ? | will share with you an
observation which holds true in such posi-
tions. The bishop stands well at a6 only as
long as White has not castled. If castling has
been carried out and the rook stands at el,
the bishop at a6 proves to be out of play.

You should not try and solve the position by
a mechanical analysis of variations. Let's try
to understand its essence — this will help the
correct strategic course to be determined.

PART V

What is the distinguishing feature of the
position? White has given up a bishop and
now Black has two bishops against a bishop
and knight. What do you know about the
strategy of playing with two bishops? You
must open diagonals for them — this is clear,
this is elementary. But there is also another
very important consideration in such posi-
tions. When playing with two bishops against
bishop and knight, you should strive to
demonstrate the strength of the bishop that
does not have an opponent. If you are able
to demonstrate that the light-square bishop
is a piece and not just an observer, then you
will exploit the strength of the two bishops.
8... dxc4

This move had already been suggested, but
with the aim of then playing ...a6—a5. But
Black is planning to develop his bishop atb7
and if possible play ...c6—c5, seizing control
of the long diagonal.

White should probably have simply played 9
&xc4. | don't know how | should have
replied. Most probably 9...5b6, but perhaps
nevertheless 9...a5, so as not to allow the
knight to go to a5.
My opponent chose a less successful move,
underestimating my strong reply.

9 Wa4?! 4b6!
By giving up his c6-pawn, Black opens the
diagonal for his light-square bishop, while
the c4-pawn may still come in useful.

10 ¥xcb+ &d7

11 Wed &bs

The bishop already becomes active. 12 0-0
is not possible on account of 12...c3. But
White needs to castle, and therefore his next
move is forced.
12 b1 Wd5

Now the exchange of queens — 13 Wxd5
Hxd5 14 Hc3 - gives Black an excellent
position after both 14...%xc3 15 bxc3, and
14...5bA4.

13 We3
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The queen at d5 is very strongly placed.
Imagine what a powerful battery will be set
up when the bishop also appears on c¢6. Of
course, it is desirable to maintain the queen
on its central square, which means that
measures have to be taken against £c3.

Doyou suggest exchanging the dark-square
bishop for the knight at ¢3? You know, this
idea is not so good, because the white
bishop will come out at a3. Of course, | will
be strong on the light squares, but my
opponent will gain counterplay on the dark
squares.
13... a4

Moves to the edge of the board can be good,
if they involve some sensible idea: in this
case to exchange this knight for the one at
c3. 14 0-0 still does not work in view of
14...c3.

14 He3

15 bxe3
In chess, as in life, there are things which
must be done first, and those which can be
deferred. Let us try and decide with what
move now Black does best to begin.

Hxe3

The evaluation of the position is clear: Black
has the advantage. When his light-square
bishop moves to ¢6, the opponent will have
nothing with which to oppose it. The bishop
is very strong, it is much stronger than the
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knight. What other typical features of the
position can be mentioned?

Two bishops? | don’t really understand what
is the advantage of the two bishops, if there
is not domination by the bishop that has no
opponent. If in this position the light-square
bishop is strong, then yes — | see the
advantage of the two bishops. If the bishop
is passive, then there is no advantage.

Letus remove the dark-square bishops from
the board. Of course, this is to the advan-
tage of White, since his c1 bishop is bad. But
nevertheless Black’s position remains supe-
rior, because his bishop is very dangerous.
Therefore | would assert that here we have
not the advantage of two bishops, but the
superiority of one — the light-square bishop —
over the knight. Although of course, the
existence of Black’s second bishop empha-
sises the strength of his position.

| should mention another important feature
of the position: the open b-file. The question
of who is able to control it will certainly be of
significance.

When taking a decision, it is useful first to
select the candidate moves. You suggest
15...c5 ? But what is the point of it? You
want to get rid of your doubled pawn. But in
what way is my c7-pawn worse than the
pawn at c3? It is not clear. Whereas White
will gain a chance to occupy the d4-square
with his knight or even his bishop.

| seriously considered three candidate
moves: developing — 15...2e7, seizing the
diagonal — 15...£2¢6 and finally, 15.. Eb8 -
placing the rook on the open file. Which of
these is the most accurate?

If 15...82e7 White can reply 16 Eb1. It does
not look bad to play 15...Eb8 16 Eb1 Eb#,
and when the bishop moves, the exchange
on b6 will improve Black’s pawn structure.
But the third possibility is even better.

15... £¢c6!
If now 16 Eb1, then 16...We4 is extremely
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unpleasant, as the rook has no satisfactory
move along the b-file (f 17 Eb2, then
17...8a3).

16 0-0 Ebs
But not 16...£e7 17 Eb1 We4 18 £d2.

In passing, Black has gained control of the
open file. You may say that this is a trivial
matter, a trifle. But such ‘trifles’ influence the
evaluation of a position, ease your further
play, hinder the opponent’s actions and in
the end often tell on the outcome of the
game.

17 Zel

Just in case, White defends against ... We4.
You know, the difficulty of his position is that
it is hard to suggest anything for him, since
no active plan is apparent. If 17 a4 (intending
£a3), then 17...Zb3 (an illustration of how
timely Black’s last two moves were). How-
ever, even after the exchange of the dark-
square bishops Black’s control of the b-file
together with the weakness of the b2- and
b3-squares would have become a decisive
factor.

[Apparently, here White missed his last
chance of putting up a tough defence. He
should have played 17 W g5!, to create some
pressure on the opponent’s kingside and, by
defending the g2-pawn, unpin the knight at
f3 — Dolmatov.]

17... Le7

A useful developing move. Such play is very
unpleasant for the opponent — after all, it is
not clear what specifically is threatened and
what to do in reply.

18 h4

In the event of Black castling, this pawn is
ready to advance further, in the illusory hope
of creating some kind of attack. Now answer
the next question: how would you have
continued to build up Black’s initiative?

PART V

Does 18...&d7 appeal to you? But what to
do next — double rooks and altogether
abandon the kingside to its fate? This
somehow doesn’t look right, wouldn’t you
agree? The move ...&d7 is a very commit-
ting one. You acknowledge that you are
unlikely ever to open up the position. With
the king on d7 you will not especially be able
to be aggressive.

You can, of course, simply castle, and then
try to invade on the b-file. Although, for the
moment it is not clear in what way. And what
do you do after 19 h5: allow the pawn to go
to h6 or meet it with 19...h6 ? In the latter
case you have reckon with the switching of
White’s pieces to the kingside: W4, Wg4,
Ze3, De1l and Eg3. You don’t want to allow
the opponent counterplay.

18...g5 is a very interesting idea, one which
shouldn’t immediately be given a hostile
reception. But, of course, it is a very
committing move. After 19 hxg5 you want by
19...Eg8 to create the threat of capturing on
g5? White replies 20 &f1, in order in the
event of the piece sacrifice to escape with
his king via e2. [Black can nevertheless play
20..8x95! 21 \xg5 Wxg2+ 22 e2 Exgs!,
since 23Xl xg5? W3+ 24 & f1 Wh3+ leads to
mate. White would have had either to
defend the unpleasant position arising after
23 R a3, or choose 20 We2 Rxg521/& xg5
Exg5 22 &f1 — Dvoretsky.]
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Prepare ...g7—g5 by 18...Eg8 ? But if | again
reply 19 &f1, what then?

After the other preparatory move — 18...h6,
White will probably try to block the kingside
with 19 h5.

You suggest 18...£a8 ? What for? Again to
play ...c7—c5 ? Let's suppose 19 We2 ¢5 20
£e3, then Eeb1 and Hel1 — White somehow
disentangles himself. | don’t understand the
point of such play for Black.

You want to play 18...Wa5 with the idea of
...&a3 ? lllogical. You liked the advantage of
the two bishops and we decided that White’s
bishop is bad, so why exchange it? And also,
it is a great pity to break up the powerful
Wd5-2.c6 battery. | think that Black’s strat-
egy should involve exploiting the power of
this battery.
18... hS!

This is the correct solution. Although it is
also very committing — it weakens the g5-
square. It is important that White has not
managed to play Wf4, Wg3 and £.g5. But we
want to intensify the pressure on the g2-
point. If it were our move we would decide
the fate of the game by including the rook in
the attack: ...Eh6!, then ...Eg6 and at some
point ...Eg4.
19 We2

The only defence. What to do next? Let us
continue our strategy — try to clear the long
diagonal, even if it means sacrificing a
pawn.

19... g5!
20 £xg5 £xg5
21 hxg5 h4

If now Black manages to play ...h4-h3, the
game will be decided. But White still has a
defensive resource.

22 Eeb1 Eb6

It is a pity to concede the open file by 22...
Ed8. But if Black does allow the exchange,
the most advantageous square for this is b6
(incidentally, if we had already played ...c7—
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¢5, the move ...Eb6 wouldn't have been
possible; this means that the pawn at ¢7 has
its advantages). Any exchange in a game of
chess is like a trading transaction. You offer
your goods, you are offered something
different, and in the process each side tries
to gain some benefit. Here, for example: you
want to exchange rooks? — then take on b6,
at the same time undoubling our pawns. But
what else can White do? — he is forced to
take, since his queen’s rook can’t stay for
ever in the corner.

23 Exb6 cxb6
24 Het h3
25 Wi3

Black is attacking, but this does not mean
that he should automatically avoid the
exchange of queens. Now moving the
queen to d7 or b5 would be a blunder. White
would reply 26 Wf6 and then 27 g6, after
which it is not clear who is attacking whom.

25... hxg2
26 Wxd5 £xd5
27 Hxg2

It all seems to have gone well, we have done
everything correctly, and yet here we are in
an endgame a pawn down. Was something
wrong? No, we weren’'t mistaken in our
evaluation, and the nextimove-convineingly
demonstrates this.
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27 ... Zh3!
Everything is alright! White’s position is bad,
in fact it is completely hopeless.

28 Ect b5

White resigned. Why? The knight can’t
move, the king can’t move, and if 29 f4 Black
wins by 29...Eg3 30 Ec2 b4 followed by a
general exchange on g2. There only re-
mains Ec2—c1-¢2, but then comes ... & eB-
d7—6, ...a6-ab5, ...b5-b4 and so on.

Why did Black win? Who was the main hero
of the battle? Clearly, the light-square
bishop, which did not have an opponent.

| played this game when | was still a
candidate master, but even so | am proud of
it to this day. After all, in the French Defence
the ¢8 bishop is usually bad, and causes
Black nothing but torment. But here it played
the leading role. Such instances are remem-
bered for a long time.

The following game took place at an
international chess festival in Kiev. Looking
ahead, | should say that although, unfortu-
nately, | did not manage to win, in the
creative sense | was happy with my play.

Kosikov — Khoperia
Kiev 1989
French Defence
1ed c5
A Sicilian Defence sometimes transposes
into a French.

253 e6
3c3 d5
4eb5 &Heh

If Black wants to avoid the French Defence,
he can play 4...d4 here, which leads to very
complicated play.

5d4 Nge?
6 a3 c4
7 &14 Wb6

I will not discuss the opening, since here we
are interested in the subsequent part of the
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game. | will mention only that Black’s last
move is usually made when the bishop is at
c1. But here it is hardly good, since the
bishop has already come out to f4 and White
does not shut it in by developing his knight at
d2. 7...Wc7 is preferable.
8 Wc2
9 Hbd2
The sacrifice 10 £xc4 is not yet threatened,
since Black interposes 10...4g6, but in
principle he has to reckon with this idea.
9... Hab
10 £e2 57

&d7

In my view this last move is a positional
blunder. The e5-pawn is cramping Black,
and he should have retained the possibility
of undermining the opponent’s centre by
...f7—f6. In the French Defence there are
variations in which Black plays ...f7-f5 and
then puts pressure on the d4-pawn. But
here, after he has deprived himself of
counterplay in the centre by playing ...c5—4
and ...f7—f5, his position becomes strategi-
cally difficult.
And so, a typical ‘French’ position has
arisen, in which White is clearly stronger on
the kingside, while Black tries to develop an
initiative on the queenside.

11 h4

A natural move in such positions, and much
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stronger than 11 0-0. In any case the h-pawn
will have to advance, to ram the opponent’s
fortifications on the kingside. But whether
castling will be needed is still an open
question. The following plan is quite possi-
ble: the rook comes into play via h3, and the
king is evacuated from the centre by &el-
fi—g1.

1... Ec8

12 h5 h6

| don't like this move, but Black feared, and
not without reason, 13 h6 g6 14 £.g5, then
416 and 9g5.

13 Hh4

For the time being White’s actions are very
natural, and do not demand any effort. Apart
from the fact that control is taken of the g6-
square, the main idea of this last move is to
play g2-g4. Black hurries to divert the
opponent from his attack, by initiating
activity on the other side of the board.

13... Hb3

14 Hxb3 Wxb3

Question: should White exchange queens
or not? Are there any wishing to play 15
¥xb3 or 15 £d1 ? You all want to move the
queen away? You are right. Why exchange,
when White has excellent prospects of an
attack on the kingside! Although, it should
be mentioned, even after the exchange on
b3 White would have stood slightly better.

15 ¥d2 La4d

Pointless now is 16 £d1 Wb5, when the
exchange of bishops is clearly to Black’s
advantage. 16 Zc1 also should not be
played. What sort of work is that for a rook —
to guard the empty square ¢27? In reply Black
immediately attacks the b2-pawn: 16...Ec6
and ...Zb6.
16 g4!

Now the exchange of queens by 16.. Wc2 is
possible, but it leads to an extremely difficult
endgame: 17 Wxc2 £xc2 18 £d2 {a4 19
oxf5. White acquires too many positional
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pluses: protected passed pawn, weak g6-
square in the opponent’s position, and open
g-file.
16 ... Ec6!

A good reply. The rook goes to b6, while
after the exchange on f5 it will restrain the
advance of the e-pawn and, very important,
defend the g6-square.

17 gx{i5

Here | spent quite a long time in thought —
some 25 minutes. But the position deserved
this — it is a very difficult one. White has to
reckon seriously with ...Eb6, as well as
...Wc2. How would you have played in his
place?

The evaluation of the bishop exchange after
18 £d1 ¥Db5 has not changed — it is more
likely to favour Black.

If 18 &f3, then 18...Eb6 19 &g6 £xg6 20
hxg6, and now 20...£c86, if there is nothing
better. White doesn’'t want to block the g6-
square and the g-file with his pawn. The
immediate 18 ©g6 has the same drawback.

You suggest 18 £d1 ¥b5 19 &3 Eb6 20
Eb1 ? Let's suppose that the queen returns
to b3. What can White do next?

Let's approach the position philosophically,
and decide what we can do, what we want,
and what we dont want. We, would. like to
attack — for this the queens must be
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retained. In addition, we must hold the b2-
point. If it were to fall, the opponent would
develop a serious initiative on the queenside
and our attack on the kingside might be too
late. But we don't want to allow the
exchange of the light-square bishops. There-
fore we are not satisfied with defending the
b2-point by £d1, £xa4, Ec1 and Ec2. No,
the bishop at a4 must remain alive. Its fate
will influence the outcome of the game: this
bishop may be powerful, but it may also be
very bad.

Thus, we see that Black’s pieces — queen,
rook and bishop at a4 — are pressing on our
position. But they are stuck on the queenside,
and if a battle should flare up on other parts
of the board, they may be out of play and
unable to reach the centre of the conflict in
time.

18 0-0!
An at first sight inconspicuous, but in fact
very effective move. Now after 18...Eb6 19

Hab1 itis no longer possible to play 19...#c2
in view of 20 £d1!.

18...
19 We1!

Threatening 20 Rd1. 19..Wxb2 is bad
because of 20 Eb1 and 21 Exb7. After
19.. Wed4 20 Dg2 the queen finds itself
trapped (21 Ec1 and 22 3). Here my
opponent rather surprised me, by offering a
draw. | asked him to make a move, and he
couldn’t find anything better than to move his
queen back.

19...
20 Ed1

By playing his rook to d2, White securely
defends his b2-point and frees his hands for
an attack, in which, incidentally, the rook
may take an active part. It becomes abso-
lutely clear that on the queenside Black has
not achieved anything and has merely got
his pieces stuck there.

20... &ds

We2

Wb3
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Black doesn’t want to lose without any
counterplay. He is intending ...g7—g5.

21 Ed2 g5

22 hxgé &Hxgb
23 HHxgb Exg6+
24 &h1

Black has occupied the g-file, but he is
unable to create any real threats along it,
since White has far more pieces on the
kingside. White’s great positional advantage
is obvious.

24 ... Wb6
25 &h5 Eg5
26 47

It is not worth paying any attention to the
rook. 26 We2 was also possible, but the
move in the game is stronger. The d5-pawn
is attacked, and 27 6 is threatened.

26... Egd

Black goes in for a forcing variation, which |
had foreseen and evaluated in my favour.

27 13 Exf4
28 Wg3 Le7
29 Wxf4 £g5
30 Wh2 4L.xd2
31 Wxd2 de7

Let us take stock: material is equal, but
Black’s pieces are scattered, his d5-, f5- and
h6-pawns are weak; -and)the bishop at a4
has been transformed into the usual bad
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‘French’ bishop. White is bound to win.

Sometimes the most difficult thing in a game
is to win a won position. You see various
promising possibilities, but by no means
always do all of them lead to the goal.

| considered two tempting continuations: 32
£xd5 Wbs 33 Wg2 and 32 Wg2 &xf7 33
g1 (32 Eg1 merely transposes). Which of
these should be preferred?

| see that opinions are divided. The correct
reply was 32 Wg2!. The main variation is not
hard to calculate: 32...&xf7 33 Eg1 &e8 34
Wg7 Hf8 35 Hg6 Ef7 (if the queen moves,
36 2e6+ is decisive) 36 Wn8+ Efg 37 Wxh6
and 38 Ee6+.

But, unfortunately, | spoiled things: | was
tempted by another idea and overlooked the
refutation.

32 4xd5? Whs!
33 Wg2 Wxd5
34 Wg7+ W7

35 ¥Wxh8 Wh5+
36 2g1 Wg5+

I was obliged to agree a draw.

Let us again set up the initial position. The
French Defence is a very interesting open-
ing; | have been playing it for a long time and
| do not regret this. | have had my joys and
disappointments, and there have been theo-
retical duels which did not always end as |
would have liked. | will now describe the
history of one such duel.

1e4 eb
2d4 d5

3 He3 £b4
4e5 De7
5a3 Lxc3+
6 bxc3 c5

7 D3 We7

Black’s last move seems to me to be the
most promising (although 7..Wa5 is more
often played). In reply to 8 £e2 or 8 £d3
Black exploits the delay in developing his b8
knight by 8...b6, after which 9...£a6 gains
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sharply in strength — the opponent has
already spent a tempo on an unnecessary
move with his light-square bishop.

8 a4

Now 8...b6 is not so good (although it is
quite possible) in view of 9 b5+,

At one time, when | was pondering over this
position, | wanted to find some drawback to
8 a4, a move which is useful in all respects.
And | began analysing 8...2)bc6.

White has several possible continuations.

9 £.a3is possible, butitdoes notpresent any
serious danger. Black replies 9...cxd4 10
cxd4 Was+ 11 Wd2 Wxd2+ 12 &xd2, which,
in my view, leads to a roughly equal
endgame.

9 £.d3 encounters a combinative refutation.
Perhaps | am missing something, but it
would appear that this move loses by force.
Let us check this: 9...cxd4 10 cxd4 Hxd4! 11
Hxd4 We3+. Now White can try to trap the
queen. | will show you the variations which |
consider the most important.

12 Wd2 Wxal 13 &b5+ 2d7 14 £xd7+
&xd7 15 Wb4!?. A very cunning move.
Castling is threatened (after the immediate
15 0-0 there would have followed 15.. Wxa4).

15.. Wxcl1+ 16 Le2 Wf4!. The only move!
Excessive greed-jis-punished: 16...Wxnh1?
loses to 17 Wxb7+ &d8 18 Wxa8+ &c8 19
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Wb7 with the terrible threat of 20 c6+.
[Instead of 18...%)c87? necessary is 18..&2d7
19 Wxa7+ &d8 20 Wd8+ &d7 21 Wxh8
Wxg2 with a roughly equal game — Dvo-
retsky.]

17 Wxb7+ &d8 18 WxaB+ (Black also has an
obvious advantage after 18 &c6+ Dxc6 19
Wxa8+ &c7 20 Wxh8) 18...4c8. Although
material is equal, White’s position is simply
bad. His knightis hanging and his e5-pawn is
attacked. After 19 Hc6+ Lc7 he also has
problems with his queen.

We have analysed 9 £a3 and 9 £d3, and
now we will turn to the most natural (since 9
£d3 is not possible) move 9 £.e2. For along
time | did not know what to play here as
Black. And then one day the thought oc-
curred to me: the position is closed, the time
factor is not of decisive importance, so isn’t
it possible for Black to be a bit ‘naughty’ and
play not according to the rules?

8... Hbeb
9 Le2 cxd4
10 cxd4 Hb4

White has to sacrifice a pawn (11 £d3?
W3+ 12 £d2 Hxd3+ is clearly bad for him).
The next few moves are automatic.

11 0-0 Wxc2

12 Wel

A pawn is a pawn — Black should not reject
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such possibilities outright, although, of
course, his position looks dangerous.

This idea occurred to me a long time ago, for
roughly a year | nurtured it, and finally |
decided to employ it. In 1974 the USSR
Team Championship took place in Moscow.
| was playing for the Avangard team, and we
faced an important match against the Army
team.

| was due to play Yanis Klovans. During my
preparations for the game | invited the
trainer of our team, summoned our captain,
and showed them the entire variation,
including the planned move 12...23d3. | said
that | would have on my side the effect of
surprise — no one before had had the
impertinence to play this with Black. |
realised that it was dangerous, very danger-
ous, but | wanted to try it. Would they allow
me?

For some 5-7 minutes the trainer and
captain studied the position and then said:
alright, it's dangerous, but you do have a
pawn — try it!

Klovans — Kosikov
Moscow 1974

12... od3
13 £xd3 Wxd3
14 £a3

Here | had a long think. And the more |
looked at the position, the less it appealed to
me. | have a pawn —that’s good. But the fact
that there are opposite-colour bishops — that
is bad. If | survive to the endgame, this factor
may make it hard for me to convert my extra
pawn. In the middlegame, on the other
hand, with opposite-colour bishops the
attack is greatly strengthened, and it is very
difficult to defend. | simply have nothing with
which to oppose White’s dark-square bishop.

14... AL

15 Wel!l

It is terribly dangerous; to play15;..£&d7,and
castle queenside: all the white pieces
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quickly join the attack on the king. Kingside
castling is impossible. Only one thing
remains — to try and hide the king at 7.

15... 6

16 exf6 gxf6

17 Eet
If now 17...%xd4, then 18 &xd4 Wxd4 19
Wer.

The remaining moves are even unpleasant
to demonstrate — White’s pieces simply tore
my position apart.

17... 2f7

18 Wf4 h6
Black had to reckon with 19 &g5+.

19 Ee3 Wh7

An awkward move, but | do not see anything
better.

20 De5+ ADxed
21 dxeb 5

22 Wh4 Ze8
23 W6 Zg8
24 Eg3

Black resigned.

You will have noticed that in his attack White
effectively had an extra piece — his terrible
dark-square bishop, which did not have (and
with opposite-colour bishops, could not
have) an opponent.

Of course, when the game ended | had
reproaches hurled at me: you good-for-
nothing, they said, why did you lose without
a fight in such an important match? The
team’s trainer and captain did not remem-
ber, of course, that they had given me the ok
to employ this dangerous opening variation.
But what could be done — | myself was
largely to blame.

When the bitterness of defeat had passed
slightly, | was faced with the question: did
the variation really have to be shelved, was
it really not possible to capture the c2-
pawn? If an opponent has refuted your
openingidea, don’tbein a hurry to giveitup,
but try first tofind an improvement. Here you
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should not act by making an exhaustive
search; you need, as we have already said,
to approach the position philosophically.

Why did Black lose the game? Because he
had no way of opposing the bishop at a3.
The bishop began to dominate the a3-f8
diagonal after the exchange of minor pieces
on d3. Apparently 12...4)d3 was the decisive
mistake.

N
Q

I
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\
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How to fight against the formidable dark-
square bishop? Let us consider 12...5\ec8.
But then 13 a5! is strong, and if 13...0-0, then
14 £.a3 winning the exchange.

The retreat 12..2bc6 is possible. White
replies 13 £a3 0-0 14 £b5. Now 15 Ec1 is
threatened, and 14...2d7 is not possible on
account of 15 £xe7.

There only remains 12...a5!. But what to do
after 13 &b5+ 7 If 13...2ec6, then 14 £a3 0-
0 15 £.xc6 bxcé 16 Lxb4 axb4 17 Wxb4.
Material is equal, but Black has a bad light-
square bishop and a weak pawn at c6. A
difficult position.

But perhaps we don’'t have to fear the loss of
castling, and can play 13...£2d7 ? After 14
Lxd7+ &xd7 15 £a3 Hec6 Black is alright:
the light-square bishops have been ex-
changed, and the opponent’s dark-square
bishop has been|neutralised: Later Black
can, for example, aim for artificial castling:
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...Bhc8, ...2e8, ...&f8 and so on.

True, | had some doubts about 14 £a3
(instead of 14 £xd7+). Let's see what
happens after 14...£xb5 15 axb5 £d3.

If White does not want to exchange his
queen, he has to allow an attack on it with
gain of tempo: 16 We3. After 16..5)5 17
Wg5 h6 18 Wg4 We2 White’s pieces are
completely paralysed, and his position would
be bad even if Black did not have an extra
pawn.

16 Wd1 is better, but then 16..¥xd1 17
Eixd1 &4, and 18 Hac1 is not possible
because of the fork 18...2e2+. Black has
time to consolidate and join in the battle for
the c-file.

After studying these and certain other
variations, | decided that 10...2)b4 neverthe-
less has the right to exist.

Two years later in Beltsy the all-union
qualifying tournament for the USSR Cham-
pionship took place. When the pairings were
announced, | was very happy to learn that in
the very first round | would have Black
against Klovans. Of course, there was no
guarantee of success, since it cannot be
asserted that in this variation Black wins. |
couid again have missed something. But in
chess, apart from the result, there is alsothe
creative aspect. In this game the fate of the
plan developed by me would be decided.
Can Black play this or not? No analysis can
replace a practical verification.

Knowing Klovans to be a player who sticks
to his principles, | was sure that he would not
avoid a theoretical duel. | once again
checked the prepared variations, and made
some slight refinements...

Klovans — Kosikov
Beltsy 1976
12... a5!
13 £a3
Of course, | had also examined this move,
and so | replied quickly.
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13... £d7
Now it is not possible to take twice on c4 -
the bishop at c2 is hanging. And the
consequences of 14 &b5 &xb5 15 axb5
&Ad3 are already known to us.

14 &2d1 We7
15 £2xb4 axb4
16 Wxb4

| reached this position at home and | saw for
Black a clear way to equalise: 16...b5 17
£b3 bxad 18 &xa4 £.xad 19 Exa4 0-0. For
the rehabilitation of the variation this would
have been quite sufficient. But after such a
terrible rout had been inflicted on me in the
previous game, a draw no longer satisfied
me; | very much wanted to gain revenge.
Besides, on the preceding moves | had
spent only 5 minutes, whereas Klovans had
used nearly two hours, and he had only 45
minutes left for 24 moves!

It was a pity not to try and use such a big
time advantage, and besides, the position
seemed interesting. So | chose a different,
somewhat risky line.

16 ... AL
17 Wa3 b5
If Black should succeed in playing ...b5-b4

and then castling, his position will be
excellent. White tries to.prevent castling.

18 &£¢c2 b4
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19 Wd3
What would you suggest now for Black?

19... Lc8!

Itis very important to be able to quickly find
such outwardly unpretentious moves. We
are returning to our main theme - the fate of
bishops. This manoeuvre of the light-square
bishop changes the course of the game, and
decisively influences its outcome.

20 Efct Lab

21 Wd2 SLc4
Forced: 21...0-0? 22 &xh7+.

22 24d3

Black is all the time required to find accurate
moves. What should he do now? The
capture on c4 is threatened, and the knight
would appear to be tied to the b4-pawn.
22..2xd3 23 Wxd3 Wb6 24 Wb5 clearly
favours White.

22.. &Hab!

If now 23 Wxb4, then 23...Eb8 and 24..4 b3,
winning the exchange.
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23 2xc4 dxc4
24 ¥Yxb4 Zb8s

25 ¥Wcs5 Wxc5
26 dxc5 deT!

Out of his remaining seven minutes, here
my opponent spent roughly five. It was
obvious that he very much disliked his
position, despite the extra pawn. The white
c5-pawn is bound to fall, whereas the black
c4-pawn is a powerful force. The black
pieces are more active, and even the knight
at a5 is better than the ‘centralised’ knight at
3. It is simultaneously blocking the passed
a-pawn, defending the c4-pawn and threat-
ening a fork at b3.
27 »nd2 Eb4

White should have tried 28 ©e4, although
then 28...Ehb8 with the threat of ...2Ab3 is
unpleasant. | think that in this case too Black
would have retained excellent winning

chances.
28 Ecb1 Exb1
29 Exb1 c3
30 Hed
30 &f1 was perhaps more tenacious.
30... c2
31 et Ebs
32 Hd2
If 32 &3, then 32...Eb2 and 33...b3.
32... b3

In the event of the exchange on b3 there is
no defence against ...Eb1.

33 Exc2 Nxd2

34 {3 Hb3
Through inertia White made a further 5-6
moves and then resigned.
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Exercises

You are to test your powers by trying to solve some positional problems, selected by Mark

Dvoretsky. After your acquaintance with the lecture you should certainly find it much easier to

cope with them.
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3. White to move

1. White to move
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4. White to move

2. White to move
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6. White to move

5. White to move
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Solutions

1. Korchnoi — Penrose (Palma de Mallorca
1969).

23 h4!

