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Symbols

+ check Wch  world championship

++  double check WCup World Cup

# checkmate Ech European championship

1" brilliant move ECC European Clubs Cup

! good move Ct candidates event

17 interesting move 1Z interzonal event

N dubious move Z zonal event

? bad move OL  olympiad

7 blunder jr junior event

+—  White is winning wom women’s event

+ White is much better mem memorial event

ks White is slightly better rpd  rapidplay game

= equal position sim  game from simultaneous display
®© unclear position corr. correspondence game

F Black is slightly better 1-0  the game ends in a win for White
¥ Black is much better -1 the game ends in a draw

—+  Black is winning 0-1  the game ends in a win for Black
Ch  championship (n)  nth match game

Cht  team championship (D)  see next diagram

Transpositions are displayed by a dash followed by the moves (in italic) of the
variation to which the transposition occurs. The moves start with the first one
that deviates from the line under discussion. All the moves to bring about the
transposition are given. Thus, after 1 e4 e6 2 d4 d5 3 £c3 dxe4 4 Dxed Dd7 5
A3 Dgf6 6 Dxfo+ Dxf6 7 £d3 ¢5 8 dxc5 £xc59 We2 0-0 10 £g5 Wa5+
the comment “11 £2d2 Wc7 - 9.. Wc7 10 £d2 0-0 £ signifies that the reader
should locate material on 1 e4 e6 2 d4 d5 3 Dc3 dxed 4 Dxed Hd7 5 HHf3
Dgf6 6 Dxfo+ Dxf6 7 £d3 c5 8 dxc5 Lxc5 9 We2 Wc7 10 £d2 0-0, to
which play has transposed. The ‘E’ sign indicates the overall assessment of that
line; such signs are only given when it is meaningful to do so.
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Introduction

The French Defence provides good
evidence that opening theory in chess
is far from being exhausted. Take a
look at one of the world’s best players,
Russian GM Alexander Morozevich,
and you will quickly notice that even
in extensively analysed positions he
has been finding plenty of room for
new ideas. Therefore this book is far
from ‘the ultimate truth’ of the open-
ing. However, it is rather a detailed
coverage of the various lines begin-
ning after White’s 3rd move, 3 &c3
(D).

/ %t//
_ /A//
/ 8/

/
_
_

/////

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

I have opted for a predominantly
theoretical coverage, but I hope that the
frequent verbal explanations of plans
and strategies help the reader develop
a good understanding of the general

ideas that are most important in these
lines of the French.

This book is the first of two vol-
umes that between them will cover the
entire opening complex of the French
Defence, 1 e4 6. The second volume
will cover the Tarrasch Variation, Ad-
vance Variation, and others. This book
only concentrates on the positions aris-
ing after 2 d4 d5 3 &\c3. I have divided
the book into four parts:

1) The Rubinstein and Burn Varia-
tions (3...dxe4 and 3..2f6 4 £g5
dxe4);

2) The Classical French (3...2)f6);

3) The Winawer (3...£b4);

4) Rare 3rd moves.

I could easily have written a whole
book on each of the first three parts.
Hence, in many lines, I have ruthlessly
cut down on non-relevant lines and
endeavoured to give the most impor-
tant lines for both sides.

The French Defence is full of vari-
ous transpositions. I have used the
system developed by Graham Burgess
to navigate around these, i.e. moves
which transpose elsewhere are given
followed by a dash and the exact
move-order where the reader should
locate the material in italics (for a
more detailed description, see page 4).
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In most cases, an assessment is also
given, so the reader can quickly see
whether the transposition is worth fol-
lowing.

I think that the French Defence of-
fers something to all kinds of players.

There are sharp lines and there are
more strategic/positional lines, but re-
member: the only way to learn the fi-
nesses of an opening is to try it out
yourself, so good luck with the French
Defence!

Steffen Pedersen
July 2001



1 Rubinstein Variation:
4...2d7 and others

1 ed e6 2 d4 d5 3 H\c3 dxed 4 Hxed
(D)

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

,,,,, /47/14
///A///
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///////////////

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

The Rubinstein Variation is a solid
choice. White obtains a space advan-
tage but Black can develop fairly freely
and can later hope to exert pressure on
White’s centre. There are various ways
of playing the Rubinstein Variation
but the key question for Black is how
to develop his light-squared bishop.
Ideally, it would like to be on b7, but
this is not always a suitable solution. It
very much depends on how Black con-
tinues on his next move. In this chap-
ter we discuss:

A: 4.¥ds 8
B: 4..8¢e7 10

C: 4..516 11
D: 4..£4d7 11

Black’s main option, 4...2d7, is ex-
amined in the next chapter.

The immediate 4...b6?! deservedly
has a poor reputation, mainly based
upon the game Tal-Kholmov, Moscow
1975, where White quickly obtained a
very promising position with a series
of active moves: 5 Wf3!c6 6 £f4 b7
7 0-0-0 Df6 8 Dxfo+ Wxfe 9 Wg3
&\d7, and now Tal suggests 10 £.d3 +.

A)

4..%ds

This move is not so bad, but it is
definitely not one that will cause White
many sleepless nights. The best Black
can hope for is a transposition to an in-
ferior reply to an innocuous line of the
Winawer.

5243

5 &)c3 £b4 is a rather tame line of
the Winawer (3...2.b4 4 exd5 YWxd5?!)
but Black has recaptured with the
queen rather than the much simpler
capture with the e-pawn. This offers
White good chances of an advantage;
for example, 6 D3 (6 De2 is a safe



RUBINSTEIN VARIATION: 4...£d7 AND OTHERS 9

alternative; another line is 6 Wg4 but
6..%c6 7 D3 HDge7 8 Wxg7 Eg8 9
Wxh7 e5! gives Black excellent dy-
namic play) 6...%)f6 7 £d3 and now:

a) 7..8e4 8 0-0!? Hxc3 9 bxc3
£xc3 10 Ebl &6 11 £e3 £d7 12
b5 Wd6 13 Exb7 b4 (13...8xd4 14
Hxd4 Hxd4 15 &xd4 Wxd4 16 Exc7
Wb6 17 Wf3 Wxc7 18 Wxa8+ £c8 19
Hbl + Sax-Stroebel, Vraca 1975) 14
$es5 0-0 15 Le4 £a4 (T.Wall-Crouch,
Newcastle 1995) 16 a3 ©d5 17 Wd3
+—.

b) 7..b6!? 8 0-0 £xc3 9 bxc3 Lab
10 Eel 0-0 11 £xa6 Hxa6 12 Wd3
b8 13 c4 Wb7 14 £a3 He8 15 d5
Abd7 16 dxe6 Exe6 17 Hxe6 fxe6 18
Hel He8 19 £)d4!? £ B.Lengyel-Hoang
Than Trang, Budapest 1997.

5..9f6

Or:

a) 5..f5 doesn’t really come into
consideration, since after 6 9g3 Wxg2
7 &f3 Black has spent too much time
with his queen only to win a pawn.

b) 5...4c6 is an alternative. There
are then three options for White:

bl) 6c3e57 We2 L6 8 D3 exd4
9 0-0 0-0-0 10 Ed1 gave White com-
pensation in Mitkov-Sulava, Yugoslav
Ch (Kladovo) 1991, but is not alto-
gether clear if Black just develops sen-
sibly.

b2) 6 De2 and now instead of
6..£d77792c3 £b4 8 We4 Wxd4 9
£e3 h5? 10 £xd4 hxgd 11 Lxg7
Zh5 12 6+ Dxf6 13 Lxf6 £ Lie-
Goddard, Molde 1990, Black should
try 6...2\b4.

b3) 6 &f3 b4 70-0Dxd3 8 Wxd3
&6 9 Dxfo+ gxf6 10 £f4 c5 11 c4
Wd7 12 Eadl + Pavidi¢-Raidevié, Yu-
goslavia 1976.

6 Dxf6+ gxf6 7 Df3 (D)

7 ¥f3 would be quite good if only
Black were incautious enough to take
the d4-pawn. Then White would get a
huge advantage in development and a
very good position, but Black should
play 7..Wxf3 8 xf3 &6 9 c3 £d7
with a solid game.

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

% ,,,,, 7//
/ /%,!/ @
U L5
Mzﬁ%ﬁ&ﬁ
2 LAwg | H

///////////////

7..Eg8

7...2.d7 8 c4 ¥d6 9 0-0 Dc6 10 £e3
@e7 11 b4 Dg6 12 c5 Wd5 13 b5 +
Mortensen-Crouch, Copenhagen 1995.
This is obviously a much too passive
strategy.

80-0 %c6 9 Hel £d6 10 g3 (D)

10 Red4 Wh5 11 c4 £d47 12d5 De7
13 dxe6 fxe6 14 g3 0-0-0 15 ¥b3 and
now 15...b6? 16 d4 £.c5 17 £e3 left
White with a very good position in
Tolnai-Hoang Than Trang, Budapest
1996. Later Hoang Than Trang demon-
strated that 15...c6 is more tenacious
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and produced a dangerous attack
against Z.Varga in Budapest 1998;
following 16 §d4 e5 17 &c2 5 18
L3 We6 19 Le3 f4 20 Lxa7 &f5
Black had good compensation for the
pawn, with the thrust ...e4-e3 on the
agenda. 15...£.c6 doesn’t look like a
bad idea either. Then if White goes for
the e-pawn with 16 £xc6 Dxc6 17
Hxe6, 17...£.e5 somewhat embarrasses
the rook.

XE AT am e
, a4 & &

7/@% 1d_°
 EwE

,,,,,,,,,,,
4

///////////////////////

10..%h5 11 2.2 Wh3 12 d5 He7
13 dxe6 L.xe6

13...fxe6 14 &d4 is pleasant for
White. He easily evades the checks af-
ter 14...2xg3 15 fxg3 Exg3+ 16 hxg3
Wxg3+ 17 &f1 Wh3+ (17...5 18 £h5+
g6 19 YWf3+-) 18 212, by walking
his king towards the centre.

14 2b5+ £.d7 15 £xd7+ Yxd7 16
a4

White is better, Glek-Hoang Than
Trang, Budapest 1998.

B)
4..8¢7

This is a solid but not very common
line.

5 &3 &6

5..0d7 —4..Dd7 5 ©)f3 Le7 L.

6 Dxf6+ £.xf6 7 ¢3 (D)

7 £d3 is also possible, but then
7...c5 8 dxc5 &d7 gives Black reason-
able chances of equality; e.g., 9 0-0 (9
c6!7)9..xc5 10 £b5+ £d7 11 We2
0-0 12 Re3 £xb5 13 Wxb5 b6 14 c3
Wc7 with equality, V.Belov-Radjabov,
KasparovChess Cadet GP 2000.

EneWe X
AALCaEd
wAE ©
%W%,

%

7...b6

7..2)d7 8 £e3!17We7 (8..0-09 £d3
c5 10 Wc2 h6 11 0-0 cxd4 12 £xd4
£xd4 13 Hxd4 * Peek-Carlier, Ost-
end 1991) 9 Wc2 c5 10 dxc5 (10 £d3
is maybe better, with the idea of recap-
turing with the pawn after 10...cxd4)
10..2xc5 11 £b5+ £d7 12 £xc5
Wxc5 13 £.xd7+ 2xd7 14 0-0 Ead8 15
Hadl+ @e7 16 Exd8, Piket-Krudde,
Dutch Cht 1992, and now the continu-
ation 16...%xd8 17 Ed1+ ©c8 should
be fine for Black.

8 £d3!?
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The thematic manoeuvre 8 £b5+
c69 £d3 is here well met by 9...£.26!,
when Black equalized in Adorjan-
Romanishin, Hastings 1976/7: 10 0-0
£xd3 11 Wxd3 0-0 12 &f4 Hd7 13
Hadl We7 14 Efel Efd8 15 h3 Hac8
16 a6 A8 17 a4 Hg6 18 L. g3 Wd7

8..£b7 9 We2 £HA7 10 ££4 0-0 11
0-0-0 Ee8 12 h4 {8 13 &bl

In this position White has slightly
the better prospects, Kreiman-Blatny,
New York 1998.

C)

4..f6

This is another rather unpopular
line, but again Black is solid and
White’s only advantage is his posses-
sion of slightly more space.

5 Dxf6+ gxf6 (D)

This leads to similar positions to
lines in the Burn Variation in which
Black recaptures with the g-pawn, only
here has White exchanged a knight in-
stead of a bishop. The other capture,
5...%xf6, is worse as the queen is too
exposed: 6 )f3 h6 7 £d3 &6 8 0-0
£d69¢30-0(9..£d7 10 We2 0-0-0 11
b4 g512b5De7 13 c4 £14 14 b2 g4
15 De5 £xe5 16 dxe5 We5 17 Led +
Zarnicki-Jerez Infante, Villa Martelli
1997) 10 £)d2! 57! (this is premature
but the alternatives also leave White
better) 11 &e4 Wd8 12 Wh5 exd4 13
£xh6! gxh6 14 Wxh6 L5 15 f4 He8,
Gufeld-Alburt, USSR 1974, and now
Gufeld suggests 16 Ef3!, with the pos-
sible variation 16...Ee6 17 Eg3+ Eg6

18 &£c4 &xed 19 Hxgb+ Lxgb 20
Wxg6+ 2h8 21 Wh+ g8 22 Wxf7+
2h8 23 Wh5+ g7 24 Hel +—.

z%gggﬁ/%
W”Ax A4
/% %a%
_ %

T, e = TS o

6 23! b6

6..Dc67 Le2!? £d7 8 213 We79
W42 0-0-0 10 0-0-0 Wb4 11 Wxb4
@xb4 12 a3 A6 13 De2 He7 14 Dg3
£.c6 15 £xc6 Dxc6 16 Dh5 LeT 17
g4 and White is slightly better, Borge-
K.Rasmussen, Danish League 1996/7.

7 W3 c6 8 0-0-0 £b7 9 Hh3 Hd7
10 94 We7 11 £d3 0-0-0 12 Led
Wd6 13 g4

+ Timoshenko-Lukov, Paris 2000.

D)

4..£d7 (D)

553

This is the most natural but there is
another plan worth mentioning: 5 c4
£.¢6 6 43 &)f6. Rather than control-
ling the centre with his minor pieces,
White has chosen a slightly more ag-
gressive set-up with the pawn on c4.
The drawback of this plan is that White
must take care not to fall too far behind
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Perresl,

,,,,,,,,,,

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

in development and that the d-pawn
may become vulnerable. White now
has a choice:

a) 73 £xf3! 8 Wxf3 6! (8...c6
9 £e3 Hbd7 10 £e2 £d6 11 0-0 0-0,
as in Nunn-Karpov, Wijk aan Zee
1993, is solid but slightly passive) 9 d5
(9 £e3 Hxd4 10 £xd4 Wxd4 11
Wxb7 Bd8 12 Wb5+ Bd7 13 Ed1 Wb6
= Sher) 9...exd5 (I don’t see anything
especially wrong with 9...2\d4 10 d1
c5, which is also suggested by Sher)
10 cxd5 We7+ 11 £e3 Hd4 (Morten-
sen-Sher, Vejle 1994) 12 Wd1 OHf5 13
£b5+ Dd7 14 W3 Hxe3 15 fxe3
0-0-0 16 0-0 De5 17 W4 £,

b) 7 Dge2!? Le7 (Sher suggests
7..8d6!7) 8 &f4 0-0 9 £e2 £d6 10
0-0 e5 11 &fd5 £xd5 12 cxd5 exd4
13 Wxd4 &c6 14 Wdl De7 15 £f3
Glek-Budnikov, Douai 1993.

c) 7317 £e7 8 Le3 Wd7 9 Hh3
a6!? 10 &Hf4 b5 11 &d3 bxcd 12 De5
Wd6 13 Dxcd Wb 14 a3 Wb7 15 Wd2
£d5 = Leyva-Camacho, Adelquis
Remon 1997.

5..8¢6 6 £d3 (D)

Or:

a) If 6 &eg5, the simplest reply is
6...£d6! (6...4)d7 may be feasible but
it tempts White to sacrifice on 7).
Then:

al) 7 £.c4 h6 8 Hxeb fxeb 9 L.xe6
W6 10 d5 £d7 11 £d4 is a dubious
sacrifice which was easily repelled in
Aronian-Turner, Hastings 2000/1:
11.. We5+ 12 £e3 &6 13 Wd3 Hxd5
14 g6+ 2d8 15 0-0-0 Hxe3 16 fxe3
£e8 —+.

a2) 7 £d3 h6 8 Ded £xe4 9 Lxed
c6 10 We2 OHf6 11 £d3 Hbd7 =
Anand-Karpov, Linares 1993. Black is
two tempi better than Line D1 and
should not have much to worry about.
The only difference is that here Black’s
h-pawn is on h6; this is hardly that sig-
nificant.

b) It remains to point out that if
White wants to play the line 6 £d3
ANd7 7 0-0 Dgf6 8 Ded2 and wants to
avoid 6...2xe4, then 6 Ded2!? is a
feasible move-order which most likely
achieves its goal after, for example,
6...)f6 7 £d3 Hbd7 8 0-0.

;/u,,/é ', T
2)
)

77—

,,,,,,,

///¢

\

v v
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Now:
D1: 6..8xed 13
D2: 6..20d7 14

D1)

6...8xed

Is it really worth spending three
moves with this bishop only to ex-
change it for a knight? Well, to be hon-
est I find it hard to believe since White
now possesses the bishop-pair, the po-
sition is open, and more importantly
White’s position is very solid. How-
ever, Black argues that his position is
also free of weakness and it will not
crack just like that. Indeed, White will
need to take some risks if he is to make
inroads, and this is liable to give Black
counterchances.

7 £.xed c6 (D)

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

//////

%7 9 A Y %
/%yﬁg%y%
/%7 'y//%y %%///%/ 7
AmAE BAE

//////////
///////

80-0

White has tried many slightly dif-
ferent set-ups but this appears the most
logical since castling queenside never
really enters into White’s plans. The
only reasonably important alternative

consists of White playing 8 c3 2)f6 9
£c¢2, which has the advantage that
White avoids blocking the d-file with
the bishop and that White might seek to
set up a battery towards the black king-
side by playing ¥d3 at some point.
The drawback of this set-up is that it
does little to strengthen White’s con-
trol of the centre, and thus Black may
get a chance to break with ...c5 later.
After 9..8bd7 10 0-0, Black has a
choice of two different set-ups:

a) 10..g6!? 11 £f4 2g7 12 We2
0-0 13 £d6 He8 14 He5 £18 15 L.xf8
&xf8 16 f4 Wb6 (16...a5 is probably
better) 17 b4! and White enjoyed a
promising initiative in M.Schlosser-
Dizdarevié, Strasbourg ECC 1994.

b) 10..£d6 11 Eel ¥c7 and then:

bl) 12%e20-0(12..£4!7 13 &xf4
Wxf4 14 De5 Dxe5 15 dxe5 Dd5 16
a4 % Xie Jun-Ivkov, Vienna (Ladies vs
Veterans) 1993) 13 &e5 c5 14 Hxd7
&xd7 15 dxc5 £xh2+ 16 2hl Le517
£e3 6! 18 2a4 £¢7 19 £xd7 Wxd7
with equality, Cu.Hansen-Rozentalis,
Arhus 1997.

b2) 12 £¢5!70-0(12... &4 is again
interesting; White can play to occupy
e5, as in Xie Jun-Ivkov above, or he
can try 13 £h4 0-0 14 ¥d3, but then
14...Efe8 looks alright for Black, with
the idea of 15 De5 Dxe5 16 dxeS5
£xe5 17 £xf6 £xf6 18 Wxh7+ &8
=) 13 Wd3 Had8 14 Hadl Efe§ 15
a3!?b5 (15...c5?! is premature in view
of 16 £a4!) 16 £b1 a6 17 £h4!? g6
18 We2 £e7 19 £¢3 Wb7 20 h3 ADd5
21 £a2 £8 22 c4! bxc4 23 £xc4 a5
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24 Ecl! + Ponomariov-Rozentalis,
Belfort 1998.

8..20f6 9 £2d3 Dbd7

This is natural and flexible. Another
interesting idea is 9...g6 (fianchettoing
the bishop is normal in these positions
but usually only after Black has devel-
oped the bishop to €7 or d6 and then
prepared the fianchetto by ...0-0, ..Ee8,
..£18, ...g6, etc.; here Black hopes to
gain time by immediately developing
the bishop on g7) 10 b3 £g7 11 £a3
£18 12 £b2 (strategically, Black would
be quite content to exchange minor
pieces, so White avoids the exchange
and even gains a tempo with the ma-
noeuvre) 12...£¢7 13 c4 0-0 14 We2
&bd7 15 Eadl He8 16 £bl, when
White has a typical slight advantage in
the form of a solid position with two
bishops and more space, Donchev-
L.B.Hansen, Thessaloniki OL 1988.

10 c4 £d6

Or 10..£e7 11 £f4! with a very
good position for White. Black is sim-
ply too passive and soon ran into trou-
ble in Arakhamia-L.B.Hansen, Biel
1991: 11..0-0 12 £c2 Wa5 13 Wd3
Wh5 14 Hfel Ead8 15 h3 Efe8 16
Des +.

11b30-012 £b2 a5 13 a3 W7 14
We2 Efe8 15 Efel ££8 16 Zadl

% Jansa-Voloshin, Ceske Budejo-
vice 1993.

D2)

6..d7 (D)

This is somewhat more flexible than
6...&xe4 as it is very likely that Black

2

//////

—

/ V)~ A

e’ B H
,

,,,,,,,

//////

% % % %
ooy
ATAE BAK

S B
AWy ' 8

will at least get a second chance to ex-
change his bishop for one of White’s
knights.

70-0

A rather more aggressive set-up is
represented by 7 c4, when in the event
of 7..2xe4 8 £xe4, White will be
able to retreat his bishop all the way to
c2, with a favourable version of Line
D1. Hence, Black usually continues
7...2gf6 8 &c3 (another point behind
White’s last move) 8...&xf3 9 Wxf3
and then:

a) 9..c6 100-0 £¢7 11 Eel 0-0 12
£14 Ee8 13 HEad1 b6 14 b3 a5 15 a4
g6 16 £c2 £ Kudrin-Naumkin, Kusa-
dasi 1990.

b) 9...c510d5!? De5 11 We2 £d6
12 2g5h6 13 £h4 g5 14 £g3 Hxd3+
15 Wxd3 exd5 16 Hxd5 Hxd5 17
0-0-0! 0-0 18 Wxd5 £xg3 19 hxg3 +
E.Berg-Rustemov, Bydgoszcz 2000.

7..2gf6 8 g3

I am of the opinion that White’s
choice here is largely a matter of taste.
White should move the knight, and ex-
changing on f6 eases Black’s game

////////
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considerably, but moving it to g5, d2
or g3 also makes sense. Thus:

a) 8 Deg5 and now:

al) 8..8&xf3 9 Wxf3c610 Hel Le7
11 Wh3 gives White a huge initiative
and no real weaknesses. It is no sur-
prise that Black has fared badly here:
11..Df8 12 ¢3 Wc7 13 f4! &d5 (or
13..h6 14 5 Hg8 15 fxe6! hxg5 16
exf7+ 2xf7 17 Lc4+ Le8 18 Lxg5
+— Pavasovi¢-Steiner, Kranj 1999) 14
£5 &4 15 Lxf4 Wxf4 16 fxe6! Wxg5
17 exf7+ &xf7 18 Ee5 Wh4 19 Ef1+
1-0 Rajlich-Franchini, Budapest 2000.

a2) 8..8e7 invites a tempting but
not totally clear sacrifice: 9 Dxf7 (if 9
Hel h6 10 ©h3, even 10...g5 comes
into consideration) 9...&xf7 10 Dg5+
g8 11 Dxe6 Wcs 12 Hel (12 We2
£d6 13 £c4 b6 14 £b3 Lad 15 c4
£xb3 16 axb3 also looked like reason-
able compensation in Nataf-K.Arkell,
Hastings 1995) 12...£d6 13 &f5!?
£d514 £¢5Wb8 15 Wd3 b5 16 Wh3
h6 17 £h4 with strong pressure as
compensation for the piece, Winsnes-
Bus, Gothenburg 1993.

a3) 8...h62! 9 Hxe6 fxe6 10 Lgb+
&e7 11 Hel is another interesting
piece sacrifice but here I would be
very willing to take White’s side. Lev-
aCi¢-Lupu, Cannes 1999 continued
11..8xf3 (11...22b6!?) 12 Wxf3 b6
13 Wxb7 Wes 14 Wf3 +.

a4) 8..2d6 (this looks the most
solid but Black still has a few problems
to solve) 9 Eel h6 (9...0-0 10 He5 +
shouldn’t be allowed) 10 ©h3 £xf3
11 Wxf3 c6 12 &f4 (D) and then:

a41) 12...0-0 13 £Hh5! He8 (alter-
natively, 13...2)xh5 14 Wxh5 &Hf6 15
Wh3! He8! 16 £d2 Wb6 17 Wha 1)
and here:

adll) 14 Dxf6+ Hxf6 15 £d2 e5
16 dxe5 £xe5 17 g3 Wd5 18 Wxd5
&xd5 19 Eabl and White is slightly
better, Bologan-C.Bauer, Bundesliga
1998/9.

a412) 14 £d2 and now:

a4121) 14...e5? is too risky: 15
Qxg7! e4 (15..Lxg7 16 Wg3+ &hs
17 £xh6 Dh5 18 Wh3 H\df6 19 £g5!7
&g8 and now both 20 Wh4! and 20
g4!? should be winning for White) 16
Wh3 (Korchnoi mentions the beauti-
ful 16 Exe4! &xg7 {or 16..Exe4 17
Af5 +—} 17 £xh6+!! Lxh6 18 We3+!
g7 19 Wg5+ 2f8 20 Who+ g8 21
Eh4 and White will mate in a few
moves) 16...&xg7 17 Wxh6+ &g8 18
£c4 He7 19 W6+ 2h8 20 Who+
&¢8 (Korchnoi-Dreev, Brno 1992) 21
£b41! £xb4 22 Ee3 £d6 23 Eh3 +-
Dreev.

ad122) 14..4xh5, with similar play
to 13...2\xh5, is better.
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a42) 12..%Wa513¢30-0-0 14 &1
e5 15 dxe5 DxeS 16 Wh3+ b8 was
comfortable for Black in Rotshtein-
S.Arkell, Olot 1993.

b) 8 Ded2!? £e7 9 Eel 0-0 10
DNca b6 11 Dee5 (11 ad a5 12 ¢3 £b7
13 £g549d5 14 £d2 ¢5 15 dxc5 Dxc5
16 £c2 Wc7 = J Polgar-Aung Aung,
Istanbul OL 2000) 11...2b7 (11..2xe5
12 dxe5 £d7 13 HHd4 £b7 14 ¥g4 +
Smirin-Chernin, Moscow PCA rpd
1994) 12 £b5 b8 13 We2 a6 14 £d3
&c6 15 ¢3 DxeS5 16 dxe5 Dd7 17 &4
Ae5 18 £c2 + Avrukh-Keledevié,
Biel 2000.

8..2e7 (D)

73/:%/%
% ﬁ % %

////////

9 Hel

Or9b30-010 £b2a511c4!(11a3
b5! 12 Eel b4 13 a4 £b7 14 Hd2 ¢S
was fine for Black in Adams-Dreev,

Manila OL 1992) 11...a4 12 &e5 axb3
(12...20xe5 13 dxe5 Dd7 14 W2, in-
tending Eadl, is better for White —
Bologan) 13 Dxc6 bxc6 14 Wxb3 c5
15d5! exd5 16 cxd5 £d6 17 £b5 Ebs
18 a4 b6 19 Eadl HbxdS 20 Hed!
Dxed 21 Wxd5 g5 22 Efel £ Bolo-
gan-Kramnik, Khalkidhiki 1992.

9...0-0 10 ¢3 Ze8

10...£xf3 11 Wxf3 c6 12 £f4 He8
13 Bad1 )8 14 a3 Hig6 15 &cl W7
16 Ded!? xed 17 Lxed Ead8 18 g3
Hd7 19 h4 was better for White in
Leko-Seirawan, Istanbul OL 2000.

11 £f4 a5 12 We2 218 13 Hadl
£xf3 14 Wxf3 c6 15 hd4 Wh6 (D)

15..8)d5 16 8¢5 £e7 17 @g4 516

18 Wh3 % I.Sokolov.
X %E%@7

W%A%m/x ,,,,,
5 ‘//‘: '/%

/ ,,,,, 3>

16 Ee2 ¢5 17 dxc5 Hxc5 18 £c2
1 I.Sokolov-Suba, Antwerp 1996.



2 Rubinstein Variation:

4...)d7

1 e4 €6 2 d4 d5 3 Hc3 dxed 4 Hxed
A7 (D)

E///i)!@% ,,,,,
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This is one of the most solid lines of
the French. It has the advantage that
the plans for Black are very clear-cut,
but it is very difficult to win with it.
However, used as a counter-attacking
weapon it is not a bad choice, as may
be seen from the fact that several top
players have taken it up recently.

We shall consider three replies for
White:

A: 5g3 17
B: 54f3 19
C: 5843 30

Lines B and C are the most common
and may lead to very similar positions

but we shall distinguish between White
castling kingside and White castling
queenside. Line C is the more aggres-
sive, and generally implies that White
intends to castle queenside.

A)

5g3

The last couple of years have seen
an increased interest in this quiet
move.

5..%gf6

The other option is 5...8e7 6 £g2
Dgf6 7 Dxf6+ Lxf6, which has the
advantage that the bishop supports an
...e5 advance. In this type of position,
Black should try to restrict White’s
g2-bishop but this is more easily said
than done. The logical continuation is
8 &f3 0-0 9 0-0 e5 10 £Le3 exd4 11
£xd4. Now there is a lot to be said for
the solid 11...c6 but White can attempt
to initiate some queenside pressure
with 12 a4. Instead, the active 11...c5
12 £.xf6 xf6 13 Wxd8 Exd8 14 De5
is probably satisfactory for Black if he
plays 14.. Eb8. 14...g6 15 £d3 Lf5,
as in Al.Ivanov-Christiansen, USA Ch
(Chandler) 1997, may also be OK for
Black, since 16 Yxc5 Hac8 17 Hxb7
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Hd? offers Black a fair amount of ac-
tivity to compensate for the two-pawn
deficit.

6 Dxf6+ (D)

. ;za //
W %7’7/////7
_ // /

/
_

///////////////

6...2)xf6

6..Wxf6 is a different strategy, as
Black goes for a more or less symmet-
rical pawn-structure by aiming to ex-
change his e-pawn for White’s d-pawn.
7 £g2 £d6(7...57! is premature, ow-
ing to 8 We2! We7 9 dxe5 Wxe5 10
£f4 Wxe2+ 11 Dxe2 c¢6 12 0-0-0
£.c5 13 ©d4 and White was better in
Ki.Georgiev-Kurajica, Sarajevo 1998)
8 De2 €59 0-00-0 10 Dc3 (10 £e3!?
— Beliavsky) 10...exd4 (10..We7 11
Ded b6 12 HHxd6 cxd6 is given as
equal by Beliavsky but I would defi-
nitely prefer White; e.g., 13 a4 fol-
lowed by a5 or just b3 looks good) 11
Ded We6 12 Wxd4 Le5 13 We3 and
after 13..0f6 14 4! Dgd 15 Wd3
Wb6+ 16 Lhl £d4 17 f5! White was
better in Beliavsky-Vaganian, Tilburg
1993, owing to the possibility of a
kingside attack. However, I suspect

that Black should be doing OK with
13...%b6!? instead.

74g2

White can maybe avoid the idea
mentioned in the next note by playing
7 &f3!1? before £g2.

7...e5

This is invariably played, but per-
haps is not Black’s best. Korchnoi rec-
ommends 7...e5. This needs some tests
but 8 9f3 exd4 9 Wxd4 Wxd4 10
& xd4 doesn’t seem to offer White
much. Nor does 8 dxe5 Wxd1+9 &xdl
g4 10 DHh3 Dxe5 11 £14 Lgd+! 12
&cl £3!.

8 Df3 Whe

Or 8...cxd4 9 Wxd4 Wxd4 10 Hxd4
£¢5 11 &b3, and now:

a) After 11...£d6 12 0-0 e7 White
obtains unpleasant queenside pressure
with 13 Qas!. After 13..Eb8 14 £e3,
14...8c77 15 £xa7 Ha8 16 £c5+ left
White a pawn up in Palac-Neubauer,
Baden 1999. Finkel gives 14...9)d7 as
Black’s best, with “a chance to keep
fighting” but 15 &c4! £c5 16 £14 Ha8
17 Badl is also very bad for Black.

b) 11...£b6 is best. I have a feel-
ing that White should still be slightly
better somehow but it is not totally
clear how he should proceed. After 12
&e2?! (12 0-0 0-0 13 £f4 looks more
natural) 12...e5 13 Eel 0-0 14 &d2
Dgd 15 De4 LKe6 Black was doing
well in Hertneck-Luther, Bad Lauter-
berg 1991.

90-0 £d7 10 ad!? £¢6

White might also claim a slight ad-
vantage after 10...2d8 11 a5 Wc7 12
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£f4 £2d6 13 £xd6 Wxd6 14 dxc5
Wxcs5 15 Wd4.

11 a5 Wc7 12 a6 £d8 13 ¢3 b5 14
We2 c4 15b3! £d5

Black may have underestimated
White’s last move; instead 15...cxb3
16 De5! &xg2 17 Wxb5+ Hd7 18
®xg2 Eb8 19 Wad! f6 (19...b27 20
£xb2 Bxb2 21 Efbl +-) 20 Hxd7
Wxd7 21 £f4 Eb6 22 Efbl Le7 23
£e3 gives White a clear advantage.

16 DeS £€7 17 bxcd bxcd 18 L4
Wes 19 Efbl

% Macieja-Speelman, New Delhi
FIDE 2000.

B)

5 )3 O\gf6 (D)

5..2e7 6 £d3 and now:

a) 6..80gf6 — 5..0\gf6 6 £.d3 Le7
+

b) Lately Black has also experi-
mented with 6...b6 but 7 £b5 is good
for White. Black’s best is then 7...2)f6
8 Dxf6+ (8 De5!?) 8...gxf6 with justa
slight disadvantage. Instead, 7...£b7
is virtually refuted by 8 De5! £xe4
9 &xd7+ &f8 10 Wh5 g6 11 £h6+
Axh6 12 Wxh6+ g8 13 Wf4 &5 14
g4 g5 15 W3 206 16 £xeb! fxe6 17
D6 Wd7 18 Dxe7+ g7 19 Dxgb
hxg6 20 0-0-0 and White was a pawn
up in Gaprindashvili-Shengelia, Al-
ushta 2000.

Now:

Bl: 6 £d3 19
B2: 6 Dxfe+ 21

Other moves:

W 7 //7 //// 4//
%// // s m @
“u @@%7%
// / 2
,,,,,,,,,, S i
// @f‘%’@g% )4
2) 6 £g5— 3..0Y6 4 £.g5 dxed 5
Q\xed Dbd7 6 2)f3 (Chapter 3).

b) 6 &g3 is seen occasionally when
White wants to avoid exchanges at all
costs. Nevertheless, White can hope
for no real advantage after this; e.g.,
6...c57 dxc5 £xc58 £d30-090-0b6
10 We2 £b7 11 ¢3 Wc7 with a com-
fortable position for Black, Mestro-
vié-Kosié, Budapest 1999.

B1)

6 £d3 ¢5

In my opinion, this is Black’s most
natural move. It links well with the
more established Line B22, to which
the game would now transpose after 7
Axf6+ Dxf6. Alternatives for Black
on move 6 give White good chances of
an advantage:

a) 6...b6 7 Dxfo+ Hxf6 8 We2 — 6
Oxfo+ Dxf6 7 £.d3 b6 8 We2 £,

b) 6..9xed 7 Lxed Df6 8 Lg5
and now:

bl) 8..8e79 £xf6! gxf6 (9...£xf6
and now 10 c3 ¥d6 11 We2 0-0 12
0-0-0!? is slightly better for White,
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Smyslov-Rudnev, USSR 1938, or 10
Wd3 £) 10 We2 c6 (Anand regards this
as dubious and prefers 10...¥d6) 11
0-0! Wb6 12 c4 £d7 13 c5 Yc7 14
Efd1 h5 15 £Hd2 £ Anand-Vaganian,
Riga Tal mem 1995.

b2) 8..%d6!? 9 £xf6 gxf6 10 c3!
£d7 (White is also better after 10...f5
11 £c2 £g7 12 We2, but this is clearly
the lesser evil) 11 &d2 £c6 12 Wf3
£e7 13 Dcd Wd7 14 £xc6 Wxc6 15
Wxc6+ bxeb 16 b4 + Kharlov-Zakh-
arevich, Novgorod 1999.

c) 6...£e7 and then:

cl) 7 Dxfo+ £xf6 8 We2 We7 (or
8...c59d5 b6 10 £b5+ 28 11 dxe6
£xe6 12 a4 a6 13 £d3 Wc7 140-0
Timman-Granda, Amsterdam 1995) 9
0-0¢c510¢30-0 11 £f4 cxd4 12 cxd4
&b6 13 Le5 and White is slightly
better, Dominguez-Rod.Perez, Villa
Clara 2000.

c2) 7 We2 Hxed 8 £xed ¢59 0-0
0-0 10 Ed1 ¥c7 11 c3 and then:

c21) 11..46 12 £¢5! £ Yermo-
linsky-Seirawan, Merrillville 1997.

c22) 11..cxd4 12 cxd4!? (or 12
Nxd4 D6 13 £c2 1) 12..0f6 13 £g5
£47 14 Hacl ¥b6 and now White
should play 15 d5 rather than 15 Qe5
£b5 16 W3 Had8! with counterplay,
Kudrin-Christiansen, USA Ch (Salt
Lake City) 1999.

70-0 (D)

Or:

a) Black equalizes easily after 7
dxc5 Dxed 8 Lxe4 Dxcs.

b) 7 Dxf6+ Dxf6 — 6 Dxf6+ Dxf6
7 £d3 c5.

,,,,,,,

. //m 2
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7...cxd4

With 7...20xe4 8 £xe4 Df6 Black
hopes for a transposition to 6 Z\xf6+
Qwf6 7 8d3 c5 8 0-0 cxd4 9 \xd4 =,
after 9 £d3. However, 9 £g5 cxd4
gives White the additional possibility
10 We2!? (10 Dxd4 — 7...cxd4 8 Dxd4
Qxed 9 Lxed )6 10 £g5) 10...8e7
11 Eadl, which looks promising for
White. Now, several games have con-
tinued 11..xe4 (11... b6 12 Exd4
Wxb2 13 Efd1 0-0 14 De5 gives White
a strong attack) 12 Exd4! Wxd4 (after
12..8£d7 13 Wxed Wc7 14 Lxe7 L6
15 Ec4! White is clearly better) 13
xd4 Dxg5, and now:

a) 14 412 0-0 15 fxg5 &xg5 16
&Af3 £d8 17 Wed, Rublevsky-Zakhar-
evich, Russian Clubs Cup (Maikop)
1998, and now 17...Eb8 looks like a
reasonable equalizing attempt.

b) 14 h4 e5 15 Wxe5 De6 16 HHF5
6 17 Wb5+ &7 18 Dxe7 Sxe7 19 f4
was unclear or perhaps even slightly
better for White in Shirov-Van Wely,
Monaco Amber rpd 2001.