24 2h3
By bringing his light-square bishop into play,
White has significantly intensified the pres-
sure on the opponent’s position and gained
a great advantage.

24..Wh825%h2 2¢826 £2d2 £b727 Le3
We7 28 We3 Eads 29 13 Kas 30 Ed2 Hads
31 &g2 Ha8 32 Zdd1 Za8 33 Wa5! (the
most accurate way for White to convert his
advantage) 33...Wxa57?!

The exchange of queens leads to the
destruction of Black’s queenside, but in any
case things were bad for him. After 33...&b8
the simplest is 34 £.xe6 and 35 9\b4, while if
33...Wc8, then 34 Hb4, after which White
can double rooks on the d-file or play 35
axb5 axb5 36 Wa7.

34 Hxa5 £.a8 35 Lxe6! Exeb 36 HYb4 g7
37 Hxa6 Black resigns.

L18

2. Simagin — Bondarevsky (Szczawno
Zdroj 1950).
But here the place for the light-square
bishop is c4, from where it will create
dangerous threats to the enemy king.

29 211!
The game continued 29...%a7 30 £¢4 Exc4

31 bxc4 We5 32 6! £.¢8 33 Hxh7+ Le7?
34 e5!, and White soon won.

3. Gligoric — Speelman (Olympiad, Luzern
1982).
15 0-07?! is inaccurate in view of 15...g5! 16
hxg5 h4 with counterplay.

15 Lc1!
At a3 the bishop was firing into empty space;
the place for it is g5. Then the h5-pawn will
become vulnerable.

There followed: 15...53g4 16 3! (16 Eb1
f517) 16...5xd4 17 cxd4 ¥xd4 18 Eb1 (18
2027 Wbd+) 18...50e5 19 Le3 Hd3+ 20
&1 We5 21 Eh3 Ed7 (21..f5 22 £g5
intending 23 exf5) 22 &gl Ehd8 23 &f1,
and Black had insufficient compensation for
the sacrificed piece.

4. M.Dvoretsky (1981).

The win is elementary, if you find the
following bishop manoeuvre.

1492 b3

2 &ds!
The black pawns are halted. (Equally good
is £f1-h3—e6).
The only difficulty of the problem is not to be
tempted into playing for mate, beginning
with 1 &¢67?!. Indeed, if 1...b3? White wins
by 2 2c5 a3 3 He5(b4) a2 4 b5 or 2..b2 3
Ab4 (3 Dxb2 a3 4 Hca+ Lad 5 Re2!is also
good) 3..b1¥W (3...a3 4 2b5) 4 §c6 mate.
But Black has a stronger defence: 1...a3!.
a) 2 &c1 (or 2 5c5) 2..b3! 3 Hixb3+ (3 Bc5
b2) 3..&bd 4 Hcl Lc3 5 b5 (5 Ha2+
&b3!) 5..&b2 6 DNd3+ b1l 7 Hb4g a2 8
£d3+ &b2 with a draw.

b) 2 &5 a2! 3 fHiel a1! (3...b37 4 HHxb3+
Lad 5 Lc4 La3 6 Lc3; 3..a1W? 4 b3+
&aq 5 HHxal b3 6 £b5+! a3 7 Lcd4 b2 8
He2+ Had 9 £a2) 4 £b5 b3 5 He2
(threatening 6 ©d4) 5...5c2!, and Black
saves himself.

5. Geller — Larsen (Copenhagen 1966).
22 Wh5+?! &d8 is unjustified, since playing
his king to the queenside comes into Black’s
plans.

If 22 &h5?! there also follows 22...&d8 (less

good is 22...£16 23 -Wg6+ e7 24 D6
Exf6 25 Wg7+), for example, 23 b3 &c8 24
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fc4 ed 25 §f4 216 with an unclear game
(White has to reckon with 26...We5).

For the development of White’s initiative it is
important to attack the e6-pawn immediately
with his bishop.

22 b3!!

White prepares 23 £c4 and 24 Wg6+. It is
now too late for 22...&d8 23 Kc4 &c8 24
Exe5!? (24 BExd7 &xd7 25 Ed1+ &c6 26
2.xeb is weaker in view of 26...2d8 27 Exd8
g1+ 28 &b2 £xd8 29 Wxf5 Wdd+ with
perpetual check) 24. Wxe5 25 Wxe7 Eh8
26 Wxb4 with an obvious advantage.

22 .. e4

After 22... Wc3 Yefim Geller gives the varia-
tion 23 ©h5 ed4 24 L£xed (weaker is 24
8c4?! 216 25 Hxie+ Wxf6) 24..fxed 25
Ng7+ 2d8 26 Dxeb+ Le8 27 Wgb+ Ef7 28
Wg8+ and wins.

23 2c4 Web

24 Wg6+ was threatened. If 23...&f6, then
not 24 Hh5? We5, but 24 Wh5+! followed by
25 Dxed.

24 Wh5+
25 Exe4

White has won an important pawn, while
retaining a strong attack. Subsequently he
confidently converted his advantage.

25..Wc3 26 He2! (26 Ed3 fxed) 26...Wh8
27 Wxh8 Exh8 28 Exe6 Exh2 29 Hg6! Eh4
30 Hd4 Lc7 31 Eg7 216 32 He6+ (32
Exd7+! &xd7 33 Hb5+) 32...&b6 33 Eg6
£¢3 (33...2n8!? 34 g3 Eh2 35 S5+ £.c6
36 Hxab) 34 He5+ L.c6 35 Had+ He7 36
xe3 bxe3 37 Eg3 &b6 38 Exc3 £xg2 39
Ed6+ ¢S5 40 Ed2 &b4 41 ©b2 Led 42

&d8
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a3+ ©a5 43 Ed6 Black resigns.

6. Kamsky — Kramnik (Candidates Match,
New York 1994, 1st game).

In the event of the primitive 28 Ec6+? Wxc6
29 2 xc6 Lxc6 the chances are equal.

It is more difficult to refute 28 £xd4 exd4 29
He1. Black replies 29...Ed8!, for example:
30 b8¥+ Exb8 (not 30...&xb8 31 Eb1+) 31
He7+ &d8 32 Haxa7 Eb1+! 33 &f1 Wd5!34
Bxf7 Bxf1+ 35 &xf1 Whi+ 36 Le2 Wed+
with perpetual check. White can play more
strongly: 30 Ee7+! &b8 31 Ec6 Wxc6! 32
£xc6 d3 33 £13! ¢c3 34 Eed c2 (34...d2 35
2d1 &xb7 36 Ee7+ and 37 Zxf7) 35 Ec4 d2
(85...a5 36 g2 a4 37 Exa4) 36 Exc2 d1W+
37 &xdi Exdi+ 38 &g2. However, after
38...Ed6! (intending 39...Exf6 or 39...a5)
Black retains saving chances.

White achieves his goal with a spectacular
bishop manoeuvre.

28 Sc1!!

After the appearance of the bishop at a3, all
the white pieces assail the defenceless
black king.

28...c3 29 £a3 Wc4d

In the 61st volume of Informator, Vladimir
Kramnik gives a detailed analysis of 29...
£xf2+ and 29...c2, demonstrating that no-
where did Black have a draw.

30 £.d6+ &d7 31 £c6+! 2eb (31...Fxd6 32
L£b5+ &d5 33 &xcd4+ Sxcd 34 Hc6+ 2d3
35 Hc8 ¢2 36 HEc1) 32 £b5 £.xf2+ 33 &xf2
Wd4+ 34 &1 Wed 35 Ee1 Whi+ 36 2f2
Wxh2+ 37 &3 Exb7 (37..Wh5+ 38 &g2)
38 &xe5+ Eb6 39 L.c4+ 2d7 40 Exa7+
&8 41 Ec7+ Black resigns.
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PART V

Mark Dvoretsky

Regarding a certain Article

Chess is by nature democractic. We all
have the right, when playing through
games by the stars of the past and the
present, to doubt their moves or comments
and to seek our own solutions. Such
searchings are useful for improvement;
sometimes they lead to a refinement, deep-
ening, or even radical revision of existing
opinions and evaluations. There have been
many examples when excellent analytical
finds by ordinary enthusiasts have become
an integral part of our perception of games
by famous grandmasters.

However, it should be remembered that the
classical heritage demands a careful and
solicitous attitude. In your searchings it is
dangerous to proceed from the desire alone
to ‘refute’, which usually leads to a loss of
objectivity — you must aim to establish the
truth. In order to discard a generally ac-
cepted opinion, it is not enough simply to
have doubts about it — it must be thoroughly
analysed, and the refutation must be conclu-
sive and convincing.

One should be especially cautious as
regards positional evaluations, where there
is no reliable support of concrete and
precise variations. The reason for my talking
about this is that in the magazine Shakhmaty
v SSSR (1984, No0.12) an article was
published by the master Viadimir Goldin
entitled ‘Overture to an historic encounter’,
devoted to the first game of the world
championship match between Capablanca
and Alekhine. The author of the article casts
doubts on many decisions by both players
and tries to paint his own picture of the
game. Unfortunately, in my view, most of his
evaluations are unjustified and incorrect.

Our opinion about the extent of a player's
advantage is most often expressed in
words. These words are sometimes not
altogether clear, but are vague, and can be
understood in different ways. In order to
achieve definiteness and accuracy in opin-
ions, grandmaster Igor Bondarevsky pro-
posed a ten-point scale of evaluations,
which | will use. On Bondarevsky’s system a
5:5 rating signifies that the position is equal.
Better chances for White receives a 6:4
evaluation (which is equivalent to £ in the
Informator system), while if Black is better,
then it is 4:6 (F). A significant advantage for
White is 7:3 (+). If we evaluate a position as
8:2, we are stating that White should win
(+-), and 9:1 means that this win is a matter
of simple technique. Finally, 10:0 simply
signifies a point in the tournament table.
More subtle, intermediate evaluations are
also possible. For example, 2%2:7%2 implies
that White is on the verge of defeat.

After this protracted introduction it is finally
time to turn to the game.

Capablanca - Alekhine
Buenos Aires 1927
French Defence

1ed eb
2d4 d5

3 De3 £b4
4 exd5 exd5
5 2d3 Neb
6 Hge2 Nge7
7 0-0 L5
8 4xf5 x5
9 Wd3 Wd7
10 Hd1 0<0

11 De3 Dxe3
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12 £xe3
13 Hf4

Now, in the opinion of Goldin, White should
have captured on d5. He writes: ‘The
question arises, if after 14 Hxd5 White was
equal, then what happened to Black’s
advantage which he had four moves ago
after the indifferent move 10 &d1 ? Arguing
logically, we must criticise Alekhine’s play in
the interval between the 10th and 13th
moves.” And this is what the master does,
condemning the 10th, 11th and 12th moves
of the challenger for the title of world
champion.

This logic would be irreproachable, if the
given evaluations were confirmed at both
ends of the section of play in question. But it
is hard to agree with these evaluations. It is
clear that from the opening Black gained an
excellent position, and his chances were
even slightly preferable. But not more. For
the moment there can be no question of an
advantage. A fair evaluation would be
4.5:5.5, at the maximum 4:6.

On the other hand, after 14 xd5 &xh2+ 15
&xh2 Wxd5 both Capablanca (who did not
go in for this variation) and Alekhine evalu-
ated the position in favour of Black. To
explain this Alekhine added a further two
moves: 16 ¢4 Wh5+ 17 g1 Hads.

Goldin thinks that the plan of defence found
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by him — 16 Eh1 Ead8 17 &g1 h6 18 Eh4! -
gives equal chances. This is not so. White's
rooks are disconnected and Black’s pieces
are more active than those of the opponent.
Let us play 18...b5 and look at the position
with an unprejudiced view — surely we must
prefer Black here? And what about 16...Ee4
(instead of 16...Ead8), pursuing the aim of
not allowing the white rook to go to h4? After
17 ¢4 White has to reckon with 17....5e5 18
cxd5 Hxd3.

No, the conclusion that 14 &xd5 would have
equalised is insufficiently well proven. At the
least Black has lost nothing here compared
with what he had four moves earlier, and the
evaluation is no less than 4.6.

And since this is so, the entire criticism of
Black’s play in the given period of the game
is unsubstantiated.

Let us now examine Goldin’s specific recom-
mendations. He thinks that Black should
have castled not on the kingside, but on the
queenside. He explains his opinion with the
variation 10...0-0-0 11 ¢3 £f8! 12 b4 f6 13 a4
g5 14 a5 &Hce7 15 b5 h5 and with the
evaluation: ‘White’s threats are not worth
anything, whereas Black's pressure in-
creases.’

I think that in this last phrase the words
‘White’ and ‘Black’ could calmly change
places — the new assertion would be...
equally as unjustified as the the previous
one. In fact a complicated position arises
here, with chances for both sides. There is,
for example, 16 He3, when the exchange on
e3 is unfavourable for Black (16...xe3 17
fxe3!). After 16...h4 17 £a3 White can think
about He2—c1-b3, and there are also other
possibilities. Instead of 14 a5 it is probably
more accurate to play the immediate 14 $e3
Hce7 15 b5 h5 16 £a3 (now Black has to
reckon with 17 &xe7 Dxe7 18 Hg3 and 19
&gfs) 16...04 17 el or 17 Rael, intending
a possible f2—f4 (perhaps-after-theprepara-
tory h2-h3 and £ g4).
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Castling on the queenside is much sharper
than on the kingside, but on the basis of a
short and provisional variation it is impossi-
ble to claim that it is stronger. | personally
think that Alekhine played not only more
safely, but also better; however | would not
venture to insist on this assertion — to
demonstrate it a very serious analysis would
have to be carried out. After all, a position
can often be treated in several roughly
equivalent ways, the choice depending on
the style and tastes of the player. We do not
even know with which move it is best to
begin a game: 1 d4 or 1 e4, or perhaps
altogether something different! It is clear
that problems of similar complexity con-
stantly confront us during a game.

Goldin's next recommendation — 11...&fe7
can be deemed worthy of consideration, but
there is no justification for asserting that this
move is stronger than 11...2xe3 as chosen
by Alekhine — we again have a case of
roughly equivalent possibilities. And the
doubts about the advisability of 12..Efe8!
are altogether groundless. Instead 12...2e7
is suggested, but after 13 £f4 or 13 ¢3 £d6
14 2f4 the position becomes equal. By
contrast, in the game the development of the
bishop at f4 proved rather more difficult: 13
c3 £d6 14 &4 was not possible on account
of 14.. Exe2, while after 13 £f4 White would
have to reckon, say, with 13..¥g4 14 {3
Wg6 15 Wxg6 hxg6. If now 16 Ef2, then
16...Hxe2! 17 BExe2 %xd4 18 Ef2 £c5 19
£e3 Ee8 or 19 &f1 Heb.

Equality would have been maintained by 16
&f2!, but, understandably, to Capablanca
the placing of the white pieces in the
variation could have seemed shaky.

In the opening game of the match it was
unpleasant for the world champion to have
to play accurately for equality. It is psycho-
logically easily understandable that he de-
cided to make use of the very first opportu-
nity to play actively and chose 13 &f47!
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(with the threats of 14 Wb5 and 14 ¥b3,
against which it is seemingly not very
comfortable to defend), underestimating the
excellent reply 13...£.d6!.

‘Mistakes never occur singly’ — within a few
moves Black was already a healthy pawn to
the good.

14 Zfel b4
15 Wb3 W5
16 Zac1? Dxe2!
17 Exc2 Wxf4!
18 g3 W5
19 Ece2 b6

20 Wbs h5

21 h4

Surely Black’s play in this part of the game
was strong? No, the author of the article
thinks differently. He criticises 14...2b4 and
instead of 16 Eac1? recommends 16 {\d3.
His reasoning is worth giving in full, merely
adding, for the sake of clarification, the
numerical evaluations which obviously fol-
low from the verbal formulations:

‘After 16...%xd3 17 Wxd3 Wxd3 18 cxd3
Black’s advantage would have been purely
academic (4.5:5.5 or 4:6 — Dvoretsky). In
reply to 18...8.b4, as given by Alekhine, with
19 Be2 White could have constructed a
fortress,and the possibility of taking it, in my
view, is impossible to demonstrate analyti-
cally (but can the possibility of holding this
‘fortress’ be demonstrated analytically? —
Dvoretsky).

‘It is noteworthy that Alekhine himself, after
initially evaluating this endgame as lost for
White (2:8 — Dvoretsky), several years later
was inclined to the opinion that it was only
significantly worse (3:7 — Dvoretsky). Was it
worth then making the outwardly energetic
moves with knight and queen, when the
correct reply by White would have led to a
position that was unhopeful as regards
playing for a win?, Didn’t Alekhine have a
more promising continuation?
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I think that he did. After 14.. Ee4! the white
knight would be forced to retreat, since in
this version the capture on d5 is no longer
acceptable: 159 xd5 L xh2+ 16 Lxh2 W xd5
17 c3Wh5+ 18 g1 Bh4 19 3 De7 with a
strong attack. And after 15 e2 De7 Black’s
position looks at any rate more promising
than after the exchange of queens. Carried
away by his idea, Alekhine apparently did
not consider 14...Ee4 at all.’

Here, in my view, everything is incorrect.
What, for example, is the basis of the
supposition that the challenger for the world
championship ‘did not consider 14...Ee4 at
all'? After all, in the event of 14 ¢3!? (instead
of 14 Efe1?!) he was almost certainly
intending to play this. Levenfish and Roma-
novsky give the following approximate varia-
tion: 14 ¢3 Ee4 15 He2 Eae8 16 Hg3 £.xg3
17 hxg3 De7 18 Efel &5 19 £d2 Hd6 —
‘Black has enduring pressure, but not yet
anything perceptible’. An accurate evalua-
tion! (Numerically it would probably be
expressed as 3.5:6.5.) But after 14 Efe
Zed 15 De2 He7 16 2g3 or 16 Ld2 roughly
the same position is reached with roughly
the same evaluation.

Can it be asserted that here Black can hope
for more than in the variation 14...23b4 15
Wb3 W5 16 \d3 Hxd3 17 Wxd3 Wxd3 18
cxd3 £b4 ?

@ 135

Black’s advantage is significant and, above
all, enduring; White is condemned to a
difficult defence. From the citation given
above it follows that the evaluation of
White’s position, given by Alekhine, varied
from ‘significantly worse’ to ‘lost’. How,
without even trying to support your argu-
ments analytically, can you call the position
‘a dead draw’ and Black’s advantage ‘purely
academic’?

It is hard to say with any certainty whether
White is bound to lose this endgame or with
correct play he can hold the draw. From the
standpoint of the practical chess player this
is probably not so important — between
‘draw’ and ‘win’ there are also a number of
intermediate states.

In the given instance the problem is not
whether Black has a win in the endgame; it
is more important to decide where the
practical winning chances are greater — in
this ending or in the 14...Ze4 variation, and
in which branch White faces the more
difficult problems. | think that Alekhine made
the correct choice. In disagreeing with
Alekhine’s opinion, Goldin was obliged to
justify his doubts analytically. Unfortunately,
he did not even attempt to do this.

Now let us examine the further course of the
game.

21 ... Ee4
22 2d2! Exd4
23 2c¢3 Ed3
24 2e5 Eds
25 2d6 Zxd6
26 Zeb W3
27 Exh5 Wxh5
28 HeB+ Lh7
29 ¥Wxd3+ Wg6
30 Wd1 Heb
31 Ea8 Eeb
32 Exa7 c5

(seecdiagram)



33 Ed7 Web
34 ¥Wd3+ gé
35 Ed8 d4
36 a4 Hel+
37 &g2 Wc6+
38 3 He3
39 ¥d1 Web
40 g4 He2+
41 &h3 We3
42 Wh1 W4
43 h5 Hf2

White resigns.

Capablanca defended with uncommon in-
ventiveness. To exchange the bishops and
activate his rooks, he sacrificed a second
pawn. Soon one of the pawns was regained,
and at the same time the black king was
slightly exposed. But Alekhine, after giving
back his extra pawn, himself assailed the
white king. Was the success of Black’s
strategy logical?

33 Ed7 was a mistake, allowing Alekhine to
set up with gain of tempo a battery of heavy
pieces on the e-file: queen behind the rook.
Instead of this move Capablanca suggested
33 &g2, but, in Alekhine’s opinion, here too
after 33...d4 Black has a decisive advan-
tage, for example: 34 Za3 We6! 35 W3 c4.
Goldin points out a better defence — 33 Wf3!.
By attacking the f7-pawn, White does not
allow the build up of heavy pieces on the e-
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file. He thinks that in this case ‘White’s
chances would have been by no means
worse’.

True, Black can continue 33...Wb1+ 34 &g2
15 35 We2 d4, and White still has to defend
accurately (for example, incorrect is 36 Ed7
Wxa?2 followed by 37...We6). However, after
36 b3! White parries the immediate threats.
Essentially the master is correct here. Black
was a healthy pawn to the good, and his
position was, apparently, won (2:8). Whereas
now material is equal, and Black’s attack is
highly problematic. It can be concluded that
Alekhine did not choose the best plan for
converting his advantage.

Let us now go back, to discover where, in
the opinion of the commentator, Alekhine
went wrong.

Black chose 21...Ee4. Goldin writes: ‘Can
such a move be a mistake? Ask any master.
The reply will almost certainly be unanimous:
no, it cannot. And yet, strangely enough, it
apparently loses Black nearly all his advan-
tage.’

Indeed, any experienced player would hardly
consider 21...Be4 to be a mistake, and
would certainly doubt that it ‘loses Black
nearly all his advantage’. In such positions
the advantage can:cbe clost|eithen by a
positional or tactical blunder, or by a series
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of errors such as 21...Ee4 (if it is in fact not
the strongest move). Usually one inaccuracy
is insufficient — it may only complicate
(sometimes significantly) the conversion of
the advantage.

But how strong is the move 21. Wf3,
suggested instead? Goldin considers only
22 214 BExe2 23 Wxe2 Wxe2 24 Exe2 &Lxf4
with a won rook endgame, and 22 £d2
Hxe2 23 Hxe2 a6! (when if 24 Wc6 there
evidently follows 24.. Wxe2 25 Wxa8+ &h7
26 £¢3 Wcd). However, White can choose
22 £g5! Hxe2 23 Hxe2 a6 24 Wc6. Now
after 24. Wxe2 25 Wxa8+ &h7 White's
bishop is not hanging and he has the simple
26 Wxd5. Also 25...28 26 Wxd5 Wxb2 is
not altogether convincing: White can choose
between 27 &g2, 27 £f4 and 27 Wds,
retaining definite counter-chances. Finally,
in the event of 24...Ef8 25 Ee1 Black has to
reckon with the positional threat of 26 £e7.

In principle, it is useful to mention and check
alternative possibilities, such as 21...Wf3.
But you should not attach more importance
to them than they deserve and immediately
draw far-reaching conclusions.

After 21..Be4 22 £d2 Black could also
have avoided taking the second pawn.
Regarding the exchange of rooks —22...Exe2
- Goldin says that ‘it would probably have
retained some winning chances’. Why so
modestly — ‘some winning chances? Of
course, it is a pity that the e-file is now in
White's possession, but Black’s extra pawn
and other positional pluses still remain. |
think that Black retains excellent winning
chances (2.5 : 7.5).

Let us now examine the position arising
after Capablanca’s recommendation 22...
Hae8 23 Wxe8+ Hxe8 24 Hxe8+ &h7.

(see diagram)

Alekhine thought that ‘after the exchange of
the white queen for two rooks, Black,
because of his considerable positional ad-
vantage, would have but little difficulty in
forcing the win.’

Levenfish and Romanovsky did not agree
with the opinion of both world champions,
writing in their commentary: ‘Of course, not
22..Bae8 on account of the simple 23
Wxe8+, and White gains a draw.’ Goldin
agrees with this evaluation: ‘Levenfish and
Romanovsky were evidently right, in evalu-
ating the position after 22.. Eae8 as drawn.’

No, they weren't right. To evaluate such a
position as drawn is fundamentally incor-
rect. The position is a practical one with a
significant advantage for Black. Even if,
contrary to Alekhine’s evaluation, one were
to conclude that with accurate defence
White can hope to save the game, all the
same the word ‘drawn’ would be inappropri-
ate here — a term that more accurately
reflects the situation has to be found.
Incidentally, the numerical system signifi-
cantly simplifies our problem: Alekhine’s
opinion corresponds to an evaluation of 2:8,
while the alternative judgement may be
expressed as 3:7 (but certainly not less).

On this occasion Goldin tries to support his
viewpoint with a, short; analysis,. but he
himself evidently senses that it is uncon-
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vincing, as he quite reasonably comments:
‘It is hardly possible to exhaust this position
with variations, but does one need to?’

After 25 &g2 he examines only 25...c5 and
25..Wd3 26 £c¢3 ¢5. But ...c7-¢5 is a
questionable move - it relieves the oppo-
nent of his bad d4-pawn and, above all,
removes the support of the excellently
placed bishop at d6, which is neutralising
both white rooks. Instead of this the plan of
advancing the queenside pawns comes into
consideration, for example, 25..Wd3 26
£.¢3 Wc4! (26...b5 27 a3 a5 also looks good,
as well as 26...a5 followed by ... Wa6, ...b6—
b5 and ... Wb6) 27 a3 a5. Another promising
ideais 25...Wg4 26 L¢3 5 and 27...14.
Perhaps, then, the capture of the d4-pawn
should be deemed incorrect? | don’t think so
— also after 22...Exd4 Black undoubtedly
retained the advantage. | will merely point
out a few instances where Alekhine could
have played differently (without a thorough
analysis | would not risk saying ‘more
strongly’) than in the game.

Alekhine avoided 23...Ec4 (instead of
23...2d3) because of the counterblow 24
Zes!. However, after 24...4xe5! 25 Wxd5
£xc3! 26 Wxf5 (26 Wxa8+ ¥h7 27 bxc3
Hxc3) 26... &.xe1 27 Wd5 Lxf2+ 28 g2 (28
Lxf2 Hc2+ and 29...Ee8, winning) 28...Ze8
29 Wixcd L.c5 (intending ...£d6 and ...HEe3
or ...He6-g6) Black has the advantage.

Incidentally, as Yu.Nikonov (Shakhmaty v
SSSR 1986 No.6) discovered, 23...Eg4! 24
£e5 b4l was very strong, when 25 Wxd5
c6! 26 Wxc6 HcB is bad for White, as is 25
Hd1 2c5! 26 Wee (26 Exd5 Hxg3+; 26
Lxc7 Ec8 27 2e5 &xf2+) 26..Hd8! 27
Wxc7 (27 &xc7 Wi3! 28 Hdel Hxg3!+)
27..He8! 28 Exd5 He4!. Nikonov also
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showed that after 23..2d3 24 £e5 Black
had the very strong reply 24...8.c5!.

White would also have been a long way from
equalising after 25...cxd6 (instead of 25...
Bxd6), and two moves later it was possible
not to take the rook on h5, but play
27...Eh6!?.bpk

Finally, as N.Volgin pointed out in the same
issue of the magazine, instead of 31...Ee5
Black could have immediately advanced his
passed pawn: 31...d4! 32 Exa7 (32 Wxd4?
He1+ 33 ©h2 Wc6) 32...d3 33 Exc7 He2.

Previously there was no need to check all
these possibilities, since the plan chosen by
Alekhine in the game also seemed good
enough for a win. But now they have to be
regarded much more seriously, since the
defensive resource 33 W{3!, pointed out by
Goldin, casts doubts on the correctness of
Black’s attack (this is the only rational point
of his publication).

At the conclusion of his article Goldin writes:
"...Despite the corrections made to the
evaluation of events by the present analysis,
made nearly 60 years later, this was a
gripping struggle, in the course of which
impressively deep and brilliant decisions
were taken by both players.’| am afraid that,
if one agrees with the ‘corrections made’,
this little eulogy will look more like a
mockery. After all, between the 10th and
14th moves alone, Goldin suggests that
there were two mistakes by White and four
by Black! Fortunately, the great players from
the past did not play so badly - in the
majority of cases it was not they, but their
critics, who were wrong. Although, in gen-
eral, of course, the game in question cannot
be called a masterpiece.
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Grigory Kaidanov

A Feeling for the King

'P'ne arsenal of a strong player contains
many very diverse methods and evalua-
tions — from generally accepted to non-
standard. In the material you are studying it
isvery important to be able to find that which
can enrich your play. Even grandmasters
and masters sometimes encounter ideas
that are new to them.

| remember how in 1981 grandmaster
Razuvaev and | were chatting about the new
wave of Soviet players — in the USSR
Championship that had just ended, Psakhis,
Yusupov and Dolmatov had played bril-
liantly. Talking about Psakhis, Yuri Sergee-
vich remarked that ‘he has a subtle feeling
for the king’. To be honest, at the time this
remark seemed to me to be too abstract, but
soon | saw the following game:

Psakhis — Hebden
Chicago 1983
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White is a pawn up, but its conversion does

not look easy.

35 Ed1

With the idea of Ed3-f3.
35... La7
36 b4 We7
37 2d3 g6

If 37..4b6, then 38 Wh5 Xfg 39 Ef3,
intending Wg6! and g3-g4—g5 with a win-

ning attack.
38 Wg4 &g7
39 B3 Ef8
40 h5 gs
41 ¥f5 We7

Now Black is completely tied up. He cannot
move either his queen, or his rook, or his
king, because of the weakness of his {7 and
f6 squares. All that remain are moves with
his bishop. It appears that for White too it is
hard to strengthen his position, however...

42 &g2 £b6
43 &f1 fav
44 Le2 £b6
45 &d3 Sa7
46 &c4 Her+
47 &b3 Ya7
48 g4! £b6
49 &c4a £a7

(see diagram)
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The white king moves directly into the fire of
the opponent’s heavy pieces. But what does
it want?

50... WeS+
50...Hb8+ 51 &as!! Eb6+ 52 a5 and wins.