8 Hxd4 Dxed
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This is a natural liquidation but
Black should seriously consider play-
ing 8...8e7 first.

9 2xed Df6 10 £.g5 Le7

Another option is 10...£.c5 11 &b3,
and then:

a) 11..2e7 12 Wxds+ £xd8 13
££3 0-0 14 Eadl £c7 15 &c5 is
much better for White.

b) 11..£.d6 12 £xf6 gxf6 13 Wh5
5 14 &£3 (14 £xf5? exf5 15 Efel+
£e7 was insufficient for White in
Morozevich-Zakharevich, Novgorod
1997) 14..¥c7 15 Ead1 £.

11 ££3!

Most players would probably try to
preserve the bishop on the bl-h7 diag-
onal for attacking purposes but it is
much better on this diagonal, where it
hinders Black’s development.

11...0-0 12 Hel ¥c7 13 ¢3 a6 14
£h4!

% Shirov-Anand, Wijk aan Zee
2001.

B2)
6 Dxf6+ Dxf6 (D)

///////////////
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Now:
B21: 7 &g5 21
B22: 7 £d3 25

7 c3 is also worth mentioning. It is
a solid set-up which promises White
reasonable chances of a slight edge;
e.g.:

a) 7..h6!? 8 £d3 £d6 9 We2 b6
10 De5 £b7 11 £b5+ &f8 12 0-0 g6
13 Hel g7 14 ££4 HHh5 15 £d2 &Hf6
16 Eadl a6 17 £d3 and White was
better in Adams-Nogueiras, Lucerne
Wcht 1997.

b) 7..c5 8 Le3 Wc7 (8..cxd4 9
£xd4 £e7 10 £d3 0-0 11 We2 W7
120-0 Ed8 13 Ead1 £d7 14 De5 £e8
and Black is close to equality, Sad-
vakasov-Mirzoev, Dubai 1999) 9 &e5
a6 10 Wad+ Hd7 11 0-0-0 cxd4 12
£xd4 £d6 13 Hxd7 £xd7 14 Wb3
0-0 = Dvoirys-Zakharevich, St Peters-
burg 1998.

B21)

7 &85

This is also often reached via the
Burn move-order 3...2Y6 4 £.g5 dxe4
5 Qxed Dbd7 6 Dxf6+ Dxf6 7 4)f3.
The move-order is frequently chosen
if Black does not fancy Line B22 (7
£d3), but of course Black must then
also reckon with 4 e5.

7...h6

This move makes White decide im-
mediately where he wants his bishop.
This has some specific advantages as
it helps Black decide on a set-up after-
wards and is also a useful move in itself
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if White replies 8 £h4. The move ...c5
is a vital part of Black’s plans.
Otherwise, 7...2e7 is feasible but
slightly passive. White can play 8 £d3
~78d38e788g5%.
A more serious alternative is 7...c5

(D):

///////

Wé}%/ A%4
) //%//%/A ,,,,, /

7 % [
o DD
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This has especially been a prefer-
ence of Korchnoi’s, and may of course
lead to similar positions to those in the
main line. Now:

a) 8 dxc5 £xc5 (8..Wa5+ 9 c3
Wxc5 is also sensible) 9 Wxd8+ &xd8
10 De5 2e7 11 Dd3 £d46 12 Le2
£d7 13 £f3 Eac8 14 0-0-0 £c6 15
£.xc6 Exc6 = Wehmeier-Luther, Lipp-
stadt 1996.

b) 8 ¢3 Re7 9 £b5+ £d7 10
£xd7+ Dxd7 11 Lxe7 Wxe7 12 0-0
0-0 13 Hel EfdS 14 We2 cxd4 15
&Hxd4 Hc5 16 Hadl g6 = Thorhalls-
son-Morozevich, New York 1997.

c) 8 Le2 cxd4 (maybe 8...£d7 is
simplest, intending only to capture on
d4 after White has castled kingside) 9
Wxd4 Wxd4 10 Hxd4 £d7 11 0-0-0

£c5 12 b5 0-0-0 (12...%e7 looks
equal) 13 Dd6+ £xd6 14 Exd6 Lc6
15 Exd8+ Exd8 16 f3 £ Nouro-Kyto-
niemi, Tampere 1998.

d) 8 £c4 and then:

dl) 8..%a5+!1? 9 c3 (9 £d2 W6
10 £¢3 cxd4 11 Hxd4 £d7 12 a3
£b4 offered Black easy equality in
Lanka-Luther, Bundesliga 1998/9)
9..£€7 100-00-0 11 Eel and then:

d11) 11..Ed8 12 Ee5!? (a slightly
unorthodox deployment of the rook
but in some lines it may join in with a
kingside attack) 12...%b6 13 We2 h6
(13...cxd4 14 Dxd4 h6 15 Lhd &5
16 £xe7 Dxe7 17 el £d7 18 £d3
&6 19 Dxcb Lxc6 left Black close
to equality in Shirov-Topalov, Monte
Carlo Amber rpd 1997) 14 £xf6 gxf6
15 Eh5 £18 16 dxc5 Wc7 17 Eel £g7
18 h3 b6 and Black has enough com-
pensation for the pawn, Morozevich-
Korchnoi, Wijk aan Zee 2000; Moro-
zevich offered a draw only a few moves
later.

d12) 11..cxd4 12 Wxd4 (12 cxd4
Ed8 gives Black a fairly solid IQP
type of position) 12...h6 13 £f4 Ed8
14 We5 Wxe5 15 Dxe5 g5!? (an active
way of solving the problem of the
light-squared bishop; 15...£.d7 looks
solid but of course gives White the
possibility of exchanging it) 16 £e3
d7! 17 D3 b6 18 £b5 £b7 with
approximately equal chances, Van den
Doel-Luther, Venlo 2000.

d2) 8...cxd4 9 0-0. White tempo-
rarily sacrifices a pawn for rapid de-
velopment. Now:
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d21) 9...&c5 attempts to hold on to
the pawn but in doing so Black wastes
valuable time and White soon devel-
ops a strong initiative: 10 We2 b6
11 Badl £d7 12 De5 Ec8 13 ¢3! h6
14 £h4!? (14 £xf6!? gxf6 15 Hxd7
&xd7 16 b4 £d6 17 Exd4 £) 14...a6
15 cxd4 £.xd4 16 ¥d3 (a simpler line
is 16 Dxd7 Dxd7 17 £.xe6! Wxeb6 18
Wxe6+ fxe6 19 Exd4 £) 16...L2xe517
£xf6 £xh2+ 18 &hl! We7 19 &.c3
££4 20 Wd4 (Nataf-Gretarsson, Ber-
muda 1999) and now 20...Eg8 leaves
things unclear.

d22) 9..8e7 10 We2 h6 11 £f4
0-0 12 Ead1 £d7 13 Exd4 £ Tal-Por-
tisch, Bled Ct (4) 1965 (and others).

d3) 8...a6!?, with similar ideas as
in the main line, should definitely be
considered.

e) 8 £b5+.£d79 &xd7+Wxd7 10
We2! (D) and now:

&

,,,,,,,,

,,,,,,,,,,

%,ﬂ% A%///' }%

o
A TS A B 1B
2

8 6 B bR

el) 10...0-0-0?! (this move looks a
bit risky) 11 Ed1 We7 12 0-0 cxd4?
(12...£d6 is better) 13 Hxd4 a6 14
Dxe6! fxe6 15 Wxe6+ Ed7 16 £xf6

gxf6 17 Ed4 £.¢5 18 Ec4 £ Benjamin-
Seirawan, USA Ch (Seattle) 2000.

€2) 10...cxd4 11 0-0-0 £c5 12 We5
Ec8! 13 £xd4 (13 £xf6 gxf6 14 Wxf6
Eg8 gives Black excellent compensa-
tion with not only g2 attacked but also
.. %a4 lurking) 13..%c7 14 Wxc7 Exc7
15 £3 a6 16 Ehel 0-0 17 &£f4 -1
Almasi-Ehlvest, Biel 1996.

e3) 10...2e7 and now:

e31) 11 0-0-0 0-0 and then:

e311) 12 dxc5 Wa4!? (12...¥c6, as
in the main line, should also be con-
sidered) 13 &bl £.xc5 14 £xf6 gxf6
(a fairly typical structure; as long as
Black is careful he shouldn’t be in any
danger as his bishop is good and he
can take control of the d-file) 15 Hel
Efd8 16 ©d3 &8 17 f4 Ed5 = Leko-
Korchnoi, Vienna 1996.

€312) 12 Ehel Wa4 (12...Bfd8 is
Timman’s suggestion, with the idea
that 13 d5?! Hxd5 14 Exd5 Wxds 15
£xe7 Wxa2! 16 £xd8 Wal+ 17 2d2
Hxds+ 18 Le3 Wxb2 gives Black a
strong attack) 13 &bl Efd8 14 dxc5
£.xc5 15 Exd8+ Exd8 16 De5 Le7
17£31h6 18 £c19Dd5 19 c4 b4 20b3
a6 21 a3 &c6 = Van der Wiel-Van
der Sterren, Rotterdam 2000.

e313) 12 &bl 7! 13 d5!? (13
dxc5 Wxc5 14 De5 Hfd8 15 £xf6
2xf6 16 £d7, Timman-Korchnoi, Lu-
cerne Wcht 1989, 16..We7! 17 Wbs
a6! 18 Dxfo+ Wxf6 19 Wbo We7 =
Timman) 13...exd5! 14 Ehel £.d8 15
£xf6 £xf6 16 Exd5 c4!? 17 ¢3 Wc6
18 Hedl Hfe8 19 Wc2 He6 = Nisi-
peanu-Rogozenko, Bucharest 1998.
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e32) 11 dxc5 and then:

€321) 11..8xc5 12 De5! Wad?
(after 12...d5, 13 Ed1! Wed proba-
bly holds, so White should prefer 13
0-00-0—11...0-0 12 De5 &d5 13 0-0
£.c5 %) 13 0-0 0-0 14 &xf6 gxf6 15
Wf3!f5 (or 15...fxe5 16 Wg3+2h8 17
Wxe5+ f6 18 Wxc5 +) 16 Eadl +
Hracek-Slobodjan, Koszalin 1999.

€322) 11...0-0 12 He5 &d5 13 0-0
£xc5 14 Hfel! £d7 15 &f3 £ Leko-
Korchnoi, Wijk aan Zee 2000.

We now return to 7...h6 (D):
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8 £h4

This is White’s most common but
other moves also come into consider-
ation:

a) 8 &xf6 Wxf6 9 £b5+!? c¢6 10
£d3 £d6 11 We2 £d7!7 12 De5 0-0-0
13 0-0 c5 14 c3 ©b8 15 We3 £c8 =
Hracek-Lobron, Bad Wiessee 1999.

b) 8 £e3!? and then:

bl) 8..£d69 £d3 We7 10 0-0 0-0
11 Eel b6 12 c4 £b7 13 d5 Rae8! 14
h3 1»-» Z.Almasi-Hiibner, Baden
1999.

b2) 8...a6!?79 £e5b6 10c3 £b7 11
Wa4+ Dd7 12 c4 £d6 13 0-0-0 We7
14 f4 £xe5 15 dxe5 0-0-0 16 Le2 g5!
with counterplay for Black, Zhang
Zhong-M.Gurevich, Cap d’ Agde 2000.

8...cS

Another move is 8...£€7 but this is
passive and White has several plausi-
ble set-ups. For example, 9 £d3 - 7
£d38e78 8g5h69 Rhd t.

9 2b5+

This check is the most common re-
ply to 7...c5 but with the insertion of
..h6 and £h4, White has frequently
tried other options:

a) 9 c3 cxd4 10 Hxd4 LKe7 11
£b5+ £d47 12 Wb3 £xb5 13 Wxb5+
Wd7 = Sax-Psakhis, Manila OL 1992.

b) 9 £d3 cxd4 10 Dxd4 Le7 11
0-0 0-0 12 £g3 £d7 13 c3 Who6 14
We2 2d6 = Ponomariov-Psakhis,
Ohrid Ech 2001.

c) 9 £e2!? (the idea of this is that
White wants his bishop to appear on {3
after Black exchanges on d4) 9...cxd4
(9...2e7 should be considered; then
10 dxc5 Wa5+ 11 ¢3 Wxc5 12 Wh3
0-0 13 0-0 b6 was equal in Dutreeuw-
Yanovsky, Werfen 1992; 9...£.d7 also
deserves attention) 10 Wxd4 Wxd4 11
Dxd4 £d47!7 12 Db5 (12 £f3 0-0-0
=) 12..Ec8 13 0-0-0 a6 14 &d6+
£xd6 15 Exd6 g5 16 £g3 Ded 17
Hd4 Dxg3 18 hxg3 e7 with equality,
Galkin-Bareev, Russian Cht (Tomsk)
2001.

d) 9 £c4a6!100-0 £¢7 and now:

dl) 11a40-0 12 We2 cxd4 13 Eadl
Wb 14 b3!? £d7 15 Dxd4 Efe8 16
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Of3 Hed8! 17 De5 £e8 = Bologan-
M.Gurevich, Saint-Pierre 2000.

d2) 11dxc5 Wxdl 12 Eaxdl £xc5
13 a4 &e7 14 Bfel £d7 15 £b3 Ehds
16 DeS £e8 = Svidler-M.Gurevich,
Frankfurt rpd 2000.

d3) 11 £b3!? cxd4 12 Hxd4 0-0
13 Eel £ Nataf.

9..2d7 10 £xd7+ Wxd7 11 We2
£e7(D)
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Obviously this needs to be compared
with 7..c5 8 &b5+ Kd7 9 &xd7+
Wxd7 10 We2! Re7. The only differ-
ence is the insertion of the moves ...h6
and £.h4, which is probably to Black’s
advantage. The bishop is stuck away
on the kingside and sometimes Black
might even have aggressive ideas with
...g5. The problem is the usual one:
...h6 may turn out to be a weakening of
Black’s kingside.

12 0-0-0 0-0 13 dxc5

In Chandler-Vaganian, Bundesliga
1995/6, White tried to go straight for
the king with 13 g4 but this turned out
to be a rather random thrust, and by

25

13..4)d5 14 £xe7 Wxe7 15 &bl b5!

16 dxc5 Wxc5 17 Hes5 Ead8 18 £H\d3

Wed 19 Wes5 Hc8 20 ¢3 Efd8 Black

gradually took over the initiative.
13..%c6!

Probably better than 13..%Wa4 14
b1 Efd8 15 a3 £.xc5 16 Lxf6 gxf6,
which should be equal, but White has
some chances due to his better pawn-
structure and the combination of queen
+ knight vs queen + bishop, Benja-
min-Psakhis, New York 1992.

14 ©b1 Efd8 15 Ehel

15 De5 Wxc5 16 £xf6 &xf6 17
&d7 We7 18 Wb5 ab is equal accord-
ing to Anand. Note the trap 19 Wxb7?
Edbg —+.

15..%xc5

= Anand-Ivanchuk, Linares (2) 1992.

B22)
7 £d3 (D)
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This direct attack on White’s centre
is best. Other moves lead to a more
passive position:
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a) 7..b67 8 We2 2b79 £g5 Le7
10 0-0-0 Wd6 (10...0-0 is feasible but
also very pleasant for White; e.g., 11
h4 Wd5 12 &bl Efd8 13 c4 Wd6 14
Bhel £ Bronstein-Kan, Moscow Ch
1947) 11 De5 0-0 12 &bl Eads, Top-
alov-Vaganian, Novgorod 1995, and
now Dolmatov suggests that 13 £f4
causes trouble for Black after 13...2d5
14 £¢3 or 13..Wd5 14 c4 Wxd4 15
£xh7+2xh7 16 Exd4 Exd4 17 Le3.

b) 7...8e7 with two promising op-
tions for White:

bl) 8 £g5 h6 9 £h4 c5 10 dxc5
Was5+ 11 ¢3 Wxe5 12 We2 £4d7 13
De5 £.c6 14 0-0-0 0-0 15 4 Had8 16
Ehel £ Kupreichik-Savon, USSR Ch
(Leningrad) 1974.

b2) 8 We2 0-09 £g5 c5 10 0-0-0
(10 dxc5 is of course also possible)
10...%a5 11 &bl cxd4 12 h4 £47 13
Nxd4 £.c6 14 Dxcb bxcb 15 £d42!7
Wb6 16 c4 Efb8 17 £c3 £ Numn-
Skembris, Paris 1983.

8 dxc5

This is White’s most common con-
tinuation but 8 0-0 cxd4 9 &Hxd4 is also
interesting. Then I believe Black’s best
is 9...8.¢5 (D) (rather than the slightly
passive but, I admit, solid 9...£e7),
when the question is whether White
should keep his knight centralized on
d4 or retreat it to b3:

a) 10 £Hb3 £d6 11 Wf3 (11 £.g5
h6 12 £hd4 Wc7 13 g3 £xg3 14
hxg3 0-0 15 We2 e5! is comfortable
for Black, Suetin-Speelman, London
Lloyds Bank 1991) 11..%c¢7 12 h3
£d7 13 &d4 (this is almost identical
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to a line in the French Tarrasch arising
from 3 Dd2 c5 4 exd5 Wxd5, although
in those positions White’s bishop is
usually on b3) 13...£e5!? 14 b5 Wbs
15 Hel a6 16 Hc3 Lc6 F Kuzmin-
Chernin, Irkutsk 1983.

b) 10 £e3 £b6 (I tried recently
10...%e7, but now I think the queen is
not so well placed there; after 11 c3
0-0, I expected 12 Hel £, but 12 Wf3
Ad5 13 £d2 £xd4 14 cxd4 £d7 was
fine for Black in Asrian-S.Pedersen,
Istanbul OL 2000) and now:

bl) 11 ¢3 0-0 12 Eel (Beliavsky-
Ehlvest, Erevan OL 1996) 12..2d5
13 £d2 £xd4 14 cxd4 £d7 = Beliav-
sky.

b2) 11 £b5+ £d7 12 We2 0-0
(12...8xb5!7) 13 Eadl &d5 14 £xd7
Wxd7 15 £c1 Efe8 16 ¢4 &6 (Nadyr-
khanov-Supatashvili, Cherkessk 1997)
17 £e3 L.

c) 10 ¢3 0-0 11 £g5 h6 12 £h4
£xd4!? (even with White’s bishop on
h4, as compared to d2 in ‘a’ and ‘b’
above, this exchange seems to solve
Black’s problems) 13 cxd4 £d7 14

whd

N\
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Bel £c6 15 Be5! We7 16 £c2 (No-
gueiras suggests 16 Wd2 Efd8 17 Eael
#d5 18 Lc4 instead, presumably with
a roughly equal position after 18...Exe5
19 Exe5) 16..Efd8 17 Wd3 Hacs.
Black has a comfortable position with
play against the IQP, Arencibia-No-
gueiras, Cienfuegos 1997.

8...2xc59 We2 (D)
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9...0-0

9...¥c7 may lead to positions simi-
lar to those considered later but has
the advantage of avoiding some of the
sharper lines (for example, 9...0-0 10
£.¢5 h6 11 hd). However, there is also
a drawback in that White now can play
a set-up with £d2 and 0-0-0. Let us
see:

a) 100-0 0-0—9...0-0 10 0-0 ¥c7
/=,

b) 10 £g5 £b4+!7 11 &d2 (11 ¢3
£xc3+ 12 bxe3 Wxc3+ 13 Wd2 Wxal+
14 &e2 Wxh1 15 £xf6 gxf6 16 £b5+
2f8 17 Wod+ Lg7 18 Wed+ &f8 19
Wba+ = Cifuentes) 11..h6 12 &h4
Wf4 (12..£d7!7) 13 L¢3 Wxd2+ 14

Wxd2 £xd2+ 15 £xd2 £d7 16 Eadl
0-0-0 17 &c1 Lc6 18 3, Nijboer-Ci-
fuentes, Dutch Ch (Rotterdam) 1997,
and now Cifuentes suggests 18...2d5

c) 10 £d20-0 11 0-0-0 b6 12 De5
£b7 13 f4. This set-up for White is in
my opinion the only one that chal-
lenges 9...%c7. Now:

cl) 13..8)d5 14 Ehfl Db4 (Fedo-
rov suggests 14.. Eac8) 15 &xb4 £xb4
16 g4 and White’s attacking chances
should be preferred. The game Fed-
orov-Dashchian, Moscow 1998 con-
tinued 16..Had8 17 g5 £d6 18 h4
£.xe5 19 fxe5 Ed5 20 Edel Ec8 21
Hf4 771 (21...Ecd8!?) 22 &bl Hecs
23 Hefl Exe5 24 W2 Ec7 25 We3
Wd6 26 h5 HEd5 27 g6 f5 28 h6 and
White’s attack crashed through. A
rather lengthy line and, I admit, there
is plenty of room for improvements
for Black along this road, but this was
just to give you an idea of how to han-
dle this type of position from White’s
point of view.

c2) 13..Efd8 14 &bl Hac8 15
Ehf1 £d5 and now 16 a3 (Glek-No-
gueiras, Linares 1996) should be an-
swered by 16...b5! with counterplay.
The main idea is 17 £xb5 fxa3!.
However, judging from the game
Fedorov-Dashchian above there is no
need for White to prevent ...2b4, so
16 g4 b4 17 £xb4 £xb4 18 g5 is the
way to play it.

10 0-0

10 £d2 e5! is just 10 g5 h6 11
£.d2 with the h-pawn on h7 instead of
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h6. This should not make any major
differences, but 10 £g5 (D) is a sharp
alternative, intending to castle queen-
side. Then:

E W Ed
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a) 10..Wa5+11c3 (11 £d2 Wc7-

9. Wc7 10 £d2 0-0 £) 11...8¢€7 (an-
otherideais 11.. %c7!?) 12 De5h6 13
£h4 Hd8 14 0-0 Wc7 15 Eadl gives
White a typical slight advantage, Kar-
pov-Speelman, Reykjavik 1991 (and
others).

b) 10...h6. If White had time to at-
tack on the kingside, such a move could
be a fatal weakness as White can more
easily break up the kingside with g4-
g5. However, Black seems to have suf-
ficient counterplay to distract White
from this plan. We have:

bl) 11 £h4 Wa5+ 12 c3 (12 &fl
is an original attempt to pursue the
above-mentioned plan at the cost of
weakening the king’s position: after
12..8e7 13 g4 Bd8 14 g5 hxg5 15
£xg5 e5! Black had good counterplay
in Grishchuk-Gaprindashvili, Ubeda
1999) 12..4)d5 (this is the main

\\\\
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difference compared with ‘a’ above;
the f4-square is weakened) 13 Wd2
(13 b4? Wa3!) 13..2e7 14 Lxe7
&xe7 15 0-0 W7 = Smirin-Yudasin,
Israel 1995.

b2) 11 £d2 e5! (this actually makes
me wonder if Black could play ...e5!?
on his last move) 12 0-0-0 (12 Hxe5
He8 13 £c4? £xf2+! 14 Sxf2 Exe5
—+ Kholmov) 12...Ee8 13 £c3 Wh6
14 ®xeS Le6, and Black had excel-
lent compensation for the pawn in
Fedorov-Supatashvili, Ekaterinburg
1997.

b3) 11h4!? Wa5+ 12 £d42 Wb6 13
0-0-0 (13 0-0 was played in Pono-
mariov-Speelman, Pamplona 1996/7
but I just cannot believe it should be
any good; perhaps even 13...Wxb2 is
feasible and 13...e5!?, as Speelman
chose, is not bad either) 13...2g4 14
Edf1 and then:

b31) 14..20xf27 15 Exf2 &xf2
16 g4! is actually very dangerous for
Black, Sermek-Golubovi¢, Medulin
1997.

b32) 14..8xf2 15 Hh2! DHxh2 16
Exh2 is also far from clear according
to Zakharevich, because g4-g5 again
comes quickly.

b33) 14..2d7! is safest as Black
quickly develops counterplay on the
queenside, while the pressure against
f2 remains and makes White’s posi-
tion somewhat cramped. A draw was
agreed here in Goloshchapov-Zakhar-
evich, Ekaterinburg 1999.

We now return to 10 0-0 (D):

10...b6



RUBINSTEIN VARIATION: 4..2\d7 29

/Awyggﬁ
B%t% %g%}
%,%}%7%
%/'/%%@7
>

R AN
2 4 BY

Other moves:

a) 10...h6 is a viable alternative as
it deprives White of a £g5 set-up.
Hence, another piece configuration is
required, and the most logical is 11 b3
b6 12 £b2 £b7 13 Badl We7 14 De5
Hadg 15 Efel Ed5 with approximately
equal chances. The continuation of
Bauer-Rausis, Enghien les Bains 1999
was entertaining though: 16 £c4 (16
c417) 16...20e4!? (a very creative solu-
tion) 17 g4 (17 £xd5? £xf2+ 18
&h1 exdS5 is obviously too dangerous
for White) 17...2xf2!? (17...Exd1 18
Exdl Wg5 and 17..Eg5!? are less
risky options, while 17...Ef5! looks
strong) 18 Dxf2 Eg5 19 g4 Wc7 20
£d4 Wco 21 Ded He5 with a com-
plete mess.

b) 10..%c7 11 De5 (11 £g5 b6
and now 12 Eadl &b7 - 10..b6 11
£g58b7128adl W7 t/=, while 12
£.xf6 gxf6 13 Wed £5 14 Wxa8? &b7
15 Wxf8+ &xf8 is very good for
Black) 11..b6 12 £f4 £b7 13 Hadl
Bad8 14 £¢3 Wc8!? 15 £h4 Le7 16
Hfel Wc5 17 c4 £a8 18 b3 Wc7 19

£b1 Wb7 20 D3 Efe8 with an equal
position, Herrera-Supatashvili, Ere-
van OL 1996.

11 g5 £b7 12 Ead1 We7 13 £xf6

This gives White a structural plus
but is not very dangerous for Black.
However, it seems the only way to
play for an advantage. 13 De5 Efd8
is the alternative but doesn’t promise
White anything. In Ginzburg-Hoff-
mann, Argentinean Ch (Buenos Aires)
1998 Black even got a good position
after 14 &h1?! h6 15 &£h4 £d4!, and
14 £xf6 gxf6 15 Wod+ 28 16 D3
f5 (I would be tempted to play for
more, with 16...2¢7!?) 17 Wh5 £xf3
18 Wxf3 &g7 was only level in
Donev-Dobosz, Goetzis 1997.

13...gxf6 (D)

g
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14 Led

Ideally, White now hopes to reach a
queen + knight vs queen + bishop end-
ing. Hence, besides the exchange of
bishops White also attempts to ex-
change all the rooks.

14...2 xed
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In my opinion this is the most accu-
rate as it makes it more difficult for
White to trade both pairs of rooks.

15 Wxed Efd8

15...Ead8 16 g3 Ed7 is another set-
up, perhaps a more accurate one, which
leads to equal chances. Black is ready
to fight for the d-file without being
forced to exchange both pairs of rooks.

16 c3

16 g3 is an alternative:

a) 16..f5 17 We2 £e7 18 c3 £f6
19 Exd8+ Exd8 20 Ed1 Exdl+ 21
Wxdl Wc4 22 a3 b5 23 Del a5 24
&\d3 was Tiviakov-Speelman, Beijing
1997. Although White’s advantage is
minimal after 24...&g¢7, this is exactly
the sort of endgame where Black can
run into trouble if he is not careful.
Speelman, by the way an expert in this
endgame, went wrong with 24...e5?
which only served to weaken Black’s
central pawns. In general I would pre-
fer to keep the pawns back for as long
as possible (though it may at some
point be necessary to advance them in
order to create counterplay), keeping
Black’s position very compact.

b) Hence, as suggested by Tiviakov,
Black should maybe turn to the plan of
fighting for the d-file by 16...Eac8, in-
tending ...Ed7 followed by ...Ecds.

16...b5!?

A small sign of Black being ambi-
tious, perhaps?

17 g3 a5 18 g2 b4

Bauer-Speelman, Escaldes Z 1998.
Black has good counterplay on the
queenside and even went on to obtain

some winning chances by advancing
his pawns to a4 and b3, after White
had played c4.

C)
5 &2d3 Hef6 6 We2 (D)
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This is a modern line, which is sim-
ilar to Line B22 but it is designed for a
sharper set-up with queenside castling.

6...c5

Since White intends to castle queen-
side and as he is well positioned for a
possible attack on the kingside, Black
should do whatever he can to interfere
with White’s development. The ...c5
thrust is the most logical. Note that af-
ter 6...2)xed 7 Lxed &F6 (7...c5 8 d5!
exd5 9 £xd5+ We7 10 £e3 +) White
can snatch a pawn with 8 £xb7!. Then
there are two options for Black but
both are insufficient:

a) 8..Hb8 9 £xc8 Wxc8 10 Hf3
c5 11 0-0 cxd4 12 DHxd4 Lc5 13 Hb3
+ Potkin-Biriukov, Moscow 1997.

b) 8..8xb7 9 Wb5+ Hd7 10 Wxb7
£4d6 11 O3 0-0 12 0-0 &5 13 £g5

,,,,,,,
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Wes 14 Wxc8 Hfxc8 15 Hael £6 16
fcl c5 17 dxe5 DxeS 18 Hxes5 Lxes
19 ¢3 c4 20 Edl +- Kobaliya-Khol-
mov, Moscow 1996.

7 Dxf6+

One point worth noting is that 7
dxc5 Dxed 8 Lxe4 DxcS gives Black
a comfortable position. If instead 7
&3 then Black equalizes easily with
7..cxd4 8 Dxdd Dxed 9 Wxed Hc5
10 £b5+ £.4d7.

7...Dxf6

In Fedorov-Goldshtein, Perm 1997
Black actually got away with 7...W/xf6
8 Af3 h6 9 d5 £d6 10 dxeb fxeb 11
0-00-0 12 Eel £\b6, and later won the
game, but I am pretty sure Fedorov
would not mind repeating this. White
stands clearly better.

8 dxc5

8 £.g57 cxd4 9 0-0-0 is a rather
speculative pawn sacrifice that I don’t
trust for White. In Sulskis-Zakhare-
vich, St Petersburg 1998, Black found
a safe defensive set-up: 9..£d7! 10
N3 Was5 11 £xf6 gxf6 12 bl L.c5
13d2 Wc7 14 g3 £.c6 15 £b5 0-0-0
16 £xc6 Wxc6 17 f4 Ed5 18 Ehfl
Zhd8 and White did not seem to have
quite enough for the pawn.

8...8xc5 (D)

9 2g5

Or:

a) 9 DI3 — 5 &3 Dgf6 6 Dxf6+
Qxf6 7 £d3 c5 8 dxc5 Lxc5 9 We2
/=

b) 9 £d2 is another way to prepare
queenside castling. Actually, in view
of Van Wely’s idea of meeting 9 £g5
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with 9...h6!?, this should perhaps be
White’s preference. Sometimes the
bishop may take up an attacking posi-
tion on c3. Black can transpose to the
main lines with ... b6 or ...&¥c7 here
or on the next move, but White can
have some fun if Black becomes
greedy with 9..0-0 10 0-0-0 ¥ds.
There are many reasons to prefer cas-
tling to £)f3 but this double attack is of
course a logical way to try to punish
White for changing the move-order.
We all know, though, that going
pawn-grabbing in the opening can be
a very risky business. White has:

bl) 11 &bl and now:

bll) 11..%xg2? 12 &3 Wxf2 13
Wes Wxf3 14 Wxc5 b6 15 Wg5 h6 16
Wha Wh5 17 Wg3 &h8 18 Ehgl Hg8
19 Edfl £b7 20 Kc3 gave White a
devastating attack in Ivanisevi¢-Sup-
atashvili, Panormo Z 1998.

bl2) 11...e5! is the correct way to
proceed; e.g., 12 £b4 Wc6 13 £b5
Wb6 14 £xc5 Wxc5 is fine for Black.

b2) 11 £c3 gives Black the choice
of which pawn to go for:
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b21) 11..%Wxg2 allows White to
regain material with 12 9f3 Wxf2 13
Wxf2 £xf2 14 £b4. The resulting po-
sition is slightly better for White due
to his modest initiative.

b22) 11..%xa2 (D) and then:
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b221) White can force a draw with
12 £.xf6 gxf6 13 Wh5 Wal+ 14 &d2
Was+ 15 Le2 5 16 We5+ &h8 17
Wfo+ g8 18 Wg5+, etc. Going for
more in this line looks risky.

b222) 12 &Hf3 might be dangerous
for Black. Black is not really threaten-
ing anything on the queenside, while
White simply adds to his attack on the
kingside. A sample line is 12...)d5 13
£.xh7+! ©h8 (13..&xh7 14 Wed+ £5
15 Wha+ &g8 16 Dg5 Ef7 17 Exd5!
Wxd5 18 Hdl +-) 14 We5 Hxc3 15
£.d3, when 15..%¢g8 16 Wh5 g6 17
£xg6 Wal+ 18 2d2 Ed8+ 19 &xc3
Wa5+ 20 &b3 wins for White, but
15...¥d5 is probably a better defence
for Black, though 16 ¥xc3 is at any
rate dangerous. Also, in the event of
12...h6, with the idea of preventing

&g5 and ruling out possible bishop
sacrifices, White’s attack is danger-
ous. Even just catapulting the g-pawn
ahead is interesting since it takes ages
for Black to open the queenside; e.g.,
13 g4 d5 14 g5 ©Dxc3 15 bxe3 hxgs
16 Dxg5 g6 17 Hdgl with a fantastic
attack.

b23) 11..Wg5+?! 12 &bl £d5 13
£.e5Wxg2?! (this is horribly risky, but
13...f6 14 £.¢3 is just better for White,
so there is really no sensible way back)
14 Wh5 f5 (14...g6 is perhaps better
but I am sure 15 Wh6 6 16 £h3! soon
crashes through) 15 &f3 Wga?! 16
Bhgl! Wxh5 (16..04 17 Wha Hg2
18 Hxg2 Wxg2 19 gl +—; 16..5f6
17 £xf6 WxhS 18 Exg7+ &h8 19
&dgl and Black is mated) 17 Exg7+
&h8 (Sadler-Miles, British Ch (Hove)
1997) and now 18 Edgl1! forces a quick
mate.

We now return to 9 £.g5 (D):
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9..Wa5+
This move, forcing White’s bishop
back to d2, has been played almost
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invariably, but recently Van Wely
came up with another idea for Black:
9...h6!? (this simple move has gone
unnoticed for a long time) 10 £b5+
(White doesn’t get anything from ex-
changing on f6, while 10 £h4 Wd4! is
irritating and if 10 £.d2, Black cannot
complain about having his pawn on
h6) 10..8d7 11 £xd7+ (11 £xf67!
Was5+ 12 £.3 Wxb5 7) 11..Wxd7 12
£.xf6 gxf6 13 Ed1 Wc6 14 Df30-0 15
0-0 Efd8 16 c3 b5, and Black has
roughly equalized, Fedorov-Van
Wely, Istanbul OL 2000.

10 £d2 ¥b6

Alternatively, 10..%c7 11 &3 -5
93 Ggf6 6 Qxfo+ G \xf6 7 Rd3 c5 8
dxc5 8xc5 9 We2 Wc7 10 242 £.

On b6, the queen attacks b2 and 2
simultaneously. Particularly the attack
on {2 is somewhat awkward for White
but if it turns out to be ineffective, the
queen will not be so well placed on b6.

11 0-0-0 £d7 (D)
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This position has occurred several
times, with Black scoring quite well, but

%y/

it seems to me that White’s problems
have stemmed from an excessive con-
cern for the f2-pawn. Now:

a) 124%h3 (White develops and de-
fends f2, but the knight is not well
placed on h3) 12...h6 13 We1?! (this is
just a bad move; White should play 13
£.¢3 immediately but Black has no
problems after 13...0-0-0) 13...a5! 14
£c3 £b4 15 a3 £xc3 16 Wxc3 Hc8
17 We5 0-0 and Black is already a
tiny bit better, Asrian-Feoktistov, St
Petersburg 1999.

b) 12f40-0-0 13 Df3 Dgd 14 Hg5
5! 15 D7 &2 16 Dxh8 Hxh8 17
&bl He8 18 £c3 Dxhl 19 Exhl £.d4
20 £xd4 Wxd4 = Lastin-Feoktistov,
Voronezh 1998.

c) 12 &)f3! is the only critical test,
simply ignoring the attack on 2. After
12...4)g4 13 Lel, Black has a difficult
choice:

cl) 13..5xf2 14 £xf2 £xf2 15
&bl L.c6 16 Ehfl £.c5 17 g5 gives
White a strong attack.

c2) 13..8xf2 14 §d2!? &xel 15
&\c4 is even worse for Black.

c3) 13..0-0-0 14 &g5 £5 (another
possibility is 14...23h6!7?) 15 7 L.xf2
16 ©Hxh8 Exh8 17 h3 £d4 18 c3
£e3+ 19 £d2 with an advantage for
White.

c4) 13..h6 prepares ... xf2 with-
out having to worry about Z\g5 ideas
as in ‘cl’ above, and is perhaps
Black’s best; e.g., 14 Efl £.c6 15 h3
96 (15...8xf3 16 gxf3 &6 17 Egl
gives White a strong initiative) 16 £c3
0-0-0 with a fairly balanced game.



3 Burn Variation: 5...2bd7

1 ed e6 2 d4 d5 3 Dc3 ODf6 4 .85
dxed 5 Hxed HbA7 (D)
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The Burn Variation with 5...2\bd7
is closely related to the lines of the
Rubinstein Variation that we looked at
in the previous chapter. Indeed, the lines
we are going to examine here often
arise from a Rubinstein move-order;
e.g., 3...dxed 4 Dxed Dd7 5 43 Dgfo
6 £.g5 Ke7. The positions arising are
often slightly in White’s favour but
Black can obtain good counterchances
if White over-presses.

6 D3 (D)

6 Dxfo+ D xf6 7 £d3 h6 8 L.hd will
transpose to the Rubinstein Variation:

a) 8..8e79Hf3 - 3...dxe4 4 Dxed
Nd7 5 O3 Dgf6 6 Dxfo+ Dxf6 7
£d382e7888g5h69 &hd L,

b) 8...c5 9 Df3 — 3...dxed 4 HDxed
07 5 O3 Digfb 6 Dufs+ Bufs 7
£g5h6 8 £hdc59 £d3 =.

E olidd E
B%x%m/g%
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iy % i
@ /gug/z

,,,,,,

Now we look at:
A: 6..h6 34
B: 6..8¢7 35

A)

6..h6 7 £h4

7 £xf6 is tame: 7..2xf6 8 £d3
£e790-0Dxed 10 £xe40-011¢3 ¢S5
12 dxc5 £xc5 13 Wxd8 Hxd8 14
Hadl £e7 = Malaniuk-Psakhis, Polan-
ica Zdroj 1997.

7..2e7

7...c5 is also feasible:

a) 8 Dxf6+ Dxf6 — 3...dxed 4 D xed
0Nd7 5 B3 Higfs 6 Hufo+ Bxfs 7
$e5h68 £hd cS.
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b) 8 Dxc5 Hixe5 9 dxc5 Was+ 10
c3 Wxes5 11 £d3 £e7 12 We2 0-0 13
0-0 Ed8 14 Des5 £d7 15 Bfel £e8 =
Gurcan-Antié, Erevan Z 2000.

c) 8 £xf6 Hxf6 9 Hxc5 £Lxc5 10
dxc5 Was+ 11 Wd2 Wxcs 12 0-0-0
0-0 = Dolmatov-Psakhis, Haifa 1995.