51 £c6 Wds

52 &c4! We7

53 Wd7

Only now does White’s idea become clear.
His king advanced so far, not merely in order
to simply frighten the opponent, but with the
aim, after the exchange of queens, of
ensuring the advance of his pawns.

53... Web+
54 Wxe6 fxe6
55 Exf8 Lxf8
56 b5 Le7?
57 a6 £ xf2
58 c4 &ds
59 &b7 Lel
60 b5 K12
61 b6 Ld4
62 La4 ds
62...2e3 63 &c6 Lc5 64 b7.

63 cxd5 exd5
64 exd5 e4
65 Lc6! c8
66 d6 e3
67 2b5 L16
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68 2ab+ &b8

69 &d7
Black resigns.

Perhaps it was the study of this example that
helped me to find my way in the following
game.

Kishnev — Kaidanov
Odessa 1987

White launched a ‘combination’.
14 Hxf7? Hxf7
15 &xf6 LHxf6!

The refutation! After 16 Wxd7 Ed8 the white
queen is trapped.

16 W3+ Le7?
17 Efd1 Lxb5
18 £ xeb6 L xeb!
19 Wd5+ &f6
20 W3+ Le7?
21 Bd5 £d7
22 Weds Le6
23 Ecdt &f7
24 Ed7+ Le7
25 W3+ Led
26 Exb7 Wes
27 Wed H2ds

White resigns.
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‘Why was the move 15.. & xf6 overlooked by
my opponent?’, | began thinking, and | came
toa simple conclusion: while acknowledging
the role of the king in the endgame, we often
do not even consider active moves by the
king in the middie of the game. Remember
chess history: long ago Steinitz tried to
demonstrate that even in the middlegame
the king is a strong piece. But in the gambit
he devised (1 e4 e5 2 4 exf4 3 Hc3 Wha+ 4
Le2) the ‘activity’ of the king is hardly
justified — often Black simply mates it.

An understanding of when the king should
be activated, and when this is inopportune,
is most probably that ‘feeling for the king’
that Razuvaev mentioned. Although, this
concept can also be interpreted more
widely: it can include an ability to sense an
appropriate moment for an attack on the
enemy king or, having guessed the oppo-
nent's intentions, to safeguard your own
king in good time, and so on.

Now let us examine the following game.

Andersson — Tempone
Buenos Aires 1979
English Opening

1c4 A6
2 53 g6

3 De3 d5

4 cxd5 Dxd5
5e4 Dxe3
6 dxc3

After the exchange of queens, White no
longer has to fear the loss of castling.
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12 Ehd1 a6?!
13 &c4 £q4
14 h3 £xf3
15 gxf3 0-0
16 f4 Ha7
17 e5 ab
18 Ed2 eb
19 Had1 Ec8

20 2b3! 268
21 2b5! Ecc7
22 2xcb BExc6
23 &c4 Le7
24 Zd7 Ecce7
25 Exc7 Exc7
26 &b5 Hc8
27 Ed7 218
28 2xb6 Ze8
29 Eb7 £d8+
30 &b5 c4
31 &ch5

6... Wxd1+

7 &xd1 c5?
A poor move, leading to an inferior position
for Black.

8 Le3 b6

9 a4 AL

10 £b5 £d7

11 &c2 497

Black resigns.

This game, in which the white king, as
though ‘swaying from the hips’, proceeded
via b3—-c4-b5 into the opponent’s position, is
one that | very much like. For myself | called
this technical procedure ‘the king march’
and | collected several-more; examples on
the same theme. Here is one of them.
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Geller — Hort
Skopje 1968

PART VI

27 Wt4!
28 b3!

With the idea of 2c2.

28...
29 &c2
30 Wed

3114
32g4
3315

34 fxeb
35 Wgb+
36 Wxe6

The position on the board is a typical Caro-
Kann endgame.

wd7

&ds
<e8

We7

Black is seriously cramped, and White
begins a pawn offensive on the kingside.

Le7
£h4
£g3
fxeb
8
Lxe5

After our acquaintance with the previous
example it is not hard to find the following
manoeuvre.

37 &da! 493
38 ed 4h2
39 &f5 493
40 £.d2 4h2
41 4¢3 W7+

And Black resigned: after 42 Wxf7+ &xf7 43
&e4 and 44 &d5 White wins the bishop
endgame.

Remember the Psaskhis—Hebden game.
Here you have the same scenario: a king
march with heavy pieces on the board, then
the exchange of queens, and the resulting
endgame proves won thanks to the superior
position of the king.

After the study of all these examples if was
pleasant for me to play the following game.

Kijk — Kaidanov
Norilsk 1987

%7

\

21... Le7
22 Za4 Ehbs
23 &c4 &f6!
24 &11 Ea7
25 Ee1l £h6
26 e2 &ebd
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28 e2 Ze7!
White’s next move loses quickly, but his
position is already difficult: 29 £xa6 is not
possible on account of 29...d5 followed by
30...Ea7, and meanwhile 29...d5 and 30...f5
is threatened.

29 &f1? Lxf3
30 &£xab d5
31 exd5 Exel+
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32 &xel Ee8+
33 21 Ee2
34 Zat Exf2+
35 g1 Eg2+
36 &h1 Le3

White resigned: there is no defence against
37..&g3 and 38...Eh2 mate.

This episode demonstates once again that
consciencious work is never in vain!

Supplement to Grigory Kaidanov’s Lecture

Artur Yusupov

Korchnoi — Yusupov
Lone Pine 1981

With my last move 32...Ec8-a8?! | wanted to
force White to remove the unpleasant pres-
sure on the b5-pawn and by the threat of
33...Ha1 compel him to play 33 Zd1. But
Korchnoi’'s brilliant reply dispelled my illu-
sions.

33 f1!! Za1?
t would have been better to admit my
mistake by playing 33...Ec8, but in this case
too White would have had a great advan-
tage.

34 Le2ll
It transpires that at e2 the king is perfectly

safe. White wants to activate all his forces
after £b4. The hasty 34 We8+ g7 35 Ed7
would have allowed me to save the game by
34...5xe3+! 35 fxe3 Bxe1+ 36 &xel We3+
and 37...Wxb3.

34... &g7
If 34..4\b6, then simply 35 Exb5 Wc1 36
WeB+ g7 37 Wxf7+ h6 38 Wi+ £97 39
W4+, while after 34..5e5!? there is the
satisfactory reply 35 £.d2.

35 4b4
Of course, not 35 Exb5? because of
35...0d6. But now both 36 We8 and 36
Hxb5 are threatened. | was unable to find a
defence against these threats.

35... b6
36 Ed6

36 Exb5 was also good.
36... Zel
37 Exf6!

This exchange sacrifice wins by force.
37... $xf6
38 Wd4+ g5
39 Le7+! Wxe7

Or 39...%h6 40 Wn4+ g7 41 Wi6+ Fh6 42
218+ &h5 43 g4 mate.

40 Yra+
Black resigned in view of mate in two
moves. The gamewas: effectively_decided
by the unexpected king manoeuvre.
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PART VI

Mark Dvoretsky

Teichmann - Allies
Glasgow 1902

The white rook is tied to the g2-point. Rudolf
Teichmann finds an unusual solution: he
brings his king out to h4 in order, after
freeing the rook, to then switch it to the g-
file. And in some cases the king can break
through to gé.

28 &h2 b5
29 &g3! a5
The advice of a very old Russian manual

comes to mind: ‘If you don’t know what to
do, advance one of your men!

30 &£h4

Threatening both 31 &h5, and 31 Ee3.
30... g6
31 Ee3! Wxg27?!
32 Eg3 171 7)

The variation 32...g5+ 33 &h5! Wxg3 34
g6 is instructive.

33 fxg6 Wid+
34 Eg4 W2+
35 &h5

Black resigns.

This game was played at the start of the last
century. But not long before the end of it a
similar plan was successfully employed in
two games by the leading English grand-
master.

Kasparov - Short
London 1987 (rapid)

44 ... Ee7!

It is important to ensure the safety of the e6-
pawn.

45 E1b2 2g6!
46 £¢1?

46 Ee8! was essential.
46 .. Lh5!

The king heads for g3, and White has no
way of opposing this threat. 47 Ze8 is now
pointless in view of 47.. Kf7.

47 Ea8 Wes
48 Ec8 Wxa3
49 g4+ 4xg4
50 Exc4 Wa1

White resigns.



A\ 15

Black is tied down, but at first sight it is
unclear how to intensify the pressure.

However, for us this is no longer a problem.

A familiar device —

A Feeling for the King

Short - Timman

Tilburg 1991

the inclusion of the king

Ece8
Lc8

in the attack — leads immediately to the goal.

deadly threat of 35 &h6.

@® ~ © w <t o™ N -

Exercises
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2. Black to, move

1. White to move
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5. White to move
How should the game conclude?

3. White to move
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6. Black to move

4. Black to move
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Solutions

1. Mortensen — Tisdall (Gausdal 1982).
43 &g3!

The king goes to h4 in order, firstly, to shelter

from the enemy attack, and secondly, to

help its own pieces create a decisive attack

against the opponent’s king.

43..Eh144 Eed! (notimmediately 44 &h4?
inview of 44... We 1+ 45 g3 Exh3+!) 44...g6
(44.. Ee1 45 Eh4+! g6 46 £d3 He3+ 47
g3+ Exd3 48 Eg4+! and 49 Exd3+-) 45
Hfe5 Wc3+ 46 ¥h4 Hg1 47 Ee6+ Hh7 48
g4 (48 Ee7+ 296 49 E4e6+ &f5 50 Ef7+ or
48...h8 49 &h5! would have won slightly
more quickly) 48..Eh1 49 Ze7+ &h8 50
He8+ &h7 51 Ede7+ g6 52 Eg8+ &6 53
de6+ 217 54 HeeB+ Black resigns.

2. Plaskett — Hebden (England 1982).
29 ... g4!

After this accurate move the position is
drawn, despite White’s extra piece — his king
is unable to hide from perpetual check.

In the game Black played 29...Eb8?, which
allowed the king to escape from the danger
zone by 30 &f3! Eb2 (30..Wd1+ 31 Le2)
31 &g4!. If now 31..Exf2, then 32 Exh6
Wd1+ 33 £e2! Wxe2+ 34 £h3+-. There
followed: 31...¥/g6 32 £.d3! Wg7 (32...Wxd3
33 Exh6; 32...5+ 33 £.xf5) 33 Wxg7+ &xg7
34 &f3 Black resigns.

3. Korzubov — Malanyuk (USSR Champi-
onship, First League 1983).

The game quickly ended peacefully: 38
We3?! Sxf3 39 Wxf3+ b8 40 We3 (40
Ne3 DHd4 41 Wd5 Hxe3 with equality)
40...Ze6. Draw. But White could have won,
by attacking the enemy rook with his king.

38 f1!!

It is true that 39 @xe2 is not yet a threat in

view of 39...2d5(c2)+, but after White’s
intended 39 &ge5 the rook really will be
‘hanging’, with nowhere to go. If 38...5d6
(intending 39 9ge5 £xf3 40 Wxf3+ Eed),
then 39 &xe2! becomes possible: 39... £xf3+
(39...£d5+ 40 We3d) 40 f1! and wins (but
not 40 &xf3? Wed+ 41 Fg3 D5+ 42 SN2
W4+ 43 g3 Wxcl).

38 ... &bs
By moving his king off the h1-a8 diagonal,
Black has prepared 39..8xf3. But now
misfortune strikes from another side — White
has gained an important tempo for the
creation of decisive threats against the
opponent’s king.

39 Wgs+!

40 Za1

b7

4. Hibner — Belyavsky (Minich 1990).
23 ... &g6!!

Here one cannot help but recall the words of
the first world champion Wilhelm Steinitz: ‘If
necessary precautionary measures are
taken, the king can defend itself.” The pinon
the h4-d8 diagonal is annoying to Black,
and his king personally takes measures to
eliminate it. The natural 24 h4 loses immedi-
ately to 24..2.94! 25 Lxf6 Wd7!, trapping
the queen. White is a piece down and
therefore the exchange on f6 is equivalent to
capitulation. He has to leave his bishop en
prise, but the king boldly captures it, after
which White’s attacking resources prove
insufficient.

24 H)f5 Hxg5 25 Wg3+ (25 ha+ Exh4 26
Nxh4 dxh4! 27 @93+ &h5 28 2d1+ Lg4
29 Wh3+ g5 is no better) 25...6)g4 26 hd+
&f6!. With the king in the front line, extreme
care has to be taken. The incautious
26..2h5? would -have{led-ito- mate:; 27
Wxgd+! xgd 28 £d1+ 2f4 29 g34.
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27 Wxg4 WgB 28 W3 & xf5 29 Wxi5+ He7?
30 Wh3 Wg6 31 g3 He5 32 f1 Wi White
resigns.

5. E.Dobrescu (1979).
White has a great material advantage, but
his king is in danger.

1e3!

The only defence against the threat of mate.
It is clear that in the event of 1...exd3 2 Wxn5
Exh5 3 cxd3 White wins easily. But where
can his king hide from the checks along the
5th rank?

1... Zf5+
2 &xed Ee5+
3 &d4 Ed5+
4 c4 Hc5+

4, Wixd1 5 Exd1 Exd1 is completely hope-
less.

5 &b3! WE74!
After 5.. Eb5+? 6 &a2 the king would have
hidden from the checks at b1. But now it has
to remain in front of its troops.

6 &a3! Wa7+

6...Ea5+? 7 &b4, and Black has no conven-
ient check.

7 &ba! Wa5+

8 &b3 EbS5+
8..¥b5+ 9 Ha2.

9 &c4 Zc5+
9..Wa4+ 10 b4.

10 &d4

An amusing picture: earlier the rook drove
the king from the kingside to the queenside,
but now, after the black pieces have shifted
to the queenside, it moves in the opposite
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direction. But where is the final goal of its
wanderings around the board?

10 ... Ed5+
11 Led Ee5+
12 &f4 Ef5+
13 g4 Eg5+
14 ©h4

The king has finally acquired a safe shelter
(the h5-square is controlled by the white
queen) and the outcome has become
obvious.

6. Psakhis - Vitolins (USSR Champion-
ship, First League, Frunze 1979).

Who is attacking whom? In the event of
32..Wnh3?7 Black is the first to get mated:
33 HeB8+ h6 34 Ng8+ Lh5 35 Defb+
£ xf6 36 Dxi6+ 2h6 37 W8 mate. And after
32...Ef1+ 33 g2 Exf4 34 gf Wgd+ 35 Df1 it
is not apparent how Black can achieve more
than perpetual check.

32 ... <he!!

33 g8+
After 33 W18+ &h5 34 Wxf7 &g4! White has
no defence against 35..Ef1+ 36 &g2 Eg1
mate. And after 33 Wc8 Wxc8 34 Hxc8 Hd2
the endgame is won for Black.

33 ... &h5

34 Wd5+ <g4!
In the game Alvis Vitolins went wrong and
missed a win: 34...%£57? 35 h3! (but not 35
Wxf5+? gxf5 36 d7 g4 37 d8W Ef1+ 38
&g2 Eg1 mate, or 36 h3 Ed2) 35...Ef1+ 36
g2 Ef2+ (to avoid the worst, Black has to
be satisfied with perpetual check) 37 &hi
Ef1+ 38 &g2 Ef2+ Draw.

35 Wxd4

36 H\f6+

cxd4
@h3
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PART VII

Ideas and Advice of great Players

(about working on chess, studying your own and other players’ games,
and overcoming deficiencies in your play)

Wilhelm Steinitz

'I'he advice which we offer on the subject
is, in the first place, that a learner should
seek as much as possible to play on even
terms with superior players. One thing that
we would especially urge upon the chess
student is that regularity of study and
practice very much facilitates making rapid
progress. The player by fits and starts will
scarcely ever improve, and it is much better
to devote to chess one hour per day for six
consecutive days than six hours one day in
the week. In order to strengthen the powers
of chess perception and memory, a good
habit to cultivate is that of playing over from
recollection one’s own games, or more
especially selected and well-annotated pub-
lished games played by masters.

The Modern Chess Instructor

Siegbert Tarrasch

Only 1 know that my defeats were explained
not by a lack of playing strength, but by a
lack of ability to use it. The reason for my
failure was an underestimation of my oppo-
nents and an overestimation of my own
possibilities. 1 assumed that to win it was
sufficient to sit down at the board and move
the pieces; my opponents would lose merely
as a consequence of the irresistible feeling
that they were opposed by none other than
Dr Tarrasch. Moving the pieces carelessly,
without delving deeply into the play, | firmly

believed that the just cause (namely — mine)
would in the end prevail... | suffered a
deserved punishment, which, however,
proved very useful to me. 1 finally realised
that itis not enough to be a good player; one
also has to play well.

...I cannot help emphasising particularly
that | have never played, as they say, ‘for a
draw’, except, of course, in positions which
were unfavourable for me and in which best
play on my part could lead at most to a draw.
1 consider the expressions ‘playing for a win’
or ‘playing for a draw’ to be complete
misnomers. | regard every position as a
problem, in which the best move has to be
found, and | endeavour to solve it. If | see
the strongest move, giving winning chances,
then | would be simply betraying myself if |
were to choose another move, leading only
to a draw. The depressing chopping of
chess wood, leading to a quick draw, is
something | find repulsive and absurd.

Three Hundred Chess Games

Emanuel Lasker

One may err, but one must not deceive
oneself. He who bravely follows his judge-
ment may lose but even his loss profits him,
provided he seeks to discover the reasons
for it; and he grows to be a master, an artist.
But he who no longer ventures to back his
opinion loses the,quality-of a, fighter and
approaches his fall.
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...Education in chess has to be an educa-
tion in independent thinking and judging.
Chess must not be memorised, simply
because itis not importantenough... Memory
is too valuable to be stocked with trifles. Of
my fifty-seven years | have applied at least
thirty to forgetting most of what | had learned
or read, and since | succeeded in this | have
acquired a certain ease and cheer...

You should keep in mind no names, nor
numbers, not isolated incidents, not even
results, but only methods. The method is
plastic. It is applicable to every situation...

He who wants to educate himself in chess
must evade what is dead in chess — artificial
theories, supported by few instances and
unheld by an excess of human wit; the habit
of playing with inferior opponents; the
custom of avoiding difficult tasks; the weak-
ness of uncritically taking over variations or
rules discovered by others; the vanity which
is self-sufficient; the incapacity for admitting
mistakes; in brief, everything that leads to a
standstill or to anarchy.’

Lasker’'s Manual of Chess

José Rail Capablanca

It would be a grave mistake to study the
opening without keeping in mind the subse-
quent middiegame and ending. In the same
way it would be wrong to study the
middlegame without considering the end-
game. This reasoning clearly proves that in
order to improve your game you must study
the endgame before anything else; for,
whereas the endings can be studied and
mastered by themselves, the middlegame
and the opening must be studied in relation
to the endgame.

Capablanca’s Last Chess Lectures

Alexander Alekhine

There were two things that made me a
master: a search for the truth and a striving
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for a struggle. When | was still a little boy |
sensed that | had a talent for chess. And
already then | sensed an inner striving, an
overwhelming attraction to chess. By means
of chess | trained my character. Chess
primarily teaches you to be objective. In
chess you can become a great master, only
by recognising your mistakes and deficien-
cies. Exactly as in life.

...There is one trait, along with others,
which determines chess strength: unshak-
able concentration, which should isolate the
player absolutely from the outside world.

from an article

Aaron Nimzowitsch

The simultaneous analysis of different types
of positions merely generates confusion in
your thoughts, whereas a thorough study of
one type cannot fail to raise the level of your
positional understanding.

If you, dear reader, with maximum available
intensity sit down to study positions, say,
with a central file against a flank storm, it
would not surprise me at all if as a result you
observe a clearer judgement in the field of
the endgame. The process of studying one
typical position has the aim not only of
analysing this typical position, but also of
improving your positional feeling as a whole.
| believe in the radioactive strength of this
method: the entire chess organism is as
though awakened and, joyful, awaits re-
newal. It is not only positional feeling that is
strengthened — perhaps the most typical
improvement is that the player, who previ-
ously pursued spectres (for example, eter-
nally dreaming of mating attacks) suddenly
begins very seriously to reckon with chess
reality.

...Combinative talent plus thorough work
can make the impossible possible, and
therefore we once more advise: ‘Combina-
tive players, endeavour step by step to
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improve your understanding of the most
important positional motifs and strategies!
And you, players who do not like combina-
tions, endeavour to like them, learn them,
since only a linking of combinative play with
positional can provide those successes,
joys and thrills, of which chess has such a
wealth!’

How I became a grandmaster

Mikhail Botvinnik

| long ago suggested to our masters, who
systematically end up in time-trouble, a way
of tackling this deficiency. Unfortunately, it
would appear that they have not made use
of my advice, and meanwhile it is very
simple. You should play training games in
which you pay the main attention to the
clock, not the quality of play or the result,
and continue these exercises until you
develop the skill of using your time sensibly,
while succeeding in calculating all the
necessary variations. | think that in this way
90% of those suffering from the ‘time-trouble
disease’ would be completely cured, with
the exception, of course, of the ‘hopelessly
ill’.

Other deficiencies should be cured by the
same method. During special training games
you should focus your main attention on a
particular deficiency — until it disappears...
If a master is weak in the endgame, he only
has to follow the example of Chekhover,
who in recent times has worked much in the
field of the endgame and especially studies,
and has achieved considerable success. In
this case in training games you should aim
for the endgame, which will also help you to
acquire the appropriate experience. By the
same method gaps in the middliegame can
be filled, although here things are more
complicated.

...Analysis at home has its own specific
features: the player is not restricted by time
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and he can move the pieces. Despite these
differences, there is also much in common
between analysis and over-the-board play. It
is well known that nearly all the outstanding
players have also been excellent analysts.

From this the conclusion suggests itself:
anyone who wants to become an outstand-
ing player must also improve in the field of
chess analysis...

Of course, notes to games written ‘in a rush’,
in 1-2 hours, cannot be called analysis.
Such ‘analysis’ plays only a negative role,
since itmay be transformed into a bad habit.

On my methods of preparing for
competitions

Garry Kasparov

I am an adherent of the investigative
tendency, to which Botvinnik belongs. It was
from him that | learned to study chess
properly, find new ideas, and constantly
work on improving. This is a scientific
approach, based on a deep analysis of the
heritage of the past, on the search for new
opening variations and methods of play in
the middiegame, and on the development of
fundamentally new strategic plans. All chess
players study old games - rather as they
learn the words of a foreign language. But
after acquiring some vocabulary, you have
to learn to use it, in order to realise your
creative potential. Especially if you are
dreaming of becoming world champion.

...For me, brought u on the scientific
methods of Botvinnik, the most important
thing is the ability to concentrate. Seemingly
a simple matter. But in an extreme, crisis
situation? Few recognise that the ability to
compose himself at the decisive moments of
play is virtually the most important quality for
a chess player.

...To play creatively, not fear risky adven-
tures, possess a keen chess taste — all this
does not free you of the need to'work hard.
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On the contrary, you must constantly im-
prove your play, deepen and expand your
opening repertoire, sharpen your tech-
niques and analyse complicated endgames.
After all, chess it not the once and for all
mastery of a sum of knowledge. Chess is
dynamic, and any conclusive result may
prove on verification to be only intermediate.
Each time the truth must be demonstrated.
Even my own game commentaries are not
unshakable for me. | like to refine them: in
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the course of time many ideas are subject to
re-evaluation, including, of course, my own
ideas. | happily return to my mistakes and
analyse them. ‘When a player annotates a
game, he often endeavours to discover his
inaccuracies and omissions,’ wrote Botvinnik
in 1980. ‘This is the way Kasparov acts. He
aims for the truth, and endeavours to be
objective.’

Bezlimitny poedinok
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PART VI

Mark Dvoretsky
Tests 12 x 8

A significant place in the improvement of
a player involves (or more accurately —
should involve) training — the independent
solving of exercises. With their help it is
possible to repeat and consolidate material
that has just been studied, practise before
important events, develop various skills and
abilities, and make an objective diagnosis of
your playing virtues and deficiencies.

You have already had an opportunity to test
your strength on the simple and rather
difficult exercises at the end of certain
sections of the book. The present chapter is
wholly devoted to practical tests.

All the exercises are divided into 12 themes,
such as attack, defence, conversion of an
advantage, traps, play with pawns, counter-
chances for the opponent, manoeuvres and
so on. The number of the theme is signified
by a Roman numeral.

Each theme is represented by eight exer-
cises, their numbers being signified by
Arabic numerals. The first two exercises of
each theme are elementary, the nexttwo are
rather more difficult, the third pair of exer-
cises is not at all easy, and finally the fourth
pair is very difficult.

Itis not at all necessary to move consistently
from one theme to the next. If the reader
knows his weak points, he can choose the
appropriate themes (from the list given at
the end of the chapter) and try to solve the
exercises relating to them, operating on the
principle ‘from the simple to the difficult’. Of
course, eight exercises on one theme may

proved insufficient. But the thematic index
indicates the numbers of exercises from
other sections, which are also suitable for
training on the given theme.

Another approach: you can begin with the
simplest exercises on the various themes,
and then gradually increase their difficulty.
That is, first try to solve the first exercises
from each theme, then the second, the third,
andso on. If you operate in this way, you do
not receive any prompts, and you do not
even know whether the exercise in front of
you is a positional or a tactical one. After
solving many exercises, it is useful to note
which themes caused you difficulty, and that
means on which aspects of your chess
mastery you have to tighten up.

Exercises

171 White to move
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@ N~ © 1 ¢ o N -

@ N~ © un T o «N

I/5 White to move

/2 Black to move

@ N~ © O T O « -

W N~ © O T ™M o

/6 White to move

/3 Black to move

@ N~ © v T O « -

@ N~ © u T 0o o -

@ N~ © v < ® N -

/7 White to move

I/4 White to move
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Tests 12x 8

@ N~ © v ¥ O o -

® N~ © 1 T ™Mo « -

@ N © v T O N -

a b ¢ d e f g h

@ N~ © T O N -

11/3 White to move

/8 Black to move

@@ N~ © v T ™M™ N -

@ N © 1w ¥ M N

@ N~ © 1 ¥ O o« -

@ N~ © O T MO N -

II/4 White to move

II/1 Black to move

® ~ © un < ™ N

@ N~ © O T O «N -

@® N~ © u < ™ N -

a b ¢ d e f g h

® N~ © O ¥ O «N

11/5 White to move

I1/2 White to move
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@ N~ © O T O «q -

@® ~ © O T o N -

@© N~ © v T ™o N

/1 White to move

11/6 Black to move

@@ N~ © O T O «~N -

@ N~ © v ¢ M «N -

@ N~ © N T ™o o -

/2 White to move

I1/7 White to move

o ~ © v < ™ N -

@ N~ © <t O N @~

@ N~ © u T ™o N -

/3 White to move

11/8 Black to move
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Tests 12x 8

@ N~ © 1 T ™o N -

@@ N~ © T O N

o N~ © u T O N

@ N~ © 1 ¥ o [V

/7 White to move

/4 White to move

@® ~ © n < o N

@© ~  © nw < o™ N

@ N~ © 1 T O N -

W N © v T ™M™ N

111/8 White to move

lI/5 Black to move

o ~ © O T M N -

@ ~ © u < ™ N -

IV/1  Black to move

I1I/6 White to move
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W N~ ©W uvu T o « -

@ N~ © v T o N -

IV/5 White to move

IV/2 Black to move

@© ~ © nu < o N -

@ N~ © 1 T O N -

@ N~ © v T O «N -

IV/6 White to move

IV/3 White to move

o ~ ©o© u < ™ N -

@ N~ © v T ™o N -

IV/7 Black to move

IV/4 White to move
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Tests 12 x 8

@ ~ © v T o N -

@ N~ © v T o «N -

@@ N~ © v T o N

@ N~ © v ¢ O o~ -

V/3 Black to move

IV/8 Black to move

©® N~ © v T M o v

@ N © O T O N

2
@ ~ © wn < ™ o s

®w N © unu < O «N

V/4 White to move

V/1 Black to move

® N~ © unu T M N -

®w N~ © v T o N -

V/5 White to move

V/2 White to move
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@ N~ © T M N

VI/1  White to move

V/6 Black to move

@ N~ © O T ™o o

VI/2 Black to move

V/7 White to move

O N © O < O o -

@ N~ © 9 T ™o «~ -

® N~ © 1 < M N -

VI/3 White to move

V/8 Black to move
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Tests 12x 8

W N~ © v T O o -

@@ N~ © 1 T MO o

@@ N~ © v ¢ Mo N -

@ N~ © N T O N

VI/7 White to move

VI/4 White to move

@® N~ © O T O o

@ N~ © v T O N

VI/8 White to move

VI/5 Black to move

0 N © O T O o -

N B
© ~ © w < @ N -

Vil/1  White to move

VI/6 Black to move
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® N~ © O ¥ ™o N

o N~ © O T O o -

© N~ © 1 T o o -

® N~ © O T o o ¥

VII/5 White to move

VIl/2 White to move

© ~N © v T MO N

@ N~ © N T O N -

VIl/6 White to move

VII/3 Black to move

@ N~ © 1 T MO N

@ N~ © v < o N -

©® ~ © w < ™ N -

VII/7 White to move

Vil/4 White to move



Tests 12 x 8
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@ N~ © 1 ¥ O N

VIII/3 Black to move

VIil/8 White to move

@® ~ © un < () [V

@® ~ ©© n T o N -

@® ~ © o) < ™ N -
< 3

®w N~ © 1 < ™M «N v

Vill/4 White to move

VIll/A  White to move

@ N~ © v < ™ N

@ N © O < o™ N

@© ~ © w < L3} o -~
N

@ N~ © un < ™ N

VIIl/5 Black to move

VIIl/2 White to move
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© N © v+ O N

@@ N~ © v T ™M o

IX/1 Black to move

Vill/6 Black to move

«© ~ ©o w < 2] N -
N\

® N~ © v < ™ N -

@ N~ © v T o N -

@ N~ © v T o o

IX/2 White to move

VIll/7 Black to move

® N~ © v T ™o N v

o N~ © O T o o -

IX/3 Black to move

VIll/8 White to move
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Tests 12 x 8

® N~ © v T ™o N

@ N~ © v T o N -

IX/7 White to move

IX/4 White to move

W N~ © O ¢ O N -

@ N~ © 1 T O o~ -

IX/8 Black to move

IX/5 Black to move

N D
@© ~ © w < ™ N -~

X/1 Black to move

IX/6 White to move
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@ ~ © 1 < O N -

X/5 White to move

X/2 White to move

@© ~ © wn < (3] N -
N

@ N~ © v T O «§ -

® N~ © O T ™M N

a b ¢ d e f g h

X/6 White to move

X/3 White to move

@ N~ © u T ™o N @

a b ¢ d e f g h

@ N~ © v ¥ O N -

a b ¢c d e f g h

X/7 White to move

X/4 White to move
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Tests 12 x 8

® N~ © u T o o

@ N~ ©O© u T ™o N -

X1/3 White to move

X/8 Black to move

@ N~ ©O© »vw T O N -

@ N © v T O N -

@@ N~ © 1 T O N -

@ N~ © u T O «N -

Xl/4 Black to move

X1/1 Black to move

@® N © w <t o (SR o

@ N~ © O T O o -

@ N~ © unw T O N -

X1/5 White to move

X1/2 White to move
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Xll/1  Black to move

X1/6 Black to move

@ N~ © v T MO N

® N~ © O T O o -

@© N © 0 ¥ O N -

N N
© ~ © w < ™ N -

Xll/2 Black to move

XI/7 White to move

o N~ © <+ o o 9

@ ~ © u T o « -

@ N~ © 0 ¢ O N -

XiI/3 White to move

X1/8 White to move



@ 169

Tests 12 x 8

©® N~ © v < ™M o v

@ N~ © O T O N

B B\ AN
@© ~ ©o w < [y} o -

XI/7 Black to move

Xll/4 Black to move

W N~ © 1 T MmO N

@ N~ © v T O N -

Xl1/8 Black to move

Xll/5 Black to move

@ N~ © un T O N

0 N © O < MO N

Xll/6 Black to move
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PART ViIll

Solutions to Exercises

I/1. Karpov — Rashkovsky (41st USSR
Championship, Moscow 1973).