8 Hxf6+ £.xf6 9 £.xf6 Wxf6

9...9)xf6 is also natural but is more
common when Black hasn’t played
...h6 (see Line B2).

10 Wa2 0-0

Or 10...¢5 11 0-0-0 0-0 12 We3 cxd4
(12...b6 13 £b5! is good for White) 13
Exd4 e5 14 Eed Ed8, Hector-Korch-
noi, Hamburg 1995, and now 15 £.e2
or 15 £.d3 is very good for White.

11 We3

11 0-0-0e5 =.

11..Ed8 12 0-0-0 b6 13 £d3 £b7
14 £e4 £xed 15 Wxed c5

The game is equal, Hector-Speel-
man, Roskilde 1998.

B)

6...2.7 7 Dxf6+ L£.xf6 (D)

Again, 7...2)xf6 is a rather passive
line of the Rubinstein Variation —
3...dxed 4 Gxxed Dd7 5 &3 Dgf6 6
Qxfo+ Q\xf6 7 £.g5 Ke7 .

Now play divides into:

B1: 8 a2 35
B2: 8 2xf6 36
B3: 8 h4 38

B1)

8 Wd2 £xg5

This diverts White’s knight, and thus
looks like Black’s best option, although

E ¢

74’ a
4 Aé,‘{ 5

\
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8...0-09 0-0-0 £.xg5 leads to the same
thing.

9 HHxgs

Recapturing with the queen is with-
out prospects as the resulting ending is
completely equal; e.g., 9 Wxg5 Wxg5
10 Hxg5 &6 11 g3 h6 12 Df3 b6 13
£b5+ £d7 14 £xd7+ &Hxd7 15 0-0-0
0-0-0 16 Ehel c6 = Forgacs-Rubin-
stein, San Sebastian 1912.

9...2f6 10 0-0-0 (D)

7& 7/7/
(435%

% t ] %
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10...0-0
This is very logical, of course. Black
usually does best not to play ...h6 in
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this line, as White’s knight is only go-
ing to be better placed after £)f3-e5.
Furthermore, ...h6 would weaken the
kingside, since White may be able to
build up an attack with g4-g5. Apart
from castling, Black could consider
10...£.d7, intending to place the bishop
on the a8-h1 diagonal as soon as possi-
ble. However, the bishop is probably
not that well placed on c6, since White
can attack it with 11 &f3, intending
&e5. Then Inkiov-Lobron, Novi Sad
OL 1990 continued 11..We7 12 He5
0-0 13 £.d3 Hfd8 14 g4 L8 15 g5
&\d7 16 g4, and White had promis-
ing attacking chances.

11 22 Wd6!?

Another idea that seems to equalize
is 11...b6 12 £f3 Eb8 13 Ehel Lb7
14 £xb7 Exb7, as in Ochoa-Korch-
noi, Barcelona 1992. Black’s rook is
temporarily misplaced but it can rap-
idly be reactivated.

12 ££3 £47!?

12..Bb8 13 Ded Dxed 14 Lxed
£.d7 15 We3 £.c6 16 3 EfdS is also
fine for Black, Karpov-Bareev, Tilburg
1991.

13 £xb7 Eab8 14 23 £.¢6!

Black has sacrificed a pawn to open
the b-file against White’s king. Now
the intention is to exchange the light-
squared bishops, so the knight can join
the attack via dS. J.Polgar-Shirov, Mer-
ida 2000 continued 15 Ehel h6 16
£.xc6 Wxc6 17 Df3 HdS! (threaten-
ing ...Wa4) 18 Wa5 (18 ¥d3 looks like
a more critical test, but Black appears
to have good compensation for the

pawn after 18...23b4 19 Wb3 Wa6 20
b1 Od5 21 Wd3 Was5 22 Bal c517)
18...Eb6 19 De5 Wb7 20 Wa3 Ha6 21
Wb3 b6 12-f2.

B2)

8 £.xf6 Dxf6 (D)

8...Wxf6 is also possible. After 9
£d3 0-0 10 0-0 e5 11 Eel exd4 12
fxd4 White was only very slightly
better in Pilnik-Stdhlberg, Beverwijk
1963. Recently, the idea of recaptur-
ing with the queen on f6 has become
more popular, but only after 6...h6,
and the type of position is examined
more closely in Line A and Line B31.
These days, White would probably
choose 9 ¥d2 or 9 L.c4.
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This is the most common. White
anticipates that Black will castle king-
side, and thus develops his bishop so it
points at h7. Another idea is 9 £.c4,
which in some lines might usefully
prevent ... ¥d5. Now the most logical
course is 9...0-0 10 We2 b6 11 0-0-0
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£b7, when White has tried two alter-
patives:

a) 12 De5 We7 (1 suppose very few
players would dare to take on g2) 13
Hhgl 5 14 g4 cxd4 (14...Efd8 could
be an improvement, after which play-
ing by analogy to Svidler’s idea 15 g5
&\d7 16 g6 fails to 16...hxg6 17 Dxgb
fxg6 18 Lxe6+ Lf8!) 15 g5 Nd7 16
26! Dxe5 (after 16...hxgo6, 17 Dxgb
fxgb 18 Lxe6+ Ef7 does not look
clear, but 17 Dxd7 Wxd7 18 Exg6! is
good for White) 17 gxh7+ &h8 18
Wxes W6 19 Wxf6 gxf6 20 Exd4 +—
Svidler-Luther, Frankfurt rpd 1999.

b) 12 Ehel a6 13 &bl Wd6 14 g3
(14 &e5 looks more natural, when I
don’t believe Black can actually take
on g2) 14...b5 15 £.d3 £.xf3 16 Wxf3
Efd8 17 Ee5 Eab8 18 Ec5 Eb6 19 g4
Nds5 = Degraeve-Komarov, Sremié
Krsko ECC 1998.

9...0-0

9...c5 is an alternative, but then Un-
zicker thinks White is better after 10
Wd2 cxd4 11 Wba! We7 (11...40d5 12
Wxd4 0-0 13 0-0-0 = Spassky-Un-
zicker, Bad Kissingen 1980) 12 £b5+
£d7 13 £xd7+ Wxd7. I suppose that
White then castles queenside and in-
deed looks minutely better.

10 Wa2

Aiming to castle queenside looks
like the most serious try for an advan-
tage. 10 0-0 b6 11 We2 £b7 12 Hadl
has been played a few times but after
12...%e7 the position is just equal.

10...b6 11 0-0-0 £b7 12 Hes Was
13 c4 Wd6

13.. Wxg2? loses to 14 Ehgl Wxh2
15 Exg7+ &xg7 16 Wg5+ &h8 17
Wxfo+ g8 18 Dgd +—, but 13...Wa5!?
is an idea that has been played by
Speelman in a similar position and de-
serves attention here as well.

14 Ehel c5 15 ¥f4 cxd4 16 Ze3!?
(D)

X
. 42./
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/

An inventive idea to bring more am-
munition into the attack. Obviously,
Black cannot take the rook, owing to
£xh7+.

16...Eac8 17 Eh3

17 Eg3 Dh5! 18 Who {5 19 Wxh5
Wxe5 F M.Gurevich.

17..Ec5?

Kasparov has given 17...b5 18 Eel
Hxca+ 19 &bl Wh4 20 Ee2 and now
20...Ec3. This looks very unconvinc-
ing in view of 21 £)d7!, which appears
virtually decisive. Perhaps he meant
20...Ec7!, which looks good.

18 el

White now intends to continue with
£.xh7+, which would be incorrect if
played immediately: 18 £xh7+? £xh7
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19 Wha 2e4! 20 Wxed £g5 and Black
wins.

18...2xg2 19 Eg3 Exe5 20 Exes
HhS 21 Whe! £5 22 Wxhs Wxes 23
Bxg2 W4+ 24 Sd1!

Black has insufficient compensa-
tion for the sacrificed piece, Gelfand-
M.Gurevich, Reggio Emilia 1991.

B3)
8h4 (D)

7
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Now:
B31: 8..h6 38
B32: 8...0-0 39

Black can also play 8...c5 9 Wd2
cxd4 10 0-0-0, and now:

a) 10...e5?! is probably too risky;
Timman-Korchnoi, Tilburg 1991 con-
tinued 11 Zel 0-0 12 DHxe5 He8?
(12...8xe5 13 Exe5 £e6 is safer, with
only a slight advantage to White) 13
Dxf7! Bxel+ 14 Wxel &xf7 15 Lcd+
&8 16 We6 +-.

b) 10...0-0 11 Hxd4 Wb6 (alterna-
tively, 11...0b6 12 &f3 Wxd2+ 13

Bxd2 £d47 14 £xf6 gxf6 15 Le2 Efc8
16 Ehd1 Ec7 17 b3 with an edge for
White, Cabrilo-Dragko, Subotica 1992)
12 g4!? Ed8 13 £g2 = Rotsagov-Lam-
precht, Groningen open 1997.

B31)

8...h6 9 £xf6 (D)

9 £e3 is unlikely to worry Black.
The game Hjartarson-Speelman, Co-
penhagen 1996 continued 9...%e7 10
c3 (passive, but 10 ¥d2 e5 is also fine
for Black) 10...e5 11 d5 2b6 12 Wb3
0-0 13 &Hd2 Ed8 14 c4 e4! 15 Wc2 c6
16 dxc6 bxc6 F.

,,,,,,,
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This position is also examined in
Line A, only with White’s h-pawn still
on h2.9...)xf6 is seen less frequently.
The inclusion of 8 h4 h6 compared to
Line A2 is going to favour White since
g4-g5 gains in strength because Black
has weakened his kingside with ...h6.
Anand-Korchnoi, Wijk aan Zee 2000
lasted less than 20 moves but Black is
not in such bad shape as that suggests:
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10 ¥d2 b6?! (this is probably inaccu-
rate; Black should first play 10...0-0,
or 10...c5) 11 0-0-0 (11 £b5+! £d7
12 £d3 £c6 13 He5 gains White a
tempo over the main line, as Black will
have to play ...&b7 and ...c5) 11..2b7
12 $e5 0-0 13 £d3 c5 14 dxc5 Wc7
(14...bxc5 is better) 15 Ehel £xg2?
(15...bxc5 is essential, when Black is
actually doing alright after 16 g4 c4 17
L.xcd Dxgd 18 Wd7 Hac8!; instead 16
f4 looks a little better for White) 16
He2! &h8 17 Hgl £d5 18 W4 Wxc5
19 Ee3 1-0. The problem is 19...Eac8
20 Heg3 Hh5 21 Wxh6+! gxh6 22
Bo8+ Exg8 23 xf7# — a spectacular
finish!

10 ¥adz2 0-0

10...c5 is also possible. See Line A
for this type of position.

11 0-0-0

White should also consider 11 We3
to stop ...e5. Again, this should be
compared with Line A but I think that
the extra move, h4, is certainly not a
disadvantage and might even some-
times help White to get in the advance
g4-g5.

11...e5 12 dxe5

12 Hel exd4 13 Wxd4 Wxd4 14
Dxd4 b6 15 b5 6 16 Dd6 Bd8 17
£.d3 28 18 HHxc8 Haxc8 gives White
only a symbolic advantage, Leko-Kor-
chnoi, Tilburg 1998.

12..Dxe5 13 HxeS WxeS 14 L.cd
£e6! 15 Edel WcS 16 £xe6 fxe6 17
3 Zad8 18 We3 Wxe3+ 19 Exe3 &f7

The endgame is equal, Degraeve-
Speelman, Istanbul OL 2000.

B32)
8..0-0 (D)

» y:y
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This seems to be White’s most dan-
gerous move. The forthcoming attack-
ing scheme is attributed to Kasparov,
due to a fine win against Shirov in
Frankfurt 2000, but he wasn’t the first
to play it.

a) In Topalov-Anand, Monaco Am-
ber rpd 2000, White tried to prevent
...e5 with another idea but had no more
than equal play after 9 £.x{6 Wxf6 10
We2!? b6 11 Wed Eb8 12 £.d3 g6 13
De5 c5 14 £b5 DxeS 15 WxeS WxeS5+
16 dxe5 £b7 =.

b) 9 ¥d2 e5! seems to give Black a
satisfactory game; for example:

bl) 10 £xf6 Wxf6 11 0-0-0 h6 —
8...h6 9 &xf6 Yxfs 10 Wd2 0-0 11
0-0-0 e5.

b2) 10 dxe5 Dxe5 11 HHxeS Wxd2+
12 £xd2 £xe5 13 0-0-0 =.

b3) 100-0-0e4 (10...h6? 11 dxeS!)
11 £xf6 Dxf6 12 He5 L.e6 and now
13 &bl c5! led to equality in the game
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Anand-Korchnoi, Tilburg 1991. Kor-
chnoi suggests 13 c4 as a possible im-
provement, with the idea 13...c5 14 d5
Wd6 15 Wg5! followed by f4. Maybe
13...¥d6 is more accurate.

9...c5 10 We2!?

This is the idea. 10 ¢3 cxd4 11 cxd4
h6 (or 11...e5) is fine for Black.

With the text-move, White wants to
play Wed4, which forces ...g6. Later
this may give White an opportunity to
open the h-file with hS.

10...cxd4 11 Wed g6 12 0-0-0 e5
(D)

12..%a5 13 £xf6 Dxf6 14 Wxd4
&h5 15 a3 Ed8 16 We3 was comfort-
able for White in Kasparov-Shirov,
Frankfurt rpd 2000.

% %@%/%
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13 2xf6

Another very logical continuation
is 13 Ehel Ee8, when White has two
options:

a) 14 £c4 Hc5 (14.5066!7) 15
L.xfo Wxf6 16 Wd5 Hd7 17 Exd4
b6 18 Exe5 Hxd5 (18...2.e6 19 Wea
Dixcd 20 Excd +) 19 Exe8+ g7 20
£.xd5 £.g4 21 Exa8 £xf3 22 ¢3 £xd5
23 Exd5 Wxf2 24 Ed2 with equality.

b) 14 Wd5!? He6 15 £b5 (15 L.c4!?
is also possible) 15..%Wa5 16 L.c4
Wxd5 (maybe 16..¥c7 17 £b3 Hc5
18 £xf6 Dxb3+ 19 axb3 Exf6 with
the idea that 20 Exe5 is answered by
20...£e6 21 Wxd4 £xb3) 17 £xd5
Hd6 18 £b3 g7 19 Lxf6+ Exf6 20
Dixe5 DxeS5 21 Hxe5 Exf2 22 Hxd4
gave White an edge in Nataf-P.Schlos-
ser, French Cht (Mulhouse) 2001.

13...%xf6 14 £b5 (D)

14 hS doesn’t impress in view of
14...Ee8 intending ...4\c5.

z/g% Z __
B%‘%% //‘
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14..Ed8 15 Ehel a6 16 £xd7
£xd7 17 WxeS WxeS 18 ExeS £.¢6
= Balashov-Kruppa, Elista 2000.



4 Burn Variation: 6...gxf6

1ed e62ddds3 D3 564 £g5
dxed 5 Dxed Le7 6 £xf6 gxf6 (D)

//////////////////

,,,,, //
M///
”//////

,,,,, 7//

,,,,,,,

This anti-positional move usually
leads to sharper positions than the
bishop capture but Black can handle it
in several different ways, which says
something about its flexibility. In
many lines Black plays ...f5, which
drives White’s knight away from its
central post and frees {6 for a bishop or
a knight. The question is when is the
right time for such an idea. Usually
Black also aims to fianchetto his light-
squared bishop, which gives him a
good dynamic positions with thrusts
like ...f5 and ...c5 in the air. Black’s
worst problem is the lonely h-pawn,
and if or when he plays ...f5, this will
leave some dark-squared weaknesses.

We shall look at four main continu-
ations for White:

A: 7 &2c4 41
B: 7g3 42
C: 7%d3 45
D: 753 46
A)

7 £c4 DA7

This seems the most flexible. Oth-
erwise:

a) What puzzles me is that the sup-
posed idea behind White’s last move,
namely to meet 7..b6 with 8 d5 (8
3 -7 5)f3 b6 8 L.c4), 100ks far from
convincing after 8..2b7 9 £b5+
(White should try 9 Wg4!7)9...%f8. In
Iskov-A.Poulsen, Copenhagen 1974
White was successful with 10 Wh5
Wxd5 11 Who+ g8 12 £.d3 but this
looks very speculative. I think 10 £c3
£xd5 11 DHxd5 Wxd5 12 WxdS exds
13 0-0-0 c6 14 Le2 is better, with
some compensation, but it probably
doesn’t suffice to give White a real ad-
vantage.

b) 7...a6 8 a4 &d7 (here, on 8...b6
White really should discard the thought
of playing 9 d5 and instead aim with 9
&\f3! for a highly improved version of
Line D3) 9 &f3 ¢5 10 0-0 £b6 (Leko
disapproves of this and instead suggests
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10...cxd4) 11 £e2 cxd4 12 Hxd4 e5
13 &b3 £5 14 Wxds+ &xd8 15 a5!?
A7 16 Ded2! Hc5 17 e Hxb3 18
cxb3 + Leko-Bunzmann, Hamburg (2)
1999.

c) 7..15. It is often difficult to de-
cide which is the best reaction to ...f5
in this type of position. Here White’s
replies are limited to 8 &c3 and 8
&g3, whereas in other lines White
has the additional possibility of put-
ting the knight on d2. I believe the
right move in this particular position is
8 &g3. Then 8...Wd6 (8...Hd7 9 D3
_7..50d7 8315 9g3 £, 8. K8 9
D3 Dd7 10 We2 Hb6 11 £b3 Hd5
12 0-0-0 = Minasian-Savchenko, Bel-
grade 1989) 9 ¢3 &\c6 10 D3 £47 11
We2 0-0-0 12 0-0-0 Ha5 13 £d3 Hc6
14 &bl  Vogt-Alienkin, Chemnitz
1998.

8 Df3 c5 (D)

Or 8...f5 9 g3 &b6 (9...c5 can be
met by 10 d5 b6 11 £b5+ £ or sim-
ply 10 0-0 £) 10 £b3 c5 11 We2 Wc7
12c3 ¢4 13 £c2 £d7 14 He5 £c6 15
ol £d5 16 0-0-0 Hg8 17 &bl £ Al
Modiahki-Sakaev, Duisburg U-18 Wch
1992.

90-0

9 d5 b6 10 £b5+ £d7 11 We2
(11 £xd7+ Wxd7 12 dxe6 Wxe6 13
We2 0-0-0 looks fine for Black despite
his inferior pawn-structure) 11...&xb5
(not 11...exd5? 12 &xf6+ +, but the al-
ternative 11..4xd5!? 12 0-0-0 &xb5
13 Wxb5+ &f8 may be playable, be-
cause 14 c4? can be met by 14..¥b6
and 14 Wxb7 Eb8 offers Black good

//////
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prospects of counterplay) 12 Wxb5+
Wd7 13 Wxd7+ &xd7 14 dxe6+ fxeb
15 0-0-0+ &c7 (Tseshkovsky-Bron-
stein, Moscow 1981) 16 &\c3 Ead8 17
Edel! is good for White (Dolmatov).

9...0-0

9..cxd4 10 Hxd4 De5 11 Lb5+
£.d7 12 We2 also looks promising for
White.

10 Eel b6

Perhaps this is the right moment for
10...cxd4. Then after 11 £xd4 Black
has the option of placing his knight
more actively on e5.

11 211 cxd4 12 Hxd4 Zh8 13 ¢3!
e5 14 Whs 5\ds

Shirov-Short, Las Vegas FIDE 1999.
Now Shirov won a fantastic game with
the imaginative 15 Zadl? exd4 16
Zxd4 but objectively White doesn’t
have sufficient compensation for the
piece. Much stronger (and safer) would
have been 15 De2! Wc7 16 Eadl £e6
17 c4! (Shirov), when White is better.

B)
783 (D)
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This move aims for a natural fian-
chetto set-up, and used to be a Fischer
favourite.

7..£5

Black prefers to play this sooner
rather than later. It is best to do it now
before White gets the option of plac-
ing the knight more ideally. An exam-
ple: 7...£d7 8 Df3 £.c6 9 We2 £5 10
Ded2 ££6 11 c3 We7 12 £g2 HNd7
13 0-0 £ Fischer-Minev, Havana OL
1966.

8 3 ££6 9 Dge2

There has been some debate about
where the knight is best placed. Some
players argue that the knight is much
better placed on f3, but I don’t agree. 9
D3 b6 (9...4c6!? and 9...c5 may also
be OK) 10 £g2 £b7 11 0-00-0 12 Eel
&\d7 (Zurakhov-Boleslavsky, USSR
Ch (Leningrad) 1956) doesn’t look like
a particular problem for Black if he
gets in ...c5, which White seems un-
able to prevent.

9...%¢6 10 d5 exd5

This leads to a complex position.
10..20b4!7 11 £g2 (11 dxe6? Wxd1+

12 Exdl £xe6 F D.Pedersen-Kach-
eishvili, Golden Sands 2000) 11...c6!
12 dxc6 Wxd1+ 13 Exdl Hxc6 14 Hbs
&e7 = lordachescu-Itkis, Kishinev
1996 looks like a safe alternative.

11 Hxd5

11 Wxd5 is seen much less often
but is not necessarily any worse.
Petrosian and Suetin give 11...8e6.
They continue 12 ¥b5 0-0 13 Wxb7
&a5 with compensation for Black,
which looks quite right, but 12 Wc5!,
as in Arapovic¢-Pytel, Martigny 1988,
is stronger, perhaps with a slight edge
for White. I am also uncertain about
Petrosian and Suetin’s other sugges-
tion, 11...&xc3+ 12 Hxc3 We7+ 13
£e2 266, when Black has some tem-
porary piece activity but his structure
is weakened.

11...2xb2 12 £g2! 0-0 13 0-0

13 Ebl is a logical alternative if only
to avoid the risk of losing the exchange.

13..2h8

This has been considered Black’s
best since Fischer-Petrosian, Buenos
Aires Ct (3) 1971, but matters are not
so clear. The bishop often returns to g7
later, so the question is what happens
if the bishop goes to g7 immediately.
We shall have a brief look at this, and
Black’s other alternatives:

a) 13..&xal 14 Wxal f6 has to
some extent been ignored. Petrosian
and Suetin only give 15 Defd &e5 16
Edl1 ¢6 ‘T, but I am very sceptical of
this assessment.

b) 13..£e5 14 Hbl Eb8 15 Wcl!
£e6 16 Bd1 £xd5 17 Exd5 W6 18
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Edb5 £ Nadanian-Khachian, Armenia
1993,

o) 13..8¢7 14 Hefd DeT! (14..5e5
15 &hS5 is of course a disadvantage of
13...£g7 compared to 13..2h8) 15
Hb1 Hxd5 16 Wxd5 c6 17 W3 Wc7
18 Efel £d7 19 £h5 Eae8 = Rezaei-
Vakhidov, Udaipur 2000.

14 Hefd (D)

14 Bbl De5 15 Defd c6 16 De3
gave White compensation for the pawn
in Kogan-Zifroni, Tel-Aviv 1996. This
type of position would be likely to oc-
cur if White played the safe 13 bl in-
stead of 13 0-0.
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14...5e5 15 Wh5

This is a dangerous idea (White pre-
pares £h3-g5) which would of course
be much less effective if Black’s bishop
were on g7 instead of on h8.

15...5g6

15...c6 might be better, since 16
&h3? can be met by 16...20g4!. 16 De3
is necessary, but doesn’t look too men-
acing.

16 Hh3!?

16 Ead1 c6 17 He3 W6 was played
in Fischer-Petrosian, Buenos Aires Ct
(3) 1971, leading to chances for both
sides.

16...2.g7 17 g5 h6 18 DHxf7 (D)

Retreating White’s knight certainly
doesn’t leave a big impression, so this
is a virtually forced consequence of
White’s 16th and 17th moves.
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18..Bxf7!

Only so! 18..&xf7? 19 &H\f4 W5
20 £d5+ 6 21 hd! Dxh4? allowed a
beautiful finish in Nadanian-Varlamov,
corr. 1992-3: 22 Wd1!1 ¢523 W43 1-0.
That Black is completely lost isn’t dif-
ficult to work out in a correspondence
game; e.g., 23...20g6 24 Wc3+ De5 25
Hael He8 26 Exe5 Exes5 27 Bel &e7
28 Hxe5+ £xe5 29 WxeS+ £d7 30
Le6+ Dc6 31 Wds5+ b6 32 Wd6e+
b5 33 c4+ Lad 34 Wxc5 +-.

19 Wxg6 Wes! 20 Wxg5 hxgs 21
Hael &f8!22 He2 c623 Hfel £d724
Ae7 Ed8

= Nadanian-Altounian, Armenia
1994.
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C)
7 ¥d3 (D)
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A fairly recent attempt to sharpen
the position.

7...b6

This is the most common. Black
continues his development in the usual
way by fianchettoing his light-squared
bishop. He may also take into account
White’s plan and try to take measures
against White’s coming Wg3 idea; e.g.,
7...)d7 8 0-0-0 and then:

a) 8..£59&c3 c6 10 D3 (the more
aggressive 10 g4!? was seen in Velim-
irovi¢-Andersson, Bar 1997: 10...fxg4
11 h3 gxh3 12 £xh3 Wc7 13 HHf3 b6
14 &bl £b7 15 De5! Ef8! 16 f4 0-0-0
17 Wxh7 HHxe5 18 dxe5 &b with ap-
proximately equal chances) 10...%c7
11 We3! Hg8 12 &bl &O)f6 13 h3!
(White prepares to play &eS5; the im-
mediate 13 &e5 is less precise due to
13...4g4! 14 Hxgd Exgd 15 h3 g7
followed by ...£d7 and 0-0-0 with an
equal position) 13...b5!? 14 &e5 b4
15 Dad Hd5 16 Wb3! Hbg 17 g4 £

Scherbakov-Kiriakov, Ekaterinburg
1999.

b) 8..c6!7 9 Wg3 Hf8 (9..f5 10
d6+ 28 11 HH3 Hg8 12 W4 Hga
13 Who+ 2g8 14 Hcd 1) 10 HHF3 (10
W7 Dgb) 10...4g6 is given by Scher-
bakov as ‘unclear’. This evaluation
should probably be interpreted as
‘roughly equal’.

8 0-0-0 £b7 (D)
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9 4¢3 ¢6 10 Wg3!? (D)

White is threatening simply to pick
up a pawn by Wg7 and hence forces
some sort of concession from Black.
Alternatively, 10 f4 £5!? (10..%c7 11
f5! £) 11 g4!? is a violent attempt to
exploit White’s slight lead in develop-
ment. Then after 11...fxgd (11...%c7
12 gxf5 Wxf4+ 13 &bl Wxfs 14 Wxf5
exf5 15 £h3 gives White the initiative
— M.Gurevich) 12 f5 ¥d6!? (12...exf5
13 WxfS Wd7 14 We5 gives White
good compensation — M.Gurevich) 13
fxe6 fxe6 (13..Wxe6 14 d5 cxd5 15
£.g2 looks very dangerous for Black),
we have:
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a) 14 Wedq HHd7 15 Wxgd H)f6 16
Wh3 0-0-0 17 £c4 b8! 18 Lxeb
W4+ 19 bl Exd4 20 £f1 and a draw
was agreed here in Goloshchapov-
Kiriakov, Ekaterinburg 1999.

b) 14 h3!? &d7!? (14...gxh3 is risky
in view of 15 £e2! intending £h5+)
15 hxg4 0-0-0 16 Exh7 Exh7 17 ¥xh7
&6 = Magem-M.Gurevich, Gonfre-
ville 1999.
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At this point Black has three op-
tions:

a) 10...&f8 and now 11 Wh3 h6 12
£.04 Wd6 13 Dge2 b5 14 Des WeT 15
£b3 £)d7 was fine for Black in Rain-
fray-Touzane, France 1999 but White
should adopt a similar set-up as in ‘b’
below, by 11 &)f3 or 11 h4!?.

b) 10..f5 11 D3 HA7 12 L.c4 Sf8
(12..0£6 13 He5 Hg8 14 Wh3 b5 15
£b3 £b4 16 Ehel Hd5 17 £xd5
cxd5 18 He3 + Magem-Herraiz Hi-
dalgo, Cordoba 1995) 13 h4 Hg8 14
Wf4 b5 (14..Exg2 15 Bdgl Exgl+ 16
Exgl gives White excellent compen-
sation) 15 £b3 a5 16 a4 b4 17 He2

Hg4 18 Who+ £g8 19 £bl £ Pinski-
Belov, Polanica Zdroj 2000.

c) 10..8f8 11 &f3 (perhaps 11
£c4 D7 12 Dge2 W8 13 f4 is a
better chance to gain an advantage)
11..d7 12 £.c4 Wb8 13 Wh4 h5!? 14
Ehel, Reinderman-de la Riva, Buenos
Aires 1992, and now 14...2e7 15 Ded
W7 looks fine for Black.

D)
7 %3 (D)
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Now:
D1: 7..f5 46
D2: 7..5d7 50
D3: 7...b6 51
D4: 7...a6 53

D1)

7..£5

This is an ambitious move, quickly
leading to a very sharp position and
certainly very different in character
from the quiet 7...b6 lines. There is a
resemblance, though, to the Moroze-
vich variation, 7...a6.
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8 el

It is not easy to decide on which is
best, this or 8 £g3, but there is a ma-
jority of preference for the text-move,
most likely because it supports d5 as a
reply to ...c5. The alternatives:

a) 8 Ded2 is not very popular, as it
is too slow. Black equalizes comfort-
ably; e.g., 8...c5 9 £b5+ £d7 10 We2
£xb5 11 Wxb5+ Wd7 12 Wxd7+ Hxd7
= Waschk-Steckner, Germany 1991/2.

b) 8 &g3 c5 and then:

bl) 9 dxc5 Wxdl+ 10 Exdl £xc5
11 De5 Le7 12 Lc4 Hd7 13 Hd3
£.d6 14 0-0 Ed8 15 Efel &f8 16 HHh5
b6 17 £b3 £d7 18 De5 Le8 =
Bakre-Bunzmann, Paks 1998.

b2) 9 £b5+ £d7 10 £xd7+ Wxd7
and then:

b21) 110-0%c6 12 dxc5 Wxdl1 13
Baxdl £xc5 14 ¢3 £e7 15 Efel Ed8
16 Exd8+ £xd8 = Van der Wiel-Sie-
lecki, Breda 2000.

b22) 11 d5!? (with this interesting
positional sacrifice, White intends to
leave Black with vulnerable f-pawns)
11...exd5 12 Wd3 (White cannot count
on any advantage after 12 De5 We6 13
f44)c6 14 0-0; e.g., 14...Dxe5 15 fxe5
0-0-0 = Van der Wiel-Kuijf, Dutch Ch
(Hilversum) 1990) 12...4)c6 13 0-0-0
(13 Wxf5 We6+ =) 13..f4 14 Hh5
0-0-0! (a strong improvement over
14.. Wga? 15 Wxd5 Ed8 16 Wf5! £
Savchenko-Shabalov, Tbilisi jr 1989)
15 9xf4 Db4a! 16 Wa3 c4 (16..Wga
17 g3 £d6! is also good) 17 De5 Wc7
18 Wh3+ &b8 F V.Ivanov-Danielian,
USSR 1991.

b3) 9 Wd2 cxd4 10 0-0-0 &6 11
£b5 a6! (much stronger than 11...£.d7
12 §Hxd4 L) 12 £xc6+ bxc6 13 HhS
(13 &xd4 c5 F A.Horvath-Bunzmann,
Paks 1998) 13...2g8 14 &bl Ee6 15
&f4 Bg8 = Galkin-Kiriakov, Gronin-
gen open 1997.

8...2266 (D)
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There are several other moves avail-
able to White, but this is by a large
margin the most common and natural.
One other idea worth mentioning is 9
£d3 0-0 (9...4c6 10 £b5 transposes
to a line which may also arise from 9
£.04 &)c6; then 10...¥d6 11 Wd2 £47
12 Wh6!? We7 13 0-0-0 0-0-0 was ap-
proximately equal in Rohde-Speelman,
London 1984) 10 &e2 c5 11 Wd2 (11
c3!7) 11...cxd4 12 g4!? (the main idea
of White’s set-up, and a very danger-
ous one) 12..&h8! 13 gxf5 exf5 14
g1 &)c6, Zso.Polgar-Rabinovich, Tel-
Aviv 1998, and now 15 0-0-0 seems
the most precise, with reasonable com-
pensation for the pawn.
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9...c5

This quick attack on White’s centre
is the main idea of the 7...f5 variation.
It is usually a favourable trade for Black
to exchange his c-pawn for White’s d-
pawn, because White’s control of the
centre is then decreased. White’s set-
up is therefore aimed at preventing
this exchange.

10d5

Clearly the most critical. Other
moves shouldn’t worry Black:

a) 10 b5+ £d7 11 £xd7+ (after
11 dxc5 a6 12 £xd7+ &£xd7 Black re-
gains the pawn with an equal position)
11...5xd7 12 0-0-0 Wa5 13 &bl 0-0-0
14 De2 Wxd2 15 Exd2 cxd4 16 Dexd4
&c5 =/F Velicka-Kiriakov, Pardubice
1995.

b) 10 0-0-0 cxd4 11 Kb5+!? &e7!
12 HHxd4 Wxd4 13 Wxd4 £xd4 14
Exd4 a6 15 Le2 Hc6 16 Eh4 De5! =
Tseshkovsky-Volkov, Novgorod 1995.

c) 10 dxc5 Wxd2+ 11 Hxd2 &e7
12 £Hb3 £d7 13 0-0-0 £xc3 14 bxc3
a5 (14...2.c6 also seems fine for Black;
it is not very likely that White is going
to make any use of his tripled c-pawns)
15 £d3 a4 16 Hd4 Ea5 17 &d2 Ec8
18 Eb1l Ec7 19 HEhel &f6 = Gapo-
nenko-Kiriakov, Groningen 1995.

10...0-0

10...exd5 11 We3+ 2e6 12 Wxc5
was good for White in Arnason-Skem-
bris, Thessaloniki OL 1988.

11 0-0-0e5 (D)

This rather decides the outlook of
the centre. Black dreams of being able
to activate his pieces with ...e4 and

...&)d7-e5. This may look impressive
but also has certain drawbacks, for the
centre is very vulnerable and can be
broken up by f3 or g4. A sensible-
looking alternative is 11...£2¢7, which
makes room for ... &6 and keeps open
the question of how to handle the cen-
tral tension. Then after 12 We3!? ¥b6
13 He5 exd5!? (Black is running out
of reasonable moves and has to em-
bark on a risky opening of the centre)
14 Dxd5 We6 15 £4 £Hd7!? a compli-
cated game arose in Landenbergue-
Luther, Ptuj Z 1995.
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12 h4

This is the most common. It is very
useful for White to have £)g5 available
as a reply to ...e4. However, a recent
game suggests that White can perhaps
consider playing even more directly:
12&b11?2)d7 (12...£¢7!7) 13 g4! ed
14 gl fxgd (perhaps 14...2xc3!? 15
Wxc3 fxgd, intending to meet 16 h3
with 16...%h4, is better) 15 Dxed £.g7
16 h3 b6 17 c3 He5 (17...He8!?) 18
hxg4 &xg4 19 Eel Efe8 leading to
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an unclear position, Saulin-Kiriakov,
Moscow 1999.

12..2d7 (D)

Black prepares ...e4 followed by
....De5. Another option is keep the po-
sition flexible with 12...£.g7. Then af-
ter 13 d6! (13 &bl is feasible but the
text is obviously critical; White cre-
ates a square on d5 for his knight but
also gives one away on c6, making
....2)c6-d4 possible for Black) there are:

a) 13..2d7 14 &d5 &Hc6 is un-
tested but perhaps worth a try.

b) 13..8e6 14 Dg5 Hc6 15 g4!
&\d4 (15...£xg4? 16 Wd3 +-) 16 gxf5
£xf5 17 £d3 Wd7 18 £xf5 Wxf5 19
&d5 + Klovans-Dizdar, Groningen
1991.

c) 13...e4!? 14 g5 HHd7 (14...h67!
looks much too risky in view of 15
&9h3 Wxh4 16 g3 Wf6 17 Df4) 15 £3
h6 16 9)d5!? Ee8 (16...9)f6? 17 DeT+
&h8 18 Lc4! gives White a winning
attack) 17 &xf7!? (this forces Black to
play very precisely, but 17 De7+ Exe7
18 dxe7 Wxe7 19 ©Dh3 is objectively
better; then Black does not seem to
have fully adequate compensation)
17..&xf7 18 &c7 Db6! 19 H)xa8 €3
20Wd3 c4!1721 a3 e2 22 £xe2 Exe2
23 Hxb6 axb6 (Vokarev-Kiriakov,
Moscow 1999). With a series of strong
and active defensive moves, Black has
nearly equalized but not quite. Vok-
arev points out that White can main-
tain some advantage with 24 Ehel
Exel 25 Exel £e6 26 Ed1 Wd7 27
We3, as the passed d-pawn greatly re-
duces the power of Black’s bishops.

13 Eg1 (intending g4, but actually
the rook doesn’t appear very useful on
gl as long as g4 is prevented) 13...e4
14 g5 De5 15 Le2 (15 3 h6 16
&h3 g7 17 fxe4 Wxh4 is unclear ac-
cording to Sakaev) 15..h6 16 &Hh3
£¢7 17 §f4 and now:

a) 17..b5!7 18 g4 b4 19 Ha4 fxgd
20 & h5 (M.Pavlovié-Sakaev, Yugosla-
via 1998) and now 20...%d6 is safest,
when Black is perhaps slightly better.

b) Sakaev prefers 17...%xh4!, giv-
ing 18 g4 fxg4 19 Hxed4 L5 20 Ehl
Wds 21 g3 £.g6 T, but 18 £3!? looks
more dangerous to me.

13..Db6

In this case the 13...e4 14 g5 He5
idea would be less good due to 15 f3!
(% Sakaev).

14 We3 4 15 Hg5 £d7

A vital idea in Black’s defence is
the move ...&d4, but here it appears
inaccurate: 15...£d47! 16 Wg3 &h8
17 b5 .

16 g4! £d4 17 Exd4!? cxd4 18
Wxd4 6 19 Lcd+ Dxcd 20 Wxed+
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2g7 21 Deb+ Lxe6 22 Wxe6 e8! 23
Wxf5 He5 24 W4 Wxd6

The position is dynamically equal,
Lau-Sakaev, Dortmund 1991.