23 axfs!! 4.xf5
23...gxf5 24 Eg3+.

24 Exb7+-
In the game Anatoly Karpov did not notice
the winning sacrifice; he played 23 &f3?
ANd7 24 g5 %8, and the game dragged
out for a further 30 moves.

I/2. Bonner - Medina (Olympiad, Haifa
1976).

1 ... AHe3!
2 bxe3 ad
3 cxd4 cxd4

After 4 ¢3 a3 White resigned.

I/3. Schiffers — Chigorin (13th match
game, St Petersburg 1897).

Mikhail lvanovich Chigorin chose 22...b67,
overlooking a spectacular mating combina-
tion:

2 ... Eh14!
23 Hxh1 £h2+!
24 ©xh2 Eh8+
25 &g3
25 &g1 Exh1 mate.
25 ... N5+
26 &f4(g4) Zh4 mate

I/4. A.Wotawa (1952).

1%5e5 HEd2+
2 2e3 Ze2+
3 &d4!

3 &f4? Exe5—+.
3 ... Exed

4 Ef6!! gxf6

Stalemate! Or if 4...Ea5, then 5 Eg6 with a
draw.

I/5. Lucarelli — Carra (Bologna 1932).

White is a rook up, but the threats along the
2nd rank are extremely dangerous. He loses
immediately after 1 d4? We2, and 1 Wxc7+?
£xc7 2 h7 Le5 does not help.

1 Ed2!! Exd2

2d4 We2

After 2...2d6 there follows 3 Wf5, while if
2..Eg2!?, then 3 a1l We2 4 Hb1 2d6 5
W5,

3 4ct
Black resigns. By sacrificing the rook, White
has changed the places of the opponent’s

heavy pieces on the 2nd rank — in the new
order they are no longer dangerous.

I/6. R.Liberzon — Belov (Moscow 1957)*.
Both kings are in terrible danger. White gets
there first, thanks to a diverting queen
sacrifice.

1 Wetll L xel



Tests 12 x 8

If 1..Exa2, then 2 Exh7+! is decisive.
2 Dxf6

2...h6 3 Exh6+.
3 Egh1

Threatening 4 Exh7+ &g8 5 En8+ &g7 6
E1h7 mate.

gxf6

3 ... g8

4 Exh7 &f8
Nothing is changed by 4...£h4 5 E7xh4!.

5 Eh8+ <e7

6 Exel+ &d7

7 Ehe8

Mate by E1e7 is unavoidable.

I/7. Dreev - Yudasin (Interzonal Tourna-
ment, Manila 1990).

It may seem that the f7-pawn is doomed. In
fact White has at his disposal a spectacular
combination, exploiting the strength of this
pawn.

37 Ed5! a6
38 Ef5 &h7

38...g67 39 £ xh6 loses immediately, while if
38...£d77 White wins by 39 He5! £bs
(39..Bxf7 40 £xc4) 40 £xc4! Lxcd 41
He8. By playing his king to h7, Black
prepares 39...&g6 or 39...g6 40 Ef6 &g7.

39 e5!

For the sake of connecting his f- and e-
pawns, White is prepared to sacrifice his
rook, for example: 39...g6 40 e6! gxf5 41
axcd! 1417 42 £b6l+—. 39..£d7 40 Lxc4!
Axf5 41 &xb3 is also bad for Black.

39 ... &gb
40 eb!! Lxf5
41 £xc4!! £xc4
42e7 Exf7
43 e8Y+—
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Alexey Dreev did not notice the combina-
tion, or else he was unable to calculate it,
and he parted with his f7-pawn. White
retained the advantage, but he was unable
to convert it — his opponent defended
tenaciously and resourcefully.

37 147! Exf7 38 Zd8+ &h7 39 15! g6! 40
Zd6 gxf5 41 £.h5 Ed7! (41..Ec7 42 £.96+
and 43 £xf5) 42 Exh6+ g8 43 exf5 ¢3 44
f6 £.c4! 45 Egb6+ 2h8 46 Eh6+ g8 47
Zg6+ &h8 48 Zg4! £e6! 49 Eb4 ©h7 50
£e8 Ec7 51 Eh4+ g8 52 He4!. We have
reached the position of exercise I/8.

I/8. Dreev - Yudasin (Interzonal Tourna-
ment, Manila 1990).

Black’s position is anxious. His bishop is
attacked, but it is extremely undesirable for
him to move it — from e6 it prevents the f6-
pawn from advancing and simultaneously
deprives the rook of the important g4-square.
For example, after the plausible 52...2f77
White wins by 53 Eg4+ &h8 (53...f8 54
$a4 £e6 55 £h6+ Df7 56 Eg7+ &xi6 57
Exc7) 54 Bg7 c2 55 Exf7 Exf7 56 &xf7 c1 ¥
57 &xcl1 &xcl 58 £c4 a5 59 h4 a4 60 h5
followed by 61 h6 or 61 {7 &g7 62 h6+.
Leonid Yudasin found a pretty saving combi-
nation.

52 ... Hes!

53 £xc5
53 Hd4? c2 54 Ed8 does not work on
account of 54...%e4+ and 55...Dxf6F.

53 ... Exc5
54 Exeb c2
55 £ g6!

Of course, Black is not afraid of 55 f7+? &f8
56 HEg6 Ef5+ or 55 Hel1? c1¥WF, but what
can he do now?

(see diagram)

* (p. 170, No. I/6) This indicates that the position did not in fact occur in the game; but,could have been

reached in a possible variation.



Mate is threatened, and the obvious 55...
Hc8? loses after 56 Ze8+ Exe8 57 {7+ &g7
58 fxe8W c1W 59 Wi7+ &h6 60 Wh7+ &g5
61 hd+ 2f6 62 W7+ Le5 63 We7+ 2d5 64

Wg5+.
55 ... Zf5+1
56 e2

56 &xf5? c1¥W—+; 56 &g3 Hg5+.
56 ... Exf6!
57 Ze8+ Ef8
58 Zxf8+ Sxf8
59 &xc2

White has remained a bishop up, but this is
of little use — it is of the ‘wrong’ colour. Draw.

/1. Tukmakov - Kochiev (USSR Champi-
onship First League, Ashkhabad 1978).
The game lasted just one more move:
24...Exa2? 25 £d5!, and Black resigned.
Playing on a pawn down is completely
hopeless, and since it is not possible to take
immediately on a2, the solution becomes
obvious.

24 ... Wxc4!

25 Exc4 Exa2t/+
After 26 Eb1 Ea5! Black has an inferior, but
defensible position.

PART VIll

/2. Tal - Polugayevsky (45th USSR
Championship, Leningrad 1977).

Incautiously playing 30 Ed6?, Mikhail Tal
overlooked the very strong reply 30...b5.
There followed 31 a5 (31 axb5 Ec5; 31 Ed4
bxa4 or 31..Hc4!) 31...b3 32 Ed2 &e5 33
Le2 Ec4 34 &d1 Ead, and Black won.

White should have first attacked the b4-

pawn.
30 Ed4! Eb3
30...b3 31 Eb4=.
31 Ed6 Ea3
32 Exb6 Exad
33 Eb73

1/3. Smyslov - Szabo (Hastings 1954/55).
White stands better. He has several tempt-
ing continuations, and the only question is
which of these is the most accurate.
25 47 294!,
25 9c7? £b3126 Hxa8 &xdi=.
25 &f27! a5!7?.
Vasily Smyslov chose the optimal way.

25 b4lt

The continuation was 25...h6 (25..2d7 26
4! Exd2 27 &xe6+ fxe6 28 Exd2) 26 &f2
Hd7 27 He3 Exd2+ 28 Exd2 Ed8 (28...a5
29 b5 He5 30 f4 Hc4 31 Ed4) 29 Exds
& xd8 30 f4+ and White won.

Il/4. Semenova - Levitina (Women’s Final
Candidates Match, 5th game, Sochi 1984).
There followed 22 Exc8? Exc8 23 He1 218
24 Ee3 Ec7 25 Ha3 b6= with a rapid draw.
Was it possible to take on b7? It turns out
that it was!

22 2 xb7! Zb8
23 Hce7 Exb7
24 Exb7 £c6

(see diagram)
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It was apparently because of this double
attack that Lidia Semenova avoided taking

the pawn. And wrongly so!
25 Bel!
26 Ec7!+—

Exel

II/5. R.Réti (1922).

At first sight it is all very simple: 1 &c4 b3
2 Hd5 b2 3 Hc3. But here there is an
extremely unpleasant surprise lying in wait
for White: 3..b1%! 4 Hixb1+ Fa4d, and
moving the bishop leads to stalemate.

if he plays 1 ©ed4 b3 2 &3, hoping for
2..b27 3 &edl+—, Black has 2..&b2!
followed by 3...&c2=.

1 &ed!! b3
2 5H\d5 b2
3 &He3 b3
4 $d3+

/6. Tal — Keres (Candidates Tournament,
Yugoslavia 1959).

Nothing concrete is apparent for Black after
48.. Wd1+?! 49 &f5]. He has the tempting
48..h5+? 49 &Hxg5 (49 &xh5? Wnh3+ 50
&xg5 16 mate) 49.. W6+ (49..f6+ 50 &h4!)
50 &xh5 He5 with the terrible threat of
51...Wh6 mate. But Paul Keres did not play
this, since he noticed a spectacular defence
for his opponent: 51 Wde6!! Wxd6 52 H)f5+.
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Not finding any way to give mate, the
grandmaster correctly decided to restrict
himself to winning the a3-pawn with gain of
tempo.

48 ... Df2+!

49 &5 Wd3+!

49..6d1+? 50 Wf3! was pointless. Also
unconvincing was 49..Wa6?! 50 {c6!, or
49.. Wb1+?! 50 &e5 QNd3+ (50...5g4+ 51
2d6 Wb8+ 52 2c5) 51 2d6 Wb8+ 52 Le7!.
50 e5 Ngl+
51 &d6 Wxa3+

Black has a decisive advantage, which
subsequently he methodically converted.

I1/7. Polugayevsky - Pfleger (Olympiad,
Buenos Aires 1978).

White could have gained an advantage in
the following way:

20 He3! cxb3
21 Hxds BExds!
22 2xd5 Exc1
23 Exc1 b2!?

23...bxa2 24 2xeb fxe6 25 &g2 (threaten-
ing 26 Ec7) 25.. Wb7+ 26 $h3 £a3 27 Ed1
with a dangerous attack;

23...Wb5 24 e4 bxa2 25 &g2! (weaker is 25
Ha1? £xd5 26 Wxds Wb1+ 27 Wd1 Wb2 28
W1 Wb3 29 g2 £a3=) 25.¥dl
(25..Wb2 26 £xe6; 25..8xd5 26 Wxd5
Wb2 27 Ec7) 26 Wd1, and Black’s position
is difficult.

24 Eb1 Wes!
25 e4 Wel+
26 Wd1 fa3

Serious consideration should be given to
26...Wxd1+ 27 Exd1 294 28 Eb1 £a3, and
if 29 &f1, then 29...£f3 followed by 30...f5.
Even so, White can play for a win by 29 3!
£xf3 30 &f2 £.g4 31 Le3.
27 2xeb
28 &g2i/+

White plans to strengthen his position with

fxeb
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moves such as Wd3, f2-f4 and &h3. But
whether he can achieve anything real
nevertheless remains unclear. In addition he
has to reckon with 28...Wc4!?.

Lev Polugayevsky decided to eliminate the
d5-pawn immediately, but he underesti-
mated the counterattack that his opponent
launched in reply.

20 £xd5? Exd5!

20...2xd5? was much weaker in view of 21
Zxd5 cxb3 22 Exc8 bxa2 (22..Zxc8 23
axb3 Wxb3? 24 Wg4+) 23 Ec1! (but not 23
Bdxd8? a1 W+ 24 g2 Waxad!t) 23.. Wb1
24 Edd1+-. Also possible is 21 Wg4+ &h8
22 Bxd5 cxb3, and now either 23 Wxb4
Hxcl+ 24 &g2 £xb4 25 Exd8+ g7 26
axb3, or 23 Exc8 Wxg4 24 Edxds Wxa4 25
Bxfg+ &g7 26 axb3 - in both cases White
can hope for a win.

21 Exd5 cxb3 22 Exc8 £.xc8 (22...bxa2?
23 HEc1) 23 axb3?

23 Wd1 Wxad4 24 axb3 really was better,
although after 24.. ¥Wc6 the advantage re-
mains with Black.

23...4g4!

This is the whole point! With a small army
Helmut Pfleger creates a decisive attack
against the enemy king.

24 Wh4 (24 Eg5+ fxg5 25 Wxg5+ £.97 26
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Wds+ W8) 24..Wel+ 25 g2 Le2 26 g4
W1+ 27 g3 Wg1+ 28 &f4 Wg2 29 Wxf6
Wxf2+ 30 LeS5 Wxed+ 31 2f5 Wi3+ 32 Le5
We3+ 33 &5 2d3+ 34 Exd3 Wxd3+ 35
&g5 We3+ 36 2h5 Le7 White resigns.

/8. Gulko - Petkevich (USSR Team
Championship, Tbilisi 1976).

Black’s position is not easy. But if he can
manage to block the g-pawn and defend his
d5-pawn, the opponent will have to over-
come great technical difficulties.

The bishop cannot be allowed to go to g8:
66..51g57 67 298, or 66...&g5? 67 2g8
&4 68 Lf3+-—.

The natural move 66...&g7? made in the
game also loses quickly, on account of a
pretty bishop manoeuvre: 67 £.d3! f6
67..5)g5 68 £f11) 68 £f1! &)g5 69 £g2
He6 70 &f4 and the blockade is broken.
There followed 70..25f7 71 g5 £d6 72
£h3+ 2e7 73 £g4 Hcd 74 213 Leb 75 gb
Black resigns.

There remains only one defence.

66 ... f7

67 £d3 &\g5

68 41 Leb!

69 f4

If 69 £g2, then 69...&d6 70 &f4 Deb+.

69 ... 2f6

70 £g2 Heb+

71 el Her

Black has parried the immediate threats and
the win for White still remains in question.

/1. Smyslov - Benko (Monte Carlo 1969).
29 &f114—

Nothing would be achieved by 29 h4?! Eb2.

By interposing this king move, White pre-

pares f2-f4!. For example: 29...Eb2 30 4

2f5 31 h3 withcdnavoidable i/mateCby) the

rook on f7.
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29...Exf2+ 30 &xf2 &xg5 31 Le3d g4 32
b5 &h3 33 Ecd Hb2 (33...4¢5 34 Exc5) 34
Zc2 Black resigns.

/2. Keres - Botvinnik (22nd USSR
Championship, Moscow 1955).

7 &c4l £xf3

Now 8 Wxf3 Wxf3 9 A xf3 exd4 or 8 £xd5
£xd1 9 &xd1 exd4 leads only to equality.
But, of course, when he made his develop-
ing move Paul Keres had reckoned with the
capture on f3 (for the sake of which Black
had just developed his bishop at g4) and
had prepared an excellent rejoinder.

8 Wb3! &Habs?

It was better to play 8. Wd7 9 £ xf3 exd4
(9...0a5 10 &xf7+! Wxf7 11 Wbs+), al
though after 10 0-0! followed by 11 Zel+
Black’s position would have remained diffi-
cult.

9 Wad+ Wd7
10 2 xf7+! <d8
11 Wxd7+ &xd7
12 Hxf3+-

And White won.

lll/3. Petrosian — Taimanov (22nd USSR
Championship, Moscow 1955).

It would be a mistake to play 15 &xd4?
£xh2+, while in the event of 15 exd47?! §f6
the position is roughly equal. 15 Exd4 &f6!
16 c5! &ixed 17 cxd6 is more interesting, but
after 17...2f5 18 d7 Ee7 19 Efd1 &g3 20
Wd2 Hed it would appear that White has to
agree to a repetition of moves: 21 Wc2(d3)
g3 22 Wd2.
The problem is solved by the unexpected
interposition of a check, which removes the
bishop from the vulnerable e4-square and
vacates the 4th rank for the rook.

15 & h7+! <h8

16 Exd4+
The game continued 16...2¢5? (16...2f6?
17 fd1 &xh7 18 Exd6 and 19 Exh6 was
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bad for Black, but 16..£f8 was more
tenacious) 17 2f4 We7 18 Zeq W8 19 Eh4!
f6 20 £g6 Ze7 21 Eh5! 2d6 22 Ed1 £e5
23 2a3 ¢5 24 ©Dh4 Black resigns.

lli/4. Borkowski — Dieks (European Junior
Championship, Groningen 1974/75).

Of course, 1 c8W?? ExcB8+ 2 &xc8 a2—+ is
incorrect, and therefore 1 Za5 suggests
itself. In the variation 1...03? 2 Exa3 Ed3+ 3
Pe7 b2 4 Exd3 b1¥W 5 En3+ g6 6 Eg3+
@h7 7 c8W White wins, but the defence can
be improved: 1..Ed3+! 2 &e7 Zc3 3 &d7
Bd3+ 4 &c6 Ec3+5 He5 (5%b7b3)5...a2 6
c8W a1¥ with a draw.
1 Eh5+!!

This intermediate check is decisive. Wher-
ever the king moves, it will stand worse than
ath7.

1 ... &gb
In the event of 1...&g8 2 Ha5 Ed3+ 3 &e7
Hc3 4 $d7 Ed3+ 5 &c6 Hc3+ White plays 6
Hcs, since his pawn queens with check.

2 Eas Ed3+
3 &e7 Hc3
4 &d7 Ed3+
5 &cb6 Hc3+
6 &b7! b3

7 Exa3 b2
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Now itis clear why the enemy kinghadtobe
lured to g6.

8...&17 9 Zb6 Zc2 10 c8W Black resigns.

/5. Bologan — Nunn (Germany 1993).

If the knight moves from g4, the c2-pawn is
lost. The tempting 30...Ef1+ 31 Exf1 e1W is
unfavourable in view of 32 Exd7 (with the
threats of 33 Exe1 and 33 Exe7+ Wxe7 34
hxg4) 32..Wxf1+ 33 &xf1 Oh2+ 34 g1
Hxd7 35 &xh2+.

30 ... Hbe!!

31 BEdxe2
After 31 @xb6 the idea 31..Ef1+ 32 Exf1
e1W¥ gains significantly in strength, thanks
to the diverting of the knight from c4.
33..Wxd2 and 33..We3+ are threatened,
and after 33 §ic4 We6 or 33 Ed3 Wa5 34
Hds Hel! Black has excellent winning
chances.

31 ... Hxe2
32 Exe2 Hxed
33 hxg4 Dxb2F

34 H)d6 (34 Ee7+ Ef7 35 Exf7+ &xf7 36
Nd6+ Leb 37 Dxb7 Ld5 38 L2 Hea+/
-+) 34...b6

5’ 4 ” % / 5

| /,,&/”///, < ’
%

1

35 Ze7+?

The decisive mistake! The white pieces are
well placed and for the moment they should
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not have been moved. As was shown by
Robert Hibner, 35 g3!F was correct, depriv-
ing the black rook of the f4-square.

35..%f6 36 Eb7 Had 37 Hca g5! 38
Nxb6 Hxb6 39 Exb6 Ef4!—+ 40 Ed6 Ec4
41 Ed2 &xg4 42 &f2 Ec3 43 &gl h5 44
&h2 g5 45 Ee2 ©h4 46 Eed+ g4 47 Ee2
g3+ 48 &gl &gd4 49 &f1 Hcd White
resigns.

II/6. Timman — Ftacnik (Prague 1990).
First of all White must get rid of the pin on
the c-file (24 Exe5? b6 is bad for him). 24
Bce2? does not work on account of 24...a5!
25 Wbe (25 Wa3 Dca—+) 25..Wxb6 26
£xb6 Hic4.

If 24 Eee27?!, then 24...b6 25 &xd6 Exc2 26
Bxc2 Hxd6 27 Ec6 &£18=. Also nothing is
promised by 24 £d17? b6 25 £xd6 Exc2 26
& xc2 Exd6 27 &£b3 &£g7 or 27.. Wi6 with
equality.

24 £g4!
Before defending the rook, it is important to
force ...f7-f5, weakening the a2—-g8 diago-
nal.

24 ... 5

25 &d1+
Now if 25...b6 there follows 26 &xd6 Exc2
27 &xc2 Exd6 28 Exe5, and the d5-pawn is
invulnerable. Black also loses a pawn after
25...a5 26 Wb3 e4 27 2b6 W6 28 Hxc8+
Dxc8 29 &xa5+.
After 25...5)e4 White has two strong replies:
26 £e7!? and 26 Exe4! fxed (26...8Exd5 27
Wb3! &h8 28 Le7! Exd1+ 29 &g2 Eg1+ 30
&h3! Wd7 31 &6+ £9g7 32 Exc8+ Wxc8 32
Hca Wd7 33 Wb5! Web 34 2xg7+ &xg7 35
Wxb7+) 27 294 BExd5 28 Re7 Hxc2 29
£xd8 Hc1+ 30 g2 Exds 31 We7 Hfg 32
Wxe5 £97 33 Wxed+.

The game continued 25...218 26 £xa7 (26
Bxe5?7 Exc5! 27 Exc5 HHf7) 26..%5c4
(26...Exc2 27 &xc2-%e828 L5 &Xe5 29
Wxc5 Hc7 30 Wa5 b6 31 Wd2) 27 d6! (27
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Wb3 b5 or 27...Wa5 28 Hee2 b5) 27...5xd6
(27...Exd6 28 Exc4 Exd1 29 Exc8 Hxel+
30 Wxet1 Wxc8 31 Wxe5+—; 27...£xd6 28
Wb5+) 28 Exc8 H\xc8 29 £b3+ (29 £c517)
29..2h8 (29..£97 30 £c5 £xc5 31 Wxc5
e4 was better) 30 £¢5 £g7 (30...£xc5 31
Wxc5 e4 32 Wes+ HEg7 33 Ed1+-) 31 £a4
Zd5 32 £b3 Ed7 33 £a4 Ed5 34 L.e3+.

/7. A.Kuryatnikov (1981).
1 Ee7!!

A deep intermediate move. 1 &b6+? is
incorrect: 1...&b7 2 Exe2 (2 &g3 &c6 3
Nad b5 followed by 4..e1¥) 2. Hf5 3
Dd7 Lc6=. 1 Exe2? &b7 is premature -
this position must be reached, but with the
rook on e1.

1 ... el¥W+
Forced, in view of the threat of 2 \b6+. It is
altogether hopeless to play 1..Ef4+ 2 &g3

Bc4 3 Hb6+ &d8 4 Hxcd or 1..%d8 2
Hxe2.

2 Exel <b7
3 &be!
But not 3 Ea1? &c6 4 Eas Hfs=.
3 ... Zfs
3...%c6 4 He5+-.
4 Hd7 Lcb

4..Bds5 5 Zeb! &c7 6 c6 BEd6 7 Exdé &xd6
8 He5+-.

5 He5+!

5 Ed1? Ed5! 6 Exds &xd5 7 g5 &c6=.
5 ... Lxe5
6 gd!+—

(see diagram)

Black loses his rook. After 1 Exe2? the f1-
square would have been available to the
rook.

11177 - Position after 6 &g4l+—

lli/8. Tal — Averbakh (Riga 1961).

The immediate 21 £xc5? Wxc5 22 Hixf6+
£xf6 23 Wxf6 hxg5 24 £b3 does not work in
view of 24..2h7! 25 & xf7+ (25 Wxf7+ &h6)
25...¥de.

Mikhail Tal finds a way of decisively strength-
ening this idea. He wins a very important
tempo, thanks to which his rook occupies
the d-file.

21 Hxf6+! Lxf6
If 21...Wxf6 22 Wxfe £xf6 23 Hf3, and there
are two black pawns en prise: at ¢5 and h6.

22 Ead1 We7
22...50d4 23 cxd4 cxd4 24 Lxd4! hxgs 25
La7+-.

23 £ xc5! Exd1

24 Exd1
Of course, not 24 &£xe7? Bxel+ 25 &h2
£ xg5.

24 ... Wxe5

25 Wxf6 hxg5

26 2b3!+—

White’s attack is irresistible. Here 26...&h7
no longer helps in view of 27 £xf7 &e7 28
Hds.

26..2b7 27 ¥xgb+ 18 28 Wh6+ Le8
(28...2g8 29 Wxg5+ or 29 Ed6; 28...2e7 29
Wxg5+ 8 30 Whe+.Le7 31 Zd5) 29 2d5
Wb6 30 Wha+ e7 31 Wxc8 Black resigns.
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IV/1. Simagin — Kholmov (Uzhgorod 1966).
43 ... ovee!
Black improves the position of his knight and
at the same time sets a trap, into which his
opponent falls.
44 2xc7?
44 Le3 Ded 45 ga-=.
4 ... Hga+!
White resigns.

IV/2. Lasker — Janowski (World Champion-
ship Match, 7th game, Paris 1909).
David Janowski resigned the game. His
position is lost, of course, but before
capitulating it made sense to try a last trap.
63 ... c5!?
64 7hd5?
This desire to give mate as soon as possible
(65 Ee7) could have cost White dearly.

64 ... Exf3+!
65 &xf3 £ xed+!
66 xed

Stalemate!

IV/3. Nezhmetdinov - Konstantinov (Ros-
tov-on-Don 1936).

11 ¢3!

A positionally necessary move for White (he
is planning @c2 and £e3) and at the same
time a trap.

1 ... Lxe3+?
12 bxc3 Wxc3+
13 Wd2! Wxa1
14 £b1!

Black resigned in view of the inevitable 15
&b2.

PART VIlIl

IV/4. Savon - Bylino (Kiev 1979).

White stands better. He could, say, have
played 15 £b5!7?, for example; 15... 2 xb5 16
Wxb4+ or 15...5xd3 16 Wxd3+. The best
defence is 15...Wa5z%.

Viadimir Savon chose a more cunning
alternative. He offered the advantageous
exchange of light-square bishops and at the
same time set his opponent a trap.

15 £b5! Hxa2?
15...8xb5 16 Hixbs Was£.

16 &xa2 Wab+

17 &b3! £xb5s

18 Hat

Black resigns.

IV/5. GKuzmin — Kochiev (USSR Champi-
onship First League, Minsk 1976).

32 d5!
An excellent trap!

32 ... Ze3?
The advantage also remains with White
after 32..exd5 33 Wxd5, for example:
33..Wxa3 34 Wds+ £f8 35 Wxc7, or
33...%4¢c6 34 £d6 Zd7 35 £b5, or 33...Wes
34 £b5 Wc8 35 £d6.

33 dxe6!! Exd3
33..Wxa3 34 Wd7!.

34 exf7+ <h8

35 £b2!
Black resigns.
IV/6. Bronstein - Korchnoi (Moscow-
Leningrad match 1962).

36 Wb8+ &h7

37 Ee8! Wxf3?

This is what White was hoping for, but all the
same Black’s position is difficult. If 37...
Hxb2?!, then 38 En8+ g6 39 We5 Hc2 40
Wh5+ &f6 41 W5+ &e7 42 WeS+ with a
decisive attack.

38 Eh8+ Lg6
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Now nothing is given by 39 We8+? Wf7! 40
Wed+ g5 41 We5+ Lxgde. David Bronstein
decides matters with a spectacular tactical
blow, envisaged beforehand.

39 Exh6+!!

Black resigned in view of 39...gxh6 40 Wg8+
&6 41 WiB+ or 39...&xh6 40 Whe+ g6 41
Wh5+ 26 42 g5+.

IV/7. Portisch - Saidy (San Antonio 1972).

White has a significant positional advan-
tage. He plans to play &e5 and Ed6, and
then to advance his kingside pawns. In the
game hewasable to increase his advantage
unhindered.

25...Ed8?! 26 He5 Exd2 27 Exd2 c5 28
gd! g5 (otherwise h2—-h4 and g4—g5) 29 5
c4 30 ©d4 Ec8 31 Ee2 H\d7 32 Hxd7 Ed8
33 Ed2 Exd7+ 34 &¢3 Ec7 35 Ed4 Ec5 36
a4! bxa4 37 Exc4 Za5 38 Ec6 exf5 39 gxf5
a3 40 Ze6+ &f7 41 bxa3 Exa3+ 42 &d4
Zh3 43 Exb6 Black resigns.

The attempt by 25...22d7?! to prevent the
invasion of the knight at e5 does not bring
any relief — White replies 26 $\b4 with the
threat of 27 @\xc6+ or 27 Exd7+. If 26...9¢5
there follows 27 Ed6 Eec8 28 e5! (preparing
g2-g4 or 9c2-d4), and 28..4b7? is not
possible on account of 29 Daé!. And in the
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event of the more tenacious 26...2f6 the
play, according to Lajos Portisch, can
develop as follows: 27 Ed6 Hd5+ (27...Eec8
28 e5 Nd5+ 29 Hxd5+ exd5 30 Hc1! and 31
f5+—) 28 Axd5+ exd5 (28...&xd6 29 e5+!
&d7 30 Hf6+ Fe7 31 DxeB wxe8 32 Ed6
&e7 33 g4+-) 29 e5 Ed8 30 Exd8 &xd8 31
f5&e7 (31..8d7 326 Ed6 33 &d4! and 34
He5+-) 32 &f4 Ec8 33 h4! (but not 33 g47!
g5+!) 33...2d8 34 g4 d4 35 &ed ¢536 g5 h5
37 Ed2!? (zugzwang!) 37...Ed7 38 e6 and
39 &e5, winning.
The best chance of a successful defence is
a trap!

25 ... Hga+!!

26 &13?
This natural move throws away the win. 26
&e2! is correct. The h2-pawn is invulner-
able: 26..5xh2? 27 He5 (threatening 28
Hh1) 27..h5 28 Ed7+. If 26..c5 there
follows 27 h3 &\f6 28 He5!? (28 Le3 Nd7)
28...%5xe4 29 Ed7+. Black is forced to play
26..2d8 28 h3 Nf6 28 He3+, leading to
roughly the same difficult position as in the
game (but at any event — not worse!).
Unfortunately, in the knight endgame arising
after 28..Hcd7!? 29 He5 Exd2 30 Hxc6+
&eB 31 Exd2 Exd2 32 &xd2 Hxed+ 33 $d3
Ad6 (33...20c5+ 34 £d4 Dd7 35 Da7) 34
&c3 d7 35 De5+ White retains a signifi-
cant advantage.

26 ... £\xh2+!
27 g3 Eds
28 &xh2

Of course, not 28 He5?? Exd2 29 HExd2
D1 +.

28 ... Hed7
29 &g3 c5

30 213 c4

31 el BExd3+
32 Exd3 cxd3
33 Exd3 Hc8!?=

33...Exd3+!? also does not lose.
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IV/8. Morozov - Arkhangelsky (corre-
spondence 1985/87).

After 36...bxc27! 37 &xc2 Black’s position is
difficult. For example: 37..&h7 (37..20d7
38 &xg6; 37...a4 38 &b4 HNd7 38 £.xg6) 38
He5 &\d7 39 Exh5+ g8 40 Hxas, and
White should gradually win.

The best practical chance is to play for a
trap.

36 ... ad!
Threatening 37...2xd3 38 cxd3 a3.
37 b4 ?!

White fails to see through his opponent’s
idea. After the restrained 37 @b2! bxc2
(37...%xd3+ 38 cxd3 g5 39 Ze5) 38 £xc2
he would have retained a great, and
probably decisive advantage.

37 ... Hxd3+
37...b27 38 &a3 or 38 Ebf.
38 cxd3

38 ... g5!
White would win easily if he had time to play
f3—f4. But after the move in the game Black
releases his king from imprisonment and, by
threatening to create a passed pawn on the
kingside, gains counterplay sufficient to
save the draw.

39 &a3! (39 Eg1 g4 or 39..%h7; 39 hxgs

PART VIl

&h7! 40 &xad4 h4 41 Eh1 h3 42 &b4 &gb
43 47! £d5!) 39...gxh4 40 Ee5 ©h7 41
Exh5+ 296 42 Exh4 £15! 43 d4 &xf6 44
d5 £d7 45 Eed £b5 46 ©b2 2d7 47 L3
£b5 48 Eb4 £d7 49 &d4 £15! 50 f4 (50
Hb6+ g7 51 Le5 &c2 52 d6 a3 53 d7 a2
54 Ea6 b2 55 d8W a1W¥=) 50...2¢2 51 &c3
a3 52 a4 Draw.

V'

V1. Pein - Plaskett (British Championship,
Swansea 1987).

18 ... Wxe3!
19 fxe3

19 & xf5 Wb 20 £h3 Wc7+.
19 ... Exf3F

White has a difficult position, since his
pawns are weak and his pieces are passive.
The game continued 20 £g2 H3f7 (20...
Hxe3! 21 212 Exe5 22 g4 {Ng6—+) 21 Wh5
Bf5 22 We2 Hxe5 23 g4 D13+ 24 L h1 E5f6
25 £g3 e5 26 e4 £.c6 27 L.xe57?! Heb! 28
£xf3 Exe5 29 £.g2 g6 30 Ef1 Exf1+ 31
Wxf1 dxed 32 Wxc4+ 2h8 33 &gl e3 34
£11 Eed White resigns.

V/2. Stein - Petrosian (Moscow 1961).

19 a4!
This pawn sacrifice enables the bishop to
occupy the important a3—8 diagonal. Had i
been Black to move, he would have pre-
vented this by 19...2a4!,

19 ... Lxad
20 Ea1 b5
21 a3+

White has a decisive attack.

20...b5 21 £a3 Wd7 22 Zf2 Eb7 23 Hafl
Wds
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24 Wd1 (threatening 25 £.h5 or 25 2.xe6
fxe6 26 Wg4, but 24 We2 was more
accurate) 24...Zh6?

Black would have lost after 24...a5? 25
2xeb6! fxe6 26 Wg4. As Valery Beim pointed
out, he should have sacrificed a pawn, to
divert the bishop away from the c1-square:
24..b4ll 25 & xb4 (24 cxb4 Kb5) 25..¥g5
26 £a3 (26 We2 Wh6 27 £.h3 HHf8! with the
idea of ...2Ah7—g5) 26.. Wh6 27 £h3 We3.
After 24 We2! the e3-square would have
been covered and Black would not have
managed to gain counter-chances.

25 2c¢1 Eh7 26 £.xe6! Black resigns.

V/3. Byvshev — Tolush (Leningrad 1954).
15 ... £h8!

After the exchange of the dark-square
bishops White’s attack would have become
irresistible. In such situations the g7 bishop
is more valuable than a rook. After the
acceptance of the exchange sacrifice the
position remains unclear.

16 g5 Nd7 17 L.xf8 Wxf8 18 f4 HHc5 19 Zhd
(19 Eh6 £g4) 19...h5! 20 gxh6 Lh7< 21
Hg1 £16 22 Eh2a523 We3a424 2c4 Eb8
25 e5 4£h8 26 2d3 (26 a3!) 26..Wd8 27
Wqg3 Hxd3+ 28 cxd3 dxe5 29 fxe5 a3! 30
We3? (30 Ee1) 30...£15! 31 d4 c5 32 d57!
(32 dxc5) 32...axb2+ 33 Exb2 Exb2 34
Lxb2 Wbs+ 35 Lal Lxe5 36 Wxc5?

36...%a7!! White resigns.

V/4. Geller — Gligoric (USSR v. Rest of the
World, Belgrade 1970).

If Black had time to play 23...%)c6, he would
equalise. This can be only be prevented by
the sacrifice of two pieces for a rook and
pawn, after which White’'s central pawns
begin advancing.

23 Hxeb! Exeb
24 2xe5 Wxe5
2514 Web

After 25.. Wc3 26 Wf2 the black queen
would have been trapped. For example:
26...20c6 27 e5 He8 28 He3 Wb2 29 Nxh6+
gxh6 30 £h7+ and 31 Wxb2+—.

26 eb5+

There followed: 26...5e8 (26..%e4 27
Hxe4! Wxf5 28 Heel Web 29 15 or 28...¥Wh5
29 Wd3) 27 Hh4! (weaker is 27 Dd6 Hxd6
28 exd6 Wf6 29 d7 Hc6 30 He8 HNd4l)
27...55¢6 28 Wd3 g6 29 5 gxf5 30 Hxf5
(threatening 31 De7+) 30..Wg6 (30..297
31 Sixg7 Hxg7 32 Wh7+ Hf8 33 &f5+-) 31
We2! (31 Wd71?) 31..Wg57! (31..We6 32
Wed Wg6 33 Ee3 or 33 Ed7 with a winning
position for White) 32 h4 W4 33 g3 Wxe5
34 Wagd+ Wg7 35 Dxg7 Hi6 36 Wi4 2xg7
37 Wc7 EbB 38 £d6-5g4,39 Exc6 £.d4+ 40
&11 Black resigns.
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V/5. Diez del Corral - Ciocaltea (Malaga
1981).

22 &xh5! gxh5
23 Exg8+ &xg8
24 Wxh5

White intends to include his rook in the
attack and then advance his h-pawn. It is
hard for Black to counter this plan, since his
pieces are badly placed.

24...Ba7 25 55! £xt5 26 Hg3+ &8 27
Wxf5 5)d7 28 h5+— e7 29 2g7 528 30 h6
Bb7 31 h7 & xh7 32 Exf7+! Black resigns.

V/6. Stahlberg — Stein (Yerevan 1965).

14.. Wxd1+ 15 Exd1 Ee8 leads to equality,
but Black is rightly hoping for more.

14 ... Hd7!!

15 &£xf8
White’s position is also not eased by 15 £.f2
Wg5 16 0-0 He5 with an attack.

1B ... Wh4+!
16 &d2

If 16 g3, then 16...fxg3 with the threat of
17...92+. After 16 &f1 £xf8 White’s rooks
are separated. Therefore he removes his
king to the queenside, but there too it does
not find peace.

16 ... £ xf8

After sacrificing the exchange, Leonid Stein
has gained complete control of the dark
squares. The initiative is now completely on
his side.

17 We1 We7 18 2c2 Ne5 19 Hel £g7 20
\ds Wes5 21 Wg1 Wxed+ 22 Sb1 Wd3+ 23
Be2 (23 a1 Hcd) 23...2e6 24 Le2? (24
Wd1 Wa6=) 24...Wxed 25 De3 W5 26 Wel
&c6—+, and Black won.

V/7. Spassky — Kholmov (24th USSR
Championship, Moscow 1957).

White appears to have no clear plan,
whereas the opponent is intending ...b7-b5
or ..&g7 and ...Eh8 with advantage to
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Black (subsequently the weakness of the
white pawns will tell). Boris Spassky found
the only way, and a far from routine one, of
fighting for the initiative: he sacrificed a rook
for four pawns.

20 Eh5!! Axh5

21 gxh5 8
Weaker is 21...9e5 22 Hixed.

22 Hxed!

The logical continuation of White’s planned
operation.

22 ... Wxed
23 Wxed Zxeq
24 & xd6 Ebes8

24.. .Hc8 25 Exgs5+ &h8 26 £e5+.
25 Exg5+ &h8
26 £xc5 f6

26..b67 27 £d4+ &h7 28 Hg7+ &h6 29
Bxf7.

27 ¥g3
27 £.d4? Exd4.

An unusual position has arisen, hard to
evaluate.

28..50h7 29 &d2 Hg8 30 Hgb6 Les 31
£d3! £xg6 32 hxg6 Exd4! 33 cxd4 58 34
c5 bxc5 35 dxc5 d7! (35..0xg6? 36
£xg6 Bxg6 37 c6+—) 36 c6 {)b6 37 ed g7
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38 £a6!? Lxgb6 39 ad! &f7 40 a5 Dad 41
£.c¢4 Bd8 Draw. There could have followed
42 41 ©e7 43 e5 fxe5 44 fxe5 Ac7 45 d6+
Hxd6+ 46 exd6+ Lxd6=.

V/8. Korchnoi — Geller (USSR Team
Championship, Moscow 1963)

19 ... Wed!

When Black made this energetic move, it
was essential to prepare a convincing
rejoinder to the opponent’s reply.

20 g4 Hxg4!
20...2d7? 21 g5 followed by 22 He4, and
the queen sortie ends in failure.

21 Ded

21 fxg4 Wxg4+ 22 Wg2 (22 &h1 Exc3 and
23..8.e4+) 22.. Wxg2+ 23 &xg2 2h3+! 24
&xh3 Exf1 25 Hed (25 Exf1 Exc3 26 Ef3
£h6) 25.. Efxc1! 26 £xc1 £f8, and White
loses another pawn.

21 ... Hxe3

22 Exc4 Dxed*
Black’s pieces control the whole board. His
subsequent plan is to attack the f3-point.

23 We1l b5 24 Ef2 X7 25 Wg5 Hef8 26
Hbd2 £16 27 Wg3 Le7 28 He2 5)b6 29
&c3 £.c8 30 He3 531 Hded Hcd 32 Ed3
£.d8 33 /dd1 Ef4 34 a4 £b6+ 35 g2 £15
36 We1 g5 37 Ddc3 g4 38 fxg4 £xg4 39
axb5 axb5 40 g3 £15 (40...40b2!) 41 &g2
h8 42 Zg3 £.d4 43 h3 £.g6 44 We2 Z8f7
45 We1 2715 46 Wel £xe3 47 Hxe3 Ef2+
48 g1 5 d2 49 Wa3 Zf1+ 50 2h2 O3+ 51
Hxf3 E5xf3 52 Was+ g7 53 Wc6 X112+
54 &gl Hc2 55 Wd7+ &h6 56 Hd1 HEg3+
White resigns.

Vi

VI/1. Inkiov — Ambroz (Zonai Tournament,
Baile Herculane 1982).

51 Lc1!
Threatening £a3. The inclusion of the
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bishop in the play places Black in a difficult
position.

51..Wb1 52 £a3 Wb7? (essential was
52..Wg1+ 53 Qg2 f4+ 54 Sxf4 Wh2+ 55
Le3 Hf5+ 56 &d3 Hd7 57 Weix) 53
Hxd5!, and White won easily.

VI/2. Groszpeter — Kupreichik (Minsk
1982).

Little is promised by 21...f4 22 exf4 Exf4 23
g3 Hf6 (23...Ef3 24 Wg4) 24 We2 He8 25
&g2 followed by Ead1.
21 ... EZa6!

Black concentrates all his forces for an
attack on the king. He intends ...Eg6,
...2d6 and ...We5. As usually happens in
the middlegame, the presence of opposite-
colour bishops strengthens the attack.

22 Hfd1 Eg6 23 We2 £d6 24 £c4 We5
25 g3

25..f4 (now is the time!) 26 exf4d Wxf4
(threatening ...&c¢5 and ...e4-e3) 27 Exd6
Wxd6 28 Wxed WS 29 Wg2 Egf6 30 Ha2
Ef3 31 He2 h6 and Black won.

VI/3. Saverymuttu — Van der Berg (Arosa
1972).

12 Eaq!!
White finds the most energetic way of
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exploiting his lead in development — he
includes his queen’s rook in the play along
the 4th rank. There is the terrible threat of 13
b5 axb5 14 Eh4.

12...5ce7 13 b5 g6 14 g4 Wh3 15 He1
(threatening 16 &f1) 15..40h4 16 ‘Axh4
Wxh4 17 b6 cxb6 18 g5 ¥h3 19 e6 dxe6 20
He3 Black resigns.

VI/4. P.Heuacker (1929)

The obvious 1 £f5? &b2 is incorrect, since
2 Wb7+ a2 3 Hd4 leads to stalemate after
3..c1¥ 4 Wb3+ a1 5 Hc2+ Wxc2 6 Wxc2.

The knight has to head for d3!

1 & h5! b1
2 Wb7+ a2
3 Wn1 &b2
4 54 c1W
5 Hd3+

VI/5. Keene — Stein (Hastings 1967/68).

Black must include his queen in the attack.
With this aim 30...c6?! is unconvincing: 31
bxc6 Wb6+ 32 d4 exd4 33 Wbs!.

30 ... a6!!—+
Threatening ...@b8-a7+. If 31 bxas, then
31...Wb8 32 axb7 Wxb7 and 33..Wa7+.

31 Dh2 Hxh2 32 &xh2 ¥Wg5! 33 &xh3
Zh7+ 34 &g2 Wh6 and White resigned in
view of 35 g2 Whe.

VI/6. Belyavsky — Short (Candidates Tour-
nament, Montpellier 1985).

White has a strong passed c-pawn, which to
some extent compensates for the insecure
position of his king. If he should manage to
transfer his king to the queenside, away
from the black knight, it will be safe there,
and the c-pawn will ensure White the
advantage.

However, Black is able to detain the king on
the kingside.

28 ... Wb6+!

PART VIll

29 &g2
29 el ?? OHi3+; 29 £e377 Exe3 30 Exe3
Nga+.

29 ... Hga
After 30 c7 Wb7+ 31 ©h3 h5 the position is
unclear.

in the game Black played much more
weakly.

28...Exe2+7? (28...20g4+7 29 £f3 was com-
pletely bad) 29 ©&xe2 Ze8+ (Black could
have considered 29..We7+ 30 &d2, and
now not 30...Ed8+7? 31 &c1 Exd1+ 32 Wxd1
Wes5+ 33 &b1+-, but 30...HcB 31 ¢7 &3+
32 el Hg5) 30 &d2 Wes 31 L1 $ga 32
¢7 h6 33 Wcb 2h7 (33..2016 34 Wxe8+!) 34
Wd7 Black resigns.

VI/7. Pchiolkin — Pokrovsky (Russian
Federation Correspondence Championship
1980/83).
30 £e3!
This unexpected bishop manoeuvre to h6
places the opponent in a difficult position.
30 ... Wea
30...Hxe3 31 Eig+! Hxf8 32 gxf8W+ £.xf8 33
Wg4+ 297 34 WcB+ with mate; 30...Wb2 31
B7f2+-.

31 £h6! Wed+
32 213!
32 BE7f3? Ecc2.
32 ... Zel+
32...Ef2 33 &g1; 32...Eb2 33 Wdat!,
33 ¥xel Wxel+
34 &g2 Weq
35 Lh3+—

(see diagram)
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By exchanging all the pieces on f8, White
obtains a won pawn ending.

35..%b4 36 Ef2 £e7 37 Efs+ Axi8 38
Exf8+ Exf8 39 gxf8¥ + Wxf8 40 £ xf8 Lxf8
41 g4 Le7 42 Hf5 &d6 43 Led b5 44
axb6 a5 45 b7 2c7 46 &xe5 ad 47 Leb a3
48 d6+ Lxb7 49 d7 and White won.

VI/8. Bronstein — Boleslavsky (Candi-
dates Play-off Match, 1st game, Moscow
1950).

19 2£d2!!

A subtle manoeuvre, creating the threats of
20 Zb5 and 20 £b4 Wc7 21 Hel.

The obvious 19 Eb57?! is weaker: 19...Wa3
20 Wb1 £d7 21 Hb4 Bac8 22 £c1 Excl+
23 Dxclo. And 20 Lc¢2? (instead of 20
Wb1) 20...Eac8 (20...Edc8!?) 21 &c1 Wd6
22 Wb1 does not work in view of 22...£d7!
23 Exa5 Wc7—+.

19 ... b6
19...£d7 20 2b4 We3 21 Ed1 &La4 22
S xa5 &xd1 23 Wxd1z.

20 £b4 We7
20..We3 21 Wd4! Wxd4 22 Hxd4 &xd5 23
exd5 Exd5 24 2ed+—.

21 Eet Wb7
21.. Wd7 22 Nd4 217 23 b5 Wb7 24 &xa5
(24 c6) 24.. bxas 25 L.c6+.

22 ¥b1!

A\ 1es

A decisive double attack: both 23 dxe6 and
23 &xa5 are threatened. If 22...2c8, then
2344, preparing to destroy the black king’s
defences by 24 e5 (23..Wb8 24 &xe7 is
bad for Black).

22..Hab8 23 dxe6 £c6 24 £c¢3 Heb5 25
£.b5 Ebc8 26 £xe5 Exc1+ 27 Wxc1 fxe5
28 2d7 Wa6 29 Hg3 Wxa2 30 h4 Hig 31
Wqg5 Ef6 32 Wxf6! Black resigns.

Vil

VII/1. Simagin — Kotov (Moscow 1944).
36 h5!+

Before going into the endgame it is useful to
cramp the opponent’s kingside as much as
possible. Otherwise Black himself would
have played ...h6-h5 and ...g7—g6.
36...We6 37 Wd7 Ze7 38 ¥Wxeb6 fxeb6 39 213
Hce7 40 ed &7 41 Ed6 Le7 42 15 exf5+
43 &xf5+, and White won.

VIl/2. Botvinnik — Van Scheltinga (Wijk
aan Zee 1969).

13 g4!+
This energetic move emphasises the weak-
ness of the ed4-pawn. Black’s position is
difficult: 14 g5 is threatened, and if 13...h67!
there follows 14 h4. The best chances of
creating counterplay were promised by
13...a5! 14 b5 He8 15 g5 Ofd5 16 Dexed
2f5.

13..5)bd5? 14 g5 &xe3 (14...50xc3 15 gxf6
Dxd1 16 fxe7+-) 15 fxe3 (15 gxf6 Wxi6x)
15...0d5 (15...20e8 16 Hdxed) 16 Hxd5
Wxg5 17 Dxed Wxd5 18 213, and White
won.

VII/3. Fischer — Uhlmann (Buenos Aires
1960).

21 ... ga!!
The opening of the h2—-b8 diagonal would
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have given White a very dangerous attack.
By sacrificing a pawn, Wolfgang Uhlmann
shuts the opponent’s powerful dark-square
bishop out of the game.

22 hxg4
If 26 £xg4, then 26..%2e4 followed by
27..5. 26 f5 gxf3 27 &xd6 fxg2 is no good
for White.

22 ... 5!
23 g5 He7 24 493 £e8 25 We3 Hed! 26
$xed dxed 27 &f2 (27 d5!7) 27..Eeh7
(27...Wd5) 28 Efb1 (28 d5!?) 28...Wd5

Black has sufficient positional compensa-
tion for the sacrificed pawn. Subsequently
he outplayed his opponent and won.

Vil/4. Smyslov - Gurgenidze (34th USSR
Championship, Tbilisi 1966/67).

45 h4!4+—
The enemy pawn must be fixed on the
vulnerable h5-square, in order to tie one of
the black pieces to its defence or to have the
possibility of creating a dangerous passed
h-pawn.
In the game White went wrong by playing 45
&d5?, and after 45...h4! the position be-
came drawn. If White takes his king to the
a7-pawn, Black will shut it in the corner by
...&c7, while in the event of g2—g3 Black,
after exchanging pawns, can easily block
the passed g-pawn. In addition, for a draw it
is sufficientfor him to give up his knight for it,
and then return with his king to b8 (with
pawns at a6 and a7, the extra bishop does
not give a win). The continuation was 46
£e2 58 47 Leq g5 48 &d5 16 49 £.g4
& g6, and the game ended in a draw.

VIl/5. Portisch — Smyslov (3rd match
game, Portoroz 1971).

White has prepared e2—e4. The question is
whether to play this immediately, or after the
preparatory exchange of pawns on d5. Only
the second way is correct.

PART Vill

14 cxd5!

If now 14...cxd57?!, then 15 e4 6 16 5 & h7
(16..20e8 17 Ka3) 17 Dbs5+. 14...5xd5 is
better, but even then after 15 e4 White's
position is preferable: 15...2xc3 16 £xc3
Zadg 17 Had1z or 15..0b4 16 Wd2 Hads
17 Dadlt,

14 e4? (hoping for 14..e67? 15 e5 Hh5 16
f4+) was significantly weaker because of
14...dxc4! 15 bxc4 Db67.

White’s centre has become vuinerable. For
example, 16 exf5? Wxc4 or 16 c5?! &4
The best defence was 16 d5 &\fd7 17 Hid11?
(17 f4 fxed4 18 L.xed &Ae5; 17 We2 £d4+ 18
@h1 He5 19 Hadi c5) 17...8Da4! 18 .@.xg7
Wxg7 19 De3 Dacs 20 Wd2 fxed 21 fxed
Bxf1+ 22 Exf1 BZf83.

The game continued: 16 ¢5? %4 17 Lci
(17 Bab11?) 17...Ead8 18 Eb1 (18 exf5 gxf5
19 Wxf5 Exd4F) 18...5d7 19 d5 (19 Exb7
ixe5; 19 He2 Dixcs 20 We2 Exd4a 21 Hixds
£xd4+ 22 &h1 $h7%) 19...b5! 20 dxc6 (20
cxb6 Ddxbb6 21 4 fxed 22 K xed Kxc3 23
Wxc3 cxd5) 20...5xc5 21 We2 a6¥, and
Black won.

VII/6. Azmaiparashvili - Lputian (Riga
1980).

27 g4! &g8
Black loses after 27...Wxf4? 28 g5 Wxe5 29
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Wxh6+ 298 30 £h7+. The best defence is
offered by 27...2d8! 28 g5 Wg7.

28 g5 hxgs
29 £h7+ 18
30 fxg5 Wg7
31 g6+

Black's position is difficult. For example,
31...2d77 isbadin viewof 32 HZe8+! and 33
Wes+,

In the game Zurab Azmaiparashvili did not
find the correct plan and he conceded the
initiative to the opponent: 27 5?7 £d7!
(27...Wxe5? 28 Wxh6+ g8 29 f6+-) 28
Ze7 Le8!F 29 Axb7 L£c6+ 30 L£xcb
Wxc6+ 31 H7e4 Eb8 32 Wxf727? (32 Wf3;
32 &g1) 32..Wxed+! White resigns.

VII/7. Gligoric — Ljubojevic (10th match
game, Belgrade 1979).

White has to reckon with 15...d4 (16 exd4
cxd4 17 Lxd4? Wd5-+) and with 15...De4.
For example, 15 Ec1?! Hied 16 Wg4 Hxc3
17 Exc3 c4=.

Nothing is given by the tempting 15 £.xf67?!
Wxf6 16 Wc2 on account of 16..c4! 17
£xh7+&n8 18 &5 Eab8!=.

15 b4! d4!
15...c4 16 £.c2+.
16 exd4 cxd4
17 £b2!
17 2xd4? Wd5—+.
17 ... Wds
18 3 Dg4

18...a5 19 Hc1 axb4 20 axb4 Eab8 21 Ec4
Web 22 Exd4 We3+ 23 2h1 £b524 L34,
and White converted his extra pawn (Gligo-
ric—Bukic, Doni Milanovac 1979).

19 Wd2

19 Re4? Wes.
19 ... AY-X
20 Efc1+

(see diagram)

Despite Black’s apparent activity, his posi-
tion is difficult. His d4-pawn is vuinerable,
while White has two strong bishops, control
of the c-file and the prospect of creating a
dangerous passed pawn on the queenside.

20..Ead8 21 Hc5 Wd6 (21...We6) 22 Eac1
£b7 23 He7 (23 £b5! He57! 24 Wxd4!+-)
23..He7 24 Exe7 Wxe7 25 Zel Wd7 26
£b17? (26 b5! and 27 ad4+; 26 Wf2! and 27
Wha+) 26...2.¢6! 27 Ec1 g6 28 Wxd4 Wxd4
29 2xd4 HExd4 30 Exc6 Hd2!, and the
game ended in a draw.

VIl/8. Borisenko — Tal (USSR Champion-
ship Semi-Final, Riga 1955).
If Black manages to play 27...9b5, White
will have to exchange on b5, which is
undesirable. If 27 a4?! there follows 27...bxc3
28 Wxc3 Eb4 29 £.c4 Whé 30 £93 g5 with
counterplay. In the event of 27 c4 a4!?t itis
not easy for White to breach the opponent’s
defences.

27 a3!!+
Threatening 28 axb4 axb4 29 Ha7. If
27..bxc3 28 Wxc3 the black rook (in
contrast to the 27 a4?! variation) does not
have the important b4-square. After 27...b3
28 a4 followed by 29 Eab1 the b3-pawn is
most probably doomed.

27...15 (this attempt-to sharpen the play
does not bring Black any relief) 28 axb4
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axb4 29 cxb4 Exb4 30 e5! Eb7 31 e6+-
&Hh6 32 Eab1 Eeb8 33 Exb7 Exb7 34 £.¢4
Eb2 35 We3 Ec2, and now the most reliable
way to win was 36 Eb1! Eb2 37 Wc1 Exb1
38 Wxb1+-.

Vil

VIII/1. Estrin — Kletsel (World Correspond-
ence Championship 1975/78).

Black intends to take on f4 and then play
...d6-d5 with a good game. Yakov Estrin
frustrates this plan by a timely exchange on
b6, thanks to which he seizes control of the
light squares and gains the advantage.

16 £xb6! Wxb6

17 Sc4+

The d5 and f7 points are weak. It is
interesting to follow how subsequently White
exploited the benefits of his position.

17...exf4 18 &xf7 Ef8 19 Le6+ b8 20
Ed3Wa5 21 Ehd1 We5 22 a3 d5 (otherwise
&b1 and then £Hd5) 23 Hxd5 Hxd5 24
£ xd5! (White is playing for an attack and
therefore he avoids the exchange of rooks)
24..016 (24..Wxf5 25 W3 Bd7 26 Le4
Exd3 27 Exd3 Wc8 28 £xb7!+-) 25 ¢3 Ed6
26 Wf3 Efd8 27 g4 fxg3 28 hxg3 We7 29
&b1 Ee8 30 a2 HEd7 31 Wi4+ Le5 32
Wa4 Eed8 33 c4 a7 34 Eb3 b6

o
it B
K 7 7

PART VIll

White has arranged his pieces in the best
way possible. Everything is ready for the
decisive breakthrough.