D2)
7..%\d7 (D)
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This flexible move may transpose
to other lines. In the first place Black
wants to play ...c5, but after seeing
White’s reply Black might also con-
sider other set-ups. Short has experi-
mented with the ...c5 idea, but to be
honest I don’t really like it. White can
react with d5 but can also just main-
tain the tension, seeking an advantage
in development and the better pawn-
structure. :

8 Wd2

Other moves:

a) 8 8c4-7Lc4Dd785f3L/=.

b) 8 g3!? ¢5 (8..b6!7) 9 £g2 (9
d5!? is worth considering but clearly
White would rather have Wd2 substi-
tuted for g3) 9..%b6 10 0-0 cxd4
(grabbing the pawn with 10...Wxb2 is

probably too risky) 11 £xd4 (11 ¥xd4

Wxd4 12 Hxd4 a6 13 Bad1 £) 11...0-0

12 &c3 De5 13 Hb3 247 14 Whs £5

= Sutovsky-Short, Bugojno ECC 1999.
8...c5

8...b6!? is not a stupid idea since
against an immediate 7...b6 (Line D3)
White usually puts his queen on e2 to
protect the e4-knight and support a
bishop exchange with £a6. White has
tried two moves:

a) 9 2b5 £b7 10 Wf4 c6 11 £d3
Wbs 12 Who Wc7 13 Wg7 Ef8 14
Wg3 0-0-0 was fine for Black in Roy-
set-Djurhuus, Norwegian Cht 1997.

b) 9d5 f5 (maybe 9...2b7 10 £c4
exd5 11 £xd5 £.xd5 12 Wxd5 He5 13
0-0-0 Wxd5 14 Exd5 c6 15 Ed2 Hxf3
16 gxf3 Ed8, and Black should hold)
10 dxe6 (I like 10 &c3!, as in the note
to White’s 9th move) 10...fxe4 11 exf7+
$xf7 12 Wd5+ g7 13 Wxa8 &5
gave Black excellent compensation in
Stisis-Zifroni, Israeli Cht 1996.

9 0-0-0

9 d5!7 looks like a much more seri-
ous test of Black’s position. 9...f5 and
now:

a) 10dxe6 fxe4 11 exd7+ Wxd7 12
Wxd7+ £xd7 13 De5 Le6 14 Lb5+
&f8 was fine for Black in Sack-Bed-
narski, Hamburg 1981.

b) White should consider 10 &c3,
after which it is far from clear how
Black should react:

bl) 10..£f6 11 0-0-0 0-0 12 We3

I+

b2) 10..£)b6 11 0-0-0 exd5 (11..0-0
12 d6 £16 13 We3 +) 12 £b5+ £47
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13 £xd7+ ¥xd7 14 Hxd5 Hxd5 15
Wxd5 Wxd5 16 ExdS +.

b3) 10..5f6 11 £b5+ £d7 12 d6
£8 13 0-0-0 £.g7 14 We3 also looks
good for White; e.g., 14..Wb6 15 Wg5
0-0 16 £xd7 Hxd7 17 g4 with good
attacking chances for White.

9...cxd4 10 Wxd4 Wh6 11 Waq

11 Hd6+!1? £xd6 12 Wxd6 Wxd6
13 Exd6 e7 14 Ed4 is slightly better
for White.

11...26 12 £e2 Wc7 13 Wdd4 b5 14
N6+ £xd6 15 Wxd6 Wxd6 16 Exd6
£b7 17 Ehdl Hc5 18 Del!

White has a slight advantage, J.Pol-
gar-Short, Pamplona 1999/00.

D3)
7..b6 (D)
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This usually gives Black a slightly
passive but very solid position. Black
wants to play ...&b7 and prepare to
castle queenside. Later he will think
about how to gain more space, often
with ...f5 and/or ...c5.

8 £d3

Not long ago it was thought to be
clever for White to throw in 8 £b5+
c6 and only then retreat the bishop. We
now know that this isn’t very useful
since Black wants to play ...c6 any-
way. I have actually done this myself
recently, and even though it doesn’t
matter that much, White is effectively
going to be a tempo down on the main
lines.

If White plans to exchange bishops
with £.a6 later, it might be worth plac-
ing the bishop on c4 instead of on d3.
This would rule out Black’s option of
9...¥d5 in the main line, but of course
then White wouldn’t be able to play
ideas with a quick c4. Hence we shall
consider ideas where White exchanges
bishops here plus a few other, quite
dangerous, concepts. 8 £c4 £b7 9
We2 c6 and now:

a) 100-0-0 ¥c7 11 Ehel £d7 and
then:

al) 12 g30-0-0 13 c3&b8 14 £b3
Zheg (14...Ehg8, intending ...f5, looks
like a better idea) 15 &bl £f8 16 Hh4
h6 17 4 £5 18 &2 &)f6 19 D3 £.d6
20 De5 and White was better in de
Firmian-Knaak, Bundesliga 2000/1.
Note White’s concept of slowly im-
proving his position before playing
f4 to provoke ...f5 and then clamping
down on the e5-square.

a2) 12 &c31?0-0-0 13 d5 cxd5 14
£xd5 De5 15 £xb7+ Yxb7 16 Wed
a6!? 17 W4 b5 with counterplay for
Black, Smikovsky-Kiriakov, St Pe-
tersburg 2000.

a3) 12&bl 0-0-0 13 £.a6 and then:



52 THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &c3

a31) 13..8xab (it is probably a
matter of taste, but it seems that An-
dersson has decided that Black’s king
is better on b8 than it is on b7, which
explains this capture instead of the al-
ternatives 13...Ehe8 or 13.. Ehg8) 14
Wxa6+ b8 15 We2 Hdg8!? (an inter-
esting idea instead of the more com-
mon 15...Ehg8) 16 g3 f5 17 Hed2 h5
18 4c4 h4 19 Ed3 hxg3 20 hxg3 Ed8
21 Eed1 £.£6 and Black was very solid
in Z.Almasi-Knaak, Bundesliga 1997/8.

a32) 13...b5!? (a recent attempt to
sharpen the position) 14 £xb7+ &xb7
15 c4 bxcd 16 Wxcd4 Db6 17 Wb3
a8 18 Ecl Eb8 19 Wc2 Ehc8 20
He3 Hd5 21 Eb3 Exb3 22 Wxb3 W4
with counterplay, Sziebert-Radjabov,
Budapest 2000.

b) 10 0-0 Wc7 11 £g3!? is a new
idea that we will certainly see more of.
11..40d7 (11..h5 12 Hhd Hd7 13
Ngf5 exf5 14 Dxf5 DI 15 Efel is
just a different route to the main line
after 11...40d7) 12 HDF5! exf5 13 Efel
A8 14 Hhd g6 15 Dxf5 hS5 16 Wr3
2f8 17 Dxe7 Dxe7 18 Wxf6 and now
Black has tried to defend in two differ-
ent ways:

bl) 18..4g6 19 Ee5!? Eh7 20 Eg5
Hg7 21 Eel was Sutovsky-Volkov,
Isle of Man 2000, and now Sutovsky
gives 21..%d7! (intending ... Ze8) 22
Hee5 He8 23 Hxg6 HExg6 24 Whs+
Eg8 25 Who+ Hg7, when White has
nothing better than a perpetual check.

b2) 18..Eh7 19 Be5 Hg8 20 W4
¥a7, Tordachescu-Itkis, Romania 2000,
and now Iordachescu thinks White

should try 21 £e6! Wd8 and here ei-
ther 22 Exh35 or 22 Eael. I would pre-
fer the latter, which threatens 23 Ef5.

8...2b7 9 We2 H\d7 (D)

Volkov has tried 9...¥d5 on a num-
ber of occasions but if White simply
castles kingside, this looks a bit out of
place; e.g., 10 0-0 (10 c4 a5+ 11
&\c3 £b4, with counterplay, is one of
Black’s ideas) 10...40d7 11 Efel 0-0-0
12 a4 and White was better in J.Pol-
gar-Volkov, Batumi Echt 1999.

Andersson has come up with a new
concept recently in 9...4c6 10 c3 Eg8
11 0-0 a7 12 a4 a5 13 Efel 0-0-0 14
£.a6 -1 Ivanovié-Andersson, Bel-
grade 2000. Obviously this needs fur-
ther tests but personally I doubt that
this will establish itself as a real option
for Black.
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10 0-0

This is sensible and seems to give
White a pleasant position by just mak-
ing quiet space-gaining and solidify-
ing moves. The alternative is 10 0-0-0
c6 11 &bl Wc7 12 ¢4 0-0-0, and then:
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a) 13 d57? is unconvincing in view
of 13...cxd5! 14 cxd5 £xd5 15 Ecl
&\c5, when, surprisingly, White cannot
exploit the pin; e.g., 16 b4 (16 &xc5
bxc5 is safe for Black) 16...2xd3! 17
Bxc7+ &xc7 with terrific compensa-
tion for Black, Golubev-Itkis, Roma-
nia 2000.

b) 139c3 Lb8 14 a3 Ehe8 15 Ehel
5816 g3 1517 £c2Hgb618h4h519
Bd2 £f6 = Peptan-Ziiger, Biel 1996.

10...c6 11 c4 Wc7 12 Hc3 0-0-0 13
Bfd1 &b8 14 a3 HF8 15 bd Hg6 16
We3

 Leko-Bunzmann, Hamburg (6)
1999.

D4)
7...a6 (D)

////////////

,,,,,

Morozevich’s pet variation. Black
mainly aims for a more aggressive set-
up with ...b5, rather than the more con-
ventional, albeit more solid, ...b6.

8 g3!?

White has tried a great many things
at this juncture but this well-justified

positional approach casts some doubt
on the correctness of Black’s concept.
White simply prepares to set up a
counterpart to Black’s light-squared
bishop, which is going to appear on
the a8-hl diagonal in a few moves.
Before we proceed, we shall take a
look at White’s alternatives:

a) 8321159 &c50-0 10 £c4 b5
11 £b3 £xc5 12 dxc5 £b7 13 Hd4
¥Wf6 F Svidler-Morozevich, British
League (4NCL) 2000/1.

b) 8 ¥d2 b5 9 0-0-0 (9 ¥ho6 £b7
10 £d3 Hd7 11 Hg3?! {5 12 Hh5
£18 13 We3 H)f6 T Sutovsky-Moro-
zevich, Pamplona 1998/9) 9...£b7 10
£d435d7 11 &bl £d5 12 Wh6 c6 13
We7 Ef8 14 Wxh7 £5 15 Hc3 HHf6 16
Wh3 g4 with counterplay, Klovans-
P.H.Nielsen, Istanbul OL 2000.

c) 8 £c4 b5 9 £b3 Nc6!? 10 ¢3
£b7 11 We2 Has5 12 £c2 Wd5 =
Lehto-Manninen, Finnish Cht 1999.

d) 8 £d3 Hd7 9 We2 b5 10 0-0-0
£b7 11 Ehel £d5 12 &bl c6 13 c4
bxc4 14 £xc4 a5 with counterplay,
Govedarica-Zontakh, Belgrade 2000.

e) 8c4 (thisis clearly the most crit-
ical of White’s alternatives) 8...f5 9
&3 &6 10 Wd2 ¢5 11 d5 0-0 12
0-0-0 is the same as Line D1 with the
exception that White has his c-pawn
on c4 instead of c2 and that Black’s a-
pawn is on a6 instead of a7. This gives
Black the opportunity of countering
with ...b5. Black has two options:

el) 12..2g7 13 h4! exds (risky) 14
&xd5 &c6 15h5h6 16 Eh3 f4 17 Ehd
+ Shirov-Morozevich, Astana 2001.
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€2) 12..e5 13 h4 b5! 14 d6 Leb6
(improving over 14...5)c6? 15 d7! £b7
16 Wd6 e4 17 Dd5 £.g7 18 g5 with
a large advantage to White, Shirov-
Topalov, Sarajevo 2000) 15 &d5 (15
g4!? looks more dangerous) 15...£xd5
16 Wxd5 Hd7 17 Dd2 £g7 18 Eh3
Wf6 with counterplay, Belotti-Radja-
bov, St Vincent 2001.

8...bS

Or:

a) 8..f5 9 fc3 £f6 has a lot in
common with other lines of the ...gxf6
Burn Variation. Compared with Line
D1, for example, Black has played ...a6
and White g3. White has two logical
ways to continue:

al) 10 ¥d2 ¢5 11 d5 0-0 12 0-0-0
b5 takes advantage of the extra ...a6
Black has in comparison with Line
D1, while g3 seems of little signifi-
cance. Then Black was fine after 13
dxe6 Wxd2+ 14 Hxd2 fxe6 15 £g2
Ea7 in de la Villa-Short, Pamplona
1999/00.

a2) 10 £.g2 is stronger. Then:

a21) 10..c511d5 b6 (11...Lxc3+
12 bxc3 exdS looks very risky but I
don’t think there is an immediate refu-
tation) 12 &bl 0-0 13 0-0 Ed8 and
now in Glek-Short, Oz.com qualifier
blitz 2000, 14 Ee1?! allowed 14...4)c6
followed by ...2)d4. Glek later found
out that 14 Wc1 £d7 15 Ed1 HH8 16
Whe £g7 17 Wh5 h6 18 HHd2 would
have been very good for White.

a22) 10...4)c6!? appears better. 11
d5?isnot good in view of 11...b4, so
to protect d4 White has to play the

slightly passive 11 £e2. All the same,
this has some positive sides too, since
the knight can later go to f4. Then
11..%d6 12 c3 £d7 13 Hf4 Eg8is an
idea for Black, vacating h8 for the
bishop in the event of Hh5 coming.
Black then wants to castle queenside,
and, depending on White’s reply, fol-
low up with a quick ...e5 or ...4)e7 and
.. 8.c6.

b) Recently, Morozevich has also
tried 8...4c6:

bl) 9 £g2 510 d5 b4 11 Hc3
c6 12 dxc6 Wxdl+ 13 Exdl bxc6 14
a3 Ad5! 15 Hxd5 cxd5 16 Exd5 0-0
17 0-0 £.e6 18 Ed2 Eabg 19 b4 a5 20
bxa5 Eb5 21 Hh4 Exa5 22 Led Yo-14
Milos-Morozevich, Istanbul OL 2000.
Black obviously had enough play for
the pawn in this game.

b2) I am not sure how Morozevich
would have reacted to 9 c¢3!?, which
tries to exploit the oddly-placed knight
on c6.

9 £g2 £b7 10 We2 (D)
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10..d7 (D)
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10...£d5 11 &3 has caused Black
some problems. Then:

a) 11..2b4!? 12 We3 6, intend-
ing ...&xc3 and ...2)d7 with a solid but
perhaps uninspiring position, should
be tested.

b) Black has usually chosen 11...c6:

bl) 12 0-0-0 Hd7 13 &bl and now
13...20b6 14 Ehel Wc7 15 Hh4! h5 16
f4 £5 17 93 was better for White in
Leko-Morozevich, Frankfurt rpd 1999
but it should be possible to improve on
Black’s play in this line. For example,
13...&c4 14 We3 b4, or perhaps even
just 13...b4.

b2) 12 &xd5 cxd5 13 ¢3 46 14 a4
was played two rounds later in Lutz-
Morozevich, Frankfurt rpd 1999, and
looks like a more serious test of Black’s
position. The game continued 14...0-0
15 0-0 Wb6 (15..b4 16 c4 dxc4 17
Wxc4 also looks good for White) 16
b4! Efc8 17 Efd1 Ha7 18 a5 Wd8 19
Ed3 with a definite advantage for
White.
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I was toying with the idea of delay-
ing this, but after 11...£.d5 12 Efd1 c6
13 ¢3 Wc7 14 b3 White manages to
play c4.

12 Efd1!

An improvement over J.Polgar-Mor-
ozevich, Wijk aan Zee 2000, where
Black obtained good counterplay after
12 Eadl £d5 13 Efel ©h8!? 14 HHfd2
6 15 c4 bxcd 16 Hxc4 a5!. Position-
ally, White is better at the moment but
Black has the more promising dynamic
possibilities.

12...£5 13 Hed2 £4d5 (D)
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14 c3

White is now preparing b3 followed
by c4. The immediate 14 b3 could be
met by 14...b4.

14...c5 15 dxc5 Dxc5 16 D1 We7
17 Exd5s!

Kasparov is a true master of attack-
ing positional exchange sacrifices. Of
course, Black would have no problems
if he could keep his light-squared
bishop. Now the pride of his position is
gone and his pawn-structure shattered.
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17...exd5 18 He3 £f6 19 Hd4
£xd4 20 cxd4 Ded (D)

%

Now:

a) 21 HxdS Wd6 22 De3 W6 oc-
curred in Kasparov-M.Gurevich, Sara-
jevo 2000. At this point White should,

objectively, go for 23 DxfS Wxf5 24
£xed Eae8 25 Hel Wd7 26 Wh5 527
£.d5+ ©h8 28 Hxe8 Wxe8 (28.. Exe8
29 £f3 Hel+ 30 &g2) 29 Wd1 4 30
g2 Wd7 31 &3 W7 32 d5 W6 33
We2 with an edge for White (Kaspa-
rov). This is probably not enough to
win, as it is not clear how White is ever
going to make use of the d-pawn, and I
don’t see how White can create enough
other threats.

Kasparov also considers two alter-
natives for White, which he considers
more promising:

b) 21 £h3! (his exclamation mark)
21..Efe8 22 £xf5 &Hf6 23 Wd1 Wde
24 Ec1 with an initiative.

¢) 21 DHxfS Lh8 22 L.xed dxed 23
Wxed £.



5 Burn Variation: 6...2xf6

1 ed e6 2 d4 d5 3 HDc3 Hf6 4 L85
dxed 5 Dxed Le7 6 2x£6 £xf6 (D)
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At the time of writing, at elite level,
this is an immensely popular line of
the Burn Variation. The positions aris-
ing lead to interesting strategic battles
where White gets a chance for a king-
side attack if Black doesn’t play ac-
tively enough. On the other hand, if
Black does manage to create counter-
play, his chances are excellent.

7 &3

Now we look at:

A: 7..0-0 58
B: 7..5d7 61

The two might transpose to each
other but there are a few important
differences with respect to the move-
order. While the first is very natural

and preserves the option of develop-
ing the knight to c6, the latter is proba-
bly better designed to counter white
set-ups with 8 £.c4 or 8 Wd3!?.

A few alternatives for Black are:

a) 7..b6 is of course a common
set-up but it is rarely seen at this point.
White has a pleasant choice:

al) 8 £d3 followed by ¥e2 and
0-0-0 is a good set-up for White.

a2) 8 Wd2 £b79 £b5+c6 10 Le2
£e7 11 Y4 Hd7 12 0-0-0 b8 13
&e5 and now 13...0-0 14 Wg3 gave
White the better position in Eliska-
ses-Spielmann, Semmering (8) 1936,
but here it might be worth investigat-
ing 13...f6 14 &d3 5, when Black be-
comes very active at the expense of
weakening his pawn-structure.

b) 7..£d7 8 Wd2 (White has tried
a number of other set-ups but I like
Spassky’s idea) 8...£.c6 9 Dxf6+ Wxf6
(9...gxf6 10 Le2 ¥d6 11 c4! is good
for White according to Dolmatov and
Dvoretsky; 11...4)d7 is met by 12 Ed1
intending d5, and 11...Eg8 12 0-0 £\d7
13 Efd1 again intends d5 ) 10 &e5
0-0 11 0-0-0 Ed8 12 We3 £e8 13 g3
4\d7 14 £g2 c6 15 {4 We7 16 h4 fa-
vours White, Spassky-Donner, Leiden
1970.
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A)
7..0-0 (D)
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Now:
Al: 8¢c3 58
A2: 8 Wd2 59
A3: 8 Wd3!? 60
A4: 8 &c4 60

Al)

8c3

This is quite a logical set-up. White
reinforces his d-pawn and prepares to
set up a battery with queen and bishop
on the bl-h7 diagonal. However, this
is a little slow and Black has no prob-
lems if he prepares to play a quick
...e5.

8..2d7 9 Wc2

Or 9 £d3 e5 10 Hxfo+ Wxf6 11
0-0 exd4 12 HHxd4 De5 13 Led g6 14
Wb3 c6 15 Hfel Hd7 16 Wa3 Hdg =
Groszpeter-Chernin, Hungarian Cht
1996.

9...e5100-0-0 (D)

The tedious 10 dxe5 is of course not
to be feared but 10 d5 is an obvious

alternative. Then 10...£2.¢7 (10...g6!?)
11 0-0-0 £.d6 is the critical reply:

a) 12 £d3 g6 13 h4 £5 14 Hxd6
cxd6 15 g5 Df6 16 &c4 We7 17
Wph3 b8 18 Wa3 b5 19 £b3 W7 20
&bl Wb6 F Gdanski-Hedman, Stock-
holm 2000.

b) 12 h4 56 13 Hfe5 g6 14 £3 (14
h51? Hxed 15 Hxe4 £5 16 DHxd6 cxd6
17 hxg6 Wg5+ 18 &bl hxg6 looks al-
right for Black) 14..%h5 15 g4 &4
16 h5 £5 17 hxg6 fxe4 18 Hxnh7 Ef6!
19 Hg5 Dxgb 20 Hxed!? (20 Wxed
N8 21 Eh5 Eh6! 22 Heb Lxeb 23
dxe6 Exh5 24 gxh5 g5+ 25 &bl
Eb8! ¥ Minasian-Dreev, St Petersburg
1993) 20..Ef7 (20..Exf3? 21 Eh6
N8 22 Wh2 Hf4 23 Eh8+ g7 24
Who+ 2f7 25 Wh5+ and White wins
after 25...2e7 26 Hg8! +- or 25...&g7
26 g5 +—) 21 Eh6 Hg7 22 Wh2 Wfg!?
with a messy position, Hector-M.Gure-
vich, Antwerp 1994.
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10...exd4 11 Hxd4 (D)
11 Dxf6+2! Wxf6 12 Exd4 £c5 13
£c4 £15 14 Wd2 (Ljubojevié-Dreev,
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Linares 1995) 14..9e6 15 Bd7 Hg5!
16 Exc7 Dxf3 17 gxf3 £.g6 intending
. Wf5 F (Dreev).
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11...&.xd4

A sensible alternative is 11...%We7 12
£d3 16 13 Ehel Dc5 14 Hxfo+ Wxf6
15 £f5, when 15...2xf57! 16 Wxf5
Wxfs 17 HHxf5 Efe8 18 &c2 &f8 19
b4 gave White an edge in Hiibner-
Chernin, Groningen PCA 1993, but
Chernin recommends 15...g6 16 £xc8
Haxc8 =

12 Exd4 ¥e7 13 hd He5 14 Hig5
26 15 We2 £6 16 D3

Now 16...2f5 17 Hxe5 fxe5 was
Glek-Lputian, Dortmund 1992, when
Glek gives 18 We3 £. I think Black
should have few problems if he plays
16...4)c6!? 17 Wxe7 Hxe7 18 h5 g5.

A2)
8 Wd2 b6 (D)
Or:
a) 8..0\d7 - 7..5Md7 8 Wd2 0-0.
b) 8..£e79 £c4 b6 10 0-0-0 £b7
11 Ehel Hc6 12 We2 b4 13 He5 c6

14 a3 H\d5 15 £b3 W7 16 c4 D6 17
Nxf6+ £xf6 18 ¢5! £ Kindermann-
Lautier, Baden-Baden 1992.
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9 Hxf6+!

Simple and strong. 9 0-0-0 £b7 is
more common but we will discuss this
type of position in Line B, and the
text-move is just good for White.

9..Wxf6 10 £d3 £b7

10..h6 11 Le4 c6 12 0-0-0 intend-
ing g4-g5 is very good for White.

11 9g5 h6

Black has more often gone for the
text-move, sacrificing an exchange in
the hope of obtaining some counter-
play, than 11...g6, which invites White
to open the h-file with h4-h5. For ex-
ample, 12 0-0-0 £Hd7 (12..Ed8 13
£e4!? Hc6 14 We3 £ Macieja) 13 h4
h6 14 Hed Wxd4 15 Wxh6 Wg7 16
We3 was very good for White in Yuda-
sin-Dreev, Lyons 1994.

12 Hh7 Yxd4 13 Dxf8 &xf8 14 ¢3
Wes+

Nor does 14...%h4 give Black full
compensation: 15 g3 Wf6 16 Ef1 HHd7

,,,,,,,,,,,,,
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17 f4! c5 18 0-0-0 £d5 19 ¢4 Hxd3+
20 Wxd3 + Kindermann-Bareev, Par-
dubice 1994.
15 £e2 Hc6 16 0-0 Ed8 17 Wel
+ Z.Almasi-Dreev, Tilburg 1994.

A3)
8 Wd3 (D)
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This is not a completely new move
but it has been developed significantly
in the last few years. One idea is that
White can quickly develop an attack
against h7.

8...)d7 9 0-0-0 b6 10 h4

Another idea is to put aknight on e5
by 10 We3 £b7 11 De5 but 11...Le7
12 £b5 &)f6 seems to solve Black’s
problems; e.g.:

a) 13 Oxf6+ £xf6 14 Hd7 c6!? is
fine for Black.

b) 13 £c6 Dd5 14 Wg3 Lxc6 15
Dxc6 We8 16 DxeT7+ Wxe7 = Senff-
Arnold, Paks 2000.

10...£b7 11 HDfg5

11 Deg5 g6 12 We3 h6 13 Hes
£¢7 14 £d3 c5! and Black equalized

without any problems in J.Polgar-
Bareev, Madrid 1994.

11...2xg5+ 12 hxg5

12 Hxg5 96 is just equal, so White
sacrifices a pawn to open the h-file.

12...2.xed 13 YWxed Wxg5+ 14 bl
&6 15 We6 W4 16 £d3 Ead8 17 ¢3
&ds

Milos-Shirov, Las Vegas FIDE rpd
1999. Black is a pawn up but White has
some compensation due to the semi-
open h-file, and this roughly balances
the position.

A4)

8 Lcd

Most of the top players seem to
have decided that this fashionable con-
tinuation is the critical test of 7...0-0.
One point is that against a ...b6 set-up
White gets his queen on e2.

8...5)c6

By immediately attacking d4, Black
prevents a white set-up with the queen
on e2 and the knight also supports an
...e5 advance. The disadvantage is of
course that the knight is somewhat
clumsily placed on c6. There are a few
alternatives:

a) 8..b69 We2 £b7100-0-0 £d5!?
(10..50d7 11 He5 ) 11 He5!? £xe5
12 dxe5 &c6 13 f4 L.xc4 14 Wxcd Has
(D.Gross-1.Almasi, Budapest 1999)
15 Wa4 We8 16 Wxe8 Efxe8 17 Hd7 +
I.Almasi.

b) 8..4d7 9 We2 £e7!? 10 0-0-0
c6 11 h4 b5 12 £d3 Wc7 13 bl H)f6
14 Dxf6+ £xf6 15 Wed g6 16 h5 gave
White a strong attack in the game
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Topalov-Kramnik, Monaco Amber
blindfold 1997.
9¢3e510d5(D)
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Two other knight moves also come
into consideration:

a) 10..9a5 11 £d3 b6 12 h4 £
Baklan-Goloshchapov, Ordzhonikidze
Z 2000.

b) 10..9e7!? 11 Dxf6+ gxf6 12
&ha (12 Wd2 &h8 13 0-0-0 £g4 14
£e2 Wd6 led to an equal position in
Anand-Shirov, Sydney Olympic exh
rpd (2) 2000) 12...20g6 13 Wh5 Wd7!?
14 h3! £ Short-M.Gurevich, British
League (4NCL) 1999/00.

11 We2 £15 12 £d3!?

A recent refinement. Otherwise:

a) 12 0-0 £xed 13 Wxed Wd6 led
to easy equality for Black in Sutov-
sky-Psakhis, Pula Z 2000.

b) 12 0-0-0 £d7 (the continuation
12...8£.xed 13 Wxe4 Wd6 still deserves
attention, even though the position is
of course sharpened by White castling
queenside) 13 £g3 and now:

bl) 13..£g6 14 £d3! £xd3 15
Wxd3 HcS 16 We3 b6 17 h4 He8 18
Ded Dxed 19 Wxed gave White a sub-
stantial advantage in Leko-Khalifman,
Budapest (4) 1999.

b2) 13..8g4 14 h3 &x£3 15 Wxf3
&\b6 16 £b3 a5 with counterplay.

b3) 13..8g5+!7 14 HHxg5 Wxg5+
15 We3 Wxe3+ 16 fxe3 £g4 (another
possibility is 16...£.g617) 17 Ed2 b6
18 £b3 a5 is roughly equal.

c) 128317 £412 13 h3 £xf3 14
Wxf3 Dd7 (14...g6!7) 15 Ded Le7 16
0-0-0 £d6 17 g4 £ Leko-Shirov,
Frankfurt rpd 2000.

12...8.xed

Something like 12...4)d7 13 0-0-0
a5 14 d6 also looks better for White.
Short suggests 12...8e7 13 0-0-0!?
Wxd5 14 g4, when 14..£g6 15 hd
Ac6 16 bl Ead8 17 hS £xe4 18
£ xed We6 looks unclear.

13 £xed Hd7 14 0-0-0 L7 15 g4
£d6 16 &bl Eb8 17 h4

White’s attack is more promising,
Short-M.Gurevich, Shenyang FIDE
WCup 2000.

B)

7..2d7 (D)

Now there are two main lines:
Bl: 8 &c4 62
B2: 8 Wd2 63

Other moves:

a) 8 Wd3. Here Black might just
transpose to Line A3 with 8...0-0, but
he can profitably delay this; e.g., 8...b6
90-0-0 £b7 10h4 £e7 11 &bl HHf6 =
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Morozevich-M.Gurevich, Cannes rpd
2001.

b) 8 We2 is probably going to be
further developed in the near future.
It is not a new move: it was used by
Bogoljubow in his 1929 World Cham-
pionship match against Alekhine, but
only recently has it reappeared in a
couple of top-level encounters. 8...0-0
9 0-0-0 b6 (9...2e7!? was Alekhine’s
preference, with which he equalized
after 10 &bl b6 11 g4 £b7 12 Egl c5
in Bogoljubow-Alekhine, Wiesbaden
Wch (24) 1929) 10 De5!? £xe5 11
dxe5 We7 12 f4 £b7 13 We3 Ead8 14
£d3 £xed 15 £xed Dc5 16 Lcb £
Bologan-Bareev, Enghien les Bains
2001.

c) 82d3¢5(8..0-09¢3-7..0-08
c3 Dd7 9 £d3 =) 9 dxc5 (9 Dxfo+
xf6 — 5...00bd7 6 D3 R.e7 7 Dxf6+
Lxf6 8 &xf6 Dxf6 9 Rd3 c5 /=)
9..4xc5 10 £b5+ Le7 11 Wxd8+
Exd8 12 HHxcs5 Hd5 =.

B1)
8 £¢4 (D)

Against 7...%)d7 this trendy set-up
has less sting. Now Black can try a set-
up akin to Morozevich’s 6...gxf6 7
)3 ab.
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8...a6! 9 We2 b5 10 £d5

10 £b3 0-0 11 0-0-0 &b7 12 d5
was Kindermann-Roth, Vienna 1996,
and now 12..exd5 13 £xd5 c6 14
£b3 ¥Wc7 doesn’t look bad for Black.

10..Eb8 11 0-0-0 0-0 12 £.¢6

Or 12 &xf6+ Wxf6 (12..0xf6 13
£.c6 Ebb6 14 Des5 &\d5 also looks OK
for Black) 13 £c6 Eb6 14 £xd7 £xd7
15 &e5 Ed8 followed by ...&c6-d5 =
Milos-Bareev, Shenyang FIDE WCup
2000.

12..Eb6 13 d5 exd5 14 £xd5

On the face of it White might look a
little better since Black has still not
completed his development and White’s
pieces are (temporarily) more active.
However, Black doesn’t really have
anything to worry about.

14...c6 15 £b3 c5!

This is the move that solves Black’s
problems.

%
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16 £d5

The point of Black’s last move is
that 16 Dxc5?! is met by 16...2xb2+!
17 ©xb2 Wf6+ followed by ...4Hxc5.

16...%¢7 17 Ehel £.d8!

Another fine move. This makes room
for ...2Nf6.

18 Degs Lxg5+ 19 Dxg5 HHf6

The game is equal, Svidler-M.Gure-
vich, Esbjerg 2000.

B2)
8 Waz2 (D)
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8...0-0

The immediate 8...b6 is now rarely
seen, mainly owing to 9 £b5 £b7 10
&\xf6+, when Black is forced to play
10...gxf6, when White has a pleasant
choice:

a) 11 0-0-0 We7 12 d5! 0-0-0 13
We2 HeS 14 Hixes fxe5 15 Wxe5 Wes
16 £e2 £xd5 17 £a6+ £b7 18 LxbT7+
&xb7 19 xc5 bxc5 20 Ehel £ Tal-
Pachman, PortoroZ I1Z 1958.

b) 11 Wc31? We7 12 Wxc7 Wha+
(12..2xf3 13 £xd7+ Wxd7 14 Wxd7+

&xd7 15 gxf3 ) 13 ¢3 Wxb5 14 Wxb7
Wxb2 15 0-0 Ed8 16 c4 and White
was better in L.Steiner-Stahlberg,
Saltsjobaden 1Z 1948.

90-0-0 (D)
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Now:
B21: 9..2¢7 63
B22: 9...b6 64

B21)

9..2¢7

This retreat makes room for ...
and assists a possible ...c5.

10 Y312

The result of Kasparov’s labour on
this line. White discourages ...c5 ideas
and frees the d-file for his rook. There
are a number of other interesting ideas
for White:

a) 10h4!7b6 11 £c4 &b7isatype
of position that occurs more frequently
in Line B22. Hracek-Sakalauskas, Is-
tanbul OL 2000 continued 12 Ehel
&f6 13 Dxfo+ £xf6 14 W4 2d5 15
£d3 Wd6 16 He5 Efd8 with roughly
equal chances.

A
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b) 10 We3c5! 11 dxc5 ¥e7 12 £4d3
£xc5! 13 Hxc5 Dxc5 = Bezgodov-
Sakaev, Russian Ch (Moscow) 1999.

c) 10 £c4 and then:

cl) 10..5f6 11 Ehel £d5?! (this
seems like a dubious idea; 11...2xe4
12 Exe4 b5!? is suggested by Ftacnik)
12 De5 £5 13 £xd5! (this had proba-
bly been underestimated by Bareev)
13...exd5 (13..%xd5 14 c4! ¥d8 15
&\c3 is good for White, and 13...fxe4
14 &xe4 Rg5 15 He3 gives White
more than adequate compensation) 14
Ne5 £.g5 15 f4 216 16 h3 Wde 17
cd3 b6 18 g4 + Shirov-Bareev, New
Delhi FIDE 2000.

c2) 10...c5!?7 11 dxc5 (11 d5 Db6!)
11..%c7 12 Ehel Dxc5 13 Hxc5
Wxc5 14 £d3 216 15 We2 g6 16 h4
Hd8 17 £b5 £xb2+ 18 Lxb2 12-1
Z.Almasi-Dizdar, Makarska Tucepi
1995.

10...2)f6

10...b6 is a logical alternative, sug-
gested by Bareev. White might then
try something like 11 Qe5 £b7 12
&c6 Wes 13 £31?, threatening Zxe7+.

11 Hxfo+ £.xf6 12 £d3 Wd6 13
&bl 2d8 14 hd a5 15 Wel!? £d7 16
g5 h6 17 £h7+ 28 18 Hed We7
19 Dxf6 Wxf6 20 Led

% Kasparov-Bareev, Sarajevo 2000.

B22)

9..b6 (D)

10 Lc4

White prepares to open the centre
with d5. Other moves are not danger-
ous:
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a) 10 d5 &Dc5! 11 HxcS bxcs5 12
£c4e5(12...Eb8 13 c3 e5 can also be
considered) 13 Wa5 Wd6 14 A2 -1
Wahls-M.Gurevich, Munich 1992. It
is clear that White is better structurally
but Black’s two bishops and counter-
play on the b-file clearly compensate
for that.

b) 10 We3 £b7 11 £d3 Le7 12
&e5 5! 13 D3 Dxe5 14 Wxe5 £.d6
15 Wxe6+ 12-1/2 Leko-Akopian, Dort-
mund 2000.

c) 10 ¥f4 £b7 gives White more
choice as to how to utilize his bishop.
For example, it might be developed to
d3, which appears more aggressive
because it points towards the black
king. However, this isn’t considered
very dangerous and Black can solve
his problems after 11 £d3 (11 £c4 -
10 2.c4 2b7 11 ¥f4)11...£e712h4:

cl) 12..5)f6 13 c4 (13 Deg5 £xf3
14 &Hxf3 Wd6 15 De5 c5 16 dxc5
Wxc5 17 Ehel Eac8 18 &bl Hfdg 19
g4 2d6 = Nunn-M.Gurevich, Belgrade
1991) 13...c5 14 dxc5 Wb8! 15 Wxbs
Efxb8 16 Dxf6+ Lxf6 17 cxbb axb6

D¥
@
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18 &bl £xf3 19 gxf3 h5! = Fressi-
net-Tukmakov, Solin/Split 2000.

c2) 12..%b8!? 13 HeS5 c5 14 &g5
(14 g3 Dxe5 15 dxe5 £5! F Kharlov-
Dreev, St Petersburg 1993) 14...4f6
15 ¢3 cxd4 16 cxd4 £d5 17 &bl with
an unclear position, Zso.Polgar-Fur-
lan, Ljubljana 1994.

10...2b7 (D)

10...c6 has mainly been used by
Dreev. It is slightly passive, so White
should be able to get an advantage:

a) 11 We31? Wc7 12 Hxfo+ Dxf6
13 &e5 (White’s plan is very simple:
he intends to support the eS5-knight
with f4 and possibly try to build up a
kingside attack) 13...a5 14 c3 a4 15 a3
Ha516 £a2c517 Ehel £b7 18 f4 £
Kindermann-Dreev, Nussloch 1996.

b) 11 ¥f4 2b7 12 hd LeT?!
(12.. b8! 13 Hxf6+ Dxf6 14 He5
c5 15 dxc5 ¥c7! is better) 13 HeS
We7 14 Wg3 HxeS 15 dxe5 b5 16 Le2
Had8 17 £d6 + Golubev-Willemze,
Dieren 1999.

c) 11 g4! (of course this only comes
into consideration because Black has
closed the a8-h1 diagonal) 11...£e7 12
g5 2b7 13 Wf4 Wb (13...c514 d5 is
also good for White) 14 Wh4 (this is
primitive but perhaps lethal; the direct
threat is 15 Ehgl with the idea of
&f6+) 14...c5 15 d5 De5? (a mistake,
but Black’s position was difficult in
any case) 16 Dxe5 WxeS 17 Ehel
W5 18 £d3 h6 19 f4 1-0 Velimiro-
vi¢-Cosma, Niksi¢ 1994. 19...¥xd5 20
&\f6+! £xf6 21 gxf6 is hopeless for
Black.
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11 ¥f4 (D)

Sensible; White centralizes his queen
and prepares d5. Other moves:

a) 11 Ehel £d5 and then:

al) 12 2xd5 exds 13 Dxf6+ Dxf6
14 W4 Ded 15 De5 6 16 HHd3 Wd7
with equality, Finkel-M.Gurevich, Bel-
grade 1999.

a2) 12 Wd3 c6 13 £b3 b5! 14
£xd5 cxd5 15 Dxfo+ Dxf6 16 Wxb5
Eb8 17 Wad Hed 18 He2 Who gives
Black excellent compensation, Wed-
berg-P.H.Nielsen, Reykjavik 2000.

a3) 12 £d3 ¢5 13 ¢4 £b7 14 dxc5
We7!7 15 Dxf6+ Dxf6 16 cxbb axb6
17 &bl Ea5 and Black had reasonable
compensation in A.David-M.Gure-
vich, Amsterdam 2000.

b) 11 d5!? b5! 12 £b3 (12 £xb5
exd5 13 Dxfe+ &xf6 looks fine for
Black) and now:

bl) 12...c5!? 13 &d6 (or 13 dxe6
£xed 14 exf7+ ©h8 15 Wxd7 Wxd7
16 Exd7 £xf3 17 gxf3 c4 ¥ M.Gure-
vich) 13...£xd5 14 £xd5 exd5 15 Wxd5S
b6!? 16 Wed! Had (16...d7!?7) 17
De5 Wbo 18 Wd5 Had8 leading to a

&
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complicated game, Van den Doel-
M.Gurevich, Hoogeveen 1999.

b2) 12..20b6 13 Hxfe+ Wxf6 14
dxe6 fxe6 15 BEhel &\c4 16 £.xc4 bxcd
17 We3 £d5 = Xu Yuhua-Zhukova,
New Delhi FIDE wom 2000.