35 ¢5! Wxe5 (35...Exd5 36 Exb6; 35...bxc5
36 Wce!) 36 £b7! Exb7 37 Exd8 416 38
Eh8 Black resigns.

VIIl/2. Timman - Diez del Corral (Olym-
piad, Luzern 1982).

19 Wg4!
Weaker was 19 g4?! Eae8.

19 ... ¥Wxg4
20 hxg4+

By exchanging queens White has attacked
the e4-pawn, deprived the knight of the f5-
square, and opened the h-file.

20..4f4 21 &d2! Zf6?! (21..Eae8) 22
£.xeq4 h6 23 Edf1 Zaf8 24 Ef3 Lxe3+ 25
Hxe3 E8f7 26 Eth3 h5 and Black resigned.

VIII/3. Petursson — Helmers (Reykjavik
1981).

42 ... Eaft!

43 Exatl Lxalt
After the exchange of rooks the d6-pawn
has become far less dangerous, since the
black king gains the opportunity to attack it,
without fearing the enemy rook.
44 He2 Le8 45 214 HF6, and the game
ended in a draw.

VIil/4. Alekhine — Euwe (Amsterdam 1936).

White could have saved the game, by
exchanging all the pieces.

42 Dxe4! Exeq4
42...dxe4d 43 @94 and 44 f4=.

43 Exe4! dxe4

44 2g4 &h7

45 &f4 296

46 dxed <h5

47 &f5! c5

48 b3 a6
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49 a3!

Black is the first to run out of reserve pawn
moves and he is obliged to agree to the
exchange of the kingside pawns, leading to
a draw.

Alexander Alekhine avoided going into the
pawn ending, but the rook endgame proved
difficult.

42 Z2c1? Hxg5+43 hxgs Ee6+ 44 2g4 &7
45 Hc3 a5 46 13 &g6 47 a3 &xg5 48
Exa5 &f5 49 a4 g5 50 Ea8 Hed4 51 Ei8+
Le5 52 Ee8+ &d4 53 Eb8! ¢5 54 b4? (54
a5!?) 54...c4 55 a5 Ee3+ 56 &f2 Ea3 57
Eg8 c3 58 Exg5 Ea2+ 59 &f3 c2 60 Eg1,
and White resigned.

VIII/S. Oll — Ubilava (Moscow 1983).
Black’'s objective is to consolidate and
coordinate his forces. To resolve this suc-
cessfully it is important to retain the rook that
is defending his rear.

21 ... Ees!
intending 22...£6 followed by ...e6—e5 .
22 Eb8 HEdds!
But not 22...£f6? 23 Exc8!.
23 We7 £163

For the moment the c6-pawn is invuiner-
able: 24 Wxc6? £.d7—+.

In the game Black exchanged rooks, which
led to great difficulties. White broke through
with his queen into the opponent’s rear and
won the a6-pawn, obtaining a dangerous
passed a-pawn. It should be mentioned that,
when there is an unusual material balance
like this, exchanges are normally advanta-
geous to the side with the queen — which
finds it easier to display its power on a more
empty board.

21...Exf1+? 22 Exf1 Ed8 (22...Ee7 23 Wde
£d7 24 g3 and 25 h4+-) 23 We7 £d7 24
Ed1518 25 Wa5 416 26 Wxab6+ e5 27 Wa7
(27 a41? e4 28 Wca+ Le6 29 We2) 27...e4
28 &g1 £g5 29 W5 £h6 (29..5e6 30
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Wc4) 30 g4 (30 We7 came into considera-
tion: 30...He8 31 Exd7 Exe7 32 Exe7, or
30...2e3+ 31 h1 2b6 32 Wxe4) 30...214
(30...e3! 31 g5 €2 32 Eel Deb6) 31 Ef1 g5
(31...5e6!7 32 Wc4 L3+ 33 2h1 b6 34
Wxed) 32 Exfa! He6 33 We7! gxfd 34 g5
£.c¢8 35 g6 Ed1+ 36 &2 (36 Lg2? 3+ 37
&f2 Bd2+ 38 el f2+) 36...e3+ 37 Lf3?!
(after 37 &e2 Bd2+ 38 &3 Hf2+ 39 Ped
Ng5+ 40 Le5 e2 41 &f6 White wins; it
appears that Black can nevertheless save
himself with 38..Exnh2!) 37.../0d4+? (37...
Bf1+1 38 g2 Hf2+ 39 g1 Ng5! 40 Wxg5
£h3=, or 38 @ed NG5+ 39 Le5 e2 40 M6
Ded+ 41 Le5 Ng5=) 38 Sxf4 Ef1+ 39 el
5e6 40 Lxe3 c5 41 Wh7+ 2f8 42 Whe+
Black resigns.

VIII/6. Korchnoi — Timman (5th match
game, Hilversum 1982).

White wants to simplify the position by 37
We2 and 38 Ed3. The attempt to prevent
this plan by 36..Wd47? (with the idea of 37
We2? Wal), made by Jan Timman in the
game, did not succeed. White replied 37
Ec3! (renewing the positional threat of 38
We2 and 39 Ed3=). There followed: 37...a5
38 We2 a4 39 bxad4 Ha8 40 Za3 Eb8 41
Hb3 (41 Ea2? Eb4—+) 41...Ha8 42 Za3
Draw.

Black could have won by the immediate
advance of his a-pawn, with the idea of
preparing the transition into a pawn ending.

36 ... ab!
37 We2 a4
38 Ed3

Otherwise the white king comes under a
mating attack.

38 ... axb3+

39 &c3
39 HExb3 Wa4 (or 39...Ha8) is hopeless for
White.

39 ... Wxd3+!

40 Wxd3 Zxd3+
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41 &xd3
42 %c3

It is not possible to prevent the invasion of
the black king: after 42 f4 &g6 43 g4 either
43...f6 or first 43...h5 is decisive.

&h7

42 ... &g6
43 &xb3 &f5
4414 6!

The most accurate, although 44...g5 45 &a4
gxf4 46 gxf4 x4 47 b5 Lxe5 48 xc5 5
is also possible.

45 exf6 gxf6
46 a4

46 ©c3 Ded—+.
46 ... e5—+

VII/7. Marshall — Schlechter (Ostende
1907).
In such positions it is very important to be
the first to offer the exchange of knights:
White — by playing ©e4!, and Black -
...&e5!. This clears the diagonals for the
bishops and weakens the opponent’s king-
side.

15 ... Hes!

16 2xe5 £xe5=

Carl Schlechter probably avoided the knight
exchange because of the tactical stroke 17
&$xbs, but he had to reason to fear it.

17 Dxb5!? 4xb2

The tempting 17...£xg2?! is worse in view
of 18 2xe5! (but not 18 ®xg2 L£xb2)
18...2xf1 19 Wc2l+,

18 Ec7 Wes!
Weaker is 18...Wd8? 19 Exb7+.

(see diagram)

PART VIlIl

19 Hd6!

But not 19 Exb7? axb5 20 Wxb2 Wc6 21
He7 Hic8! (Black is no longer satisfied with
the repetition of moves 21..Wd6é 22 Hb7
Wc6 — he creates the irresistible threat of
22..&18) 22 Wd4 &8 23 Ha7 e5!—+.

19 ... Wds
20 Exb7 Wxd6
21 Wxb2 Wch

Interposing 21...4)g47? is unsuccessful —
after 22 g3 Wc6 White has the strong reply
23 Wc2!l.

22 Ee7 Wdé6

22..50d57 23 Led or 22.. Efd8?! 23 Wcllis
incorrect, but 22.. Kfc8!? is quite possible.
However, White saves his rook by 23 Wd4
&f8 24 b5!=.

23 Eb7 Wcé=
In the game Black allowed his opponent to
be the first to exchange knights.
15...Hac87?! 16 Hed! Hxed 17 Lxed 157!
As was pointed out by grandmaster Viorel
Bologan, good chances of a successful
defence were given by 17..%)a5! 18 &xb7
(after 18 £xh7+ &xh7 19 bxa5 &g8 Black
has excellent compensation for the sacri-
ficed pawn) 18... Hxb7t.
18 £b1 e5 19 Efd1 e4?! (19...2b8 20 e4))
20 £a2+?!

The difference between this move and the
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immediate 20 £\g5! is not at all obvious. But
from the logical point of view, since the
possibility of the check will not run away, it
should have been preserved, which subse-
quently would have expanded White’s re-
sources.

20...%h8 21 Ag5! (threatening 22 Wh5 or
22 57+) 21...¥xg5?

Now Black’s position is strategically hope-
less. It is probable that Schlechter rejected
21...2xh2+! 22 &xh2 Wxg5 because of 23
Ed7, but here he could have initiated great
complications by playing 23...2e5!. Let us
analyse Black’'s resources after 24 Hxb7
Bxc1 25 fxcl.

White gains the advantage after 25... Wh6+
26 g1 Wee?! (as we wil see later,
26...22g4! is correct) 27 £b2 Wxb7 (27...
3+ 28 Wxf3!) 28 Lxe5. Therefore let us
check 25...20g4+ 26 &g1.

A) 26..Whe!? 27 Wb2 (if 27 We1l there is
both 27..Wh2+ 28 &f1 He5! — cf. the
26...Wh4 variation, and 27...f4! 28 £b2 fxe3
29 &xg7+ Wxg7 30 Exg7 exf2+ 31 Wxf2
&\xf2 or 28 exf4 Wh2+ 29 &f1 Wh1+ 30 Le2
Wxg2=) 27...Wh2+ 28 &f1 §)6 (or 28...5e5)
followed by 29...Wh1+ 30 &e2 Wxg2. The
position is unclear — the poor placing of the
white pieces prevents them from being used
for a counter-attack against the black king.
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B) 26..Wh4 27 We1 (27 Wb2 Wh2+ trans-
poses into the previous variation) 27... Wh2+
(with the queen on h4 itis no longer possible
to play 27..f47 28 &b2 — in view of the
threat of mate) 28 &f1 De5! 29 £b21? (29
We3 Hdg! 30 £d5 Wh1+ 31 Le2 Wh5+ with
a draw) 29...Wh1+ 30 Le2 Wxe1+ 31 xet
ANd3+ 32 Le2 Hxb2. Despite being a pawn
down, White has a good endgame, but he
has to reckon with 33...Hc8. The outcome
remains unclear.

Now let us see what would have happened if
White had refrained from the bishop check
(20 & g5! &xh2+!? 21 &xh2 Wxgs5 22 Hd7
Des! 23 Exb7 Excl 24 fxcl DHgd+ 25
&g1).

In the 26...Wh6 variation there is a new
resource: 27 Wa2+! ©h8 28 £b2 Wh2+
(28...2d8 29 £d4) 29 <&f1, and after
29...5f6, if there is nothing better, 30 £xf6
gxf6 31 £c2 Wh1+ 32 Le2 Wxg2 33 Webt.

In reply to 26...Wh4 the same arrangement
of the forces is no longer possible (the
queen has to defend the f2-square), but
after 27 We1! Wh2+ 28 &f1 Black cannot
choose 28...20e5 29 &b2, and in the event
of the exchange of queens the d3-square is
under control. Things are also bad for him
after 28... Wh1+ 29 e2 Wxg2 30 £b2.

22 Exd6+ Zfd8 23 h4! W g4 (23...Wxh4 24
£xg7+!; 23..We7 24 Ee6!) 24 Wd2 Exd6
(25 Hcxc6 was threatened) 25 Wxd6é Ed8
(25...f4 26 Le6 Wge 27 Wd7+) 26 We7
£a8 27 £b3 4 28 Exc6 Ef8 29 We7 Black
resigns.

VIIV8. Tukmakov — Veingold (USSR 1979).

White’s rook cannot break into the oppo-
nent’s position, and his king is cut off from
the queenside. Therefore 23 Ee1 suggests
itself. However, after 23..Hxel+ 24 &xel
L5 25 2d2 Ld4 (25...%b4 26 Lc2 a5 also
has to be reckoned with) Black, having
placed his king in the centre,then plays
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...a7-ab, ...c6—5 and at the appropriate
moment ...c5—c4. With the opponent’s king
being so active, it is doubtful whether White
could win, and at any event this is a rather
difficult task.

Viadimir Tukmakov found a strong interme-
diate move, enabling him subsequently to
prevent the activation of the black king.

23 £h3!

The plan suggested by Sofia Polgar also
deserved consideration: 23 b4!? with the
idea of Eal, &f3-e2, Ea6+ and b4-b5. If
23...Be6 (intending 24...&b5), then 24 Ec5.

23 ... He7
23...c5 24 £g2 d4 (24...Be5 25 14; 24...Zd8
25 @e2) 25 2d5, and the advance of the
pawns has merely weakened Black’s posi-
tion.

24 Eel! Ixel+
24...Eb7 is more tenacious, but even then
after 25 &e2 &c5(c7) 26 £d2 (26 Zal)
26...Exb3 27 Ee7 White should win.

25 &xel &c5

26 &4d7!+-

This is the whole point! By not allowing the
king forward, White wins easily.

26...a5 27 ©d2 &d6 28 £.e8 6 29 h4 ¢5 30
£17 e5 31 2e3 h6 32 f4+ £d6 33 h5 c4
(otherwise the white king heads for the a-
pawn) 34 bxc4 a4 35 &d4 dxc4 36 Lxcd
Black resigns.

IX

IX/1. Aronin — Kholmov (30th USSR
Championship, Yerevan 1962).
Black is intending to begin an attack by
...f7—f5, but first he must deny the opponent
counterplay (b2-b4) on the opposite side of
the board. Incorrect is 19..f5? 20 b4+ or
19...20¢6? 20 Hd5 Wd8 21 b4+
19 . as!

If 20 &\d5 there follows 20...4xd5 21 cxd5 f5

PART VIll

22 Hd2 Lxd2!F. White should have chosen
20 Dd2! (preparing ©f1-e3), for example:
20...8xd2 (20...f5 21 exf5) 21 Wxd2 {5 22
f41? with equality. Lev Aronin did not play
this, evidently not wishing to allow the
exchange of the ‘bad’ bishop. But in the
given instance this consideration is far less
significant that the fact that now Black has
the clear plan of an offensive on the
kingside, whereas there is practically noth-
ing that White can do.

20 ¥b37? £5 21 Wb5 He6 22 Nd5 Wg7 23
Wbe Ef7 24 Ha1 Haf8 25 Za3 g5 26 He3
g4 27 Hha L.xe3! 28 fxe3 4 29 L5 Wg5

If now 30 &xd6, then 30...fxe3! 31 &H)xf7
Bxf7 32 Baal ©d4 33 Ef1 D3+ 34 &hi
e2—+ (34..Wha—+), or 31 )5 &)d4 32 Wxcs
(32 Dxe3 Wxe3+!) 32..e2 (32..50xf5) 33
Wxe5 We3d+! 34 Hxe3 Eft1+!.

30 exf4 exf4 (threatening 31...f3) 31 Ef1 13
32 g3 Exf5! (32...@d2 33 Hh4 Hd4? 34
Wxd6 was weaker, but 32...5)d4 33 &Hxd4
We3+ 34 ©h1 Wd2! 35 Hg1 WgZ-H would
also have won) 33 exf5 Wd2

White resigned in view of 34 Ef2 Wd1+ 35
Hf1 f2+ 36 Lxf2 Exf5+.

IX/2. Liu Wenzhe — Donner (Olympiad,
Buenos Aires 1978):

Black wants to initiate play in the centre:
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8...e6 followed by ...exd5, ..He8 and
...»e4. White also has to reckon with ...b7-
b5. To reduce the strength of either of these
plans, itis important to immediately drive the
knight back from f6.

8 h4!+
8..e6 (8..b5 9 g5!) 9 g5 hxg5 10 hxgs
£e8? (10...5h7) 11 Wd3 exd5 12 Hxd5
&c613 Wg3 46 14 Wha 15 15 Wh7+ &7
16 Wxg6+!! (16 Zh6!) 16...xxg6 17 £h5+
&h7 18 217+ £h6 19 g6+ &g7 20 £xh6+
Black resigns.

IX/3. Timoshchenko - Klovans (USSR
1979).
White intends &b1 followed by £xc5. If
Black is forced to take back on c5 with his
pawn, he will stand worse.
27..4h67? 28 2b1 Wb6 29 £xc5 dxc5 30
£d3+.
27..Wb6? 28 Eb1 Wc7 29 Hxbs Wxbs 30
£xc5 dxcs 31 Wxa5+ (31 £d3+).
Jan Kilovans found an accurate solution to
the problem facing him.

27 ... Zc8!

28 & b1 Wb6!=
29 Wd1 £h6 30 We1 Draw.

IX/4. Karpov - Andersson (Madrid 1973).

If Black were to manage to play 19...d6 and
20...Bec7, he would stand well.

19 ¢57?! is tempting, but then the opponentis
able to simplify the position, after which itis
hard for White to achieve anything real.
Here is a possible variation: 19...bxc5 20
bxc5 d5 21 cxd6 HExc1 22 Exc1 Wxds 23
Wxd6 Hxd6 24 Ece Ed7 25 a6 &f8t.
Anatoly Karpov found an excellent bishop
manoeuvre, enabling him to restrict the
opponent’s forces and to retain an appreci-
able advantage in the middlegame.

19 £b7! Ee7
19...Eb8 20 £.c6.
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20 26!+

Now 20...d6 is unfavourable on account of
21 £b5. Black constantly has to reckon with
the move £b5. But White’s basic plan is to
play his queen to a4, followed by the
doubling of rooks on the d-file or Wb5 and
a3-a4-a5.

20..Bc621 Wb3 (21 £b5 Ed6) 21..Wb822
Wad (threatening 23 Hxd7) 22..Ec7 23
Wb5 &6 (23...d5 24 cxd5 Exc1 25 Exct
9c7 26 d6!) 24 £3 d5 (24...We8 25 Ed6) 25
c5 h5 26 a4 Ee8 27 cxbb6 axb6 28 a5 Exc1
29 Hxe1 We5 (29...bxa5 30 Wxb8 Exbs 31
bxa5+-) 30 Wxb6 d4 31 &h1 We3 32 Ef1
e5 33 £d3 h4 34 gxh4 W4 35 Hg1 Wxh4
36 a6 g6 37 a7 <&g7 38 £xg6! Black
resigns.

IX/5. Larsen - Spassky (Interzonal Tourna-
ment, Amsterdam 1964).

White’s main threat is 56 $d5. Bad is
55...Eb8? 56 ©Hd5 Eb3 57 &xh4 Ed3 58
Hixe7 Exe3 59 g8+ (or 59 Ed1 Exe6 60
Bxd6+-) 59...&h7 60 Hi6+ &h6 61 e7! Eeb
62 Bd1 (A.OKelly).

That which happened in the game was no
better: 55...53e4? 56 Zxed4 fxed 57 Lxh4
Ea8 (57...Efs 58 Hg5 Ef6 59 f5 and 60
&g4+-) 58 f5 Za2 59 HEg8 X2 60 218 Black
resigns.

It is harder to refute 55..%c47?! 56 Hd5
&d2! (Bent Larsen considered only 56...2d8?
57 Dxe7 Dxe3 58 Dg8+). In the variation 57
Hg2 Hed 58 wxhd H6!, by evicting the
enemy knight from d5, Black frees his rook
and gains a draw, for example: 59 $Hb4 Ec8
60 Eg5 Hc3 61 Exf5 Exe3=. Even so, White
has a subtle way to win, pointed out by
Garry Kasparov: 57 Eg5! %3 58 Eg2! (of
course, not 58 Exf5?? Eg8, and it is Black
who wins) 58...&h5 (58...9e1 59 Ee2!) 59
Hf2! He1 60 Ee2 D3 (60...40d3 is met by
the same reply) 61 Eg2! (unexpectedly
Black finds himself in. zugzwang) 61, &h6
62 Ef2! Hel 63 He2 (63 &xh4) 63...50d3
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(63...5)3 64 2g2) 64 Hc2! &h5 65 Bg2 and
66 Eg5+.

55 .. Zds!!

In this way Black parries the dangerous
attack by the white knight (56 £\d5 &\c8! 57
e4 fxe4 58 Eg5 e3! 59 Hxe3 Ed3 60 Ee5
Hd6) and at the same time prepares
counterplay with 56...%5\c4, which follows,
for example, in reply to 56 &xh4.

56 2d1 2g7

By going to {6, the king wants to attack the
e6-pawn.

57 Ed5

Or 57 &d5 &c8 58 Ed4 Eh8 59 Ec4 Ed8 60
Hcs Hd6 61 Dixe7 He8 62 Hc6 Exe7 63
Hxdé &f6 64 Lxh4 Hg7! with a draw
(Kasparov).

57 ... Ec8=
57..%f6 58 Ee5 He8! followed by ...%c4 is
also possible.

IX/6. Petrosian — Spassky (World Champi-
onship Match, 12th game, Moscow 1969).
Black's position is more promising; he is
threatening to play his king to d6 followed by
...c6—¢5. For example: 48 h37! &f6 49 g4
h4! 50 Ef2+ &e7 51 Hc2 (51 g5 Ea87F; 51
Nfs+ Axfs 52 BExf5 Eb6F) 51..Ebs!
(51...sd6 52 Hf2) 52 Hc5 (52 Hc1 &d6 53
Hf1 ¢5 54 Ef6+ c7) 52...2d6 53 Hxa5 c5
54 b5+ Leb.

Tigran Petrosian forestalls Black’s plan with
a clever pawn sacrifice.

48 g4!! hxg4
48...2xg47? 49 Exc6; 48...h47! 49 Hh3.
49 2g3

The players agreed a draw, in view of
49...2f6 50 &f4 b6 (50...2e7? 51 Le5 is
dangerous) 51 Ec5 Ea6-=.

IX/7. Langeweg — Petrosian (Amsterdam
1973).

If White waits, Black will place his pawns on
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g5 and f4, and play his king to h4 and his
knight to f5, after which White will end up in
zugzwang. That is in fact how the game
concluded.

41 £2b27? &g5 42 &g3 f4+ 43 g2 Lhd 44
<h2 (44 Hd3 DHxb3-+) 44..g5 45 LHg2
&h5 46 £h2 Hc6 47 De2 De7 48 g2 D5
49 &h2 &h4 50 &g2 Hed+ 51 £h2 Hc2
Zugzwang (if 52 2g2, then 52...%e1+ wins).
White resigns.

White also loses after 41 &g3? &h5! 42 h4
(otherwise 42...g5 and 43...f4+) 42...2d8 43
Nd3 &xh4+ 44 N3 Hxb3 (not 44...g5 45
Ac5) 45 Dfd+ (45 Lb2 g5-+) 45...%h6 46
£b2 Lell 47 Hxe6 Lc3 48 Hc7! Hxd4!
(48...2xb2? 49 e6) 49 e6 Hxe6 50 Lci+
(50 Dxe6 Lxb2—-+) 50..5g5+ 51 Hh4?!
Le1 mate.

Black’s plan must be prevented.

41 h4ll=
‘I was unable to find a realistic plan for
strengthening my position after 41 h4’
(Petrosian)
41...h5 42 ©h3! (42 2937 £.d8) 42...£d8
43 \d3! Hxb3 44 Hf4+ &6 45 Lb2 4xh4
46 Dxeb Lel? 47 Dc7 £.c3 48 eb+—.

IX/8. Smyslov — Ribli (Candidates Semi-
Final Match, 1st game, London 1983)

White is threatening to win a pawn by 42
Hg7+ £h8 43 Exh7+ &xh7 44 g5+ and 45
Hxc6. But the threat of developing an attack
on the kingside by 42 h5! is even more
dangerous — and it was against this threat
that Black should have defended in the first
instance. The correct defensive plan in-
volves a pawn sacrifice, with the aim of
simplifying the position and safeguarding
the king against attack.

41 ... £b3!
42 g7+ &h8
43 Exh7+ &xh7
44 H\g5+ £h6
45 Excb Ea4!
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46 g3 Ea2!

In view of the minimal amount of material
remaining on the board and the fact that the
opponent’s king is cut off on the back rank,
Black has excellent drawing chances.

In the game Zoltan Ribli chose 41...Eac87?!,
retaining material equality, but subjecting
himself after 42 h5t to a very dangerous
attack. There is a direct mating threat: 43
Hg7+ &h8 44 Eff7 Exe6 45 Exh7+ &g8 46
Hig7+ &8 47 h6. If 42...gxh5, then 43 4!,
intending 44 Eg7+ &n8 45 Ené.

42..14 43 h6 £15 44 Eg7+ &h8 45 Eff7 g5

incorrect now are both 46 &xg5? Exh6é!,
and 46 Bxf5? Exe6 47 Egxg5 Ec1+48 &h2
Bn1+1? (48..Exh6+ 49 Eh5%) 49 Exhi
He1+ 50 @h2 Eh1+! with stalemate. How-
ever, Vasily Smyslov does not aim for
immediate material gain, preferring to main-
tain prolonged pressure on the opponent’s
position.

46 Dd4! Zc1+ 47 Hh2 £g6 48 Ef6 H1c5
49 Ed7 Eg8 50 He7 Ea5 51 £c6 Eab 52
Eeeb £h5 53 He5 Ha7 (53...Exe6 54 Exeb
Hes 55 Hf6+, intending 56 Zf5 or 56 &h3)
54 Ef5 Eb7 55 Ed6 Ea7 56 Zbb He7 57
Ebf6 Hee8 58 Hc4! (now Black has to
reckon with &\d6-e4) 58...g4 59 He5! (59
Bxh5?? g3+! 60 &h3 EHel) 59..gxf3 60
Exh5 Exg2+ 61 &h3 Eg3+ 62 &h4 2 63
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Exf4 Eg1 64 Ehfs Eh1+ 65 &g3 Black
resigns.

X

X/1. Shmirin — Novikov (USSR 1982).
102 51—+

The most clear-cut way to win. The threat is
103... ¥ g7+!. White has no useful moves.

103 a5 Wg7+! White resigns.

X/2. Yap - Pinter (Szirak 1985).
51 Ef2? )6 is a mistake; also, nothing is
given by 51 &f4+71 &f7 52 Ef2? 4)f6.

51 Zd2!

Creating the threat of 52 54+ followed by
53 Hxd4. If 51..%e7, then 52 &Hixe5 is
decisive.

51 ... &f6
52 Zf2+! Leb
53 Hf4+!

Now, after the rook has been switched to 2
with gain of tempo, this check is decisive.

53...&17 54 He2+ Black resigns.

X/3. Taimanov — Ree (Wijk aan Zee 1981).
After 47 Ee4?! &f6! it is notgood to play 48
Ee57 a4l 49 £d3 axb3 50 axb3 Ebs
(50...Ed8+) 51 &c3 Eb4-=.

The strongest plan is to play the king to g3
followed by Ec3—-e3—e5+.

47 e2!+—

47...Ec7 48 &f1 Ed7 49 Exc5+ &xf4 50
&g2 Ed2 51 Exa5 Zc2 52 Had+ g5 53
Hc4 Hxa2 54 g3 Black resigns.

X/4. Chiburdanidze — Muresan (Olympiad,
Luzern 1982).

45 h4!

It is essential to-tie. the black, king-to the
kingside, by fixing one of the pawns there on
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a dark square, where it can be attacked by
the bishop. The incorrect 45 &f2? throws
away the win: 45...g6! 46 b6 (46 Le2 Leb
47 &d3 &d5=) 46...Feb 47 L8 h5 48 gxh5
gxh5 49 &g2 &d7! 50 @h3 Dcd-=.

45 ... g6
46 h5! gxh5
47 gxh5+-

The march of the king to the queenside is
threatened. The black king cannot head
there because of the weakness of the h6-
pawn, and the attempt to win the h5-pawn
leads to the loss of the e5-pawn.

47..16 48 b6 /b7 49 L8 &g5 50 £.g7
&xh5 51 £xe5 (now the f4-pawn is vulner-
able) 51..&g5 52 &f2 (52 £¥h3 Has5 53
£.d6 b7 54 Le7+ 2h5) 52...2f5 53 £.g7
h5 (53..&g5 54 &e2) 54 &g2! (after
advancing to h5, the pawn has become
weaker, and it will soon be lost) 54...20¢5 55
L8 b7 56 £h3 &g5 57 Le7+ f5 58
&h4 Black resigns.

X/5. Botvinnik — Levenfish (8th match
game, Moscow 1937).
It is important for White to do something
before the enemy king goes to e7.

41 Ed7! Zc7
Black loses after 41..f6? 42 Exh7 or
41..5¢c7? 42 Ed8+ g7 (42...5e8 43 /\d6;
42..%e7 43 Zd6!) 43 Hc8. Perhaps the
most tenacious move was 41...h5!?7, but
after 42 &f2 16 43 &f3! all the same the
advantage would have remained with White,
for example: 43...Ec7 44 Ed8 fxe5 45 Ea8.

42 Eds Ze?

43 Ed6!+

(see diagram)
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This is the point of White’s idea. The enemy
rook is forced to take up a passive position
at a7, since it is bad to play 43...Ed7 44
Hxa6 Ed4 45 b6 Hc7 (45...c4 46 Ea8 Hc7
47 Ec8 Dab 48 Dxca+-) 46 Za7 £d8 47 a6
c4 48 Hxc7 &xc7 49 a7 Ed8 50 a8 Hxas
51 Dxa8+ b7 52 Lf2+-.

43...Ea7 44 Hc6 &d7 45 Eb6! (45 Exc5?
Hc7) 45..2e7 46 212 16 47 Le2 EaB 48
Ecb fxe5 49 Exc5 HHd6 50 Hc7+ Leb 51
& xd6 xd6 52 Exh7 Eb8 (52...2e6 53 g4)
53 Hg7 Eb2+ 54 £f1 e4 55 Exgb+ Le5 56
Hxa6 a2 57 Ea8 &f4 58 a6 Ha1+ 59 e2
Za2+ 60 &d1 Exa3 61 a7 Le3 62 h4 Ed3+
63 &¢c2 Ed7 64 g4 Zc7+ 65 Lb3 Ed7 66
&c3 Ec7+ 67 b4 Ed7 68 &c¢5 Black
resigns.

X/6. Nimzowitsch — Stahlberg (4th match
game, Gothenburg 1934).
What position should White aim for?
25 a3? 4xb2 26 Exb5 £xa3 27 Exb7 Edst,
and the endgame is drawn.
25 Exb5?! Exa2 26 b3 (26 Exb7 Exb2i)
26...£.h4!, and Black gains counterplay.
25 Hd7?! Exa2 26 Exb7 (26 £.d5 Exb2«)
26...2f8 27 £.d5 Exb2 28 Exf7+ e84, and
the outcome remains unclear.
Aaron Nimzowitsch found the strongest
continuation.

25 Ec5!!
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Threatening 26 2.d5 followed by 27 Exb5 or
27 Ec7. The a2-pawn is invulnerable on
account of mate.

25 ... b4!

The best defence. Black loses after 25...
£xb27 26 BExb5! Exa2 27 £b1 (or 27 £d5
Ha1+ 28 g2 and 29 Exb7). The game
continuation was also unsuccessful: 25...
&f8? 26 2d5 b4 27 Ec7 £xb2 28 Exf7+
Le8 29 Exb7 £.¢3 30 Exg7 £xg7 31 £xa8
Black resigns.

25...b6!? comes into consideration, but after
26 Hc6! (more accurate than 26 Ec7 Ed8)
26...Eb8 27 b4 Black’s position is difficult.

26 £d5 £xb2
27 Ec7 Zf8
28 Exb7 L3+

White has extracted the maximum possible
from the position and gained a big advan-
tage. However, he is not yet guaranteed a
win. If 29 f4 Black should reply 29...g5!,
retaining hopes of saving the game.

X/7.Faibisovich - Frolov (Leningrad 1986).
1 &c2? &d5! 2 Hxb2 £d4 leads to an
immediate draw.

1 Hc4+7? is also unconvincing: 1...&e7! 2
Axb2 &7 3 Led4 Pe7! (bad is 3...2xg77? 4
De5 7 5 Dcd+-) 4 Hd3 (4 De5 Dgb+)
4...xg7 5 Leb Hf7.
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In this position White apparently does not
have a win, for example: 6 &d6 D5+ 7 &d7
d4! (but not 7...40g77 8 He5+ 28 9 Ld6
Ah5 10 Dd3 &7 11 Le5 g7 12 Hics Le7
13 g6, and Black is in zugzwang) 8 Ye5+ (8
Ne5? De2! 9 Dxeb g6 and 10...4Dxf4=)
8..&g7 9 &d6 De2 10 Dd3 L7 11 Le5
Hgll=,

1 Ded+! &d5
1..2e7 2 &c2 &f7 3 Df6l+—.
2 He3+ &d6

2...%¢5 3 Dad+ Ld6 4 Dxb2 Le7 5 Dcal?
(5 Led!? 2f7 6 Le5 De7 7 Nd3+-) 5...2f7
6 De5+ xg7 7 Hcbl+—.

3 2c2 e7
3...e54 f5+-.

4 Hed! &f7

5 Df6+—

The game concluded: 5...&xg7 (5...5e7 6
g8¥+) 6 xg8 Lxg8 7 Lxb2 Hf7 8 Xc3
$g6 9 Lcd (9 Ld4 Hf5 10 Lc5 e5 11 gl+—
is also good) 9...&f5 10 &d4 (zugzwang)
10...2xf4 11 g6 Black resigns.

X/8. Uhimann - Adorjan (Sarajevo 1982).

It is not easy for Black to convert his piece
advantage.

38..Wh57? 39 Wg7+! Dxg7 40 Exf8 mate.
38...5xh67! 39 Exg3s.

38.. Wb5+7! 39 &gl Wb4 (39..gxf2+ 40
Exf2 with the threats of 41 Wg7+! and 41
Exf5!) 40 Exg3 (40 fxg3 HHxh6) 40...¥xb2
41 HEg5! (but not 41 Ef3 Eg8 42 Wc6 Wal+
43 &h2 Wxe5+) 41..9e7 (42 HExf5 was
threatened) 42 Wxe7 Wxf2+ 43 @h2 W4+
44 &gi=. Or 40.Wel+ 41 &h2 Wd2
(41.. Wxf2? 42 Wg7+! Dxg7 43 hxg7+ Lg8
44 gxfeW+ oxf8 45 Hf3+ Wxf3 46 gxf3+—;
41.. Wed 42 &g11?) 42 e6!? Wxh6+ 43 Eh3
Wa7 44 Wxg7+ Dxg7 (44..2xg7 45 Ha3)
45 7 Exf2 46 Hd3h6 47 Ed8+ &h7 48 e8W
$xe8 49 Exe8 Exb2 50 Za8 Eb4 51 ZEa6-=.

38...Hf717 39 Wb6!? (49 Wc4a'is/ weaker in
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view 0f49...Wds! 50 Wd3 Ed7—+, or 50 Ed3
De3+! 51 Le2 Exf2+ 52 &xe3 Wg5+)
39...W8!?7 (39...gxf2? 40 e6 Hxh6 41 Exf7
xf7 42 Wd4a+) 40 e6 Ef6 41 Wc7 Wxh6 42
fxg3%/+.

In the game there followed 38..¥g6? 39
Bxt5! Exf5 40 Wcs+ Wgs 41 Wxi5 Wed+
42 el Wel+ 43 e2 Wxb2+ 44 Hd1! (44
He3? Wxf2+) 44...Wd4+ 45 c1! Draw.
Only one continuation leads to a convincing
win.

38 ... gxf2!!
Now Black wants to take the h6-pawn with
his knight. 39 Exf5 is not possible in view of
39.. Wb5+ 40 &xf2 Exf5+. 39 Wc5 Wds is
also hopeless.

39 e6!? Whs+!
But, of course, not 39...23xh67?7? 40 We5+ (or
40 Bxfs+ Wxf8 41 e7), and not 39...Wxe6?
40 Wg7+ Dxg7 41 BExf8+ Wg8 42 hxg7+
&xg7 43 Exg8+ &xg8 44 &xi2=.

40 &xf2 Wxb2+

41 &g1
41 el Wal+ 42 2f2 Wdd+ (not 42.. Wa2+
43 &g1 Wxe6 44 Wc3+).

a ... Wda+
42 h2
42 &f1 Wd1+ 43 Hf2 Wd2+ 44 &gl Wel+.
42 ... Wha+
43 &g1 Wels
44 2h2 Wxe6—+
Xl

XI/1. Griunfeld — Pinter (Interzonal Tourna-
ment, Zagreb 1987).
25 ... b4!—+

The inclusion of the black bishop via b5
decisively strengthens the attack. For exam-
ple, 26 We3 &b5—+ or 26 &xd6 Wg2+ 27
Le3 (27 el £b5) 27.. Exd6—+.

26 a4 bxa3 27 b3! £e7 28 c4 dxc4 29 bxc4
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Eb6! 30 Za2 Wf5! 31 Wxf5 &xf5 32 c5
Eb2+ 33 Exb2 axb2 34 5)d2 a5 35 c6 Lb4
White resigns.

Xl/2. Romanishin — Savon (Yerevan 1976).

13 £g5! hé

14 £h4!
Threatening 15 e5. Black loses after 14...g5
15 §xg5 hxg5 16 Kxg5.

14 ... Wes

15 & xf6+
14...gxf6 16 Dd2 2h7 17 £f1 b5 (17...£.a6
was better) 18 W3! 15 19 Wf4 Hb3 20
Sxb3 cxb3 21 £d3 fxed 22 Lxed+ Lxed
23 HExed4 We7 24 He5 Hg8 25 Hc5 ¢6 26
Exb3 Eac8 27 Wed+ Egb 28 Hxc6 Excs,
and Black resigned.

XI/3. Ragozin — Noskov (Moscow 1930).
12 e5!
Sacrificing a pawn, White opens diagonals
for his bishops and gains a very strong
attack.
12 ... dxe5
13 Hed!

13 fxe5? £.xe5 14 fLxe5 Hxe5 15 £.xh7+?
Dxh7 16 Wh5+ g8 17 Wxe5 Wxd2—+.

13 ... exf4
14 Dxf6+ Hxf6
15 Exf4+-

Black has no satisfactory defence, for
example:

15..Wb6+ 16 £.d4 c5 17 &xf6 gxf6 18
Lxh7+.

15...0d5 16 &xh7+ &xh7 17 Wh5+ g8 18
2xg7! f5 (18...&xg7 19 Eg4+) 19 Eg4!.
15..Wd5 16 Exf6! gxfé 17 Lxf6 e5 18
Lxh7+!

15...e5!7 16 &xe5 Hd5 17 Yh5 h6 18 Ef3+—.
15...He8 16 Exf6! gxf6 17 Wgd+ <4f8
(17...h8 18 Wn4) 18 La3+ He7 19 &xh7
Wh6e+ 20 2h1 e8 21 Ed1 Black resigns.
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Xl/4. Vaganian — Stein (38th USSR Cham-
pionship, Riga 1970).

27 ... Hxg3!
28 Hxg3 AV}
29 Wd2 Eg7
30 &f2

If 30 W2, then 30...Wf67?! is unconvincing in
view of 31 Ha4! followed by 32 Exf4.
30..&h8! is stronger, and Black has too
many threats (31...Exg3; 31.. Wg8; 31. . Wf6).

30 . w6

The queen goes to g5 or h4. There was also
another unexpected way to the goal:
30...Egc7! with the irresistible threat of
31...Ec2 (the exchange of rooks on c1 does
not work on account of the knight fork at d3).
31 Eg1 Wha
By sacrificing the knight, Black has devel-
oped a decisive attack. If 32 £ht, then
32..5Nn3+ wins, while if 32 £f1 —32.. Wh2+.
32 &e3 Exg3 33 £h1 Exg1 34 Exgl+ f8
35 Ec1 Dxd5+ 36 ¥Wxd5 Whe+ 37 Le2

Hxc1 38 WaB+ g7 39 Wb7+ £f6 40 Wd5
Hc2+ White resigns.

XI/5. Tal — Velimirovic (USSR-Yugoslavia
match 1979).
The obvious 21 £xf6? gxf6 22 Exi6+ allows
the black king to escape from the pursuit:
22..%c7 23 Heb (23 Ef7+ Le7) 23..Wd5
24 Bf1 Ed8! 25 Ef7+ Ed77.
White must open up the play on the
queenside, where the king is intending to
hide.

21 ba!!
Now Black could have tried 21...2d5!?, on
which there follows either 22 bxc5+ &¢6 23
£d4, and his position remains dangerous,
or 22 Ef7!1? Hxc3? (22...Ed8 is better) 23
Wd7+ Fes5 24 dxc3!+—.
In the game there followed: 21..&¢7 22
Zac1 Zc8 (22...Ee8!?).

23 B5!! Wg4 (23..2b8 24 Le5+ Fa8 25
Hxf6) 24 Le5+ &d7 25 Wil Wed? (25...calt)
26 Ec4 Wc6 27 Wh3 (27 &.xf6 gxf6 28 Hxf6
Wd5 29 Wh3+ is less convincing on account
of 29...&d8!, but not 29...%c7? 30 Exf8)
27..We6 (27..%d8 28 bxc5) 28 £xf6 gxf6
(28..Wxcd 29 £xg7!) 29 Zed! Wxa2 30
Hxc5+ Black resigns.

X1/6. Rizzitano — Miles (USA 1980).
Black’s exchange advantage does not play
any role. The most important thing is to be
ahead of the opponent, and be the first to
begin an attack on the king.

White is intending 26 g3 or 26 £xa6. If
25...h57! there follows 26 £.xa6.

25 ... Edgs!!

26 g3
What else could White have done? It is
useless to play 26 a5 b5, or 26 Wxe6 Eg6
followed by ...Eh6. If 26 & xa6 Black wins by
26...Hxg2!l 27 &xe2 g8+ 28 &h3 Wf4 (or
28...Wg7) 29 Wh5 £.g1.

26 ... h5
27 &xh2 h4
28 g1
28 &g2 hxg3 29 fxg3 Wc6+ 30 Wi3 Eh2+.
28 ... hxg3
29 fxg3 Exg3+!
30 &£xg3 Wxg3+

31 Wg2 Weld+
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Black wins back the sacrificed material,
retaining a decisive attack.

32 &f1 Wxd3+ 33 2 Wd2+ 34 L1 Wd+
35 el We7 36 He1 Eh2 White resigns.

XI/7. Norwood — Mestel (British Champion-
ship, Blackpool 1988).

The most energetic way of conducting the
attack is a bold piece sacrifice.

9 hs! g5
10 £xg5! hxg5
11 h6 &h8

Black would perhaps have done better to
return the piece immediately, by playing
11...8xh6!? 12 Exh6 &g7. But after 13 En3!
(13 En1 En8 14 &d2!t) 13..Eh8 14 Eg3!?
or 14 £d2!? nis position still remains
unpleasant in view of the weakness of the
g5-pawn.
12 h7+ &g7

After 12...22xh7 the simplest way to win is 13
£a6! (preparing 14 Wh5). Also possible is
13 Exh7! &xh7 (13...8xe5 14 £d3! £g7 15
Whs 5 16 Wg6 Zf7 17 L&xf5 with the
decisive threats of 18 Eh8+!and 18 £e6) 14
2d3+ 5 (14..5h6 15 £d2 £xe5 16 Wh1+)
15 Wh5+ g8 16 Wgb+ 297 17 Web+.

Now the simple 13 £d3!? followed by 14
Wi3 comes into consideration, and White’s
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attack would appear to be irresistible. There
is also another, less obvious way of continu-
ing the offensive:

13 412
Here are some possible variations:

13...20e4 14 Dxed dxed 15 Labl+— (or 15
£c4! and 16 Wh5+-);

13...gxf4 14 exf4 £.¢8 15 Wd3 Ee8 16 Wg3+
&f8 17 Bh6+— (17 £h5+-);

13...bd7 14 fxg5 (14 £d3!?) 14..&Axe5
(14..2De4 15 f£a6!) 15 gxf6+ exf6 16
£abl+—

Apart from the piece sacrifice, a quieter way
of handling the initial position was also not
bad: 9 £d3!? De4 (after 9...20fd7, both 10
Wg4 and 10 Dg4 are strong, while if
9..%bd7, then 10 Wf3) 10 W3 Hixc3 11
bxc3 £d7 12 £ g4 with advantage to White.

In the game David Norwood chose a faulty
plan, allowing his opponent to seize the
initiative.

9 g4? Hfd7! (by retreating his knight, Black
prevents the opening of lines on the kingside)
10 g5 h5 (weaker is 10...£xe5 11 gxh6 £h8
12 n7+) 11 &xh5? (11 &f3, 11 &f3 or N
Hg1 with an unclear game) 11...5xe5 12
$xe5 2xe5 13 dxe5 d4! 14 213 &xf3 15
Wxf3 dxc3!F 16 Wxa8 (16 bxc3 Dd7 17 h5
Dxe5 18 Wes Wd6 or 18 Wh3 &g7 also
does not help) 16..8d2+ 17 &f1 cxb2 18
Hb1 ¥Wxc2 19 &g2 £c6 20 Exb2 Wed! 21
Wh7 Wgd+ 22 &1 Zd8 23 He2 Wed 24
g2 Wxe2 25 Wxc6 Wagda+ 26 Lh2 Wxhd+
27 &g2 Wg4+ White resigns.

X1/8. Polyak - Botvinnik (Moscow 1929).
The position is exceptionally tense, and it is
not easy for White to maintain his attack.
21 Dxf7? Yds5-+.

21 dxc5? Wxc5+ 22 &h1 Exel 23 Exe1 W2
24 Hg1 He8-+.

21 £a27! 2d5 22477 8x(7) 23 &xf7+
Sxf7 24 Wcd+ Hf6!—+.
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21 Hxh7? Wds! 22 Wh3 ¥Wxd4+ 23 &h1
We21?

It would seem that 23...Exe1 24 Exe1 Wf2
25 Hg1 HeB-+ was stronger. Now White
should have tried 24 Ed1!?, hoping for
24..BadB? 25 HHf6+! gxi6 26 Wgd+ and 27
Hxf2. Black, as in the game, would have
gone into an ending with an extra pawn:
24..8xg2+! 25 Wxg2 Wxg2+ 26 Hxg2
Nxh7 27 £xh7+ &xh7 28 Ed7 &g6+.

24 Bc1 £xg2+ 25 Wxg2 Wxg2+ 26 ©xg2
Dxh7 27 &xh7+ ©xh7 28 &3 Eads8 29
Eed1 &g6 30 Efe1 16, and Black won.

Even so, White could have gained an
advantage, if he had found the following
move.

21 Ze5!

Threatening 22 £a2, for example: 21...
Wxd4+ 22 Wixd4 cxd4 23 Ra2+. Bad is
21...Exe5 22 fxe5%, while if 21...2d5 there
follows 22 Hxh7 (22 Efe1 Eed8) 22...45 g6
23 g5+,

21 ... &Hgé
This defence was recommended by Mikhail
Botvinnik, with the variation 22 Hxf7 Wxd4+
23 Wxd4 cxd4 24 R.a2! Hixes 25 fxe5 Kab!
26 Ef2 h6! 27 Hd6+ &h7 28 {ixe8 Exe8 29
e6 d3=. In fact, 24 £a2 deserves not an
exclamation mark, but a question mark:
White can gain a decisive advantage by 24
4xg6! (24 Exe8!? Exe8 25 £\d6 He7 26 15
Des5 27 Ed1 is also good) 24...hxgé 25 Dd6
Hxe5 26 fxe5 £a6 27 Ed1 d3 28 b4.
White can play even more energetically.

22 4a2! Dxe5
Black loses immediately after 22..¥xd4+
23 Wxd4 cxd4 24 Exe8+ Exe8 25 & xf7+. If
22. Ef8, then 23 Ef5 is strong, while if
22...BExe5, then 23 £xf7+ (or 23 fxe5 Wxd4+
24 Wxd4 cxd4 25 Exf7+-) 23...&h8 24 fxe5
Wxd4+ 25 Wxd4 cxd4 26 &xg6 hxgé 27
Hd1+—..

23 fxe5

23 Wxh7+1? 218 24 fxe5 Wxdd+ 25 Th1+-,
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23 ... Wxd4+
24 Wxd4 cxd4
25 Exf7

Black’s position is completely hopeless. For
example, 25...2a6 26 Exa7+ &h8 27 D7+
&g8 28 Nd8+ &f8 29 Exa8s.

Xl

X1I/1. Kudrin — Byrne (USA Championship,
Berkley 1984).
The threats of Ef5 and £e4 have to be
parried. 23...BExc2? 24 Ef5 is bad for Black.
If 23...We77?! there follows 24 R.e4! (24 Ef5?
f6). However, Black has a saving combina-
tion: 24...f5! (24..f6? 25 gxh5+-) 25 Exf5
Bxf5 26 gxf5 (weaker is 26 £xf5 &xd5 27
gxh5 Wf6 28 Hgl+ &f7 29 Wh7+ &f8)
26...5f6! 27 BEg1+ Dga+! 28 hxgs Wh4a+ 29
&g2 BExc2+! 30 &£xc2 £xd5+ 31 2f1 Lcd+
32 &g2 2d5+.
But Black can achieve more — he can parry
the enemy attack, while retaining his extra
piece.

23 ... Eca4!l-+
Now 24 Efs Hxg4 is pointless. There
followed 24 g1 Ef4! (24...We7!) 25 Wxd6
£c8 (25...hxg4! is more energetic, and if
26 Wxd7, then 26...£c8 and 27...gxh3—+)
26 Exf4 (26 Wh6!?) 26...exf4 27 Ef1 hxg4
28 Wxf4 15 29 Wxb4 516 30 d6 Wg3 31
hxg4 We3+ 32 h1 &g7! 33 213 fxg4 34
£xg4 £xg4 White resigns.

Xll/2. Short — Bagirov (Baku 1983).

48 ... Wa7!!
The only way of parrying the threat of 49
Wa7+.
49 Wqg7+ (49 Wd6 Hb4) 49...<eb6 50 Wgs+
(50 £h4 W7 or 50..¥xd4!?) 50...%¥f7 51
Wes+ Wd7 52 WgB+ W7.53 Was We7,and
the game ended in a draw.
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XIl/3. Jansa - Li Zunian (Interzonal Tourna-
ment, Biel 1985).
Black intends 36...£2.e6 followed by 37...Wg7
or 37...2h3. In the game there followed 36
Wd3? £e6 37 &5 Wg7! 38 £g4 £xg4 39
fxg4 Wxg4 40 Wed £12—+.

36 Wxb5! Le8

If 36...£.6 there is 37 Wb6!? £h3 38 Hgi,
but 37 £xf4! is even stronger.
37 ¥Wb6
38 Eg1+

Wg7

Xl1l/4. Gorelov — Mayorov (Saratov 1981).
White is threatening to play 20 Eh3 h6 21
£xh6. It was along these lines that events in
the game developed: 19...Efc8? 20 Eh3 h6
21 £xh6 Wxe5 (21...gxh6 22 &xg6+— 22
£g5! (but not 22 fxg6? Wxh5 23 £.xh5
gxh5). Black resigns, since he is unable to
defend against 23 Wh7+ &f8 24 Wh8+!.

The best defence involves a counter-sacri-
fice of the queen.

19 ... Wce6!
20 Le4 Wxe4!
21 Exed Lxed

Black retains a defensible position.

XIl/5. Kaiszauri - Ornstein (Eksjo 1981).

Black's king is in terrible danger. He loses
after 16...2e7? 17 Wg4+ &h8 18 &xf6+
£xf6 19 Wed, or 16...Wf4? 17 g3 Whe 18
Wg4+ 2h8 19 We4 with the threats of 20
£.xf6+ and 20 Wxa8.
16 ... Egs!!

Now after 17 Wg4+ &f8 White's queen is en
prise. He also achieves nothing with 17 Wf3
£e7 18 Wg3+ Wxg3 19 fxg3 h5! 20 Ef4 Ehs
21 Haf1 Eh6, while 18 Wxa8 loses by force:
18...82b7 19 &xf6+ &xf6 20 Wa7 &h8! 21
fe4 (21 g3 Wee 22 f3 Wd7-+) 21... &xed!
22 Wxc7 Bxg2+ 23 &h1 Hxf2+ 24 &g1
Eg2+ 25 &h1 Eg3+ with mate.

17 %e4 Ha7 18 Wh5 h6 19 Ead1l Le7
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(19...£b77 20 £xb7 Exb7 21 Ed3) 20 £e5
£b7 21 Ed4?

The attack also gets bogged down in the
variation 21 £xb7 Wxb7 (threatening 22...
Wxg2+!) 22 3 Wc8 23 BEd4 &h7 24 Wxf7+
Eg7. White should have tried 21 f3!?,
considering that 21...2xe4 22 fxe4 Wxc2
enables him to regain the sacrificed material
after 23 Wf3!.

21...8xed 22 Exed Wxc2! 23 Eg4+ (23 Ei4
Wg6 24 Eg4 &h7) 23...518 24 Wxh6+ Led
25 Exg8+ 9xg8 26 Wh8 Wqg6 27 Ec1 (27
£.g7 £f8!) 27...16, and Black won.

XI11/6. lvkov — Karpov (Caracas 1970).

White is threatening not only the capture of
the knight, but also 24 &f5!. In the game
Black underestimated the latter threat and
he quickly lost: 23...2xe5? 24 5! exf5 25
Wxg8+ Le7 26 Exe5+ &6 27 Exf5+ Leb
28 He1+ 2d7 29 Exe8 Black resigns.

The correct plan of defence involves the

immediate flight of the king away from the
danger zone.

23 ... el
24 Hf5+ exf5
25 Heb+ &d7
26 Hxds

26 ... g6!!
This is the whole point — the white queen is
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unexpectedly trapped.
27 Wxg8

White loses after 27 Exe8? £xh8 28 Exg8
cxb2!.

27 ... Exg8

28 2xg8 c2!?
28...&xd8 29 bxc3 &d5! also comes into
consideration, with an unusual position that
is hard to evaluate.

29 Hxb7 cxd1 ¥

30 Exd1 &ch!?=

30..Hxb7 31 £xf7+ is unfavourable for
Black, but 30..%e7 is also possible: 31
Ee1+ (31 £xf7 2xf7 32 Dd6+ 2e7 33 Ab5
Hc2) 31...218 32 f\d6 Hcb!t,

XII/7. Tal — Olafsson (Bled 1961).

Black’s position looks dangerous, but with
accurate play he can parry the opponent’s
attack.

2 ... wds!!

21 exd6+
21 Wh6? dxe5 22 Lxe5+ £.16 23 He3 does
not work — Black does not reply 23...£xe5?
24 Eh3+-, but 23...Eg8! or 23...8xg2!.

It looks tempting to play 21 e6+ £f6 22
Wha!? (22 e7? £xd4+ 23 Lh1 Wc7 or
23...Wb6) 22...fxe6 (23 e7 was threatened)
23 Exe6. It appears that the variations are in
favour of White: 23...£.977 24 f.xg7+ &xg7
25 He7+, 23..%g7? 24 Hxfé Hxfé 25
£edly— or 23...2xd4+7! 24 Wxd4+ &Hg8 25
Exd6 gxf5! 26 Exd8+. However, there is the
brilliant reply 23...2e5!!, eliminating the
danger (for example, 24 Exe5?! Wxh4 25
Hed+ Yt6).

21 ... Lf6
22 Wh4

(see diagram)

22 ... £g7!

The soundest continuation. After 22...&g77?
Mikhail Tal had foreseen the spectacular
stroke 23 £.d7!, enabling him to create
decisive threats to the opponent’s king:
23...8xd7 24 Nd5 £xd4+ 25 Wxd4+ &n6
(25..16 26 He7+ g8 27 Wh4+-) 26 He4
g5!? (26...f6 27 HEe7+-) 27 h4! (but not 27
He7 Hg8 28 W6+? Eg6 29 Wxf7 Whs—+)
27...Eg8 (27...f6 28 Ee7+- followed by 29
hxg5+) 28 hxg5+ Zxg5 29 Enh4+ En5 30
Bxh5+ &xh5 31 Wg7!+—.

After 22... 2xd4+?! 23 Wxd4+ g8 24 Led
Heg 25 Ed1 White has more than sufficient
compensation for the exchange. However,
instead of 23...2g8 Black can try 23...f6!. In
the fascinating complications that follow it
would appear that White does not have
more than a draw:

24 Re4 EcB 25 £.xc6 Excé 26 Ees Wb 27
¥xb6 Exb6 28 H\d5 HEc6 29 H b4 Ebb=;

24 He7 gxf5 25 Wha Wb6+ 26 %f1 .9.ng+!
27 Le2! Bf711 28 Exf7 Ee8+ 29 BEe7 Exe7+
30 dxe7 Web+ 31 &2 Lc67F;

24 £2xg6!? hxgé (24..Eg8 25 £.e4+) 25 Be7
&g8 26 Ned! Ef7! 27 Hxf6+ M8 28 Eeb6!?
(28 Dd7+ g8 29 Exf7 Sxf7 30 De5+ Leb
31 Hxc6 Wxd6=) 28..Hb7! (intending
29..Wb6; bad is 28..Eg7? 29 d7!+-) 29
Hd7+ £xd7! (29..8xd7? 30 Exg6+-) 30
Hf6+ (30 Wh8+ &7 31 He7+ Wxe7 32



204 g

Wh7+ e6 33 Wxe7+ d5%) 30...g7 31
B4+ g8 (or 31..%h6 32 Eh4+ Wxh4 33
Wxh4+ &g7=) 32 Wds5+ Le6!7=.

23 £xg7+

23 W4 gxi5—+ (23...Ze87).
23 ... &xg7
24 ¥d4+ f6

The position after 24... 298 25 2.e4 He8 26
Hd1 has already been mentioned in the
notes to Black’s 22nd move — we evaluated
it in favour of White.

25 Ee7+ Ef7

26 Exf7+ 2xf7
27 2e4 £ xed
28 Hxed Ec8o

All the remaining ways of defending (apart
from 20...Wd8!!) lead to difficulties for Black.
20...f67 21 fxg6 Kd8 22 exd6+— is com-
pletely bad.

The game went 20...&g87? 21 e6 (threaten-
ing 22 Whe) 21..£g5 (21..f6 22 £xg6!
hxg6 23 Whe 2e8 24 He3 Wc4 25 Eh3
Wxd4+ 26 h1) 22 exf7+! (stronger than 23
e7?! &xe7 24 Whe 6 25 £xg6 £.d8, or 25
£e6+ ©h8 26 £d5 &b7!) 22..Hxf7 23
£ xg6! Eg7 (23...Ee7 24 Ef1 or 24 Ee6 with
the threat of 25 £xh7+) 24 Web+ &h8 25
£.e8! h6 26 £xc6 Wxcb 27 Hed

White has an undisputed advantage (27
Wg6! was probably even more energetic).
There followed 27...2e8 28 Wg6 (28 Wf7!1?
Hes5 29 Wi8+) 28...Ee7 29 hd (29 Hxg5?
Exe1+ 30 &f2 is refuted in two ways:
30...Ee2!? 31 &xe2 Wg2+ with a draw, or
30..He51? 31 £xe5 Wc5+) 29...Wd5 (29...
L1417 30 Wiel Wxc2 31 Wig+ &h7 32
£xg7+-) 30 £xg7+ Exg7 31 Wxd6 ¥Wxd6
32 Hxd6 £.xh4 33 Ee8+ Eg8 34 N7+ g7
35 Exg8+ &xg8 36 Hxh6+ Hh7 37 &5
£ g5 38 b3 Black resigns.