X
Bég%m/x

24A 1k
e

/////////////

&
% /ﬂ/ "
LHABOY
w7 oom
AL AT

1JiYi
7|

27
&Eg o
11..%b8!?

Black reacts by moving the queen
away from the d-file, and so prepares
...c5. This appears to give Black good
chances of equality, but the alterna-
tives are also worth noting:

a) 11..2e7 12 d5! exd5 13 £xd5
£xd5 14 Exd5 Wc8 15 Dd4 HHf6 16
Hes Hxed 17 Exe7 £d6 18 Hhel
Shirov-M.Gurevich, New Delhi FIDE
2000.

b) 11..£d512 £d3 £e7!?7(12...c5
13 c4 £b7!7? also looks feasible) 13 c4
£b7 14 g4 &6 15 Dxf6+ Lxf6 16
Le4 2xed 17 Wxed We7 18 hd W4
with counterplay, Bologan-M.Gure-
vich, Belfort 1998.

12 Ehel (D)

12 De5 c5 13 Dxfe+ Dxf6 14 dxcs
Ec8!? is also fine for Black.
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12...c5

Or:

a) 12..8d5 13 £xd5 exd5 14
Dxf6+ Dxf6 15 Ee7 looks better for
White.

b) 12...82e7 13 dS! exd5 14 £xd5
leaves White better after either 14...c6
15 Wxb8 Haxb8 16 £.c4 &6 17 Deg5
or 14..5f6 15 £xb7 Wxb7 16 Dxf6+
£xf6 17 g4.

13 Wgd?!

A much more critical line is 13 ¥xb8
Haxb8 14 d5 exdS (14...b5 15 dxe6
bxc4 16 exd7 £xe4 17 Exed £xb2+
18 &d2 +) 15 £xd5, and now Black
must react accurately:

a) 15..£xd5 16 Hxds5 Hfd8 17
Hedl He8 18 Exd7 Exe4 19 Exa7 +.

b) 15..£d8 16 £xb7 Exb7 17 H\d6
and White is much better.

c) 15..8e7! 16 &c3 £16 17 &b5
a6 18 Hc7 £d8 19 £xb7 Exb7 is
equal.

13...cxd4 14 Dxd4 £xed 15 Wxed
Hes

T M.Freitag-Z.Schneider, Feldbach
1997.



6 Steinitz Variation:

Introduction
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This pawn advance characterizes the
Steinitz Variation. Steinitz’s idea was
to maintain a space advantage by forti-
fying the e5-pawn with f4. Today, this
is a very popular method of play but
Boleslavsky’s 7 £e3 (after 4...2)fd7 5
4 ¢5 6 &Hf3 &)c6), which we look at in
the next chapter, has completely su-
perseded Steinitz’s own 6 dxc5.

We now consider:

A: 4.Ded 67
B: 4..5fd7 68

The latter is standard; in this intro-
ductory chapter we only consider al-
ternatives to the continuations 5 f4 c5
6 D3 9c6 7 £e3 and 5 Dee.

A few provocative types have tried
4...g8. Here White even has the op-
tion of transposing into the Advance
Variation (I e4 e6 2 d4 d5 3 e5) with
the paradoxical 5 @b1(?!). This is just
a joke of course; White is better after
simple development with 5 4, 5 &)f3
or5 £e3.

A)

4..%ed

This is quite rare but is employed
by some players as a surprise weapon.

5 HHxed

This could also arise from the Tar-
rasch Variation (3 Dd2 &6 4 5 De4
5 Q\xe4) from where it arrives more
commonly. Here, White has an addi-
tional possibility in 5 &ce2!? f6 6 2)f4
(6 £3 &g5 is not convincing as the
knight can hop back to f7 where it use-
fully increases the pressure on eS)
6..We7 7 Df3 (or 7 £d3£)7..£d78
£d3 Hc6 9 0-0 0-0-0 10 c4!, when
White was much better in Arakhamia-
Nolan, Aberdeen 1998.

5..dxed 6 £e3

6 Kc4 a6 (6...c5 7 d5 is good for
White; for example, 7...exdS 8 Wxds
Wxd5 9 £xd5 Dc6 10 Lxed Dxe5 11
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£1£4 c6 12 DF3 £ Dvoirys) 7 a4 b6.
Black intends first to increase his con-
trol over d5 and then either to play
...c5 or just to blockade the d5-square
by ...&)c6-e7. White has tried various
replies:

a) 8 d57! is positionally desirable
but White wastes time and now falls
behind in development: 8..2b7! 9
dxe6 Wxd1+ 10 &xd1 fxe6 11 Lxeb
&\c6 12 Le3 (if 12 2.4, Black regains
his pawn with 12...£.c5 13 ©h3 £.d4)
12...4)xeS5 is slightly better for Black,
Imanaliev-Malaniuk, Frunze 1987.

b) 8 Dh3 £b7 9 HHf4 &c6 10 Ke3
(10 c3 De7 11 Wb3!? also looks good
for White, Bryson-Nolan, Scottish Ch
(Largs) 1998) 10...2e7 11 0-0 g6 12
We2 H)f5 13 Hfdl £h6 14 a5! with a
slight advantage for White, Aseev-
Lputian, USSR Ch (Lvov) 1984.

6...c5

Black must react quickly; otherwise
White just plays £e2-g3 and Black
will have trouble defending his e4-
pawn.

7 dxc5 Dd7 8 Wed

This is critical and definitely better
than 8 b4? b6!, when White’s queen-
side is seriously weakened. Now White
goes immediately for the e4-pawn.

8..20xc5 9 £b5+

9 £xc5 £xc5 10 Wxg7 is greedy
but also risky. 10...¥a5+ 11 c3 Ef8 12
De2 £d7 13 Wf6 2ad 14 Hg3? (14
W14 is necessary, although Black has
compensation after 14...0-0-0) and
now Pytel suggests 14...£a3 (14...£d4?
15 Dxe4 Lxe5 16 Wh4 left Black in

trouble in Tringov-Bednarski, Varna
1972) 15 Ebl, continuing 15..Ed8
(Pytel gives this an ‘!” but I think it
really deserves a ‘?7’) but this looks
very unconvincing in view of the re-
ply 16 &xe4 Lc2 17 bxa3!. Instead,
Black has 15...£xb2 16 Exb2 Wxc3+
17 BEd2 ¥cl+ 18 Le2 £b5+ 19 e3
We3+ 20 £d3 £xd3 21 Ehdl Wes5+
22 &f4 Wd4 with a large advantage
for Black.

9..4d7 10 He2 WaS+ 11 Hc3 a6
12 2xd7+ £xd7 13 £d4 £c6 14
0-0-0 0-0-0

This position has been reached a
number of times, with reasonable re-
sults for Black after 15 &bl Exd4! 16
Hxd4 WxeS. Instead, 15 ¥f4!, as in
Seul-Zach, Biel 1997, looks very good
for White.

B)
4..%d7 (D)
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The coverage now divides into:
B1: 5413 69
B2: 514 70

////////




STEINITZ VARIATION: INTRODUCTION 69

The Shirov/Anand Variation, 5 &ce2,
which incidentally was one of Stein-
itz’s ways of playing this position too,
is covered independently in Chapter
8.

B1)

59)f3

This is a sensible developing move,
but now White cannot support his cen-
tre with c3 and/or f4 because the pawns
are both blocked by knights. There-
fore Black can break up the centre
with ...c5 and ...f6. This leads to an in-
teresting strategic struggle since the
pawn-structure is defined by white
pawns on the second rank (a-c and f-h)
against the three black pawn islands
a7+b7, d5+e6 and g7+h7. This means
White will be attempting to gain con-
trol over the central dark squares, e5 in
particular, while Black in turn will try
to break this stronghold and seek coun-
terplay on the semi-open c- and f-files.

5...c5

5...2¢€7 is somewhat passive since
Black loses a tempo if he later plays
...c5, White captures and Black recap-
tures with the bishop. 6 £d3 b6 7 h4!?
h6 8 He2 Ra6 9 Lxa6 Dxa6 10 Eh3
c5 11 Eg3 ££8 12 c4!? &7 13 O)f4
cxd4 14 cxd5 Dxd5 15 Dxd5 exd5 16
Eg4 + Khasangatin-Sabaev, Pardubice
1988.

6 dxc5

With this, White seeks a fairly simple
piece deployment. The light-squared
bishop goes to d3, the other to f4,
White castles and plays We2 and/or

Zel and then sees how events unfold.
Another line is 6 £b5 Zc6 7 0-0 but
Black has more than one satisfactory
route to equality. One is 7...cxd4 8
& xd4 Wc7 followed by ...a6. This is
good and solid. Black can also main-
tain the central tension and simply de-
velop with 7...&e7 but also just 7...a6
looks good; e.g., 8 £xc6 bxc6 9 He2
a5!? 10 HHg3 Wb6 11 Hel cxd4 12
&xd4 £.c5 13 ¢3 0-0 with a comfort-
able position for Black, as in Van de
Oudeweertering-Vedder, Dutch Cht
1994.

6..2c6 7 £14 £xc5

Another option is 7...20xc5 but 8
£.d3 £¢7 9 hd!? gives White some at-
tacking chances. The idea of advanc-
ing the h-pawn in this type of French
position is very common. Either White
creates dark-squared weaknesses by
advancing it all the way to h6, or White
will gain a potential target on g7 if
Black plays ...h6. Then a rook-lift to
the third rank with Eh3 becomes an
option.

8 £d3 (D)
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8...f6

This has to be played now. After
8...0-0?7? White has the standard Greek
Gift sacrifice, 9 £xh7+!, and 8...h6
only provides White with a target for a
coming attack.

9 exf6 xf6

9..Wxf6!? retains better control
over e5 but also hinders the smooth
development that Black obtains in the
main line. However, this seems to be a
very serious alternative. White has two
options:

a) 10 £.g5Wf7 11 We20-0120-0-0
h6 13 £h4 (Morozevich-Bareev, Sara-
jevo 1999; Bareev thinks 13 242 is
better) 13...£b4 14 £¢3 (in Deseatni-
cov-Radjabov, Oropesa del Mar U-18
Wch 1999, White played the misera-
ble 14 £b5? a6 15 &)c7? only to dis-
cover that his knight was lost after
15.. Wf4+) 14...8xc3 15 bxc3, and
now Bareev proposes 15...e5 16 xe5
Ndxe5 17 L.xeS He8 18 4 Hxe5 19
fxe5 W4+ 20 Wd2 Wxd2+, when
Black should have no real problems in
the endgame. The preparatory 15...Ee8
(or 15...%e7) also looks worth a try, if
Black is not satisfied with the end-
game. It should be mentioned that
White cannot really avoid the doubled
pawns on the c-file.

b) 10 £g30-0 110-0 Dd4 12 Hxd4
£xd4 13 Wh5 g6 14 We2 a6 15 Hael
&\c5 (Rogers-Drasko, Tallinn 1985) 16
£e5 is roughly equal.

10 0-0 0-0 11 He5 £d7 12 We2
We7 13 Hael Hae8 14 hl a6 15
L¢3 Dxe5 16 L.xe5 2c6

This series of moves has flowed
very naturally. The type of position
we have reached has occurred several
times. This position is roughly equal,
which to some extent was borne out by
the fact that Rogers-Psakhis, Wijk aan
Zee 1997 was agreed drawn after 17 a3.
Black has no problems after 17...g6!
followed by ...Z)d7 but note that the
immediate 17...8)d7 is wrong due to
18 Whs!.

B2)
5f4c¢5(D)

////////
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6 dxc5 £xc5 7 &f3 is an alterna-
tive, and the choice of Steinitz. Then:

a) The game Steinitz-Sellman, Bal-
timore 1885 illustrated White’s con-
cept. It went 7...a6 8 £d3 Dc6 9 We2
b4 (9...b5 worked well for Black
in Safianovsky-Vaisser, Cappelle la
Grande 1993, which continued 10 £d2
&b6 followed by ...%4\c4, but White
should consider 10 £g5!?) 10 £d2 b5
11 Dd1 Hxd3+ 12 cxd3 Wb6? (12...b4
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is better) 13 b4! £e7 14 a3 and White
is much better.

b) Nowadays, I think most French
players would prefer, or at least con-
sider, attacking White’s centre imme-
diately with 7...9\c6 8 £d3 f6 9 exf6
Hixf6 10 We2 0-0 11 £d2 a6 12 0-0-0
W7, followed by ...bS, when Black
had counterplay in Georgadze-Dvor-
etsky, USSR Cht (Moscow) 1967.

6...26!?

Other moves:

a) After 6...0c6, 7 £e3 is the next
chapter, while 7 &e2 is a line of the
Tarrasch Variation (3 2Dd2 &6 4 e5
&fd7 5 f4 ¢5 6 Ddf3 D6 7 De2).

b) 6..%b6 and now:

bl) 7 £e3 and here: 7...a6 — 6...a6
7 2e3 Wb6; 7..0c6 - 6...%0c6 7 Ke3
Wh6 (Chapter 7, Line B).

b2) 7 Dad Yc6 8 Hxc5 Dxc5 9
dxc5 £xc5 10 £d3 Wb6 11 c3 a5 12
Wb3 Hc6 13 Wxb6 Lxb6 14 Le2
£¢5 15 £e3 b6 = Barkhagen-Gleize-
rov, Stockholm 1998.

7 £e3 (D)

A very notable idea here, pointed out
by GM Peter Heine Nielsen, and actu-
ally played in a number of games, is 7
&e2!?. White gets the Shirov/Anand
Variation (Chapter 8) in a good ver-
sion since Black has wasted time on
...a6, and Anand doesn’t seem both-
ered about the fact that Black can cap-
ture on d4 without White being able
to recapture with a pawn. Obviously,
since otherwise ...a6 is just a waste of
time, Black should now play 7...cxd4
8 Dexd4 Dch.

& 7=
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7..%b6

This idea, which is a sort of acceler-
ated version of the more common
6..90c6 7 £e3 Wh6 line, has been
known for some time but only received
serious attention after Morozevich
used it to win against Lutz at the 1998
Elista Olympiad.

A less important sideline for Black
is 7...b5 8 Wd2 £b7 followed by ...b4
but I don’t think this is significantly
different from Line C of the next chap-
ter, and to be honest I would rather have
my knight on c¢6 than my bishop on b7.

8a3

This is considered the most serious
test. Of course, it is the usual trick:
Black cannot take on b2 due to 9 Da4,
trapping the queen. White now wishes
to maintain the tension and at some
point perhaps threaten £a4. Other con-
tinuations are:

a) 8 Wd27! Wxb2 9 Ebl a3 10
£e2 96 11 0-0 cxd4 12 Dxd4 Hxd4

13 £xd4 £c5 14 ®hl £xd4 15 Wxd4
Wcs5 16 Wd3 0-0 F Barkhagen-Uly-
bin, Gothenburg 1999.
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b) 8 Ebl Hc6 9 Wd2 W7 10 Le2
£e7110-00-0 12d1 cxd4 13 Hxd4
&5 14 D2 £47 15 ¢3 b5 = Timman-
Bareev, Moscow 1993.

¢) 8 Ha4 and then:

cl) 8...¥c6 9 Hixc5 Hxc5 10 dxc5
£xc511 Wd2 Wb6 12 £xc5 Wxc5 13
0-0-0 &c6 14 b1 £ Ulybin-Alavkin,
Krasnodar 1997.

c2) 8..WaS+9¢c3 cxd4 10 b4 Wc7
(D).
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This is an important position. White
has the choice between recapturing on
d4 with the bishop or the queen:

c21) Not 11 £Hxd4?? in view of
11...b5.

c22) 11 £xd4 &c6 should be fine
for Black. White would like to pre-
serve his dark-squared bishop but this
is not easy without allowing Black a
strong attack:

c221) If White chooses 12 £e3,
he could be in trouble after 12...b5 13
A2 Dexes! (13..£6 is also OK, but
this looks even stronger) 14 fxe5 (14
Dxe5 Dxe5 15 fxe5 Wxc3+ 16 Wa2

Crez B o O e

£xb4 F) 14.. Wxc3+ 15 Wd2 £xb4
16 &2 Wxd2+ 17 Hxd2 Dxe5 and
with four sound pawns for a piece
Black is definitely in very good shape,
Sedlak-Radjabov, Aviles 2000.

c222) 12 Ecl is probably best,
when Luther-Gleizerov, Cappelle la
Grande 1998 was agreed drawn after
12...40xd4. Indeed, after 13 &Hxd4 b5
14 &b2 b6 Black has nothing to
worry about.

c23) 11 Wxd4 and now:

c231) 11..4c6 12 Wd2 b5 13 Db2
6 14 a4 (after 14 exf6?! &xf6 15 £43
£.d6 16 0-0 0-0 17 a4 Eb8 Black was
doing well in Lutz-Morozevich, Elista
OL 1998 because the knight is mis-
placed on b2 and Black has good
chances of breaking open the centre
with ...e5) 14.. Eb8 (14...bxa4 15 exf6
&xf6 16 £d3 a5 17 Exad He4 18
£xed dxed 19 &g5 looked better for
White in Wiersma-Barsov, Dieren
1999) 15 axb5 axb5 16 Dd4! Hxd4 17
£.xd4 fxe5 18 fxe5 £e7 19 Ha7 Wc6
20 Wf4! + Skripchenko-Matveeva,
Belgrade wom 1996.

€232) 11...a512b5b6 13 Le2 &5
14 0-0 £bd7 15 b2 Le7 16 c4 £b7
17 cxd5 £xd5 18 &c4 0-0 = Van der
Weide-Radjabov, Wijk aan Zee 2001.

8...49¢6 (D)

9 Le2

If 9 dxc5 £xc5 10 Das Wa5+ 11 b4
Wxa4 12 bxc5, Black has two options:

a) 12..0-0 13 c4 WasS+ 14 W42
Wxd2+ 15 £xd2 actually looks a bit
better for White. In Klimov-Kruppa,
St Petersburg 2000 Black was worse
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after 15...d4 16 Dxd4 Da5 17 &c2
&xc5 18 6 Dxc6 19 £xc5 Ed8 20
£b6and 15...Ed8 16 Ed1 d4 17 Hxd4
&Hxd4 18 £xd4 Dxe5 19 fxe5 Exdd+
20 £.d3 doesn’t solve all his problems
either.

b) 12...f6! (this looks much better
because White does not get enough
time to consolidate) 13 c4 Wa5+ 14
Wd2 Wxd2+ 15 &xd2 fxe5 16 cxd5
exd5 17 fxe5 0-0 and White is the one
who is struggling to equalize, Berndt-
Soln, Bled 2000.

9..Wa7

A recent and very solid move. Black
steps out of any &a4 ideas and pre-
pares to advance the b-pawn. The other
option is 9...cxd4 10 &xd4 £c5 11
Dad WaS+ 12 c3 £xd4 13 £xd4 Hxd4

14 Wxd4, which has been the centre of
some discussion:

a) 14..b6 15 £d1 ¥b516b4a517
b2 Wc6 18 £3 axb4 19 cxb4 b5 20
&f2 Wb6 21 Le3 was very comfort-
able for White in Topalov-Korchnoi,
Dos Hermanas 1999.

b) 14..¥c7 15b4 b6 (I tried 15...0-0
16 0-0 b5 in Nunn-S.Pedersen, Oxford
1998, and felt that Black was worse af-
ter 17 &b2 £b7 18 £g4!7 Hac8 19
Ef3, so I am surprised that Black has
successfully followed this idea, but
first losing a tempo with the b-pawn!)
16 0-0 0-0 17 Eacl (17 &b2! looks
better; if 17...b5, 18 a4 is annoying
and 17...2b7 18 c4 16 19 exf6 Dxf6
20 Hacl Ead8 21 c5 also appeared
pleasant for White in E.Berg-Radja-
bov, Aviles 2000) 17..b5 18 &b2
£b7 19 a4 (in view of Nunn-Pedersen
above, I suppose 19 £g4 should be
considered) 19...bxa4 20 Eal £c6 21
&xa4 £b5! and Black was doing fine
in the game Guedon-M.Gurevich, Ant-
werp 1999.

10 ¥d2 cxd4 11 Hxd4 £.c512 Ed1
0-0 13 0-0 b5 14 ££3 £b7 15 ¥r2
Hxd4 16 £xd4 2xd4 17 Exd4 Efc8

The position is equal, Mitkov-Bag-
irov, Batumi Echt 1999.



7 Steinitz Variation:
Main Line (7 £e3)

1ed €62 d4 d5 3 Dc3 Df6 4 e5 HfdT
514 ¢5 6 D3 D67 Le3 (D)

This is the main line of the Steinitz
Variation. 7 £e3 was Boleslavsky’s
contribution. White reinforces his cen-
tre and perhaps prepares to castle
queenside after 8 Wd2. This may lead
to sharp positions with opposite-side
castling but frequently White aims at
just keeping control of the d4-square,
and thus in the long term plays against
a bad light-squared bishop.

We shall look at:
A: 7..8¢7 74
B: 7..%be6 75
C: 7...a6 80
D: 7...cxd4 83

A)

7...2€7

This is an ‘older’ Morozevich idea.
Black simply develops and also intro-
duces the possibility of playing an ...f6
break.

8 dxc5!?

A plan like 8 ¥d2 0-09 0-0-Ois less
impressive when the central tension
hasn’t been clarified. Black can play
9...c4!?, when ...b5 will soon be a real
threat to White.

8...20xc5

8...&xc5!? isn’t bad, even though
Black has lost a tempo with his bishop.
9 Wd2 0-0 10 0-0-0 Wb6 11 L£gl
£xgl 12 Exgl &c5 was roughly equal
in Ivanchuk-Korchnoi, Roquebrune
Amber rpd 1992 but this needs further
tests.

9 £¢20-0 10 0-0 £d7

10...f6 11 exf6 Exf6 12 Wd2 £.

11 a3 £e8 12 Wel!? Ec8

Psakhis suggests 12...f6!? 13 b4 &d7
14 a4 HHxd4 15 £xd4, with only a
slight advantage to White.

13 Ed1 Yc7 14 b4! Dd7 15 DbS
Wh8 16 £d3

+ Ivanchuk-Morozevich, Amster-
dam Donner mem 1996.
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B)

7..%b6 8 Dad

8 a3 cxd4 9 Dxd4 — 7...cxd4 8 D xd4
Wp6 9 a3 =.

8..%a5+9 c3 (D)
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This line was first played in a simul-
taneous game (with Alekhine as White)
but it only really caught on in tourna-
ment practice when Portisch introduced
the variation 9...cxd4 10 b4 &xb4 11
cxb4 £xb4+ against Bronstein at the
Amsterdam Interzonal in 1964. Now-
adays, the view upon this idea is rather
pessimistic though, and it is thought
that Black should instead aim to keep
the position closed with 9...c4, or try
the slightly provocative 9...b6. The lat-
ter does, by the way, score excellently
in practice and has the further incen-
tive that it receives little mention in the
majority of opening manuals.

Thus there are three main options
for Black:

B1: 9..cxd4?! 75
B2: 9...c4 76
B3: 9..b6!? 78

B1)

9...cxd4?!

This is an exciting line but Black is
not really going into it any more, for
good reasons.

10 b4 Hxb4d

10..Wc7 11 Hxd4 Hxd4 12 £xd4
b6 is feasible but 13 £d3 gives White
splendid chances on the kingside. This
is hardly a line that makes the varia-
tion playable for Black.

11 cxb4 £xbd+ 12 £.d2 £xd2+ 13
%xd2 (D)
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13...g5!?

This seems the best chance to mix
things up. The other line is 13...b6,
with the idea of exchanging a minor
piece with ...£a6 or ...4\c5. In that
event White has several options, but I
think the clearest route to an advantage
is 14 £d3! £a6 (14..5c5 15 Dxc5
bxc5 16 0-0 is very good for White:
16...0-07 is unplayable according to
Timman due to 17 £xh7+! &@xh7 18
Wh5+ $g8 19 HHf3 6 20 Dg5 +—, and
16...c4 allows White to return the piece



76 THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 %\c3

for a strong attack by 17 £xc4 dxc4
18 Dxc4 +) 15 Db2 &c5 (15...£xd3
16 &xd3 A5 17 DF2! Dad 18 0-0
&c3 19 Wg4 0-0 20 HHf3 + Timman-
Korchnoi, Brussels 1987) 16 £xa6
Wxa6 17 We2 (Ghinda’s 17 a4!, to
keep the queen out of a3 and only then
preparing We2 and 9)f3, is perhaps a
clearer route to an advantage) 17...%a3
18 Wb5+ Le7 19 0-0 We3+ 20 Ef2
Zhes 21 &1 Wc3 22 Ef3 d3 23 Hdl
Wd4+ 24 ©h1 + Nunn-Zysk, Bundes-
liga 1987/8.

14 Eb1!

If White continues passively with,
for instance, 14 g3, Black’s ...b6 idea
will gain in strength. The opening of
the kingside is clearly in Black’s favour,
so White should play energetically to
increase his lead in development and
attempt to bring the a4-knight into play.
If instead 14 @b2 gxf4 15 £d3, Black
obtains adequate counterplay by con-
tinuing 15...b6! 16 &2 (16 Wgd L.a6
17 Wxf4 Ec8 is maybe even better for
Black according to Anand) 16...£.a6
17 & f3 Ec8, as in Anand-Dreev, Ma-
dras Ct (6) 1991.

14...a6

14...gxf4 is answered by 15 £b5.
Then:

a) 15..a6 16 £xd7+ £xd7 17 ©b6
Ed8 18 a4! is White’s idea. Because
Black’s pieces (particularly the queen)
are out of play on the queenside, White
prepares to castle, take the f4-pawn
and launch an attack on the kingside.
This might sound simplistic, but it
looks very effective.

b) 15...Eb8 also led Black into dif-
ficulties in Short-Timman, Amsterdam
1994, after 16 &c5! +.

c) The best option seems to be to
unpin the d7-knight with 15...2f8, but
even this doesn’t look satisfactory for
Black. Kaminski suggests 16 We2 d3,
giving the continuation 17 W2 Hxe5
18 Wxf4 &g6 19 Wf6 with compensa-
tion for White, which I find quite at-
tractive. I also have a feeling that Black
is struggling after 17 Wxd3 Dxe5 18
Wa4 g6 19 0-0 a6 20 Le2.

15 b2 Hc5

Kaminski suggests 15...gxf4 as an
improvement but I don’t believe it is a
very serious attempt to rehabilitate the
line. White is clearly better after 16
&)d3. A possible line is 16...b5 17 £e2
&\b6 (Black cannot just sit and wait for
White to castle and take on f4) 18 0-0
&c4, when White has the choice be-
tween returning the piece by 19 £xc4
dxc4 20 Dxf4 d3 21 £xd3 cxd3 22
Wxd3 with a promising attack, and the
fairly simple 19 £b3 Wb6 20 Exf4 +.

16 £d3 £d7 17 0-0 Yxa2 18 fxg5
Wa3 19 H)f3

*+ Kuczynski-Dolmatov, Polanica
Zdroj 1993.

B2)

9...c410 b4 (D)

Black was threatening 10...b5 so
apart from being logical this is also
more or less forced.

10...%c¢7

[ am surprised that so little attention
that has been paid to 10..2xb4 11
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cxb4 £xbd+ 12 &f2 b5. Black gains
two solid pawns for a piece and strong
queenside pressure. There is room for
plenty of new ideas here but I will
only state that I would clearly prefer
13&)c5!to 13 b2 £c3 14 We2b4 15
£e2 b6, when Black obtains good
compensation.

11 g3!?

Other moves:

a) 11 g4!? b5 12 &c5 a5 13 a3
axbd 14 axb4 Exal 15 ¥xal h5 16
gxh5 Exh5 17 £e2 Dxc5 18 dxc5 Le7
19 0-0 Eh8 20 £d4 HHxd4 21 £xd4
Wb722 £ g4 g6 and Black has reason-
able chances of just blockading the
position, Luther-Bareev, Tilburg 1994.

b) 11 £e2 £e7 and here:

bl) 12 0-0 and then:

bl1) 12..b5!? 13 &c5 a5 14 a3
&xc5 15 dxc5 0-0 16 Dd4 HHxd4 17
£xd4 £ Anand-Dreev, Biel 1Z 1993.

bl12) 12...f5 13 g4 (this looks like a
direct attempt to refute Black’s open-
ing but Anand’s suggestion, 13 2b2!,
intending a4, Wc2 and £d1-f2 may be
more sensible, and is probably slightly

MAIN LINE (7 £.e3) 77

better for White) 13...fxgd 14 &g5
&)8 15 £xgd4 h6 16 Hh3 (Kamsky-
Bareev, Biel IZ 1993) and now Bareev
suggests that 16...b6! is OK for Black.

b2) Short seems to like 12 a3!?.
Then:

b21) If 12..b5 13 &c5 Hxcs5 14
dxc5 a5, White can consider keeping
the rooks on the board with 15 Ec1!?.

b22) 12..f5 13 Egl Of8 14 g4
fxgd 15 Hxgd g6 16 £f2 and now,
rather than 16...b6 17 &b2 £d7 18 a4
% Short-Psakhis, Moscow OL 1994,
16...4)d8! (as proposed by Lutz) solves
Black’s problems. The idea is that
White doesn’t have time to regroup
with 17 b2, due to 17...a5! 18 b5 a4!.
Hence, the whole plan with 13 Egl
may be wrong, and White should in-
stead consider 13 &b2 or 13 h3.

b3) 12 g4!?7b5 13 &)c5 a5 14 a3 0-0
15 0-0 axb4 16 axb4 Hxal 17 Wxal
&xc5 18 dxc5 £6 19 exf6 £.xf6 20 g5!
and now:

b31) 20..£d821 Wcl Wbg 22 Wa2
£.c7 23 Dd4 Dxd4 24 Wxd4 £b7 25
Wd2! and White was better in Kam-
sky-Bareev, Madrid 1994.

b32) Bareev suggests that Black
should play 20...d4!?, immediately get-
ting rid of his d-pawn to open the posi-
tion for his minor pieces; e.g., 21 cxd4
£d8 intending ...&b7 and ...%e7, with
compensation.

11...2€7 12 £h3 (D)

This is not only perhaps to support
an f5 break himself but also to dis-
courage ...f5 from Black. For example,
after 12 £¢2, Black can try 12...f5.
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12...b5 13 Dc5 a5 14 a3 axbd 15
axb4 Exal 16 Wxal Hxc5 17 dxc5
0-0 18 H\d4

This is a quite normal move but I
wonder why White plays it so early.
This seems like something White can
always do. 18 0-0 appears more flexi-
ble. Then White can also consider
putting his bishop on d4 and playing
for an attack on the kingside. Svidler
suggests that Black should seek coun-
terplay with 18...f5 or 18...f6 (I sup-
pose this is what 18 £)d4 intends to
prevent), but he also arrives at the con-
clusion that White is slightly better af-
ter the more or less forced 19 exf6 £.xf6
20\d4 Hxd4 21 £xd4e5 (21...L.xd4+
22 cxd4 *) 22 £xc8 Exc8 23 fxes
Lxe5 24 £xe5 Wxe5 25 Hel W6 26
Wd1.

18..20xd4 19 £xd4 £b7 20 0-0
Ha8 21 Wbl £.¢8 22 22 Ha6

Black doesn’t look worse, Svidler-
Bareev, Russian Ch (Elista) 1997.

B3)
9..b6!? (D)
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No hidden intentions here: Black
wants to exchange his light-squared
bishop. The only problem is that it
looks like Black’s queen could run into
trouble because its retreat is cut off,
but closer scrutiny reveals that Black
has nothing to fear in that direction.

10 12

This type of king move is very com-
mon in positions with this type of
pawn-structure. White needs to hide
his king somewhere and plans to cas-
tle ‘by hand’. Otherwise:

a) The problem is the knight on a4,
which means that White couldn’t sim-
ply play 10 £e2 £a6 11 0-0?, due to
11...£xe2 12 Wxe2 Wxad.

b) 10 a37! (this is hardly the way
White should play, but I am mention-
ing it for the record) 10...c4 and now:

bl) 11 £e2 £a6 12 Wc2?is an at-
tempt to avoid playing b4, but apart
from 12..£2b5 13 £d1 £e7, which
was certainly fine for Black in E.Berg-
Kania, Copenhagen 1996, Black can
play to win a pawn with 12..b5 13
&5, and now 13..5xd4 14 Hxd4
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fxc5 or 13...9xc5 14 dxc5 Wc7 with
the idea of ...2a5.

b2) 11 b4 cxb3 12 Wxb3 £a6 13
5 £e7 14 g4 Ec8 15 £d2 0-0 16 Db2
£xf1 17 Exf1 Wa6 and Black is doing
fine, Kovacevi¢-O.Danielian, Lenin-
grad 1991. He has excellent chances
on the queenside, while White’s attack
is not going very far as long as his own
king is exposed in the centre.

c) 10 £d2!? c4 11 b4 is White’s
main alternative. Now Black has the
choice between keeping the position
closed by retreating the queen, and an
interesting piece sacrifice:

cl) 11..%a6 used to have quite a
good reputation, mainly based on
ideas such as 12 &b2 b5 13 a4 bxa4
14 Hxad Wb5 15 HcS a5, when the
queenside opens in Black’s favour.
However, White should not pursue
such a fast opening of the queenside.
Instead, White looks slightly better if
he keeps his knight on a4 for a while,
and continues 12 £e2 Re7 13 0-0,
with the idea of pressing on the king-
side. In Gofshtein-Zifroni, Tel-Aviv
1995, Black reacted with 13...f5 butran
into considerate trouble after 14 g4!
fxgd 15 Dg5 HHF8 16 Lxg4 g6 17 Db2
£d7 18 a4 Hd8 19 W3 Wcg 20 Wh3.

c2) 11..5xb4!? 12 cxb4d Lxb4 13
We2 £xd2+ 14 Hxd2 b5 15 &3 b4
and here:

c21) 16 Wa4?! Wb6!? 17 b5 0-0
18 &f3 £6 (18...2b8!7) 19 £d6 fxe5!
20 HHxc8 Haxc8 21 Wxd7 Ec7 22 Wad
e4 F Stripunsky-Hmadi, Pardubice
1995.
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€22) 16 §dl 0-0 17 Le2 f6 18
D3 Wb6 19 Wd2 a5!?20 HDHF2 £a621
We3 c3 22 £d3 Hac8 23 0-0 5 with
good compensation for Black, Neu-
meier-Weinzettl, Vienna 1998.

10...£2a6 (D)

X
3

%

/% ’y/’% /7'% /% %
f/%/ //éé ///ﬁ@ /%
B BO
AR T BAK

€15 =2

B %@7@7

v

11 £xa6

With this White decides to clarify
the situation straight away. He could
also wait, but Black will not exchange
on f1 voluntarily, so there seems no
real point in that. Otherwise:

a) 11 h4 has been played a few
times but it is not really clear what the
purpose is. Ochoa-Sarmiento, Las Pal-
mas 1994 continued 11...2¢e7 12 £xa6
Wxa6 13 b3 Ec8 14 We2 Wxe2+ 15
&xe2 h5 16 Eacl 0-0, when Black
was doing fine, and White wished he
had never played h4 in the first place.

I tried to make a few more direct
continuations work, and particularly
line ‘c’ might be worth noting:

b) 11 b4 (note that this would work
if Black had played not 10...£.26, but,
for example, 10...£€77?) 11...cxb4 12
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cxb4 &xb4 (12...£xb4? drops a piece
to 13 a3) 13 a3 Qd3+ 14 £xd3 £.xd3
15 &xb6 (15 Wxd3 Wxa4 16 Ehcl
£e7 appears insufficient for White)
15...axb6 16 Wxd3 and at this point
both 16...£e7 and 16... Wad 17 f5 Le7
18 Ehcl 0-0 19 &gl Efc8 should be
fine for Black.

c) 11c4!? £xc4 12 £xcd dxc4 13
ds exd5 (13..4b4!7? 14 dxe6 fxe6
might be Black’s best but is far from
clear after 15 g5!) 14 Wxd5 (14 Dg5
b4l —+) 14.. Wxad 15 b3 cxb3 16
axb3 Wb5 17 &£d4! (this is the real
point; 17 g5 0-0-0 18 Dxf7 Le7 19
& xh8 Exh8 20 Ehd1 Ed8 is good for
Black) 17...20xd4 18 Wxa8+ e7 19
£xd4 cxd4 20 Exa7. Starting from
Black’s 13th move, this has all been
forced, and although it looks as if Black
should be able to parry White’s attack,
I am still searching for a convincing
idea to refute it. Here are a few lines to
persuade you that matters are far from
easy:

cl) 20...g6, intending simply to de-
velop, is risky since 21 Ed1 £¢7 22
We4 picks up the d-pawn with Black
ending up in an annoying pin.

c2) 20..%c5 21 Ehal! and now:

c21) 21...d3+ 22 &f3 is actually
real trouble for Black since 23 Exd7+
is threatened.

c22) Going for an ‘improved’ ver-
sion of line ‘c1’ with 21...g6 could be
tried, since then 22 Exd7+? backfires
after 22...2xd7 23 a7+ Le6 24 Wes+
&f5 25 Wxf7+ Sed 26 Ec7 Wd5 27
W6 £c5!, with a strong attack for

Black. However, 22 b4! wins more or
less by force: 22..Wxb4? 23 Exd7+
mates, while 22... Wb5 23 Exd7+ &xd7
24 Bc1! is decisive.

c3) 20..%Wxb3 21 Ehal!? (21 Eel!?
might be safer) 21..We3+ 22 &fl
Wxfa+ 23 gl WxeS5 24 Wc6 Web 25
Wa4 is not very clear since Black is
struggling with his king’s position.

11...%xa6 12 Efl £e7 13 g3 Ec8
14 £g2 0-0

Hernandez Padron-Rojo Huerta, Al-
cobendas 1994. Chances are roughly
equal. White should aim for a kingside
attack, while Black has sufficient coun-
terchances on the queenside by dou-
bling rooks on the c-file and exchang-
ing on d4.

0
7...a6 (D)
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Rather than immediately intensify-
ing the pressure against d4 or just fin-
ishing his kingside development, which
we saw in the last two main lines,
Black here prepares to gain space on
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the queenside. Moreover, there is a
certain flexibility with this move, be-
cause Black may also exchange on d4,
when ...a6 usually suits his needs any-
way, and thus isn’t just going to be a
waste of time.

8 Wd2 b5 9 dxc5

White immediately releases the cen-
tral tension. White now wants to play
for domination of the d4-square. We
should note that it is generally prema-
ture for White to castle queenside be-
fore exchanging on c5.