PART Vill

XI11/8. Smirnov — Makarychev (Tbilisi 1979).

White’s attack is rather dangerous. He is
threatening g4—g5, opening lines on the
kingside. 18...h5?7 19 gxh5 is bad for Black.
As usual, the correct reaction to a flank
attack is a counterblow in the centre.

18 ... b4!
18...bxc4!? was probably also not bad.
Black was afraid of the reply 19 2bt],
renewing the threat of g4-g5. But after
19...g6! (with the idea after 20 g5 of replying
20...89h5) the position is unclear.

19 Hb1 ds!!
19..Wb77?! suggests itself, intending 20
9d2? d5! 21 cxd5 exds 22 e5 He4 23 g5 h5!
followed by 24...£b5. But White acts more
sharply: 20 g5! ©xe4 21 gxh6 g6 22 Ehgt,
and the position of the black king gives
cause for alarm. Therefore Sergey Maka-
rychev immediately breaks through in the
centre, even at the cost of a piece sacrifice.

20 exd5
20 g57! Hixe4.

2 ... Hxds!

21 cxd5
21 Wed 15 22 gxf5 exf5 23 Wf3? Hac8
(23...b3!17).

21 ... £xd5

Makarychev had aimed for this position.
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White now has no time to continue his pawn
storm. He cannot play 22 £h7+? &xh7 23
Exd5 because of 23.. Wc7+. In the event of
22 Ehfl £xa2 Black has two pawns for the
piece, and the white king feels uncomfort-
able.

22 /hd2 &xh1 23 Zxh1

Material is roughly equaland Black’s chances
in the forthcoming struggle are not worse.
He only needs to avoid the temptation to win

AR

apawn: 23.. . Wc7+7?1 24 &b1 Wxi4 — after 25
Bf1 Wd4 26 ©b3 (intending g4-g5 and
We4) White again goes onto the attack.

23..81d8 24 Hcd (24 Wed?l Wdsl; 24
De4!?) 24..Ed4 25 5 Ead8 26 £c2 Wc7
27 De3 (27 b3 Wi4+) 27..We5 28 fxeb
Wxe6 29 b1 HeB (an immediate draw
would have been achieved by 29...Ee4!? 30
He1 Ee5 31 £b3 Wg6+ 32 Lc2 Web) 30
He1 with chances for both sides.

Thematic Index of Tests

I Combinative vision, imagination
I —1/8, /5, IV, IV/2, IV/5, IV/I6, V7

I Counter-chances for the opponent
W1 —11/8, \V/4, VIII5, VII/7

Il Intermediate moves
A1 -8, /4, X/

IV Traps
IV/1 —1V/8

V Positional sacrifice

VA - V/8, W7, VIV7, IX/8, XI/4, X1I/7, XII/4,
X1/8

VI Manoeuvres

VI =VI/8, /7, 1X/4,1X/6, X/2, X/3, X/7, X1l
2, X1/

VIl Play with pawns, pawn structure
VII/A = VIV, /7, /6, IX/1, IX/2, X/4, XI/5

Vill Exchanges
VII/A = VI, V/3, 1X/3, XI/3

IX Prophylaxis
IX/1 —I1X/8, VII/1, X/5, XII/1, XII/2

X Conversion of an advantage
X/1 —X/8, /3, VII/4, VIII/6, VI8

XI Attack on the king

X111 = X1/8, /3, 11/8, V/2, V/5, V6, VI/5, VI/
7, VIl/6

Xl Defence

XA =X1/8, /8, W1, 11/2, 11/8, IV/7, IV/8, VII/
3, VIII/3, VIII/4, IX/5, IXI7
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PART IX

Artur Yusupov

Games by Pupils of the School

n the first chapter of this book Mark

Dvoretsky has already shown how the
strong and weak sides of a contestant’s play
influence the result of a game. For success-
ful improvement it is important to determine
these qualities correctly — that is, to supply a
‘diagnosis’. In our school prime importance
is attached to this aspect of the work.

First the pupils comment on their own
games. Then a joint analysis with the
teachers of the most interesting games
enables their evaluations to be checked and
often corrected, and the virtues and defi-
ciencies of the youngsters to be more
accurately disclosed. In combination with
the solving of a variety of tests, thematic
training games and the observance of our
pupils’ work during studies and lectures, this
enables a fairly complete creative portrait of
the young players to be compiled.

In this chapter we would like to give some
impression of how such work is conducted,
and to show several examples both of
striking creative discoveries, and of instruc-
tive mistakes, taken from the youngsters’
games.

Pessimists and optimists

In order to become more closely acquainted
with the play of our pupils, we organised a
thematic match between two teams: ‘opti-
mists’ and ‘pessimists’. In the optimists we
included those youngsters who were confi-

dent in their powers, and liked to play
sharply and to attack; playing for the
pessimists were those who were more
inclined towards positional methods of play.
The following game is taken from this
match, and | think it will be easy to guess in
which of the teams these lads were playing
(here and subsequently the ages of our
pupils are given in brackets).

Zviagintsev (13) — Alexandrov (16)
Daugavpils 1990
Nimzo-Indian Defence

1.d4 &6
2c4 eb
3 Ne3 4£b4
413 ds
5a3 Se7
6 cxd5?!

6 e4 is more critical.
6... exd>5!

6...2xd57! is weaker on account of 7 e4
A xc3 8 bxc3 with a strong centre for White.
7e4 dxe4!?
In the game Gelfand—Spassky (Linares
1990) Black sacrificed a pawn — 7...c5 8
dxc5 £xc5 9 e5, but he was unable to
demonstrate the correctness of his idea.
8 fxed AT g
In his commentary Vadim Zviagintsev exam-
ines some more ) promising possibilities:
8...c5 9 d5 (after 9 £b5+ £d7 10 e5 £d5
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Black’s position is more pleasant) 9...£d6
10 I3 &g4a (I think that 10...2Abd7 is also
good — Yusupov), and 8...0-0 9 £\f3 ¢5 10 d5
Agd 11 e5!? Hxe5!? 12 Dxe5 Lhd+ 13 g3
He8 with complications not unfavourable for
Black.

9 NI £g4

10 Le3 £h57?!
Black launches an attack, without having
completed his development. 10...0-0 is
stronger and more solid. After the reckless
10...8xf3? 11 gxf3 Qh5 Zviagintsev had
foreseen 12 f4! (12 Wd2 Has5!) 12...£n4+ 13
&d2!!, and if 13...0xd4?, then 14 &c1 and
wins.

11 £c4 Hga?!

In the same risky manner; 11...0-0 is better.
12 £14 £hd+
13 Hxh4 Wxhd+

14 £g3?
A serious mistake. White wants to play as
safely as possible, but as a result he hands
the initiative to his opponent. Correct was 14
g3! Wds (14.. Wh3?? 15 £f1) 15 d5! with a
great advantage to White.

14... g5

15 Hd5 0-0-0
After the game it transpired that Alexandrov
had not considered the obvious 15...5f2.
True, 16 Wd2 Wxd2+ 17 &xd2 Hxh1 18
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Axc7+ 2d7 19 Exh1 Eac8 20 d5 would
have led to an intricate position. The move
made by him is not bad, but, unfortunately,
the opponent’s reply came as a complete
surprise to Black. It is clear that the finding
of ‘candidate moves’, the noticing of differ-
ent possibilities (especially for the oppo-
nent) is a weak point with this young player,
and, incidentally, the main cause of his
failure in the present game. He faces some
serious work in this direction.
16 We1! Wg6?

A poor move, allowing White to complete his
development. Black should have exchanged
queens.

17 Yf4 Zd7
18 0-0!? Hxd4
19 Zac1

After sacrificing a pawn, White has concen-
trated all his forces for an attack. But Black’s
defensive resources are not yet exhausted.
He should have brought his rook into play —
19...Ee8!. There could follow 20 £b5! & xb5
21 Hixc7! Wbe+ 22 L2 Wxc7 23 Exc7+
Axc7 24 Lxa7 with double-edged play.
19... He6??
In such positions every mistake may prove

to be the last. White confidently concludes
the game.

20 HeT7+! Exe7
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21 &xe6+ &bs

Black is also not saved by 21..Wxe6 22
Hxc7+ &d8 23 Ed1+ &e8 24 Exe7+ (24 Hc6
is also possible) 24...&xe7 25 Wc7+ 26 26
Hds.

PART IX

on the opposite flank White disrupts the
coordination of the opponent’s pieces.

20 W g5! AT [
21 ha Ehg8
22 h5 h6
23 Wg3 8
If 23...5e7, then 24 £h7 Eh8 25 Wxg7.
24 b3! Wcb
25 bxc4 dxc4?

25...Wxc4 was better, but even then after 26
Hb4 Wc7 27 Efb1 the advantage is with

22 Exc7 Bxe7
23 Wxc7+ a8
24 Ed1 Wg5
25 Ed7

25 2.8 was simpler.
25... We3+
26 &hi!

It was not yet too late to lose the game by 26
21?77 Dxh2+!,

26... Wb6
27 4d5 Wxc7
28 Exc7 Zb8
29 &xb7+!

Black resigns.

Play on different flanks

This element of chess strategy is one of the
most difficult. But see how skilfully it is used
by a young player.

Baklan (11) — Zilberstein
Kiev 1989

The correct plan in this position is the
advance b2-b3 and play on the queenside.
But before carrying it out, with an operation

White.

26 We3 Ed7
27 Eb4 Ece7
28 Efb1 Wa6
29 Ea4

29 S.e4 b6 30 d5 was also good.
29 ... Wch
30 Za5

Preparing d4-d>5. But it was also possible to
play this immediately: 30 d5!? Wc5 31 d6
Hc6 32 Wxe5 Exc5 33 £e4 b5 34 Has.

30... wWd7
31d5 b6
32 dé Hcb
33 %ed Wcs
Now comes a pretty finish.
34 Exb6+! axb6
35 Wxb6+ Wh7
36 Za8+
36 Wxc6 was simpler.
36... <& xa8
37 4xcb Wxcé
38 Wxc6+ <&b8
39 d7

Black resigns.

The Steinitz Principle

The development of the initiative is a topic
that is very difficult not only for young
players. At individual lessons in our school
we try to focus the pupils’ attention on
missed possibilities; Sand Linvestigate | the
reasons for the mistakes made.
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Kiryakov (15) — Sakaev
Simferopol 1990

1d4 N6
2c4 e6

3 He3 £b4

4 Wc2 c5

5 dxc5 £xc5
6 Df3 Wb6

7 e3 Wc7

8 £d2!? 0-0

9 £d3 <h8?!
10 0-0-0 Le7

White has an obvious lead in development,
but here he played sluggishly, allowing his
opponent to initiate counterplay.

In his comments on the game, Petya
Kiryakov indicated the following possibili-
ties: 11 e4, 11 De4!? and 11 g41?. However,
after 11 g4 9xg4 he considered only 12
Hdg1 &xf2 13 &xh7. ‘This attack is prob-
ably incorrect, and | am not a fan of such
attacks,’ wrote Petya in his notes.

In fact White has some tempting ways of
developing his initiative. Thus after 11 g4
xg4 he has the strong 12 &b5s! and 13
£.c3 with dangerous threats. 11 b5 Wd8
12 Rc3 a6 13 &xf6 &xf6 14 Hd6 is also
interesting. Remember Steinitz’s famous
principle: ‘The player with an advantage
must attack, as otherwise he risks losing
this advantage.’
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11 h3? S\ab!
12 Hb5 Wb6
13 g4 55
14 g5 Hixd3+
15 ¥xd3 NHed
16 e4

16 £.c3!7 a6 17 £bd4 with the idea of h3—
h4-h5 and g5-g6 is better. The position
obliges White to play for an attack.

16... a6!
17 Le3 Was
18 He3 b5!

Exploiting his opponent’s indecisiveness,
Black, as predicted by Steinitz, has seized
the initiative (although the game ended in a
draw).

We advised the young player to pay atten-
tion to the slight passivity of his style, and
recommended that he should study the
games of Jan Timman and other dynamic
players.

A spectacular attack

Maxim Boguslavsky loves to attack. In the
following example with accurate and inventive
play he mated the enemy king, after the
opponent failed to exploit all his defensive

resources.

Boguslavsky (14) - Matsionis
Tallinn 1990
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24 211!

Little is promised by 24 Wxb7+ Wxb7 25
Exb7 Eh1+ with an unclear endgame. With
the subtle move in the game the young
Muscovite parries the threatened rook ex-
change and maintains all his own possibili-
ties.

24 ... ¥xa5?
Black cracks under the tension. He should
have answered in the same manner:
24...%d8! 25 Wxb7 Wxa5! (25...£.c8!7? also
comes into consideration) 26 Eb5!? Eh1+!
(but not 26.. Wxc3? 27 Wxd7+!l) 27 Hf2
Wa2+ 28 H5b2 Exf1+ 29 Exf1 Wxcd with
chances for both sides.

25 Ea2!

Black was probably expecting only 25
Wxb7+, which would have transposed into
the variation just examined.

25... Wb6

26 Wd1!
Boguslavsky conducts the attack in excel-
lent style. 26 Wc2?! was weaker on account
of 26...Eh1+ 27 &f2 Exf1+! 28 Exf1 &b8.

26... We7
27 Exa7 Eht1+
28 12 £h3?!

28...&b8 was better, when White would
probably have replied 29 Ea6! followed by
30 Wb3.

29 Wa4 4axg2
30 Za8+ Wh8
31 Wcb+!! bxc6
32 Eaxb8+

And mate next move.

Play without a plan

Unfortunately, Boguslavsky does not solve
positional problems so confidently. In the
following example he was unable to find
good squares for his pieces.

PART 1X

Boguslavsky (14) — Shakhbaz
Moscow 1989

22 Eel1?!

After achieving the better position, White
loses the thread of the game. He could have
strengthened his position by 22 &f7+! &h7
23 Wg3, obtaining excellent attacking pros-
pects.

22... Ef8!

Black defends the vuinerable f8-square and
prepares to occupy the important f4-point
with his knight.

23 Ead1

24 ¥d37?
A bad move, leading to the loss of the
initiative. 24 Wg3 Hads 25 Zd4! Wf6 26 h4
was correct, when 26..)f4? is not good in
view of 27 &7+,

&Hds

24 ... AL
25 &h7+

25 Wd7 was stronger.
25... <h8
26 Wg3 &xh7
27 Ed7 Wxd7!?
28 Hxd7 Zfs

And it was now Black, after sacrificing his
queen, who began an attack.
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Comparison: which move
is more accurate

Ovseevich (12) — Emelin (13)
Beltsy 1989

White has a pronounced positional advan-
tage. It is determined mainly by his superior
pawn structure and more active pieces. The
different prospects of the bishops should be
especially mentioned: in contrast to its
cramped opposite number, White’s bishop
can come out to h3 and intensify the
pressure on the opponent’s position.

Now an attack on the b6-pawn suggests
itself. It can be carried out in two ways: 21
Wd4 and 21 We3. In such situations the
procedure of comparison comes to a play-
er’s aid. In both cases it is bad to defend the
pawn with the queen on account of 22 2h3.
The virtue of 21 We3! is that after the
straightforward defence 21...Eb7 there is a
tactical rejoinder: 22 {xd6! £.xd6 23 Exd6
(but not 23 £xb7? in view of 23...2c5!)
23..Hxd6 24 &xb7 Wxb7 25 Wxe5 with an
extra pawn for White, or 24...%2xc4 25 Wf3
with the advantage. But the obvious draw-
back to this move is that it allows ...d6—d5.
Of course, atsuch moments a player should

delve into a position and calculate varia-
tions. After 21 We3! d5 22 Wf4 Black has
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several continuations:

1) 22...dxe4 23 Exd8+ Wxds8 24 Wxe5 with
advantage to White;

2) 22...6)g6 23 W7+ &h7 24 N6+ Axf6 25
Wxa7 winning the exchange;

3) 22...40¢6 23 cxd5 exd5 24 Exds! Exd5 25
W7+ &h8 26 Wxd5, and Black has a
difficult position;

4) 22...%xc4!? 23 bxcd dxed. This position
must be evaluated in favour of White. He
has real chances of an attack, and the
presence of opposite-colour bishops merely
strengthens the attacking possibilities. The
simplest is 24 Wxe4 followed by 25 Wg6 and
26 2e4, but 24 Exd8+ Wxd8 25 Wf7+!? &hs
26 Wg6 with the threat of 27 f.xe4 can also
be checked.

In the game White played less subtly and
allowed his opponent to organise a defence.

21 Wd4 Zb7
22 ¥h b5

23 cxb5 Exb5
24 Eci Wb8!?

The start of active counterplay. 24... Wd7 25
£h3 &h8 was also possible.

25 2h3 ds
26 £ xeb+ <h8
27 He3 Eb4
28 W2

As often happens, in return for the lost
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material Black’s initiative has flared up. Now
it was important for him not to allow the
enemy knight to go to d5. This problem
would have been solved by 28...Eb6!!, when
29 82xd5 is dangerous on account of
29...2g5 followed by ...2g4.

28... d4?
A natural but poor continuation.

29 Hd5 Zf8

30 Wg2 Eb7

31 Dxe? Exe7

32 Exf8+ Wxf8

33 Hc8

The resulting endgame is lost for Black.

A queen sacrifice in defence

Gasymov — Kiryakov (15)
Simferopol 1990

White has conducted the game inventively
and built up a dangerous attack. However,
he has already sacrificed two pawns. In
such cases itis often possible to return the
extra material for the sake of achieving
some positional gains.

White is intending, by playing f2—f4, to
include his dark-square bishop in the attack.
This could have been forestalled by 29...
a4, After 30 Eg8+ Wxg8 31 £xg8 Exg8
Black has the advantage.

PART IX

In the game he played differently.

29... N7?

30 Eg3! Ee7!
Bad is 30..Wh6+? 31 Wxh6 &Hxh6 32 f4
%a4 33 fxe5 Dxb2 34 Exb2 fxe5 35 Exb7
with a decisive advantage for White.

3114 Hae8
32 Heg2 Zxeb
33 dxe6 Hxeb
34 fxe5 Hxe51?
35 ¥Wf4 Hbd7

Here White was tempted by the ‘win’ of the
queen — 36 Eg8+?7?, leading to a difficult
ending, which in the end he lost. Meanwhile,
after 36 Wh4!?, with the veiled idea of £¢1-
h6, he would have retained a powerful
attack. Even stronger was the direct 36 Wf5!
Bd6 (36...HEeB is met by the same reply) 37
£ xe5! HHxe5 38 Hg7 and wins.

Forestalling the opponent’s
possibilities

Paying attention to the opponent’s threats is
a necessary quality for a chess player. It
helps in many situations, and in particular
when defending.

Makariev (14) — Khristov
Kishinyov 1990
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White is threatening 44 £c4+, after which
the black king will feel extremely uncomfort-
able. This threat should have been parried
by 43...Ec5! with good drawing chances
(pointed out by liya Makariev).

43 ... fxe5?
44 Lc4+ 16
45 Eb6+ &g7
46 Egb6+ &hs
47 {5

And Black encountered insuperable difficul-
ties.

Pashanov - Sitnik (8)
Sochi 1989

This example shows how important it is to
remain vigilant. Black has a great advan-
tage, but after just one incautious move the
game concluded not in his favour.

22... oHig??

23 Exf8+!

Mate in inevitable.

In analysis after the game Maxim Sitnik
found the correct solution. Black should
divert the opponent’s pieces from the attack
and then complete his development: there-
fore 22..c2!, and only after 23 Wxc2 -
23..5\18.
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A passed pawn in the endgame

Khoroshavina - Gaponenko (13)
Kherson 1989

31 Hxb7?!

White incorrectly hurries to change the
structure of the position. She could have
retained a serious advantage with the
simple move 31 Hab3.

31... £xb7

32c6 &Hebs?
An instructive mistake. The c-pawn is closer
to the king and to Black’s main forces, and
therefore it is far easier to combat than a
passed pawn on the b-file. Whereas in the
opening and the middlegame central
pawns are stronger than flank pawns, in
the endgame it is normally the other way
round. After 32...2xc6! 33 bxc6 @\b6 Black

would have gained a draw without difficulty.

33 cxb7 Dxb7
34 b6 Hes
35 &£b5 Hes
36 Hb3! b7
37 &c6 Hed6
38 &£xd5

And White converted her pawn advantage.
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PART 1X

Viktor Glatman

Postscript — School of Future Champions

t hardly needs to be explained how much

benefit may be gained by a young player
having a creative contact with leading
grandmasters and trainers, and how neces-
sary it is for the young to have help and
advice. Many years ago ex-world champion
Mikhail Botvinnik headed the first all-union
junior school. Many pupils of that school
subsequently become outstanding players.
Later other similar schools also appeared,
although not all of them operated success-
fully.

In his time Artur Yusupov studied in the
Botvinnik school, while Mark Dvoretsky
worked in it, helping Botvinnik and simulita-
neously training Artur. Years passed. Yusu-
pov became one of the strongest grandmas-
ters in the world, and he several times
participated in the Candidates events for the
world crown. Dvoretsky is now a famous
trainer, who has taught many world junior
champions, and prepared several Candi-
dates for the world championship: Artur
Yusupov, Sergey Dolmatov, Nana Alexan-
dria and Alexey Dreev.

At the end of 1989 the Dvoretsky-Yusupov
school was set up. The combination of a top-
class grandmaster and a trainer of enor-
mous experience immediately raised the
lessons to a new, qualitatively higher level
than previously. This immediately began
telling on the youngsters’ resuits.

Three pupils from our school earned the
right to participate in the world girls and boys
under-14 championships, which took place
in 1990 in the USA. Twelve-year-old Diana
Darchia from Batumi won the top title, while
Inna Gaponenko from Kherson and Vasya

Emelin from Leningrad became silver medal
winners.

Alexey Alexandrov (from Bobruysk), twice
the adult champion of Belarus, won the
USSR Junior Championship in 1991. Elakha
Kadymova from Gyandzhi won the all-union
girls championship, and then also became
champion of Europe.

At the age of 14 the Muscovite Vadim
Zviagintsev achieved the master norm —
previously only Alexey Dreev had done this
at an earlier age, and he, incidentally, also
studied under the direction of Mark Dvoretsky.

I will briefly describe who taught in the
school, and how our work was arranged.

The sessions were held twice a year, each
for a period of 10 days. We worked with
rated young players (not lower than candi-
date master). 10-15 pupils were invited to
each session, and Yusupov and Dvoretsky
consuited not only with the youngsters, but
also their trainers. And the most highly-
qualified experts gave lessons together with
them. The masters Mikhail Shereshevsky,
Alexey Kosikov and Viadimir Vulfson were
effectively fully-fledged teachers at our
school.

Dvoretsky and Yusupov invited the author of
these lines, a chess master, to become the
director of the school, and to take on all the
associated organisational problems.

Each day began with physical exercises, in
which not only the youngsters, but also the
teachers participated. An excellent example
for the pupils, and far more effective than
any talks about the benefits of physical
preparation. Incidentally,Owe "also (played
sports during the day.
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After breakfast the pupils would gather for a
general lecture. The lectures were recorded
on tape, and then transcribed onto a
computer. In the second half of the day the
lessons were more individual in character.
Usually the youngsters were divided into
small groups, taking account of age and
practical strength, or sometimes similarity of
opening repertoire or inherent deficiencies
(for example, for improvement in endgame
technique or the development of combina-
tive vision).

We attached great importance to the analy-
sis of the pupils’ own games. The young-
sters would annotate them carefully, and
then the notes would be checked by the
teachers. These games, along with the
results of competitions held at the sessions
for the solving of specially selected exer-
cises and individual observations by the
teachers, allowed the pupils to be given a
‘diagnosis’ — revealing the virtues and
deficiencies of their play. On the basis of the
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‘diagnosis’, homework was suggested — a
program of further work on chess.

Apart from that which was assimilated at the
lectures and seminars, for individual study
each pupil was also given a given a
substantial ‘pack’ of additional material —
previously published articles, linked with the
content of the session.

Of course, when working so intensively you
need to be able to relax well. We provided
the teachers and pupils with comfortable
rooms in a hotel, and with tasty and varied
meals. Time was also found for relaxation,
watching videos etc.

Collected in this book are the lectures and
the most interesting additional materials
from the first session, at which the most
general problems of independent work on
chess were discussed. After studying the
book, you will gain an impression of how we
worked and, | hope, you will find much that is
interesting and useful for yourself.
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Adorjan 197 Capablanca 93, 132, 150
Agzamov 56, 86, 115 Carra 170
Akhmylovskaya 17, 23 Chiburdanidze 195
Alekhine 132, 150, 188 Chigorin 170
Alexandria 17, 23 Ciocaltea 91, 182
Alexandrov 206 Coull 10
Allies 144
Ambroz 183 Dieks 175
Andersson 141, 193 Diez del Corral 182, 188
Arkhangelsky 180 Dobrescu 148
Aronin 192 Dolgwgatov 31, 55,72, 76, 78, 81, 85, 86, 88,
Averbakh 177 Donner 192
Azmaiparashvili 186 Dorfman 91

Dreev 171
Bagirov 201 Drimer 32
Baklan 208 Dvoretsky 11, 15, 34, 35, 56, 87, 88, 89, 91,
Begun 91 130
Belov 170
Belyavsky 78, 147, 184 Emelin 211
Benko 174 Ermolinsky 11
Berman 36 Estrin 76, 188
Blackburne 66 Euwe 188
Boguslavsky 209, 210
Boleslavsky 185 Faibisovich 197
Bologan 176 Fedorov 13, 15
Bondarevsky 130 Fischer 185
Bonner 170 Frolov 197
Borisenko 187 Ftacnik 176
Borkowski 175
Botvinnik 30, 151, 175, 185, 196, 200 Gaponenko 213
Bronstein 32, 178, 185 Garber 36
Browne 10 Gasymov 212
Bylino 178 Geller 91, 130, 142, 181, 183
Byrne 201 Gligoric 130, 181, 187

Byvshev 181 Gorelov 202
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Grigoriev 10
Groszpeter 183
Granfeld, Ernd 108
Granfeld, Yehuda 198
Gufeld 88

Gulko 174
Gurevich, M. 55
Gurgenidze 186

Hebden 139, 147
Helmers 188
Heuacker 184
Hort 142
Hibner 147

Inkiov 62, 183
lvanov, A. 86
lvkov 202

Jansa 202
Janowski 178

Kaidanov 140, 142
Kaiszauri 202
Kamsky 131

Karpov 39, 89, 170, 193, 202

Kasparov 144, 151
Keene 184

Keres 173, 175
Khakpur 72

Kholmov 178, 182, 192

Khoperia 120
Khoroshavina 213
Khristov 212

Kijk 142
Kiryakov 208, 212
Kishnev 140
Kietsel 188
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Klovans 124, 126, 193
Kochiev 172,178
Kogan 111
Konstantinov 178

Korchnoi 130, 143, 178, 183, 189

Korzubov 147

Kosikov 111, 115, 120, 124, 126

Kotov 85, 185
Kramnik 131
Kudrin 201
Kupreichik 183
Kuryatnikov 177
Kuzmin, G 178

Langeweg 194
Larsen 130, 193
Lasker 100, 149, 178
Levenfish 196
Levitina 172
Liberzon, R. 170
Liu Wenzhe 192
Li Zunian 202
Ljubojevic 10, 187
Lputian 186
Lucarelli 170

Makariev 212
Makarychev 204
Malanyuk 147
Marshall 190
Matsionis 209
Mayorov 202
Medina 170
Mestel 200
Mieses 107
Miles 199
Morozov 180
Mortensen 147
Muresan 195
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Nei 89 Saidy 179
Nezhmetdinov 178 Sakaev 209
Nikolic 55 Saverymuttu 183
Nimzowitsch 93, 150, 196 Savon 87,178, 198
Norwood 200 Schiffers 170
Noskov 198 Schiechter 190
Novikov 185 Semenova 172
Nunn 176 Shakhbaz 210
Olafsson 203 Shamrai 13
ol 189 Shmirin 195
Ornstein 202 Short 144, 145, 184, 201
Ovseevich 211 Sidelnikov 36

Simagin 130, 178, 185
Pashanov 213 Sitnik 213
Pchiolkin 184 Smirnov 204
Pein 180 Smyslov 30, 172, 174, 186, 194
Pekker 11 Spassky 182, 193, 194
Penrose 130 Speelman 130
Petkevich 174 Spielmann 106, 107, 108
Petrosian 175, 180, 194 Stahlberg 182, 196
Petursson 76, 188 Stanciu 10
Pfleger 173 Stein 180, 182, 184, 199
Pinter 195, 198 Steinitz 149
Plaskett 81, 147, 180 Sukhanov 11
Pokrovsky 184 Suttles 30
Polugayevsky 172, 173 Szabo 172
Polyak 200
Portisch 179, 186 Taimanov 175, 195
Psakhis 139, 148 Tal 172,173,177, 187, 199, 203

Talbert 35
Ragozin 198 Tarrasch 149
Rashkovsky 170 Teichmann 144
Razuvaev 55 Tempone 141
Ree 195 Timman 486, 55, 145, 176, 188, 189
Réti 100, 173 Timoshchenko 193
Ribli 194 Tisdall 147
Rizzitano 199 Tolush 181
Romanishin 88, 198 Trois 91

Rubinstein 106 Tukmakov 172, 191



Ubilava 87, 189
Uhlmann 185, 197

Vadasz 88
Vaganian 199

Van der Berg 183
Van Scheltinga 185
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Velimirovic 199
Vitolins 148

Index of Players

Waitzkin 36
Wotawa 170

Yap 195
Yudasin 171
Yusupov 39, 46, 55, 62, 143

Zilberstein 208
Zukertort 66
Zviagintsev 206
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