There are a few alternatives, but
Black equalizes comfortably against
all of them:

a) 9h4 £b7 10h5 b4 11 Dad?! (11
&\d1 is better), Anand-Dreev, Madras
Ct (4) 1991, and now Anand gives
11..0xd4! 12 Hxd4 cxd4 13 &xd4
L6 F.

b) 9 De2 £b7 10 g3 Hc8 11 £h3
26 12 0-0 cxd4 13 Dexd4 DS 14 We2
@xd4 15 HHxd4 h5 = Timman-Bareev,
Linares 1992.

c) 9 £e2 and now:

cl) 9..%Wb6! 10 Hd1 (10 0-0 cxd4
11 Hxd4 £.c5 12 Ead1l £b7 has been
played a few times but is comfortable
for Black) 10...b4 11 0-0 cxd4 12 Dxd4
&xd4 13 £xd4 and now 13...8.c5 14
¢3 £)b8 was solid for Black in the game
Salmensuu-Dolmatov, Ubeda 2000.
13.. Wxd4+ 14 Wxd4 &5 is also pos-
sible. The problem for Black in this
type of position is that it is generally
very difficult for Black to win.

¢2) Thus, GM Mikhail Gurevich
often simply plays 9...£e7!? 10 0-0
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0-0 and only later exchanges on d4.
This gives White some play on the
kingside but usually Black’s position
is solid enough.

9..£xc5 (D)

Black has no reason to be dissatis-
fied with the main line, but there are a
few alternatives:

a) 9..2xc5 10 W2 is probably a
little better for White; e.g., 10...2e4
11 Hxe4 dxe4 12 Dd2 £b7 13 a3!,
cutting out ...\b4 ideas.

b) 9...b4 is interesting though, and
can lead to more exciting positions;
for example, 10 Da4 (Ziatdinov’s sug-
gestion 10 £xdS exd5 11 Wxd5 Hdbs
12 Wxd8+ £xd8 13 4d2 still needs to
be tested) 10... a5 11 b6 Hxb6 12
cxb6 £.c5 13 £xc5 Wxc5 14 0-0-0 (14
W2 Wxf2+ 15 &xf2 BbS is just equal)
14..%xb6 15h4 h5 16 Eh3 a5 17 &bl
with an edge for White, Magem-Vais-
ser, Escaldes Z 1998.
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10 £xc5 Dxc5 11 Y2
White usually wants to castle king-
side, and covering the gl-a7 diagonal
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makes this possible. White also has in
mind to continue with £d3 and He2,
increasing his control over d4.

11..%b6 12 £d3 (D)

This move is White’s most logical
continuation. He carries on with de-
velopment and keeps e2 as a useful
retreat-square for the c3-knight. Nev-
ertheless, there is very interesting al-
ternative in 12 b4, which is a direct
way of playing for an attack against
Black’s queenside. Black has two re-
plies:

a) 12..4xb4 13 Ebl and now:

al) 13..4c6 14 £xb5 £d7 150-0
W27 (this might be a waste of time
since White is not threatening any dis-
covered bishop moves; 15...0-0 should
be considered) 16 £.xc6 £xc6 17 Dd4
Ec8 18 £5 exf5 19 Hxf5 0-0 20 Eb4!
with a strong attack for White in Fele-
tar-Kovadevié, Pula 2000.

a2) 13...d4!? (after this I don’t see
how White obtains an advantage) 14
Hxb5 (14 Dxd4 Was! 15 Ddxb5?
Ded! 16 Wf3 HAS! 17 Wxed axb5 18
Bb3 £d7 =) 14...De4 15 We2 H)c3 16
Hxc3 dxc3 17 Eb3 Wa5 with counter-
play.

b) 12..20d7! 13 a4 (better than 13
Wxb6?! Yxb6 14 ad Dxb4 15 Dd4
bxad 16 Dxad Dxad 17 Exa4 a5 F
Kreuzholz-Newton, Germany 1998/9)
13...20xb4 (13.. Wxf2+ 14 &xf2 bxad
15 b5 axb5 16 £xb5 £b7 17 DHxad
&e7 = Langheinrich-Holzke, Bundes-
liga 2000/1) 14 axb5 Wc7! F Tissir-
Vysochin, Cappelle la Grande 2001.

12...Eb8
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This is a very solid move. Black in-
tends to go for an ending with ...2a4,
which gives him very few chances of
winning but on the other hand he
shouldn’t have trouble drawing. As an
alternative, there is 12...b4 13 &e2 a5
14 0-0 £a6, when White usually con-
tinues 15 €h1, which makes it possi-
ble for him to use his queen more
actively. Now 15...%e7 16 Efdl h6 17
g31? g6 18 De2 hS 19 Hed4 gave
White a small edge in Rowson-Bar-
sov, York 1999.

13 0-0 b4

Black can also play 13..%a4 im-
mediately: 14 &xad bxad 15 xb6
Exb6 16 b3 with approximately equal
play, Mokry-Schmidt, Moscow OL
1994.

14 Bfd1 Had 15 Dxad Yxf2+ 16
&xf2 bxad 17 b3 e7 18 Dd4 £d7

GM Piotr Kiriakov is a great expert
in this endgame. He usually draws it
with no real trouble, but it is important
not to exchange on b3 too early. For
example, after 19 ¢3 £xd3+ 20 Exd3
h6!? followed by ...Ehc8 and ...a5,

/’/'

/ =
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Black has ideas of exchanging on b3
followed by ...a4.

D)
7...cxd4 8 Hxd4 (D)
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Now:

D1: 8..5xd4 83
D2: 8..%b6 84
D3: 8..2c5 87

D1)

8..xd4 9 £xd4 Db8

An almost comic situation has come
about. Black has spent two moves with
his queen’s knight, only to exchange it
on d4, and has then taken three moves
with his king’s knight to bring it to
b8! Obviously, Black cannot count on
equal play with this kind of strategy.
An alternative is 9...&c5, but White
obtains a pleasant game with 10 £xc5
AxcS 11 Wd4 Wb6 12 0-0-0 a6 13 h4
£d7 14 Eh3 £c6 15 Hg3 g6 16 h5
Cherevatenko-Brabec, Ceske Budejo-
vice 1995.

10 £d3

With this move, White seeks to use
his space advantage on the kingside to
launch an attack. Another idea is sim-
ply to play for control over d4 with 10
Wd2 &c6 11 0-0-0. White is just go-
ing to sit on d4, and whether it is with a
bishop, knight, queen or rook doesn’t
really matter. Sometimes it is even
possible to break with f5.

10...2c6 11 £.£2 g6

Perhaps this is not strictly neces-
sary, but otherwise Wh5 can be annoy-
ing. A short summary of other moves:

a) 11..8e7 12 Wh5 a5 130-0 g6
14 Whe £8 15 Wh3 + Nunn-Sutton,
Peterborough 1984.

b) 11...g5 is a creative attempt to
unbalance the position right from the
start. After 12 g3 h5 13 We2 £d7 14
a3 a6, Black might even have had an
acceptable game in Diesen-Bednarski,
Polanica Zdroj 1978. However, I don’t
trust the idea. For example, 12 Wh5
gxf4 13 0-0 should be good for White.

12 a3

This is one of those little rook’s
pawn moves that aren’t really essen-
tial, but are quite useful nevertheless.
Itis not clear that Black really wants to
g0 ...22b4 or ...&b4 but White is ahead
in development and can therefore af-
ford the time to prevent it in any case.

12...£d7 13 0-0 h5

13...a6!? to prevent £)b5 might be
superior, but White is better at any
rate.

14 2\b5 a6 15 d6+ £xd6 16 exd6

It should be quite clear that White
has few chances of preserving this
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pawn but Black has created so many
weaknesses on the dark squares that it
is worth a pawn to get rid of Black’s
dark-squared bishop.

16..%b8

So far we have followed Nunn-
Schulz, Bundesliga 1984/5. Nunn chose
to go straight for Black’s centre with
17 c4 but later considered it better for
White to play on the dark squares with
17 £h4! Wxd6 18 £f6 Hg8 19 We2,
when Black’s king is caught in the
centre and White has plenty of time to
open the position with c4 or 5.

D2)
8..Wh6 (D)
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A provocative line. As in the Naj-
dorf Poisoned Pawn, Black goes for
the b-pawn. If White spends time pro-
tecting the pawn, Black will put fur-
ther pressure on the d4-knight with
8c5.

9 Wad2

The only critical line. White sacri-
fices a pawn but obtains a large lead

in development in return. Moreover,
9...£c5 is now pointless since White
has 10 a4. Other 9th moves look
harmless:

a) 9 a3 £c5 10 Ha4 Wa5+ 11 c3
£xd4 12 £xd4 DHxd4 13 Wxd4 b6! 14
Wba Wxb4 15 axbd Le7 16 £b5 £b7
= Nunn-Ehlvest, Reykjavik 1988.

b) 9 £e2 £c5(9.. Wxb2?! 10 DdbS
+) 10 Dad WasS+ 11 ¢c3 Dxd4 12 £xd4
£xd4 13 Wxd4 b6 14 £d1 (White in-
tends to free his knight with b4 and
4b2) 14..%b5 15 b4 Lab6 16 HHb2
We6 17 &f2 Ec8 18 Ecl 0-0 = Aseev-
Dreev, Frunze 1988.

c) 9 b5 a6! 10 DS £c5 and
now:

cl) 11 £xc5?! DxcS 12 Dbd6+
&f8 13 Wh5 Dd8 14 Dxg7 Wha+! 15
c3 Wxb2 16 Edl Wxc3+ 17 Hd2 h6!
18 Dge8 He4! 0-1 Hiibner-Korchnoi,
San Francisco 1995.

c2) 11 Hbd6+ 2f8 12 Whs Hds
(Byrne and Mednis give 12...%)cxe5(?)
13 fxe5 &xeS5, continuing 14 Dxc8(?)
Hxc8 15 £.xc5+ Wxcs5 16 Dg3 Wha+
‘F’; indeed, this position is probably
just won for Black, but 14 Wg5! +—
{Nunn} decides matters in White’s fa-
vour) 13 Dxg7 &xe3 14 Dxe6+! fxeb
15 Who+ g8 16 Wg5+ &f8 17 Who+
g8 18 WeS+ 12-'2 Lengyel-Ziiger,
Budapest 1994.

9..%xb2 10 Eb1 a3 11 £b5(D)

11..5db8

This move has a very reasonable
score for Black in practice, but I find
it very hard to believe that Black can
afford such a luxury. Black should
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already be considering how to counter
White’s 5, but the price of maintain-
ing the tension is a further delay in de-
velopment. 11..5xd4 12 £xd4 £b4
13 0-0 is somewhat more logical but it
also gives White a menacing attack,
which is enhanced considerably by the
dark-squared bishop’s appearance on
d4. Black has two options:

a) 13...a6 14 Eb3 (14 £.d3 permits
14...£.c5, when Black has little to fear)
14...%a5 15 Efbl1! and now:

al) Black normally plays 15...8€7,
when the key line continues 16 £xd7+
£xd7 17 Bxb7 Ec8 (17...8.c5 18 Eb8+
e7 19 E1b5 £xd4+20 Wxd4 Wa3 21
Exh8 axb5 22 Hxa8 Wxa8 23 Wcs5+
d8 24 2f2 £) 18 We3! and White is
better; e.g., 18..Ec4 19 5! exf5 20
Bxd7! &xd7 21 Eb7+ e8 22 e6,
with a winning attack, Soffer-Blauert,
Budapest 1998.

a2) 15..%xb5 (the only move ac-
cording to Ki.Georgiev) 16 Exb4 Wc6
17 £5 h6 18 £6 gxf6 19 exf6 Wd6 20 a4
and White is better, Ki.Georgiev-Dol-
matov, Moscow 1990.

b) 13..0-0 14 Eb3 (14 f5 and 14
Ef31? can also be considered) 14...%a5
(D).
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There are now several ways for
White to continue. Even a move like
15 Efbl is possible, but I think it is
more logical to play for an attack on
the kingside. With that aim in mind,
there are two logical continuations:

bl) 15 {5, as we shall see, is not an
outright blunder! Now:

bll) 15..%xb5? (Black decides to
verify whether White really wanted to
put a piece en prise, but after this he is
virtually lost) 16 f6! h6 17 fxg7 &xg7
18 W4 (18 Ef4 is also good) 18...%c4
19 £)b5! and White had a decisive at-
tack in the game Solodovnichenko-
I.Timoshenko, Alushta 1999.

bl2) 15...exf5! is much more criti-
cal. I am not sure what White actually
gains from the early f5 since a further
pawn sacrifice with e6 does not im-
press. White can try something like 16
W2 9\b6 17 Wha!? (17 Efbl £e7 18
ad!? 8e6 19 £d3 Hc4 20 Exb7 £.¢5
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is not clear either) 17...a6 18 Efb1, but
18...axb5 19 Exb4 &c4 20 Exb5 Wds
21 Wg3 Re6 seems to maintain the
balance.

b2) 15Wf2. It is debatable whether
the queen is better here or on €3; I pre-
fer it here. Then:

b21) 15..20b67! 16 a3 (16 g4 is
also good for White according to Ernst,
who gives 16...%c4 17 £5 a6 18 {6 +)
16...8e7 17 Ded! Dcd? (17...dxed
18 £c3 Wxa3 might be the only de-
fence) 18 D6+ £.xf6 19 exf6 +— Ziat-
dinov-Ziiger, Berne 1994.

b22) 15...£5 16 Efbl Le7 (alterna-
tively, 16...£xc3 17 £xc3 Wc7 18 £b4
+) 17 £xd7 £xd7 18 Exb7 Efd8 19
E1b3!?, intending £xa7, gave White
slightly the better game in Bangiev-
Buchenau, Emden 1995.

We now return to the position after
11..5)db8 (D):

%, ’/x%
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12 £xc6+

This is how Fedorov plays. The idea
of this voluntary exchange is not to al-
low Black to recapture with the knight.

However, it is not clear if this move is
best. Otherwise:

a) If White plays 12 0-0 a6 13
£xc6+, then 13...20xc6 (13...bxc6? —
12 8xc6+ bxc6 13 0-0 ab +) looks
like a reasonable reply.

b) 12£5!? £b4 13 Eb3 Wa5 14 0-0
exf5!? (14...a6!7) 15 Efbl f4! 16 Exb4
fxe3 17 Wxe3 0-0 18 £xc6 Dxc6 19
Hb5 Wa6 20 ExdS -2 Dolmatov-
Volkov, Kstovo 1997.

c) 12 0-0!? a6 13 £5!?7 axb5 (the
line 13...£b4!? 14 Eb3 Wa5 15 £xc6+
Dxc6 16 Dxc6 bxcb 17 6 is not clear
but probably favourable for White) 14
fxe6 Lxe6 15 Dixe6 fxeb 16 Dxb5 Was
17 W2 Hxe5 18 £b6 Wad 19 £c5
{3+ (Black should try 19..£xc5
20 Wxc5 and now not 20...2Abc6? 21
Wd6! +—, but 20...2bd7! might sur-
vive) 20 gxf3 &a6 (or 20..Wc4 21
£xf8 xf8 22 Wb6 Hc6 23 A\c7 1) 21
£.xf8 &xf8 22 Hfel He8 23 £d6 +.

12...bxc6

12..8xc6 13 HDcb5 Wxa2 14 0-0
gives White more than enough com-
pensation for the pawns.

13 0-0 £.¢5!?

It is interesting that in a later game
Volkov preferred 13...267:

a) Fedorov-Volkov, Russian Cup
1997 continued 14 Eb3 a5 15 Exbs
Exb8 16 Dxc6 Wc7 17 Hxb8 Wxbg 18
£S5, which looks dangerous for Black.

b) 14 f5! (D) looks even stronger.

In NCO, Nunn provides excellent
analysis of this move. Now:

bl) 14..exfS 15 &xc6! Dxc6 16
Hxd5 b8 17 D7+ Le7 18 Hxb8
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Hxb8 19 Ef3 £6 20 Wd5 and White
wins (Nunn).

b2) 14...8b4 15 fxe6 L.xeb (alter-
natively, 15...fxe6 16 Exb4 Wxb4 17
DNed! Wxd2 18 Dd6+2d8 19 £.xd2 a5
20 Ef7 h6 21 Exg7 +-) 16 Eb3 Wa5
17 Dxe6 fxe6 18 Wd4 £e7 (18...8xc3
19 g4 We7 20 Wxeo+ We7 21 Wes+
Wdg 22 W7 +—) 19 Wed Hd7 20
Wxe6 gives White a decisive attack.

b3) 14...c5 15 fxe6 fxe6 16 Wf2
cxd4 17 W7+ &d8 18 Lg5+ £e7 19
Hb3 Wes5 20 Had (+— Nunn) 20... W7
21 Wxg7 He8 22 £.xe7+ Wxe7 23 Ef7
+—.

14 Eb3

14 &h1 0-0 15 g4 could be worth a
try.

14..Wa5 15 Hfbl £b6 16 Wcl!?
£xd4 17 £xd4 Hd7 18 £5!?

Fedorov also mentions 18 Ha3!?
Wc7 19 Had with compensation.

18...exf5 19 e6

The straightforward 19 Wg5 should
perhaps be considered.

19...fxe6 20 Wg5 Wds! 21 Wxg7
Er8

Fedorov-Volkov, Omsk 1996. Now
Fedorov mentions 22 %a4 with com-
pensation for White.

D3)
8..8¢59 %d2 (D)
9£e2Wh6-8. . W69 Le2 Bc5=.

Now Black has two main options:
D31: 9..%5xd4 87
D32: 9...0-0 90

D31)
9...xd4 10 £xd4 £xd4 11 Wxd4
Whé (D)
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This is a solid line for Black. There
is a chance that the better player will
simply outplay the other never mind
the colour. The reason is that the end-
game is going to be roughly balanced,
perhaps with a slight edge for White,
but the player who understands the po-
sition better is liable to gain the upper
hand. In the first place it is a fight for
the d4-square but other important fac-
tors are that Black has play on the
semi-open c-file, while White may
seek a way through on the kingside.

12 Wxb6

This is considered best. The queens
are going to be exchanged anyway,
and practice has shown that Black has
an easier game if in the following play
he has the option of challenging White
on the d4-square by the manoeuvre
...2\b8-c6. Hence, White forces the
black knight to go to b6. The alterna-
tives are:

a) 12 0-0-0 Wxd4 13 Hxd4 Le7
(since we can already speak of an end-
game, or perhaps more precisely a
queenless middlegame, the king is
better off in the centre) 14 h4 (a typical
French idea: if White is allowed to ad-
vance his pawn further, Black may ex-
perience problems with his kingside
pawns) 14...h5 15 £e2 Db8 16 Ed2
£d7 17 Ehd1 g6 18 b3 £.¢6 (18...5)c6?
19 De4! £) 19 ££3 Dd7 20 De2 Ehc8
21 £d4, Leko-Ruzele, Debrecen Echt
1992. White has a slight but fairly clear
advantage due to the knight established
on d4 and his spatial plus, which makes
it possible for him to switch between

playing on the kingside or the queen-
side.

b) 12 Db5 Wxd4 13 Dxd4 &e7
(D) (13..%c5 14 £.d3 £.d7 is another
idea, but White has an edge because
Black is again far away from challeng-
ing the d4-knight) and now:

Xan w X
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bl) 14 h4 and then:

bl1) 14..h5 15 Eh3! worked well
for White in Gofshtein-Chernin, Brno
1993. After 15...a6 (15...20b8 16 Ec3!)
16 Ec3! White was ready to answer
16..20b8 with 17 Ec7+!, and hence
Black was forced into a very passive
set-up where it was almost impossible
to get the c8-bishop out.

b12) 14...f6! is a much better idea.
Now both 15 exf6+ gxf6 16 £d3 Hc5
and 15 £f3 fxe5 16 fxe5 &c5 look al-
right for Black.

b2) 14 g3 £ b8! (14...f6 might again
be considered) 15 &d2 £d7 16 £d3
&\c6 17 2f3 h6 and Black was close to
equality in Short-Chernin, Montpel-
lier Ct 1985.

12...20xb6 13 b5
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This is the most common. White
immediately heads for the d4-square.
In this type of position White should
in most cases deny Black the chance
to exchange his light-squared bishop.
Hence, for example after a b5 sortie,
if Black replies ...£d7 at some point,
White should immediately move the
knight to d4.

Another important option for White
is 13 a4, which requires accurate play
from Black. He must now consider
whether he wants to allow a5:

a) 13...a5 (it looks like a definite
achievement for White that the b5-
square is now weakened but this ad-
vantage is far from easy to exploit) 14
&d2 (14 Db5 Le7 15 b3 £d7! and
now 16 &\d4 f6 is fine for Black, while
Black has no problems after 16 &d2
£xb5! 17 £xb5 Eacs either) 14...£.d7
15b3 &e7 16 Hel Hag8!? 17 h4 h6 18
£d3 g5 19 hxg5 (19 fxg5 hxg5 20 hS
g4! is very risky for White; the h-pawn
can turn out to be weak, while White
can also experience difficulties pro-
tecting his e-pawn after moves like
..Hg5, ...8e8/c6 and ..2Nd7) 19..hxg5
20 g3 £c6 21 Exh8 Exh8 22 He2
Ad7 23 §)d4 Bh3! = Short-Korchnoi,
Groningen FIDE 1997.

b) 13..2e7 14 a5 9d7 15 &d2 g5!
16 g3 gxf4 17 gxf4 f6 18 Egl (18
exfo+ Dxf6 19 £d3 £d7 gives Black
no reason to worry, Short-Timman,
Novgorod 1995) 18...fxe5 19 £h3
exf4 20 Hael Hf8 (20...2(6 21 Hg7+
Df8 22 Hc7 He8 23 HcS with com-
pensation for White) 21 Hxd5+ £d6
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22 Nxf4 e5 23 Bg3! £xh3 24 Hd3+
rov-Bareev, Novgorod 1997.
13..2e7 14 £d3 (D)
comes to the same thing.
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14...£d7 15 Hd4 Had 16 0-0-0 g6!?
understanding of most French posi-
tions. Here he wants to keep his knight
avoid a white set-up with b3. The main
line used to be 16...4c5, when after 17
of games. A more accurate plan for
White is 17 Ehfl, when 17...g5 can be
a set-up with ...g6 and ...h5, when
White is only microscopically better.
advantage can grow if Black plays too
passively is the game Nunn-Daly, Kil-
value, I give in full: 17...h5 18 &d2 g6
19 g3 Eac8 20 Edel Ec7 21 h3 a6 22

2c6 25 Ec3+ 2d6 26 HHxh3 + Kaspa-

14 Dd4 Da4 15 0-0-0 £47 16 £d3

77 77
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7
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Mikhail Gurevich has an excellent
on a4 for as long as possible in order to
&d2 g5! Black equalized in a number
met by 18 f5!. Black can instead adopt
A first-class example of how White’s
kenny 1996, which, for its instructional
b3 Ecc8 23 Ee3 Eh6 (a rather peculiar
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move, but Black has decided just to sit
and wait, and perhaps he intends to
double on the h-file if White decides
to play for g4) 24 a4 Ehh8? (Black
should prevent White’s next move by
playing 24...a5) 25 a5 Ec7 26 Ebl
Ehc8 27 Heel Eh8 28 Hal £e8 29
Ea3! £d7 30 b4 Hxd3 31 cxd3 Ehc8
32 Ha2 £b5 33 Ec2 Exc2+ 34 Dxc2
£d7 35 Hd4 Eh8 36 Ecl Ec8 37
Bxc8 £xc8 38 b5 (White has got what
seems to be the maximal achievement
in this line: a knight vs bad bishop end-
game, which Nunn converts smoothly
into victory) 38...£d7 39 bxa6 bxa6
40 &c3 2d8 41 b4 27 42 25
£.a4 43 D3 &d7 44 d4 &d1 45 Dg5
Re7 46 Dh7 Le2 47 &b6 Lc4 48
Dg5 Le2 49 b7 &1 50 D3 &d7
51 h4 £e252 Del £b5 53 4c2 Lco6+
54 &b6 £b5 55 Hbd Lcd 56 Dxab
£.xa6 57 Lxa6 Lc6 58 La7 Lc7 59
a6 &c8 60 b6 1-0. Perhaps Black
can defend better in the endgame, but
there is no question that the task is
very awkward.

17 Edf1 h5 18 g3 a6 19 Ef3 Eac8
20 h3 Ec7 21 Ehfl Db6!? 22 2d2

22 b3 is a better chance of maintain-
ing an advantage but Black has good
equalizing chances after 22...%)c8, with
the idea of ...2)a7-c6.

22..0c4+ 23 £.xcd dxcd!? 24 el
Hc5 25 ¢3 Ea5 26 a3 Ed5

= Fedorov-M.Gurevich, Comtois
1999.

D32)
9..0-0 (D)

10 0-0-0

Recently, Kasparov experimented
with 10 g3, which introduces the idea
of White castling kingside instead.
After this White is very flexible, and
Black’s set-up is therefore less straight-
forward than in the main line, because
White has ideas of playing £g2 and
0-0, and primarily concentrating on
controlling the d4-square. Such a set-
up would also have the advantage of
taking the sting out of ...f6 breaks.
Black has tried:

a) 10..%e77! 11 0-0-0! 2b6 (play-
ing 11...a6 seems a more normal set-
up but Shirov was, maybe rightly,
worried that the queen wouldn’t be
very suitably placed on €7) 12 &b3!
£xe3 13 Wxe3 £d7 14 &bl Efc8 15
g4 with the better game for White,
Kasparov-Shirov, Astana 2001.

b) 10..Dxd4 11 £xd4 £xd4 12
Wxd4 Db8!? 13 0-0-0 &c6 14 W2
£d7 15 &bl a5 16 £d3 Efc8 17
Wel Db4 18 a3 Hxd3 19 Exd3 Hc4
20 Wd2 Hac8 21 HDe2 Wxd2 22 HExd2
He4 23 c3 Eecd 24 Bel with a slight
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advantage for White, Anand-Shirov,
Leon adv 2001.

¢) 10..26 11 £g2 Hxd4 12 £xd4
b5 13 De2 W7 14 £xc5 Hxe5 15
Hd4 £b7 16 0-0 Ded 17 We3 b4 and
Black had good counterplay in Kucz-
ynski-Gunnarsson, Ohrid Ech 2001.

10...a6 (D)
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11 h4

With this White aims for a kingside
attack, either by throwing the h-pawn
further forward or by lifting the rook
up to the third rank. White has tried a
great number of other ideas, of which
‘d’ and ‘e’ clearly could be real alter-
natives to the main line:

a) 11 g47! (throwing the g-pawn
forward is rarely very dangerous for
Black; there are other ways of prepar-
ing f5 and the g-pawn in itself is just in
the way of a possible attack on the g-
file) 11...2xd4 12 £xd4 b5 13 g57! b4
14 §ad a5 15 Le3 Wc7 16 gl De7
17 £b5 Bb8 18 We2 £b7 with a slight
advantage for Black, Hodgson-Bareev,
Sochi 1987.
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b) 11 W2 2xd4 12 £xd4 b5 13
£d3 b4 14 He2 a5 15 &bl Rab =
Mainka-Lautier, Dortmund 1989.

c) 11 &ce2 HaS! (11.. We71? 12
b1?! 6! 13 exf6 Dxf6 14 g3 Ded 15
Wel e5 16 fxe5 £g4! was good for
Black in R.Moor-S.Pedersen, Zug 1999
but I am sure White can find more use-
ful things to do on move 12) 12 &g3
(12%g1!7) 12..b5 13 b3 £b7 14 &bl
Ec8 looked fine for Black in Anand-
Shirov, Monaco Amber rpd 1999.

d) 11 &bl!? Dxd4 12 £xd4 b5 13
We3 We7 (13...We7 could also be con-
sidered) 14 £d3 (rather than going
for an attack, White has aimed to de-
velop his light-squared bishop and pri-
marily concentrate on central control)
14...£xd4 15 Wxd4 £b7 16 Ehel Hc5
17 De2 Hac8 (17..Efc8!?) 18 We3
Ded!? 19 Dd4 We7 20 HHF3 with per-
haps a slight edge for White, J.Pol-
gar-Luther, Ohrid Ech 2001.

e) 11&b3!? (not a new move but an
idea that has been polished recently)
11..2b4 12 £d3 (after 12 a3 Le7,
Black can expect counterplay thanks
to the exposed a3-pawn) 12..b5 13
g4!? (the other idea is 13 Ehf1 £b7 14
Ef3 Hc8 15 Eh3 but 15..f5 16 exf6
&xf6 17 L.c5 Ef7 secured Black ap-
proximately equal play in Gallagher-
Brynell, Gausdal 2001; with the text-
move, White wants to make an ...f6/f5
push less attractive for Black) 13...£b7
14 Ehgl Hc8 (14..40b6 or 14...f6
might be better) 15 Eg3 &a5 16 Eh3
g6 17 £d4 £ Nijboer-Sielecki, Dutch
Cht (Breda) 2001.
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11...xd4

11...¥c7 has been played by Bareev
but since Black’s plan is essentially
the same as in the main line, namely to
exchange on d4 followed by advanc-
ing his queenside pawns, the queen
move seems unnecessarily committal
and much less flexible than the main
line.

Alternatively, Black can take on d4
with the bishop. This often leads to the
same thing as taking with the knight,
but there are a few differences which I
will try to point out. After 11...8xd4
12 £xd4 b5 White can try to preserve
his bishop. Best seems 13 £gl! (in
view of a coming ..&\c5-e4, this is
better than 13 ££2; 13 Eh3 b4 14 a4
Axd4 15 Wxdd — 11...9xd4 12 Lxd4
b5 13 Bh3! b4 14 Dad £xd4 15 Yxd4)
13...%a5 (13...b4 14 Dad c7 15 &bl
a5 16 h5 &a7 17 h6 g6 18 Ecl * Vas-
iukov-Dizdar, Voskresensk 1990; I ex-
pect that Black can improve on this but
nevertheless I like White’s concept) 14
&bl b4 15 De2 Ac5 (15..£6!7) 16
Eh3! Hed 17 Wel Eb8 18 &cl with
slightly the better chances for White,
Nunn-S.Lali¢, Hastings 1994/5. In fact
this came from a slightly different
move-order, as White played 13 Eh3
Wa5 14 &bl ba 15 Ye2 {)c5 and only
then 16 £¢1.

12 £xd4 b5 (D)

13 En3!

This excellent rook move is one idea
behind White’s 11th move. It has sev-
eral points, of which the main ones are
the possibility of attacking with g3
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and the supervising of the queenside.
Some alternatives:

a) 13 £xc5 Dxc5 14 Wd4 is a du-
bious attempt to stop Black’s queen-
side expansion. White has little hope
of halting ...b4 forever, and the game
Apicella-M.Gurevich, Clichy 2001
produced a good and simple example
of how Black soon takes over the ini-
tiative: 14...Wc7 15 a3 (the immediate
15 £5 is also feasible but Black plays
15...Eb8, threatening ...b4) 15..£d7
16 £5 Efc8 17 f6 gxf6! (this is safe;
17..20e4 18 £.d3 &xc3 19 Wed g6 20
Woes5 is tricky) 18 exf6 ©h8. Black is
already better. His kingside is fairly
safe and he is only two or three moves
away from a winning queenside attack
with ... Habsg, ...a5 and ...b4.

b) 13 h5 b4 and then:

bl) 14De2 a5 15 We3 Wc7 16 bl
£a6 17 &xc5 Dxc5 18 g3 (White
wants to cover the e4-square but the
knight is out of play, and White now
has no real hopes of a successful king-
side attack) 18...Efc8 19 Ecl a4 20
£xa6 Exa6 21 Ehd1 a3 22 b3 Hc6 23

Y
\
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Wd4 a6 24 Bd2 We7 and Black was
better in Topalov-Morozevich, Sara-
jevo 1999.

b2) 14 a4 Lxd4 15 Wxd4 Was
(15...a5 16 £b5 Eb8 17 £d3 Wc7,
with similar ideas as in the main line,
is also viable but it makes sense to ex-
ert more concrete pressure on White’s
queenside, when there isn’t the option
of breaking with ¢3) 16 b3 £b7 (with
the rook on h3 instead of the pawn on
h5, White would have the very sensi-
ble option of playing 17 c3; obviously
this would now be way too risky).
Now:

b21) 17 £57! £.c6 18 £6 (18 b2 is
possible but unconvincing; 18...%xa2
19 Eh3 could be an idea but I don’t
really believe it for White, while the
alternative 18...¥c7!? should also be
fine for Black) 18...gxf6 19 exf6 &h8
20 £d3 £xa4 21 W4 Hg8! 22 bxad
Wxad 23 &bl Hc5 24 g3 Hac8 —+
Gallagher-Barsov, Berne 1994. This is
a good example of the fact that Black’s
position is solid enough to withstand a
direct knock-out attempt, despite hav-
ing very few pieces to defend the king.

b22) 17 &bl £c6 18 Db2 W5 19
Wd2 a5 and Black was doing well in
Belotti-Luther, Saint Vincent 1998.

We now return to 13 Eh3 (D):

13...b4

Nowadays this is the most common,
but French experts such as Knaak
(when he was active) and M.Gurevich
also like 13...&b7. The idea is that only
after White has played his next move,
say 14 h5 or 14 &bl, does Black
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continue with 14..b4 15 a4 Lxd4
16 Wxd4 Wa5 17 b3 Lc6. This cuts
across White’s idea of meeting this
type of plan with c3, as in note ‘b2’ to
Black’s 15th move.

We shall look at White’s most criti-
cal replies:

a) 14 h5 b4 15 Dad £xd4 16
Wxd4 Was5 17 b3 L6 18 Hb2 Hfc8!?
(it is often too dangerous for Black to
take the pawn in these positions) 19
&\d3 £b520 &bl Wc7 21 Ecl a5 and
Black was doing well in Zel¢i¢-Diz-
dar, Pula 1999.

b) 14 Hg3!? b4 15 Da4 £xd4 16
Wxd4 Wa5 17 b3 £.c6 and now:

bl) 18 &b2 &5 19 £d3 Efd8 20
£5 exf5 21 &xf5 Ded 22 Lxed dxed 23
&c4 Hxd4 24 Hxas Exd1+ 25 xdl
Bd8+ 26 el £d5 gave Black enough
counterplay in Dutreeuw-M.Gurevich,
Brussels 1995.

b2) 18 £5!? £xad 19 £6 g6 20 Wf4
&h8 21 h5 Eg8 22 hxgb fxg6 23 Eh3
{8 24 bxad (24 £d3? fails against
24...2e8! —+, but Black must avoid
24...8.c6? 25 Edhl, with the point

&
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25.. %7 26 £7 Hg7 27 Exh7+ Hxh7
28 Hxh7+ Exh7 29 f8W+ Hxf8 30
Wxts#) 24... Wxad 25 &bl a5 26 £d3
and White has some compensation for
the pawn.

c) 14g4!17b415De22516 g5 Rab
17 h5 Ec8 18 &bl Who6 19 gb fxgb
(19...h6 20 Ee3! 2xe2 21 Exe2 a4 22
£h3 b3 23 cxb3 axb3 24 a3 was better
for White in Griinfeld-M.Gurevich,
Haifa 1995) 20 hxg6 hxg6 21 Eg3
£xd4 22 Hxd4 £xf1 23 Exg6! (an
amazing discovery; when analysing
this position before, in the notes to the
above-mentioned Griinfeld-M.Gure-
vich game, M.Gurevich only gave 23
Hxf1 Hxe5 24 Efgl Ec3! with coun-
terplay) 23...Hce8 (23...£h3 24 Ehl
and now 24..2f7? loses to 25 f5!
£xf5 26 Dxf5 Lxgb 27 Wg2+, mat-
ing, while 24...Bc3 25 &al Hc4 26
We3! is good for White) 24 We3! Ef7
(24...2a6 25 Edgl He7 26 Wg3 +-
Coco) 25 Exfl A8 26 HEg2 g6 27
¥d3 and White went on to win in
Coco-Daconto, corr. 1995-6.

14 Dad

White can also play 14 &e2 but it is
important to try to slow down Black’s
queenside expansion. After 14...a5 15
We3 We7 16 £xc5 Dxc5 17 Dd4 a4
18 &bl a3! 19 b3 La6 20 £.xa6 Hxab,
Black had a very good position in
J.Polgar-Shirov, Prague (2) 1999. Black
will follow up with ...%e4, threatening
.23+, and will possibly open the
position further by means of ...f6.

14...£xd4 15 ¥xd4 (D)

15...a5
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This is the positional approach.
Black is simply intending to exchange
his bad bishop. At the same time, lots
of White’s attacking potential will be
removed. It looks slow at first sight, so
a question of the utmost importance is
whether White’s attack (based on Eg3
and f5) is going to win through.

Black has two alternative plans,
which are both based on more con-
crete counterplay:

a) 15..%Wa5 16 b3 £b7 and now:

al) 17 Eg3 £c6 18 b2 &5 19
£.d3 Hfd8 20 f5 exf5 21 £xf5 Hed!
favoured Black in Dutreeuw-M.Gure-
vich, Brussels 1995.

a2) 17 c3!? Bfc8 (17...f6 18 cxb4
fxe5 19 bxa5 exd4 20 Ef3 e5 21 fxe5
Axe5 22 Exf8+ HExf8 23 b4!? ) 18
&b2 bxc3+ 19 Exc3 Exc3 20 Wxc3
Wxc3+ 21 Dxc3 and White was better
in Nijboer-Luther, Leeuwarden 1992.

b) 15...f6 (this was devalued by
Kasparov but might not be that clear)
16 Wxb4!? (16 exf6 Wxf6 17 g3 is un-
tested but I believe Black should have
enough counterplay to compensate for
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his many weaknesses) 16...fxe5 and
now:

bl) 17 fxe5 &xe5 18 Ee3 went very
well for White in Thorhallsson-Limp,
Istanbul OL 2000: 18...2)f7?! (Black
could consider 18...a5!?) 19 g3 &\d6
20 £h3 D5 21 Ef3 H)d6?! 22 Exf8+
Wxf8 23 b6 Hb8 24 W5 +. This
idea requires further tests.

b2) 17 Wde!? W6 18 5 (D) (! -
Kasparov) 18..Wh6+ 19 &bl was a
highly praised idea by Kasparov. Now,
there are two options for Black:

////////

;/ @g% %
. AKRAY

BB
/ﬁ/ R

.
AW AR
V@%z%g%
b21) 19..Bxf5 20 Bf3! BExf3 (or

20..Wf6 21 Exfs Wxf5 22 Le2 +) 21
gxf3 Wf6 22 £h3 &f7 23 c4! opens
up lines against the enemy king. Now
23...dxc4 24 §)c3! gave Black irreme-
diable problems in Kasparov-Short,
Amsterdam 1994. Instead, 23...d4 is a
better chance. Then 24 f4! exf4 25 Eel
looks dangerous; e.g., 25..Wg6+ 26
Dal Df6 27 WeT+ Lg8 28 Hb6 We3
29 Eh1 ¥f3 30 Egl +— (Nunn)

b22) 19..2f6!? 20 Wxe5 (20 b6
Ded 21 W7 Bf7 22 Wds+ {22 We6!?

\
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£b7 23 Wxe6 is messy} 22...5f8 23
We7 Bf7 24 Wxe5 Exf5 25 Wd4 Ebs
gave Black good counterplay in Wed-
berg-Brynell, Swedish Ch (Linkoping)
2001) 20...2e4 and now 21 g4?! &2
22 b6 Dxdl 23 Hxa8 D2 24 g5
Wh5 25 Le2 Exf5 again gives Black
counterplay, but 21 ¥d4 Exf5 22 Ef3
(Nunn) could well be favourable for
White.

16 b5

This move cleverly prevents the ex-
change of bishops because 16...£.a67
would now fail to 17 £xd7 Wxd7 18
&\b6.

An interesting pawn sacrifice was
tried in Nijboer-Korchnoi, Arnhem
1999: 16 c4!? bxc3 17 Exc3 Wxhd 18
g3 Wd8 19 &bl La6 20 Lxa6 Exab
21 Eh1, when White had clear com-
pensation (but probably no more than
that) due to the semi-open h-file and
control of the c-file.

16..Eb8 (D)
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a) 17 ¢4 bxc3 18 Dxc3 Wb6 19
Wxb6 Exb6 20 b3 f6! F left White’s
pieces somewhat uncoordinated in
Yurtaev-Goloshchapov, Calcutta 2000.

b) 17 £xd7?! £xd7 18 Hc5 Ecs
19 Ed2 Wc7 20 £ xd7 Wxd7 was very
good for Black in Wells-Glek, Vienna
1998, because his attack is slightly
faster.

c) 17 Le2 £b7 18 &bl Lc6 19
&5 £b5 20 £d3 Dxe5 21 Wxcs
Wd7 22 W2 £xd3 23 Ehxd3 Ebs5 24
h5 Ec8 25 h6 Ebc5 and again Black’s
attack is the more dangerous, de la
Riva-Glek, Saint Vincent 1999.

17..£6!? (D)

In my opinion this thematic break is
the simplest way to equalize. Some al-
ternatives:

a) 17..%c7 18 Eel (18 h5 Wc6 19
b3 £a6 20 5 Ebc8 21 Hd2 £xd3 22
Hhxd3 Wc7 23 He2, Berndt-Furlan,
Bled 2000, 23...exf5 24 Wxd5 &c5 25
Dxc5 Wxes5=)18.. Wc619b3 22620
£xa6 Wxa6 has been seen in a couple
of games and is fine for Black. On 21
Hg3, as played in Arakhamia-Mat-
veeva, Kishnev wom I1Z 1995, Black’s
best is probably 21...&h8 intending to
meet 22 f5 with 22...exf5.

b) 17..£b7 18 f5 and then:

bl) 18..%c7 19 Hel exfs 20 £xf5
£.6 21 D5 Dxc5 22 Wxe5 Hfe§ 23
Ehe3 leads to a slight advantage for
White, Fedorov-Korchnoi, Batumi Echt
1999.

b2) 18..8c6 19 &c5 (19 Eg31?
exf5! 20 &xf5 £xa4 21 Exg7+ Lxg7
22 Wod+ 2h6 23 Wig+ g7 24 Wed+
=) 19...8xc5 (19.. b6 20 6! is too
dangerous for Black; one pretty line is
20...20xc5 21 Weod g6 22 W5 HHxd3+
23 Hdxd3 £h8 24 h5 Eb7 25 Whe
He8 26 hxg6 fxg6 27 Wxh7+ Exh7 28
Exh7+ &xh7 29 Eh3# - Antic) 20
Wxc5 Wb 21 Wxb6 Exb6 with ap-
proximately equal chances, Marjano-
vié-Anti¢, Yugoslav Ch 2000.

c) 17..4)b6!?is given by Glek. The
idea is 18 &5 £)d7, when White can-
not really avoid an exchange of knights.
After 19 h5 Dxc5 20 Wxc5 a4 21 h6

g6 Black has counterplay.
o Z 7
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18 exf6

18 Hg3 fxe5 19 fxe5 Wc7 20 Hel
We6 21 b3 La6 is fine for Black.

18..%Wxf6 19 Wxf6 Hxf6 20 Zf3
Ded

The position is equal.
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8 Shirov/Anand Variation

(5 Hce2)

1 ed e6 2 d4 d5 3 D3 56 4 e5 D fd7
5&%ce2 (D)
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I'have dubbed this the Shirov/Anand
variation. Shirov did a lot to promote
this line for White in the early and
mid-1990s while nowadays he is fight-
ing the black side against Anand. It is
a logical line where White attempts to
maintain a space advantage by defend-
ing his centre with ¢3 and f4, against
Black’s pawn breaks ...c5 and ...f6.
The drawback is of course that White’s
development is temporarily halted.

5..c56¢3

We have already reached an interest-
ing moment. Recently, against Shirov,
Anand chose 6 f4, which is an unusual

but probably clever move-order. It has
the advantage of avoiding Line B (6 ¢3
cxd4 7 cxd4 f6), and Anand argues
that 6...cxd4 7 )xd4 isn’t necessarily
a bad bargain for White since in many
lines where Black takes on d4, White
recaptures with a knight anyway. Ob-
viously, this needs some practical tests
and current examples are practically
non-existent. One interesting thing,
though, is that 5 f4 ¢5 6 &)f3 a6 is a
popular line for Black but then 7 e2!?
is an improved version of Anand’s idea
since ...a6 is pointless.
We now look at:

A: 6..5¢c6 97
B: 6...cxd4 104
A)

6...%\c6 7 f4 (D)

White’s most logical move. He re-
inforces e5 and seizes more space.

After 7 §)f3 Black has several sen-
sible replies but the simplest might be
7..cxd4 8 cxd4 f6 9 &4 Lbd+ 10
£d2 We7 11 £xb4 Wxbd+ 12 Wa2
Le7! 13 exfo+ gxf6 14 Wxbd+ Hxbd
15 2d2 9b6 16 a3 &)c6, which is very
similar to the endgame arising after
Black’s 15th move in Line B. After 17
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2b5 it would make sense to consider
17...%a5 or 17...4)d8, since as we see
in Line B, Anand was successful in a
similar position with an exchange of
his bishop for the knight.
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Now:
Al: 7..b5 98
A2: 7..%b6 99

Al)

7..b5 8 a3

It makes sense for White to attempt
to prevent Black from playing ...b4.
For example, 8 &)f3 b4 gives Black a
promising position:

a) 9 f5 bxc3 10 fxe6 fxe6 11 bxc3
cxd4 12 cxd4 £b4+ 13 £d2 0-0 was
fine for Black in Sax-Korchnoi, Wijk
aan Zee 1991.

b) 9 h4 a5 10 Eh3 £a6 11 Le3
Hc8 (the queenside pressure is getting
annoying) 12 f5 bxc3 13 bxc3 cxd4
14 £xd4 exf5 F Ledger-Summerscale,
British League (4NCL) 2000/1.

8...cxd4

Otherwise:

a) In such situations Black would
usually consider 8...c4 but here White
obtains too much play on the kingside.
9 3 9b6 10 g4 was very good for
White in Anand-Morozevich, Frank-
furt rpd 2000.

b) On 8...b4, Shirov gives 9 axb4
cxb4 10 23 as better for White, which
seems right because White has good
chances on the kingside. Incidentally,
9 dxc5!? might also be an idea, intend-
ing to meet 9...bxa3 with 10 b4!.

¢) Instead, 8...a5 is logical. Then 9
&3 226 10 h4 b4 11 h5 Le7 12 f5
exf5 13 Hg3 Lxfl 14 &xf1 looked
promising for White in Waitzkin-Thor-
hallsson, Bermuda 1999.

9 Hxd4 Hxd4 10 cxd4

Shirov once tried 10 ¥xd4 but after
10...2c5 11 Wd3 0-0 12 &3 6 the
position looked promising for Black in
Shirov-Bareev, Hastings 1991/2.

10...b4 11 a4

White wishes to keep the queenside
relatively closed, and then later try to
exploit his space advantage on the king-
side. However, 11 &£)f3!? is worth not-
ing. Then:

a) 11..90b6 12 a4 — 11 a4 Db6 12
af3.

b) 11..%b6 has been suggested but
12 a4 looks like a good version of the
main line.

¢) 11...bxa3 12 bxa3 and then:

cl) 12..8a6 13 £xa6 Wa5+ 14
£.d2 YWxa6 15 We2 Wxe2+ 16 Sxe2
gave White a pleasant endgame ad-
vantage in Barsky-Castafieda, Russia
1993.
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¢2) Another idea is 12...8)b6, in-
tending ...&d7, ...Ec8 and ...Hc4.

11..%a5!?

11...40b6 12 &3 Le7 13 b3 a5 14
£b5+ &d7 15 0-0 was very good for
White in Shirov-Korchnoi, Lucerne
Wcht 1993.

12 £d2

Back in 1993, Shirov gave 12 ¥d3
as ‘t’. This suggestion should be seri-
ously considered. Black should proba-
bly still try to getin ...£.a6, for example
with 12..2b8 13 £d2 £e7 14 &f3
Bb6 L/=.

12...27 13 D3

Anand-Shirov, Leon adv 2000. Now
13...£a6 leaves Black close to equal-

ity.

A2)

7..%b6 8 2f3 £6 (D)

Black can also play 8..£e7 but
there is a clear danger of him just be-
ing worse if he doesn’t create some
counterplay soon. In Lali¢-Speelman,
Hastings 2000 White had a pleasant
space advantage after 9 g3 a5 10 h4 a4
11 £h3 £db8 12 h5. 9 a3 is equally
sensible.

Now:
A21: 9g3 99
A22: 9a3 102
A21)

9g3

Although in line with White’s gen-
eral ambitions, this move has gone out
of favour. The reason is that a timely
..&bd+ is supposed to solve Black’s

////////
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problems. However, this seems to be
based on not very well checked analy-
sis, and I wouldn’t be surprised if this
line becomes fashionable again. Re-
cently, White has been postponing
development further in order to take
away the option of a bishop check on
b4 (see Line A22).

9...cxd4 10 Dexd4!

An exchange of knights greatly
helps White, while now Black must
also take into account the fact that e6
is suddenly attacked.

White has also played the more nat-
ural 10 cxd4 (D):
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a) 10...fxe5 11 fxe5 £b4+ and then:

al) 12 £d2? 0-0 13 £g2 Hdxe5!
(13..Bxf31? 14 £xf3 Hxd4 15 Hxd4
Wxd4 16 Lxb4 Wxbd+ 17 Wd2 Wxd2+
18 &xd2 Hxe5, as in Sherzer-Sisni-
ega, Philadelphia 1987, also offers
Black a promising endgame but the
text is clearer) 14 dxeS £xe5 and now
White has tried a variety of things but
is suffering in all lines:

all) 15 Dedd?! Dd3+ 16 Le2
&xb2 gave Black a decisive attack in
Hamann-Uhlmann, Halle 1963.

al2) 15 &9H\f4 We3+ 16 &fl £xd2
17 Wxd2 Wxd2 18 Hxd2 g5 —+ Boul-
krouche-Schifer, Sofia 1994.

al3) 15 £xbd Wxbd+ 16 2f2 Wes
(16...£d7!?, with the point 17 Wd4
Wde6!, also looks good) 17 &c3 Hd3+!
(after 17..9Dg4+ 18 Lfl De3+ 19
Le2 Dxdl+ 20 Dxed dxed 21 Ehxdl
exf3+ 22 £xf3 e5 Black has an extra
pawn but it is difficult to exploit due to
White’s active pieces) 18 &f1 Wc4 19
We2 e520h3 e4 21 Dgl exf3 22 £xf3
(Hartwig-Seifert, Germany 1998/9)
22...&h8! is very good for Black.

a2) 124 c30-013 &4 Le7 (D) s
a critical position. White has some ex-
tra space but his king is not safe and
Black may contemplate various types
of sacrifices to destroy White’s centre.
Now:

a21) 14 £h3 Wxb2! 15 We1!? (15
L.xe6+ Lh8 16 DxdS Hdxe5! causes
trouble for White) 15..%xc1+ 16 Excl
was played in Anand-Sisniega, Phila-
delphia 1987. Now Sisniega thinks
16...2)db8, intending to meet 17 £b5
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with 17...4)a6, is the simplest, keeping
areasonably clear advantage for Black.

a22) 14 Had Wa5+ 15 Hc3 Wb6 is
just a repetition. Black may avoid this
with 16 Da4 Wd8, as in Jaracz-Gleize-
rov, Katowice 1991 but then 17 £d3 or
17 h4!?is £.

a23) 14 Wd27! allows the thematic
14...g5!, which was given by Sisniega
in Informator 44 and had apparently
been played in Alapin-Maroczy, Vi-
enna 1908(!), but Dolmatov was obvi-
ously unaware of this: 15 xg5 £xg5
16 £xg5 Dxd4 17 £g2 Dxe5 18 0-0-0
Ef2! —+ Dolmatov-Bareev, Russian
Ch (Elista) 1997.

a24) 14 a3! Bf7 15 Dad4 ¥d8 16
h4!? &8 17 Ecl £d7 18 b4 was better
for White in Ghinda-Prandstetter, Bu-
charest 1980.

b) All the above lines indicate that
White’s options are largely increased
by the exchange of f-pawns. Hence,
10...2b4+!? 11 &3 0-0 is supposed
to be the most accurate move-order.
Then after 12 a3 Le7 (compared to
line ‘a2’, White doesn’t have £f4

7
_
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available to block the f-file and hence
Black can decide at which moment to
open the file, assuming that White in-
tends to maintain the centre as itis) 13
$h3 (13 exf6!? might be worth con-
sidering; for example, 13..£xf6 14
a4 Wd8 15 £h3 or 13..9xf6 14
£d3) 13..fxe5! 14 £xe6+ Lh8 15
HHixd5 Wd8 we have:

bl) 16 Dxe7 Wxe7 17 d5 e4 18
Hg5 @c5! and now:

bll) 19 £xc87! Nd3+ 20 fl
Haxc8 21 dxc6 Wxg5 22 cxb7 Hb8 23
g2 W6 24 We2 Hxb7and Black is
slightly better, Lukin-Se.Ivanov, USSR
1984.

b12) 19 &xh7?!is complicated but
more dangerous for White, a sample
line being 19..4\d3+ 20 &d2 L.xeb6
21 Dxf8 Exf8 22 Wh5+ g8 23 dxcb
ANf2 24 Bfl Bds+ 25 &c2 Wd6 26
We2 Wxco+ 27 bl €3 with a win-
ning attack for Black.

bl13) More resilient is 19 0-0! £xe6
20 dxe6 Dxe6 21 Dxed Dxf4 = (Yu-
dasin and Se.Ivanov).

b2) 16 £xd7 £xd7 17 dxe5 £g4 18
0-0 £c5+! 19 £e3 £xe3+ 20 Hxe3
Who! 21 Wd2 £xf3 22 Exf3 Hd4!
(22..5%e57 23 Ef2 +) and now:

b21) 23 Eff17! &b3 24 W2 Hxal
25 Exal Eae8! (this is the problem:
White is not as organized as he is in
line ‘b22%) 26 Ec1 g5 (26...Exe5?? 27
fxe5 HExf2 28 Hc8+) 27 Dg4 Wxf2+
28 xf2 gxf4 29 Hc7 fxg3+ 30 2xg3
Eg8 T Smagin-Dimitrov, Prilep 1992.

b22) 23 Bafl! Hxf3+ 24 Exf3 is
unclear — Smagin.
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10...fxe5

Or 10..2xd4 11 cxd4 £bd+ 12
&f2 fxe5 13 fxe5 0-0 14 g2 £e7 15
£.d3. White has managed to catch up
in development, bring his king into
safety and maintains a space advan-
tage. This should add up to an advan-
tage but Black is solid and may have
some prospects on the queenside. Psa-
khis-Dizdar, Zagreb 1993 continued
15..Bf7! (alertly making room for
.8 to defend h7) 16 h4 &8 17
g5 (straightforward; 17 b1 intend-
ing £e3 would also give White an
edge) 17...£xg5 18 hxg5 g6 19 Ehd
£d7 20 a4!?. White has a slight, but
not very significant, advantage.

11 fxe5! (D)

Keeping it simple. Instead, 11 &xe6
ed! 12 Dfd4 &)f6 doesn’t look like a
great problem for Black.
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11...8.c5?!

‘I’ — Knaak, but it doesn’t look very
good. Otherwise:

a) 11..20dxe5?! 12 Dxes Dxe5 13
Wh5+ g6 (13..20f7 14 £b5+ Le7 15
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0-0 +-) 14 £.d3 e5 15 £xg6+ Wxg6
16 Wxe5+ and White has a clear ad-
vantage.

b) 11..£e7?! (this attempt to im-
prove on Knaak’s idea doesn’t work)
12 Dxe6 (12 £h37? Hdxe5) 12..0dxe5
13 Dxg7+ 28 14 Hxe5 Hxe5 15
Wh5 &xg7 16 WxeS+ £f6 17 Whs
and Black doesn’t have enough com-
pensation.

c) Black’s best might be 11...4xd4
12 cxd4 £b4+ 13 2f2 - 10...20xd4 11
cxdd b4+ 12 22 fxe5 13 fre5 L/=.

12 Dxe6!

This move is underestimated by
Knaak, who gives 12 £d3 g6 13 Dxc6
(13 Dxe6?! L2+ 14 Le2 Ddxe5 F)
13..bxc6 14 We2 (14 b4?! ££2+ 15
&e2 0-0 intending ...Exf3 is danger-
ous for White) 14...a5 with an unclear
position.

12..5dxe5

12..812+ 13 e2 HdxeS5 14 Wxds
is also bad for Black.

13 Hixc5!

Overlooked by Knaak, whose main
point was 13 Dxg7+? Lf8 F, when on
14 DxeSs, Black throws in 14...&£2+.

13...%xc5

The alternative 13...2xf3+ 14 Wxf3
Wixc5 15 We2+! + is similar.

14 Dxe5 Dxes 15 Wh5+ Dg6 16
We2+!

The main point. White follows with
£e3 and £¢g2, with a clear, perhaps
winning, advantage.

A22)
9a3(D)

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &3
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This is a move with various pur-
poses. First of all, White denies Black
the possibility of ... &b4+ but secondly
White may also use it to gain space on
the queenside with b4.

9..2e7

Or:

a) 9...cxd4 10 Dexd4 fxe5 11 fxe5
&xd4 12 cxd4 a5 13 £d3 is much
better for White, Vukovié-Drei, Saint
Vincent Ech 2000.

b) 9...a5 10 g3 cxd4 11 cxd4 (11
&exd4! is stronger — compare with
Line A21) 11...£e7 12 £h3 fxe5 13
fxe5 0-0! 14 £xe6+ &h8 15 £xd5
Hdxe5! 16 dxe5 £.g4 17 £xc6 Wxc6
18 Ded4 Wed+ 19 We2 &.xf3 20 Dxf3
Wxf3 21 Wxf3 Exf3 with counterplay,
Kalinin-Boog, Hamburg 1994.

10 h4

This is not a random attacking
move (though it may at some stage be
helpful in an attack) but just as much a
prophylactic measure against Black’s
counterplay. With it, White rules out
counterplay based on ...g5 and also
prepares to defend against possible

////////
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exchange sacrifices on f3 by playing
Eh3. Other moves:

a) 10 57! cxd4! 11 fxe6 (11 cxd4
fxeS 12 fxe6 £6! 13 dxe5 Dgd! 14
Hed4 0-0 F) and now:

al) 11..2dxe5 12 Hfxd4 £c5!13
Of4 Pxd4!? 14 cxd4 Lxd4 15 Wad+
A6 16 £.d3 (16 Hxd5 Wds 17 &HHf4
g5 ¥) 16...g5! and the complications
favour Black, Morozevich-Gleizerov,
Alushta 1993. This is all very sharp.

a2) Gleizerov’s idea 11...4)c5! may
be simpler.

b) 10 &g3 0-0 11 £d3 cxd4 12
cxd4 (12 Dg5? fxg5 13 Whs h6 14
We6 Hdxe5 15 fxe5 Dxe5 16 Wh7+
D7 —+) 12...fxe5 13 fxe5 Ddxes5 (this
leads to very sharp play; Euwe recom-
mended 13...a5, while 13...Exf3!? may
also be worth a shot) 14 dxe5 £xe5 15
£e2 £d7! gives Black good compen-
sation for the piece; for example, 16
Bf1 (16 Dxe5? W2+ 17 &d2 Hac8!!
18 Wb3 £g5+ 19 &d3 Ef4!! 20 &HF3
£e8 0-1 Kengis-Djurhuus, Gausdal
1991 — a fantastic miniature) 16...2g4
(16...2£6!7) 17 Wa4 Wxd4 18 Hxd4
&xh2 19 Exf8+ Hxf8 20 &Hf3 £d6 21
©h1 Hg4 with compensation — Djur-
huus.

¢) 10 b4 cxd4 and now:

cl) 11 Hexd4?! (often this type of
move is a good idea but this is one case
where it is not) 11...fxe5! 12 fxe5 (12
&xe6 is met by 12..5)6!, with the
point 13 Dxg7+ 28 14 b5 Ded!? 15
We2 \d8 16 Hhs W6 F) 12...40dxeS
13 Dxe5 DxeS5 14 Wh5+ g6 15 £d3
(15 £b5+ £d7 F) 15...0-0 16 £xgb
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hxg6 17 Wxg6 ££6 18 Le3? e5 19
&\c2? £h4+ 0-1 F.Meyer-S.Pedersen,
Germany 1999.

c2) 11 cxd4 0-0 (11..a5 12 bS5!
Wxb5 13 Hc3 Wbo 14 Ebl Wds 15
£.d3 gave White excellent compensa-
tion for the pawn in Lanka-Glek, Zil-
lertal 1993) 12 Ebl a5 13 b5 a4 14
exf6 Dxf6 15 c3 Dd8 16 £.d3 D7
is unclear — Shirov.

10...0-0 11 Zh3 a5

11...2)a5?! 12 b4 cxb4 13 axbd Hcd
14 &g3 was very good for White in
Anand-Shirov, Frankfurt rpd 2000 as
White is already developing a promis-
ing attack.

12b3 (D)
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12..%c7!

This might be an improvement over
the previously played 12...¥d8:

a) 13Dg3 b6 14 £d3 515 £c2
£d7 16 £e3 cxd4 17 cxd4 a4 18 b4
Ha7 was fine for Black in Smirin-
Psakhis, Las Vegas FIDE 1999.

b) White should consider Anand’s
idea, 13 Qegl, when there is now a
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significant difference in at least one of
the key lines: 13...cxd4 14 cxd4 b6 15
£.4d3 fxe5 16 fxe5 is now very good
for White since here there are no sacri-
fices on e5.

13 Degl b6

Anand-Shirov, Teheran FIDE Wch
(4) 2000 went 13...a4?! 14 b4 fxe5 15
fxe5 Qdxe5 16 dxe5 Dxe5 17 Dxes
WxeS+ 18 We2 and Black’s sacrifices
were repelled.

14 £e3

This might be slightly unambitious
but Anand does not believe in 14 £.d3
cxd4, when he gives:

a) 15 &xh7+? &xh7 16 Hg5+ fxg5
17 Wh5+ g8 18 hxg5 Ddxe5 19
fxe5 Wxe5+ 20 De2 Lab —+.

b) 15 cxd4 fxe5 16 fxe5 &cxe5
with no assessment but presumably
this means that Black is clearly better
or winning.

14...£.2a6 15 £.xa6 Exa6

The position is equal — Anand.

B)
6...cxd4 7 cxd4 f6 (D)
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THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &\c3

This is a trendy line, but in view of
Anand’s move-order (6 f4) we might
not see much more of it.

8 OHf4

White has other options worth not-
ing:

a) 8 exf6 Dxf6 9 N3 &Hc6 10 Hc3
£.d6 11 £d3 0-0 = Nijboer-Glek, Wijk
aan Zee 1999.

b) 8 f4 is a sharp continuation but
Black ought to be OK. 8...fxe5 and
now:

bl) 9 dxe5 Wb6 10 Hc3 Hc6 11
A3 b4 12 £d2 Hc513 a3 £xc3 14
£xc3 0-0 15 g3 £d7 was fine for
Black in Bologan-Short, Beijing 2000.

b2) 9 fxe5 £b4+ 10 &2 0-0+ 11
A3 N6 12 a3 Hdxes! (12...8a5 is
safer, but I think the sacrifice is justi-
fied) 13 axb4 Whd+ 14 g1?! (14 Dg3
Axd4 15 Le2 £d7 also gives Black
good compensation) 14..2xf3+ 15
gxf3 Bxf3 16 £g3 and now 16...%g4!
is strong, although 16..2)xd4, as in
J.Polgar-Gi.Hernandez, Merida 2000,
also looks sufficient.

8..2bd+ 9 £d2 ¥Wh6

Stronger than 9...We7 since Black
attacks d4.

10 £xb4

Or:

a) On 10 exf6, 10...2xf6 11 Wad+
Ae6 12 £xb4 Wxbd+ 13 Wxbd Hxba
was fine for Black in Vukovié-Piskov,
Yugoslav Cht 1994 but Black could
also consider 10...0-0!?.

10 Wh5+ g6 11 Hxgb Lxd2+ 12
&xd2 Wxb2+ 13 e3 Wxal 14 Hxh8+
%d8 is a line given by Sakaev. The
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position is a mess but Black’s chances
look preferable.

10..%xb4+ 11 Wd2 Wxd2+ 12
oxd2 &e7 (D)

///////////

,/ 4
%/Aﬁ
7

////%@
%é zz%

This has all been more or less
forced. The position should be approx-
imately equal but if I had to take a
side, I would actually prefer Black.
White is going to end up with a weak
pawn on e5 if he doesn’t take on f6,
while that exchange would give Black
a strong centre. Nonetheless, Anand
has won a good game from this posi-
tion as White.

13 exf6+

It is very natural for White to avoid
a black exchange on e5, but 13 &Hf3
should also be considered:

a) 13...fxe5 14 &xe5 Dxe5 15 dxeS
&c6 16 Dd3, with approximately
equal chances.

b) Against 13...%\c6, White can try
14 exf6+ gxf6 15 £b5, when he will

\\\\\\
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be able to achieve the strategically de-
sirable exchange of his bishop for one
of Black’s knights.

13...gxf6 14 Zel b6 15 HHf3 Hc6

Black could also consider 15...82d6,
as this is a logical square for the king.
Then, for example, 16 £d3 &c6 —
15..%c6 16 £d3 &d6.

16 £b5

16 £d3 £d6 (intending ...e5) 17
h5 Ef8! 18 £xh7 e5 19 Hg3 e4 20
&h4 §xd4 is very pleasant for Black,
Bezgodov-Sakaev, Moscow 1999. The
sacrifice of the h-pawn is clever and
demonstrates how quickly Black’s
central advance can become danger-
ous for White.

16..2d7

It is difficult to criticize such a natu-
ral move but the fact is that White is
happy to exchange his bishop for
Black’s knight, as this gives him in-
creased control over the e5-square.
Hence, Anand suggests 16...2a5 or
16...2)d8 followed by ...a6, driving the
white bishop back.

17 £xc6 bxc6 18 He2! Eae8 19
Ehel

From this point Anand-Bareev,
Shenyang FIDE WCup 2000 contin-
ued 19...%f7 20 £c1!?, when White’s
position was somewhat more pleas-
ant to play due to his superior control
of the c5- and eS-squares. Instead,
Anand suggests 19...2d6! as a better
try for Black.
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The Classical Variation has lost some
of its popularity during the last few
years, with the Burn and Rubinstein
Variations taking all the limelight.

Fashion plays a large role in this,
and the Classical Variation remains a
solid defence that certainly shouldn’t
be neglected. It quickly leads to a typi-
cal French position with a basic struc-
ture characterized by a closed centre,
in which Black plays for the ...c5 and
...f6 breaks. The Classical Variation
attracts strong defensive and strategic
players.

S5eS

5 £xf6 £xf6 6 €5 Le7 is seen oc-
casionally. The aggressive 7 Wg4 is

White’s best but nothing that Black
should be afraid of. He can play 7...g6,
but 7...0-0 8 £d3 c5 9 Wh3 g6 10 dxc5
&d7 (10...4c6 is also good, with the
idea of meeting 11 f4 with 11...&a5)
11 f4 Hxc5 12 0-0-0 b5!? 13 Hce2
Wa5 14 &bl Da4 was very good for
Black in Maier-Moskalenko, Gronin-
gen 1989.

5..94d7

There are two minor alternatives:

a) 5..9e4? 6 Lxe7 gives Black
two unsatisfactory options:

al) 6..20xc3 7 We4! Wxe7 8 Wxg7
Wb4 9 Wxh8+ 2d7 10 Df3! Wxb2 11
&d2! &b1+?! (or 11..Ded+ 12 Le3
Wxc2 13 £b5+ c6 14 Le2 + L.Dom-
inguez) 12 Exbl Wxbl 13 Wxh7 +-
L.Dominguez-Heidenfeld, Istanbul OL
2000.

a2) 6..Wxe7 7 Dxed dxed 8 We2
b6 9 0-0-0 (9 Wxed? Wbd+) 9...8b7
10 g3 ¢511 £g2 &c6 12 dxc50-0 13
£xed Dxe5 14 f4 Lxed 15 YWxed HHgd
16 Wf3 + Tseshkovsky-Lputian, Kro-
potkin 1995.

b) 5..4¢8 is feasible but a little
passive. White’s standard 6th moves
in the main line (6 £xe7 and 6 h4) are
no longer effective, but if White re-
treats his bishop, he can expect some
advantage:
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bl) 6 £xe7 makes little sense as
Black has the natural reply 6...2xe7.

b2) 6 h4?! £xg5 7 hxg5 Wxg5 8
Hh3 We7 9 OHf4 (9 Wed £5 is also
good for Black, as shown in some old
games by Heidenfeld) 9...g6 denies
White sufficient compensation for the
pawn. The black knight is well placed
to hold the kingside together.

b3) Even 6 £c1 suffices for an edge
-3.8e74e5%

b4) 6 £e3 b6 7 h4! (threatening
h5)7...h5 8 £e2 (8 g4!7) 8...g6 9 &Hf3
£a6 10 Wd2 Wd7 11 £g5 £xe2 12
Qxe2 D6 13 @4 0-0-0 14 ¢3 +
Vera-Bischoff, Pau 1988.

6 £xe7

6 h4 is analysed in the next chapter.

6...%xe7 (D)
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7 f4

This has become White’s most pop-
ular choice, but there are a few notable
alternatives:

a) 7 @b5 is called the Alapin Vari-
ation. It is interesting, though, that
Alapin was more frequently on the
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black side against this. The verdict
nowadays is that it is not very danger-
ous. 7...0b6, and then:

al) 8c3a69 Da3 c5 10 Hc2 N6
11 f4 Dad!? 12 Ebl b5 13 HHf3 £d47
was roughly equal in, for example,
Em.Lasker-Lilienthal, Moscow 1934.

a2) 8 a4!? a6 9 a5 axb5 10 axb6
Hxal 11 Wxal c6!? 12 Wa8 Wbd+ 13
c3 and now:

a21) The simplest is 13...%Wa4!? 14
Wxb8 Wal+ 15 2e2 Wxb2+, with per-
petual check.

a22) In Ljubojevié¢-Korchnoi, Bel-
grade 1987 Black also managed to
equalize but with slightly more diffi-
culty: 13..¥xb2 14 De2 b4 15 Wxbs
0-0 16 cxb4 Wxbd+ 17 &dl c5! 18
Wc7 Wad+ 19 ©d2 £d7! 20 Le3 Ec8
21 Wxb7 cxdd+ 22 Hxd4 Ec3+ 23
£4d3, and now 23..Exd3+ 24 &xd3
Wed+ 25 Le3 Wel+ 26 Le2 Wed+ 27
&f3 Wd3+ 28 g4 W6+ would be a
perpetual check, while Korchnoi de-
cided to play for more with 23...g5!?.

b) 7 ¥d2 is an interesting move-
order, which Black should be aware
of. If 7...0-0, White can transpose to
the main lines with 8 f4 ¢5 9 &)f3; this
is bad news for Black if he wants to
meet 7 f4 with 7...a6 (Line B). Thus
we shall look at two lines for Black:

bl) 7..a6 8 &Hd1!? (8 f4 c59 D3
c6 10 dxc5—7f4 a6 8 D3 ¢5 9 dxc5
De6 10 Wd2) 8...c5 9 ¢3 &6 10 f4
and now:

bl1) 10..b5 11 &f3 5! 12 He3
&\b6 gave Black counterplay in Wina-
wer-Blackburne, Paris 1878.
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bl2) A more recent example is the
game Sakaev-Volkov, New Delhi FIDE
2000, where Black launched a more
aggressive idea with 10...cxd4 11 cxd4
£5!2, but 12 fxg5 h6 13 &3 hxg5 14
&f2 Hg8 15 h3!, intending to castle
queenside, favoured White.

b2) 7..0-0 8 4 (here the 8 &d1
idea is less attractive, owing to 8...c5 9
€3 &c6 10 4 £6 11 &Df3 cxd4 12 cxd4
fxe5, when 13 fxe5 runs into 13... Exf3
14 gxf3 Wh4+, and 13 dxe5 Wb4! was
very good for Black in Thomas-Lil-
ienthal, Ujpest 1934) 8...c5 9 b5 (9
3 c6 10 dxc5 — 74 0-0 8 Df3 5
9 dxc5 D6 10 Wd2) 9...a6! 10 Dd6
cxd4 11 &3 §c6 12 £d3 6 F Asz-
talos-Spielmann, Bled 1931.

We now return to 7 f4 (D):
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Now:
A: 7..0-0 108
B: 7..a6 117

A)
7...0-0 8 Hf3 c5
Here we consider:

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &\c3

Al: 9 £4d3 108
A2: 9 Wd2 109
A3: 9 dxc5 110

Al)
9 £d3 (D)
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9...f6!

In the Classical Variation, Black
nearly always answers £d3 with ...f6.
Here, the threat of £xh7+ almost
compels the reply. 9...f5 should trans-
pose to the main line, although White
also has the option of keeping the po-
sition closed, and 9...cxd4? is very bad,
owing to 10 xh7+! &xh7 11 Dg5+
Wxg5 (11...2g6 12 Wd3+f5 13 exf6+
&xf6 14 Wxdd+ g6 15 Wd3+ &f6
16 0-0-0 Hc5 17 Wh3 +-) 12 fxg5
dxc3 13 Wh5+! 2g8 14 0-0 Dxe5 15
Bael Hgb 16 He3 e5 17 g4, when
White has a decisive attack, Szilagyi-
Harding, corr. 1988 (and others).

10 exf6 ¥xf6

This seems best. Black gains a tempo
due to the attack on f4 and keeps the
knight on d7 to recapture on c5. After

e

7
4
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10...0xf6 11 dxc5 Wxc5 12 Wd2 &c6
13 0-0-0 White has a slight advantage
due to his good piece configuration,
control of e5 and possible play against
the backward e6-pawn.

11 Dgs

11 g3 &c6 (11..cxd4?! 12 Db5!
Nc6 13 Dg5 +) 12 dxc5 — 9 dxe5 Db
10 £.d3 f6 11 exf6 Wixf6 12 g3 £/=.

11...%xf4

Stronger than 11...g6 12 Wg4, when
White gets an attack.

12 £xh7+ ©h8 13 Wh5

On 13 Wd2, the simplest reply is
13.. Wxd2+ 14 &xd2 Ef2+ 15 De2
&\f8!, when White is in big trouble,
Kostakiev-Strelkov, corr. 1988.

13..516!?

13.. %12+ 14 &d1 &6 is also fea-
sible but White can be happy that the
g5-knight is not attacked any more.
Hence 15 Wh3 is an option, but it is no
more than a draw though: 15...¥xd4+
16 £d3+ g8 17 Dixe6 We5! (17.. Ee8
18 Hxd4! £xh3 19 gxh3 cxd4 20 Db5
gives White an edge) 18 &5 (18 Eel
£xe6 19 Wxe6+ Wxe6 20 Exe6 £c6 =
Paoli) 18...g6 19 Wh6 £ xe6 20 Wxg6+
= Stetsko.

14 D7+

This is White’s only chance. After
14 Wg6 the white pieces are only step-
ping on each other’s toes.

14...2xf7 15 Wxf7 &xh7 16 Ef1

White hopes that he will get a rook
to the third rank to mix things up.
Black must be careful but as the fol-
lowing analysis shows, White’s com-
pensation is insufficient: 16...%xd4 17
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Hd1 Wha+! 18 g3 We5 (18...%Wh5 19
Bxf6o We5+ 20 Ded Wxed+ 21 2f2
and Black has no more than a draw) 19
B4 g4 20 Hed dxed 21 hd Des 22
hxg5 Dxf7 23 Exf7 g6 24 Ef8 &\c6
-+,

A2)

9 Wd2 Hc6 10 dxc5 (D)

White does best to release the ten-
sion. If 10 0-0-0?!, Black can advanta-
geously close the queenside with 10...c4
and threaten to build up an attack with
...b5-b4. White has to take some untra-
ditional measures against this, which
are unlikely to work well. For exam-
ple, Bologan-Gleizerov, Calcutta 1999
continued 11 Hb5 Hb6 12 h4 £d47 13
&d6 Eab8 14 £5 £6! 15 W4 exf5 16 g3
&\c8 and Black was much better.
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10...0xc5

An alternative way to reach the main
line is 10..f6 11 exf6 Wxf6 12 g3
&xc5, while 10...¥xc5 transposes to
Line A32.

11 0-0-0 f6
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11...£d7 is also sensible, waiting to
decide whether to break with ...f6.
However, if Black waits too long,
there is a large risk that he will become
too passive. An example of this is Dol-
matov-Aris, Jakarta 1997: 12 We3 b6
13 g3 Eacs8 (it is about time for Black
to play ...f6, either here or on the next
move) 14 &bl Efd8? (this looks like a
step in the wrong direction) 15 £.e2
£e8 16 Ehel a6 17 f5 +.

12 exf6 Wxf6 13 g3 Hd8

This is essential preparation because
13...£d7? can be met by 14 Hxd5!
exd5 15 Wxd5+, winning material.

14 2!

It looks like a sensible idea to move
the queen away from the d-file, al-
though this is far from imperative. 14
£.d3 also makes sense but has so far
not given White anything tangible in
the opening; for example: 14...£d7 15
Ehel Eac8 16 &bl Le8 17 De5 DxeS
18 Exe5 Dd7 19 Heel £h5 20 £e2
£g6 21 £¢g4 Bc6 22 Wd4 Wxd4 23
Exd4 &f7 with approximately equal
play, Mukhaev-Gleizerov, Russia Cup
(Tomsk) 1998.

14...b6

14...d47 15 b5 €5 16 Dg5! led to
a disastrous position for Black in Sad-
vakasov-R.Bagirov, Istanbul OL 2000.

15 £g2 £d7 16 Ehel Eac8 17
&eS Dxes 18 ExeS

£ Goloshchapov-Vysochin, Ordzh-
onikidze Z 2000.

A3)
9 dxcS (D)

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &c3
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This is White’s most common con-
tinuation, although it is also often im-
plemented after 9 Wd2 &\c6 and only
then 10 dxc5. After 10...%xc5 we then
arrive at Line C2, while Black in this
line has the additional possibility of
capturing with the knight on c5 — see
Line B.

We now look at:

A31: 9..0c6 111
A32: 9. Wxc5 113

The former is the most flexible, as
Black keeps the option open whether
to capture with the knight or the queen
on ¢5. Usually, in this line Black takes
with the knight on ¢5 but it is a good
idea to wait a few moves. After the
immediate 9..xc5 10 £d3, Black
has some problems:

a) 10..2c6-9..8c6 10 £d3 Fxc5

I

b) 10..8xd3+ 11 cxd3 is better for
White.

c) That leaves 10...f6, but in this
case White doesn’t need to take on f6
since Black has lessened the pressure
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against e5, and can continue simply
with 11 0-0 £,

A31)

9...%¢6 10 £d3 f6

On 10...9xc5 White should simply
reply 11 0-0, with the better game; he
then threatens £xh7+. However, the
immediate 11 £xh7+ £xh7 12 Dg5+
&g6 13 We4 only looks like a draw:
13..f6 (13...£57 14 Wg3 +; 13..Hxe5
14 Wo3 £6 15 D3+ 27 16 fxe5 ) 14
Dged+ Lf7 15 exf6 gxf6 16 Wh5+
Dg7 17 Wegd+ =,

11 exf6

If 11 0-0, 11...fxeS 12 fxe5 Hdxe5
looks safe enough, for on 13 DxesN
Black has the clever 13..Wxc5+ 14
&h1 Exf1+ and the knight is won back
without running into a £xh7+ trick.

11...%xf6

This is best as Black gains a tempo
by attacking f4 and also forces White
to weaken his kingside with g3. Other
moves allow White a pleasant advan-
tage:

a) 11..Bxf6 12 Wd2 Hxc5 13 0-0
&xd3 14 cxd3 £d7 15 Eael b4 16
g3 £e8 17 a3 Wh6+ 18 g2 £ Gli-
goric¢-Yanofsky, Dallas 1957.

b) 11..40xf6 12 0-0 Wxc5+ 13 &hl
Wd6 14 Wd2 £d7 15 Eael and again
White is better as he has established
good control over the e5-square, Jo-
hansson-Stahlberg, Stockholm 1967.

12 g3 xc5 (D)

130-0

Other moves don’t promise White
anything:

111
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a) 13 Wa2 Hxd3+ 14 Wxd3 (14
cxd3 e5! is comfortable for Black; e.g.,
15 0-0 £h3 16 Efel Hae8) 14..£d7
15 0-0-0 £.e8 16 Ehel £g6 17 We3
£h5 18 Hd2 £xf3! (a well-timed ex-
change before White gets the chance
to play De5) 19 Wxf3 Eac8, Borkow-
ski-Lada, Polanica Zdroj 1992. The
position is dynamically balanced. White
has some pressure on the semi-open
e-file but this is outweighed by Black’s
counterplay on the queenside.

b) 13 Dg5 Hxd3+ 14 Yxd3 ¥frs
15 Wxf5 Exf5 16 0-0-0 h6 17 &3 g5
18 &e2 '»-Y2 Vallejo Pons-Comas
Fabrego, Pamplona 1998/9.

13..£d7 14 ¥a2

Simple chess. In an ideal world
White would follow up with Hael,
hope that Black exchanges on d3, and
then occupy e5 at some point, thus ob-
taining a knight vs bishop scenario
with a backward pawn on e6. This
type of position is usually very diffi-
cult for Black. Other moves are:

a) 14 We2 Hd4! 15 Hxd4 Wxdd+
16 W2 Wb4 17 a3 W6 18 Wd4 Eac8

S
i\k\
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19 Habl £e8 20 Ef2 £h5 = Lanc-
Ziiger, Prague 1989.

b) 14 £b5!? (a positionally subtle
move as White is about to exchange
on c6, thus obtaining a knight against
Black’s light-squared bishop) 14...d4
(14..5Db4 15 Wd4! Wxd4+ 16 DHxd4
£xb5 17 &cxb5 a6 18 c3 Dbd3 19
&7 Hac8 20 Dexe6 Dxeb 21 Dxeb
Bf6 22 £5 Dxb2! 23 Eabl Had 24 Exb7
£ Fernandez Garcia-Vera, Las Palmas
1988) 15 £.xc6 (15 De2 Ead8!? with
counterplay) 15...dxc3 16 £xd7 cxb2
17 Ebl Ead8 = Jenni-Bagirov, Biel
2000.

14...5xd3

This is the correct moment for the
exchange, before White reinforces his
control of e5 with Eael. If Black de-
lays by 14...8e8 15 Eael, he can ex-
pect problems:

a) 15..4xd3 is met by 16 cxd3 £g6
17 De5, with an edge for White.

b) Instead in Leko-Volkov, New
Delhi FIDE 2000, Black further post-
poned the exchange on d3 but was
worse anyway: 15...Ed8 16 a3 (an in-
teresting waiting move; if 16 &e5
&xe5 17 Exe5 Black puts his bishop
on ¢6, where it is much better than it
is on h5) 16...£h5 17 DeS Hxe5 18
Hxe5 .

15 cxd3 (D)

15 Wxd3 £e8 16 Hael £g6 17
Wd2 Hac8 is fine for Black because he
has counterplay on the queenside. This
is removed by capturing with the pawn
on d3, but then another option becomes
available for Black...

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 @\c3
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15...e5!

Black sacrifices a pawn to avoid the
prospect of a passive position if White
is allowed time to play a rook to the e-
file. However, perhaps 15...d4 16 De4
WS is a viable and less complicated
alternative, as in Galliamova-Zhu-
kova, Istanbul wom OL 2000. Black
intends to put her queen on d5 and pre-
pares ...e5 without sacrificing a pawn.

16 Eael

16 Dxe5 Dxe5 17 fxe5 Wxe5 18 d4
Wh5 has been played in several games
but is not a problem for Black. Not
even if both rooks disappear can White
hope for an advantage as the position
is too open for him to make real prog-
ress in a queen + knight vs queen +
bishop position.

16...exf4

16...£h3 17 Ef2 d4 18 Ded Wf5 is
an interesting alternative. The position
is complex, but I think White has better
chances of obtaining an advantage than
in the main line:

a) 19 Dxe5 Hxes 20 fxes Wxes 21
Bxf8+ (21 Df6+ Wxf6 22 Exfo Exf6
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is fine for Black as ...Baf8 comes next,
and White cannot make progress due
to the threat of ..Ef1+) 21.. Exf8 22
H2 Whs! 23 Wbd £g2! 24 Wxdd
£.06 25 He7 Wg5 = de Firmian-Cher-
nin, New York 1988.

b) 19 ©h4 Wd7 20 f5! &xf5 21
&S Wes (21...Wd5? 22 HHxfS Wxcs
23 Wg5 g6 24 Hc1! Wb4 25 Hcfl gave
White too strong an attack in Sax-
Jurkovi¢, Tucepi 1996) 22 Exf5 Exf5
23 9 xf5 Wxf5 24 Ef1 We6 25 Hxb7
e4 26 dxed Wxed 27 Nd6 Wes with a
roughly equal position.

c) 19 &fg5!7 £g4 (19...exf4 20
Bxf4 Wd7 21 Hxh3 Wxh3 22 Hefl
A.Sokolov) 20 h3! £xh3 21 Eh2 exf4
22 HExh3! (stronger than 22 £xh3 DeS5!,
when Black has counterplay) 22...h6
23 gxf4 hxg5 24 Wh2 We4+ 25 &hl
Wxf4 26 Eh8+ 2f7 27 Hd6+ Wxd6
(27..<0f6 28 Bh6+ g6 29 Hed+ Lg7
30 Eh7+ 2g8 31 Eh8+ &f7 32 Wh7+
De6 33 Dxg5+ 2ds 34 Wd7+ Wd6 35
Eh7 Wxd7 36 Exd7+ 2c5 37 Deb+
&b6 38 Dxf8 Exf8 39 g2 and White
should win) 28 Wxd6 Exh8+ 29 g2
£ Am.Rodriguez-Stojanovi¢, Linares
open 1997.

17 Hxd5 Wd6 18 Hxf4 L.gd! 19
We3 Had8 20 Zf2 h6!? 21 h4 Ef7 22
Hd2 Wh4a!

Black has good compensation for
the sacrificed pawn, Arnason-Bareev,
Sochi 1988.

A32)
9..%xc5 (D)
10 ¥a2
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Another interesting option is 10
£d3!? We3+ (10...40c62? 11 £xh7+
&xh7 12 Dg5+ +-) 11 De2 D6 12
Wd2 Wxd2+ 13 &xd2. This type of
position is usually somewhere between
equal and slightly better for White.
Pluses for White are his control over
the d4-square and the better minor
pieces.

It is interesting that Gufeld and
Stetsko regard Black’s 9th move as du-
bious in view of 10 Wd4 (they give it a
‘). Naturally, 10 ¥d4 remains a via-
ble option but I don’t share their view
that it promises White an advantage.
While I trust that Black should be able
to equalize after 10..2c6 11 Wxc5
&xc5, 1 think that Gleizerov’s move
10...b6!? could be even simpler. Then
Suetin-Gleizerov, Berlin 1994 was
drawn after 11 0-0-0 Dc6 (11...£.a6!7
deserves attention) 12 Wd2 a6 13 £d3
f5. Actually, this ought to receive more
attention. Black has the extra move
...b6 compared to the main line but this
is perhaps not an advantage as it ob-
structs ...Z\b6.

\
N
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10...%¢6 11 0-0-0

11 a3!? is a slightly unorthodox
idea. The intention is not to prevent
..£Db4 but rather to advance the b-
pawn. A few examples:

a) 11..90b6 12 b4! We7 13 £4d3
£.d7 14 0-0 Eac8 15 b5 £6 16 We3!
+ Smyslov-Nikolenko, Cappelle la
Grande 1995.

b) 11...f6!? 12 exf6 Exf6 13 0-0-0
&b6 14 g3 £d7 15 h4 Ec8 16 &bl
Na5 17 De5 Dacd 18 Lxcd Dxc4
19 Hxc4 Wxc4 20 h5 £ Bruzon-Her-
nando Rodrigo, Santa Clara 1999.

c) 11...a6!7 (maybe best; now it
would be dangerous to castle queen-
side, so White has to proceed with the
b4 idea) 12 b4 Wb6 (12...a7!?) 13
£.d3 £6 14 exf6 Dxf6 15 Has Wa7 16
W Wxf2+ 17 Lxf2 = Kovalevskaya-
Matveeva, Belgrade wom 2000.

11...20b6 (D)

11..£f6 12 exf6 Qxf6 is typically
French but White retains slightly the
better chances in view of the d4- and
eS-squares; e.g., 13 £d3 £d7 14 Ehel
Bac8 15 &bl a6 16 De5 Hxe5 17
Exe5 b5 18 h3 Wb6 19 He2 £e8 20
&\d4 £ V.iIvanov-Nikolenko, Moscow
1995.

12 &bl

With this move White introduces
the idea of playing £b5. White has a
range of other possibilities:

a) After the immediate 12 9b57!,
12...4c4 13 £xc4 Wxc4 solves Black’s
problems since White does not have
time to play ©d6 due to the threat of
. Wxa2.

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 #\c3
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b) 12 £d3 and then:

bl) 12...4c4 (the type of position
arising after this is usually in White’s
favour) 13 £xc4 Wxc4 14 &bl 16 15
exf6 Exf6 16 g3 £d7 17 Ehel £e8 18
De5 Hxe5 19 Exe5 = Toth-Hoang
Than Trang, Budapest 1995.

b2) 12...£d7 and now:

b21) 13 &bl — 12 &bl £d7 13
£4d3.

b22) White has also tried the direct
13 £xh7+!? &xh7 14 HHg5+ Lg8 15
Wd3. We shall soon become familiar
with this attacking idea. Black has to
move the rook:

b221) 15..Efc8!? 16 Wh7+ &f8
17 Whs (17 Ehel Db4 F) 17...£e8 18
Whe+ Le7 19 Wxg7 b4 F.

b222) 15..Efe8 16 Wh7+ &f8 17
Bhel!? Dc4!? (17..Wb4 18 Whe+ Le7
19 Wh4 ©d8!1? 20 Dxe6++ Lc8 21 a3
We7 22 &Hg5! and White keeps his at-
tack going, Van der Wiel-Korchnoi,
Amsterdam 1991) 18 Wh8+ &e7 19
Wh4 Eh8 20 DHh7+ £6 (20...Le8 21
D6+ gxf6 22 Wxh8+ W8 23 Wxf8+
Lxf8 24 exf6 * Zso.Polgar-Somlai,
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Budapest 1991) 21 exf6+ &d8 22
fxg7+ &c7 23 gxh8¥ 12-1> P.H.Niel-
sen-Ulybin, Mamaia jr Wch 1991.
The position looks very unclear after
23..Exh8 24 a3 d4 25 De4 Wb5 26 b3
&xa3.

¢) 12 h4!? (White wants to play h5-
h6 to create weaknesses on the black
kingside; this is a sensible idea in itself
but it is time-consuming and gives
Black a couple of moves to step up
his attack on the queenside) 12...£d7
(12...f6 13 exf6 Exf6 14 £d3 £d7 15
Zhel D4 16 Lxcd Wxed 17 g3 £e8
18 De5 Dxe5 19 HExe5 £g6 20 b3
W4 21 ©b2 Hc8 22 a3 We5 23 Hel!,
intending £e2-d4 +, Kruppa-Ulybin,
Minsk 1997) 13 h5 Efc8. Black could
also put the other rook on c8 but I
think most players would prefer this
move, as it keeps the rook participat-
ing in the attack and vacates f8 as a
possible escape-route for the king. Af-
ter 14 h6 g6 a critical position arises:

cl) 15 Hh2?! (White’s knight is
heading for f6 but this is premature)
15...80b4! (threatening ...d4 or ...2Da4)
16 a3 a5! 17 g4 Lad! 18 £d3 Hc4
19 £xc4 Wxcd 20 HHf6+ Lh8 21 axbd
axb4 with a probably decisive attack
for Black, Vogt-Ziiger, Lucerne 1994.

c2) 15 &bl Da5 16 Yd4 We7
(White has a slight advantage if the
queens are exchanged) 17 Eh3 ©bc4
18 &d2 b5 19 £xc4 Dxcd 20 Dxcd
bxc4 21 &cl Ec7 22 Edhl Ebs 23
&\d1 is slightly better for White, Rau-
sis-Ziiger, Cattolica 1994.

d) 12 &d4!? £d7 and now:

115

dl) 13 &bl Hac8 14 Le2 Hxd4
(14...0a5 15 ©b3 &xb3 16 cxb3 £
Wedberg) 15 Wxd4 Was (15.. Wxd4 is
equal according to Korchnoi) 16 Ehf1
&c4 17 Ef3b5 18 £xc4 Excd 19 Wd2
b4 20 He2 Bfc8 21 Hd4 £ Wedberg-
Korchnoi, Haninge 1988.

d2) 13 b4 Efc8 14 Eh3 Ha5!? (or
14..9xd4 15 Wxd4 Wxd4 16 Exd4
&c5 17 £e2 Eac8, with roughly equal
chances) 15 Db3 Dxb3+ 16 axb3 a5 is
equal, Rowson-Hanley, British League
(4NCL) 2000/1.

12...£d7 (D)
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13 £d3

13 b5 is an important alternative
that is now regarded as harmless due
to 13...20a4! (13...Bac8?! 14 &Hd6 Ec7
15 £b5!? 6 16 £xc6! Wxc6 17 Dd4
Wa4 18 Ehel £ Groszpeter-I1. Almasi,
Hungarian Cht 1995), and now:

a) 14d67!£6 15 Le2 fxe5 16 fxes
Dxe5 17 Dixes Wxd6 18 Hxd7 Wxd7
19 Ehel (Hjartarson-Brynell, Stock-
holm 1996) 19...8\c5 is favourable for
Black.




116

b) 14 Dbd4 Wb6 15 £b3 a5 16 ¢3
(Borik-Blauert, 2nd Bundesliga 1997/8)
16..Efc8 17 £d3 He7 18 Lal &b5 is
fine for Black.

13..Eac8

In the following play Black must be
alert to possibilities of £xh7+. It is
tempting but White is probably not yet
threatening it. The question again is
which rook Black should put on the c-
file. In this case the queen’s rook is
right, because on 13...Efc8, 14 £b5! is
much stronger as Black cannot coun-
ter in the centre. Then, for example,
14...h6 15 d6 Ec7 16 ¢3! is good for
White. Alternatives for Black on move
13 are:

a) 13..f6 14 exf6 Exf6 15 Ehel
D4 16 fxcd Wxcd 17 g3 - 12 £.4d3
cd 13 Lxcd YWxcd 14 2b1 f6 15 exf6
Bxf6 16 g3 £.d7 17 Ehel £.

b) 13..40b4 14 a3 a5 15 Ehf1 Efc8
16 W2 xd3 17 cxd3 Da4d 18 Hxad
£xad 19 Wxc5 Exc5 20 Ecl b6 21
@d4 Eac8 22 b3 £d7 23 b2 gives
White a slight advantage, Z.Almasi-
Ziiger, Horgen 1995.

) 13..4a5 14 £xh7+!? &xh7 15
g5+ g8 16 Wd3 Hfe8 (16..Efc8
17 Wh7+ &f8 18 £5! exfS 19 Whe+
De7 20 Wxg7 +) 17 Wh7+ &f8 18
Wh8+ (after 18 Hced dxed 19 Hxed
Weo! 20 Ed6 Wbs5 21 Whe+ Le7 22
Wha+ &8 White had to content him-
self with a repetition by 23 Wh8+ &e7
24 Wh4+ &f8 in Glek-Morozevich, St
Petersburg 1998) 18...&e7 19 Wxg7
(19 Wh4!? Eh8! 20 Dh7+ Le8 21
Ofo+ gxfo 22 Wxh8+ W8 23 Wxf6

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 93

Dacd 24 Ed3 Wb4 25 b3 £ Grabics-
Matveeva, Istanbul wom OL 2000)
19..2d8 20 Dxf7+ Lc7 21 Dd6
Dac4 22 Pcb5+! b8 23 PDxcd Wxcd
24 &)d6 and White is better according
to Finkel.

14 b5 (D)

Again 14 £xh7+ &xh7 15 Dg5+
g8 16 Wd3 Efes 17 Wh7+ &f8 must
be carefully checked:

a) 18 &ged dxed 19 Hxed Wbd 20
Whe+ Le7 21 Wh4+ is just a draw.

b) 18 Wh8+ e7 19 Wh4 (19 Wxg7
&d8 20 Hxf7+ &c7 21 Hd6 Egs
makes a significant difference com-
pared to 13...2)a5, since Black’s king
can now escape via b8) 19..Eh8 20
Dh7+ Le8 21 D6+ gxf6 22 Wxh8+
Wrg 23 Wxf6 &c4 24 a3 with an un-
clear position.

c) 18 Wh5 e7 19 Dxf7 DaS! 20
N6 -1 Sax-Timman, Rotterdam
1989. Now Timman gives 20...2d8 21
£5! exf5 22 Dxe8 Lxe8 23 Wxf5 with
an unclear position.
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This is the reason why Black should
put his queen’s rook on c8.

15 exf6 Exf6 16 Hbd4 HHxd4 17
&Hxd4 Dad 18 b3 We7!

An improvement over Z.Almasi-
Sermek, Mitropa Cup (Biikfiirdo)
1995, in which White obtained an ad-
vantage after 18..%b6 19 Ehel £b5
20 £xb5 Wxb5 21 Hes.

19 g3 €5 20 fxeS WxeS 21 Wel Ef2

Naiditsch-Blauert, Budapest 1998.
Black has active piece-play to com-
pensate for his structural inferiority.

B)
7...a6 (D)
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This has become a more popular
way of playing the Classical Variation.
Black postpones castling in return for
an immediate advance on the queen-
side. This cuts out White’s perhaps most
dangerous set-up with an early £d3.

8 O f3

This is the most natural but Black
should be aware of a couple of alterna-
tives:

117

a) 8 Wh5!?c59 &f3 &6 10 0-0-0
cxd4 11 Hxd4 Hxd4 12 Exdd b6
(12...b5 13 £5!7 gives White an attack)
13 £d3 g6 14 Wg5 Wxg5 15 fxgs
&)d7 16 Eel b6 17 dd1 h5 = Sariego-
Moskalenko, Cienfuegos 1989.

b) 8 Wg4 g6 (safest; 8...0-0 9 £d3
£5 10 exf6 Wxf6 11 D3 5 12 Dg5 is
unclear according to Hjartarson but
Black appears to be in some danger) 9
&3 ¢5 10 dxc5 &6 11 0-0-0 Hxc5
12 h4 h5 13 Wg5 b5 14 £d3 b4 15
&e2 £d7 with roughly equal chances,
Batricevi¢-Kalezi¢, Tivat 2000.

8...c5

8...b6 is a set-up Ulybin has experi-
mented with. It looks slightly passive
but Black doesn’t want to give White
access to the d4-square. Now the criti-
cal line is 9 Wd2 c5 10 £Hd1!? &6 11
c3 £5!72, as in Khalifman-Ulybin, Rus-
sian Ch (Elista) 1995. Black’s position
is very solid but White ought to be a
bit better. The game continued 12 %e3
£b7 13 £d3 g6 14 h3 h5, and now
Curt Hansen suggests 15 g3!?, intend-
ing &f2, maybe followed by a3 and
slowly preparing g4.

9 dxc5

White has also tried to delay this
with 9 Wd2 &c6 10 0-0-0 but this
doesn’t seem advisable, in view of
10...c4! 11 f5 2b6! 12 fxe6 Lxe6!?
13 £¢2 (Pelletier thinks White should
play 13 g5 but Black seems fine any-
way) 13...h6 14 Edf1, Pelletier-Ziiger,
Swiss Ch (Pontresina) 2000, and now
Pelletier suggests 14...)d7! followed
by ...bS with a strong attack for Black.
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9..5¢c6 10 Wd2 (D)
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Here Black has two options:
B1: 10..50xc5 118
B2: 10..%xc5 119

B1)

10...5xc5

This is considered slightly inferior
to the queen capture since it becomes
easier for White to gain control of d4.
It has its pluses too, though, since of-
ten the knight goes to e4 and in combi-
nation with ...f6 creates counterplay.

11 0-0-0

The alternative is 11 £d3:

a) 11...0-0 is feasible since with
the knight on c5 Black need not fear a
£.xh7+ sacrifice, but after 12 0-0f6 13
exf6 Wxf6 14 g3 White is practically a
tempo up on Line A31 since Black has
wasted time on ...a6. After 14..2d7
15 Hael £e8 16 He5 Hc8 17 Hf2
White was slightly better in Stefans-
son-Hjartarson, Reykjavik 1995.

b) 11..b5 12 0-0 £b7 13 Hael b4
14 Qe2 0-0 15 Ded4 Hxd4 16 Hxd4

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 9c3

Ded 17 We3 6! with counterplay in
the game Messing-Kovacevi¢, Cro-
atian Cht (Tucepi) 1996.

c¢) 11..£d7 120-0-0b5 13 We3 bd
14 De2 a5 15 &bl a4 16 Ded4 Hxd4
17 ©xd4 0-0 18 Ehel Efb8 gave both
sides chances in Vujosevi¢-Miljanié,
Tivat 1997. White usually prepares f5,
and Black has anticipated this by de-
veloping his bishop to d7 as opposed to
a6. When White plays f5, Black would
now capture on d3. Normally, White
would like to recapture with the pawn
but if White has already played f5, this
won’t be possible, and he would have
to take back with the queen

11..b5 (D)

XEaven X
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12 We3!? b4 13 He2 0-0 14 bl

The alternative 14 g4 £b7 15 Egl
Ded 16 £g3 £6! led to a complicated
position in the game Rogers-Soffer,
Biel 1990.

14..Eb8

This move looks rather pointless. I
would prefer to play the immediate
14...a5.
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15 Dedd Dxd4 16 Hxd4 £47 17
£4d3 a5 18 Ehfl

Lutz-J.Pedersen, St Vincent Ech
2000. A position typical of the Classi-
cal French has arisen, which is proba-
bly somewhere between equal and
slightly better for White. Black now
committed the error of capturing pre-
maturely on d3, which allowed White to
recapture with the pawn, with a prom-
ising knight vs bad bishop scenario.

B2)
10...%xc5 (D)
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This is Short’s preference. The queen
is deployed actively and the d7-knight
may come via b6 to c4 or a4, or sup-
port an ..f6 break. White has two
plans. He can aim for a direct kingside
attack, often initiated with h4-h5 and
Eh3 but prefaced by 0-0-0. Alterna-
tively, White might attempt to gain
control of the d4-square with a Ze2-
d4 manoeuvre.

11 £d3

11 0-0-0 is another option:
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a) 11..b5 12 He2!? 0-0 13 Hedd
£b7 14 hd Dxd4 15 ©Hxd4 bd 16 Eh3
Hae8!? 17 Ee3 Wh6 18 &bl £6 with
counterplay for Black, King-Short,
British League (4NCL) 2000/1.

b) 11..20b6!? 12 h4 £d7 13 Eh3
h6 14 Eg3 Hg8 15 h5 0-0-0 16 &bl
6! with approximately equal chances,
Gi.Hernandez-Short, Merida 2001.

11...bS (D)

In this case, 11...23b6 is probably
not the best idea: 12 a3 £d7 13 b4!
We7 14 W2 Wds 15 0-0 De7 16 De2
Wc7 17 Ded4 with a significant ad-
vantage for White, Palac-Kovacevié,
Belis¢e 1999. Black must often be
wary of the ‘anti-positional’ b4 idea,
which gains space for White on the
queenside, and usually makes it easier
to clamp down on the d4-square.
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12 0-0-0

This is a normal continuation but it
is far from certain that it is best. Maybe
White is committing his king prema-
turely. There are three alternatives, all
aiming for control of d4:
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a) 12 ¥f2 is a common ‘blunder’
but incidentally White obtains quite
reasonable compensation:

al) After 12..%b4 Black wins a
pawn, but 13 0-0 Wxf4 14 He2 Who
15 Dedd!? Dxd4 16 DHxd4 0-0 17
Hael £b7 18 He3 g6 19 Wg3 gave
White good compensation in Anton-
iewski-M.Babula, Trinec 1998.

a2) Black can simply play 12...8b7
13 Wxc5 (13 a3 - 12 a3 £b7 13 Yp2)
13..20xc5 14 2 d4!? 15 Dexdd Hxd4
16 & xd4 0-0-0 T Stahlberg-Alekhine,
Warsaw OL 1935.

b) 12 a3 £b7 13 W2 h6!? 14 hd
0-0 15 Wxc5 Dxc5 16 b4 Hd7 17 ©d2
b6 with roughly equal chances, Bol-
ogan-Short, Buenos Aires 2000.

c) 12 De2!? Qb6 13 b3! £d7 14
a3!? f6 15 Ded4 Dxd4 16 Dxd4 fxe5
17 fxe5 0-0 18 Wb4! £ Tal-Lahav, Tel-
Aviv 1990.

12..2)b6

Or:

a) It is worth noting that 12...0-0?
is a disastrous mistake, as in Chandler-
Agnos, London Lloyds Bank 1989: 13
£xh7+! &xh7 14 Dg5+ Lg8 15 Wd3
He8 16 Wh7+ &f8 17 Wh5! £d8 (or
17...g6 18 Wh8+ e7 19 Wha +-) 18
Dh7+ &g8 19 Bd3 We7 20 Eh3 6 21
Dxf6+ Dxf6 22 exf6 1-0.

b) A popular alternative plan is
12...b4 13 Qe2 a5, intending ...£.26.

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 #c3

13 hd b4 14 He2 £d7 (D)

;% 7@% B
W%ﬂ% Ak i
“m%x%//

i
7 -
i
V,

B %@/
AR AME) AT
7 ®B ) 7B

I like Black’s attacking concept. It
is straightforward and simple as long
as you know what to do: don’t castle;
just keep going on the queenside.

15 &bl h6 16 g3

This looks sensible. White supports
an f5 break and has ideas of jumping
further to hS5. However, it also removes
a defender of the queenside. 16 &1
might be better.

16...)a4 17 2al

17 £5 &3+ 18 bxc3 bxc3 19 ¥el
Eb8+ 20 Lal Wa5 is too dangerous
for White.

17..c3

Black has a strong attack and after
18 Edel Wa5 19 a3 Eb8!? 20 f5 Hb5
21 £xb5 Exb35, Black was much better
in Savanovi¢-Raicevié, Yugoslav Cht
(Niksic) 1996.

\




10 Chatard-Alekhine Attack

lede62d4d53Dc35M64 £g5 Le7
5e54)fd7 6 hd (D)

E%ﬁ.g%{w:
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The move 6 h4 was first suggested
and analysed by the French player
Chatard, but only became well-known
after the famous game Alekhine-Fahrni,
Mannheim 1914. Hence the name of
the line.

These days, 6 h4 remains a serious
weapon but most experts consider that
if Black has prepared accurately, he
should have few problems reaching

equality.
We look at four main lines for
Black:
A: 6...0-0 122
B: 6...a6 124
C: 6...c5 127
D: 6..&xg5 130

Some minor options are:

a) 6..h6 7 £e3 (7 Wh5!7)7..c58
Wed g6 9 D3 &6 10 dxc5 Dxcs 11
0-0-0 a6 12 £xc5!? £xc5 13 Ded
£e7 14 Wf4 £ Hellers-Bareev, Gaus-
dal 1986.

b) 6...f6 7 Wh5+ &f8 8 exf6 Hxf6
9 We2 c5 10 dxc5 b6!? (10...a6 11
&3 Dxc5 12 0-0-0b5 13 We3! ba 14
Ab5 £.d7 15 De5 Le8 16 Dd4 Wb6
17 £d3 Ec8 18 Ehel a5 19 Hgd! +
Vitomskis-Carleton, corr. 1996) 11 c6
Dxc6 12 HHF3 2f7 13 £f4 £ Stefans-
son-Bricard, Reykjavik 1993.

¢) 6...8c6!? and now:

cl) 7 £xe7 Wxe7 8 a3 Hb6 9 4
£d7 10 ¥d2 0-0-0 11 DHf3 b8 12h5
h6 13 &d1 f6 14 &2 fxe5 15 fxe5
Zhf8 was fine for Black in Nataf-Mor-
ozevich, Istanbul OL 2000. Black’s
idea needs more tests. Personally, I
don’t like the voluntary exchange on
e7, even though White can rightfully
claim that the c6-knight obstructs the
c-pawn. However, it is not clear what
is a useful move for White...

¢2) On 7 &f3 Black has a better
version of the 6...f6 line with 7...f6.

c3) If 7 £b5, then 7...&xg5 8 hxg5
Wxg5 is better for Black than the im-
mediate 6... £.xg5.

c4) Maybe 7 &h3 is an idea.
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A)
6...0-0 (D)

//////////

This should perhaps be taken more
seriously than it used to be, if only be-
cause the renowned French expert and
world-class player Mikhail Gurevich
has played it in a couple of games.
Black daringly castles into a danger-
ous attack but also prepares to counter
with ...c5 without having to worry
about £b5.

7 £d3

A safe line for White is 7 Wg4 f5
(7...57! 8 £h6 g6 9 h5!? is too dan-
gerous for Black; e.g., 9..cxd4 10
hxg6 fxg6 11 Wxe6+ Ef7 12 Hxd5 -
M.Gurevich) 8 £xe7 Wxe7 9 Wg5!.
Then:

a) 9..%Wb4 100-0-0c5 11 We7 and
now:

al) M.Gurevich suggests 11...2)b6!?,
but I think White retains an advantage:
12 a3 Wa5 13 Wxc5 Wxc5 14 dxc5
96d7 15 £b5!?. Now both 15...4)c6
16 &c7 Eb8 17 Dxe6 He8 18 &7
Hxe5 19 O3 + and 15...5a6 16 Hf3

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 9c3

Saxc5 17 Hc7 Eb8 18 b4 Hed 19
Dxe6 Dxf2 20 Hxf8 Nxfe 21 £d3 =
look good for White.

a2) 11..%b6 12 Had Wco 13 Hxcs
Dxc5 14 Wxe5 Wxce5 15 dxe5 Dd7 16
&f3 (M.Gurevich also considers 16 c4
Axc5 17 cxd5 exdS 18 Exd5 Hed,
when Black has counterplay) 16...2xc5
17 £d3 He4 18 Ehfl £d47 19 Dd4
Bac8 20 3 &Hc5 21 b3 £ Hebden-
M.Gurevich, British League (4NCL)
1997/8.

b) 9..%xg5 10 hxg5 looks like a
better choice for Black, although rather
uninspiring:

b1) 10...c5 11 &b5 &6 12 0-0-0
(this is given by M.Gurevich, but I
would prefer 12 ¢3!, with a solid edge
for White) 12...cxd4 13 f4 (13 HHxd4
Ndxe5) 13..0c5 14 D3 Ded looks
fine for Black.

b2) 10...a6! 11 &ce2 g6 (not really
necessary; 11...c5 looks fine) 12 &4
He8 13 &f3 ¢5 14 ¢3 &c6, Brod-
Beck, Austrian Cht 1995. Black seems
to have reasonable chances of holding
the position as the kingside can always
be reinforced by ...2)f8.

7..c5

A new attempt by Black. 7...f5 has
been more common but does not enjoy
a good reputation. White has usually
just left it as it is and aimed for a g4
thrust, with or without preparation:

a) 8 gdc59 gxf5cxd4 106 Lxf6!
(10...2Dxf6? 11 exf6 £xf6 12 Wh5 g6
13 £xg6 We7 14 HHb5! H)c6 15 £d3
e5 16 He2 &h8 17 &c7 Wxc7 18
£xf6+ 1-0 Sax-Donner, Amsterdam



CHATARD-ALEKHINE ATTACK

1976) 11 exf6 &xf6 is unclear accord-
ing to Sax.

b) 8 &Hh3! is better, heading for f4.
8..4c6 9 De2 (9 £b5!7) 9..4b4 10
Hefd Hxd3+ 11 Wxd3 Hb6 12 0-0-0
£d7 (12...c5 13 dxc5 &c4 14 Lbl!
Hxe5 15 We2 L6 16 HhS Lxg5 17
hxg5S Dcd 18 &3f4 + Zeziulkin) 13
Hhgl!?4)c4 14 g4 (14 &b1!?, with the
point 14...c5 15 dxc5! &xeS5 16 We2
{Zeziulkin}, also looks good) 14...c5
15 dxc5!? WasS! 16 &bl £ Zeziulkin-
Lempert, Czestochowa 1991.

We now return to 7...c5 (D):
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This is an extremely dangerous idea.
Instead, 8 £Hh3 g6! (and not 8...cxd4?
9 &xe7 Wxe7 10 £xh7+! &xh7 11
Wh5+ g8 12 Hg5 +-) 9 f4 cxd4 10
Ne2!? Was5+ 11 Wd2 Wxd2+ 12 &xd2
£ba+ 13 &dl f6 gives Black excel-
lent counterplay, Relange-M.Gure-
vich, Belfort 1997.

8...26 9 Whe cxd4

9..8c6 10 £xe7 Wxe7 11 h5 b4
12 &f3 looks good for White.

123

10 Hf3!

10 f4 is certainly inventive. Only
with careful play can Black survive:

a) 10...dxc3 11 Df3 (11 h5? £xg5
12 fxg5 cxb2 13 Bbl We7 —+) 11...cxb2
12 Ebl and now:

al) 12..He8? 13 h5 Wa5+ (13..50f8
14 hxg6 fxgb 15 Lxgb +-) 14 e2
£18 15 Wxh7+!! &xh7 16 hxgb++
g8 17 Eh8+!! &xh8 18 gxf7 +-.
This line may not be that relevant but it
was a pleasure to work out!

a2) 12..f6!7 13 hS and at this point
13...fxg5? 14 hxg6 £bd+ 15 Le2 We7
16 g7! Wxg7 17 Wxe6+ £h8 18 £xh7
gives White an irresistible attack, but
13...Ef7! appears to defend.

a3) Black’s safest course is to play
12..%8xe5! 13 fxe5 — 10..%xe5! 11
fxe5 dxc3 12 D3 cxb2 13 Ebl =.

b) 10...9xe5! 11 fxe5 dxc3 12 D3
cxb2 13 Bbl 5! (13..Wc7 14 £xe7
Wxe7 15 hS Hc6 16 hxgb fxgb 17
£xg6 hxg6 18 Wh8+ &f7 19 Eh7+
e8 20 Exe7+ &xe7 may be defensi-
ble for Black) 14 h5 (14 exf6 £xf6 15
£.xf6 Wxf6 16 h5 Wg7 and Black de-
fends) 14...£xg5 (14...£b4+ 15 &dl
Weg 16 £f6 Hxf6 17 exf6 £18 18
hxg6 Wxg6 19 Wxg6+ hxgb 20 Dg5
Dd7 21 £7+ g7 22 Dxe6+ 2xf7 23
xf8 L) 15 Hxgs We7! 16 hxgo Wha+
17 &2 Wfd+ 18 &gl Wed+ 19 2fl
Wf4+ with a perpetual check.

10...%xe5!?

Not 10...dxc3? 11 h5! cxb2 12 Ebl
£b4+ 13 &d1 £6 14 hxgb +— Knaak.

11 HxeS dxc3

Now White can try:
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a) 12 &xgb fxg6 13 £Lxgb hxgb 14
Wxg6+ 2h8 and Knaak thinks White
should be content with a perpetual.
Perhaps it is possible to play for more;
e.g., 15 Eh3!? cxb2 16 Ebl £bd+ 17
c3 Wc7 18 £16+ Exf6 19 Wxfo+ Wg7
(19..£h7!7) 20 Wxg7+ &xg7 21 cxb4
and the endgame shouldn’t be worse
for White.

b) 12 Eh3!?looks much more dan-
gerous; e.g., 12...cxb2 13 Ebl Wc7 14
£ xe7 Wxe5+ (14..Wxe7 15 hS 16 16
hxg6 fxe5 17 g7! Wha+ 18 2d1 Wgd+
19 £3 Wxg7 20 Hg3 Ef7 21 Wxh7+
&f8 22 HExg7 Hxg7 23 Wh8+ Hg8 24
W6+ wins for White) 15 He3 We3+
16 &f1 Wo7 17 £xf8 &xf8 18 W4
and I would prefer White’s attacking
chances.
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With this Black prepares ...c5 by
first preventing a &b5 sortie. How-
ever, with White already showing his
attacking tendencies on the kingside,

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 @\c3

this is, in my opinion, a luxury Black
can hardly afford.

7 Wed! & xg5

This is regarded as Black’s best.
The g-file is now blocked but instead
the h-file is opened, and h7 becomes a
serious weakness. Other moves are:

a) 7..h58 Wg3 & xg59hxg5 g6 10
0-0-0 b5 11 We3 Hg8 12 4 £ Rot-
Sagov-Bykhovsky, Cappelle la Grande
1993.

b) 7..f5 8 Wh5+! g6 9 Wh6 £xg5
10 hxg5 &f7 11 Hge2 HHf8 12 0-0-0
Hg8 13 g4 £ Yanofsky-Gudmundsson,
Reykjavik 1947.

c) 7..5f8 8 HHf3 ¢59 dxc5 Deb 10
W4 HHxc5 11 0-0-0 b5 12 Eh3 £47
13 &bl b4 14 De2 Hed 15 LxeT+
Wxe7 16 Dg5 Hc5 17 h5 h6 18 D3
Ded 19 We3 a5 20 Hg3 D5 21 Hd4
£ Djurhuus-Minero Pineda, Santiago
jr Wch 1990.

8 hxg5 c5

Other moves are simply too slow.
Black must seek counterplay before
White completes his development, af-
ter which White’s h-file play and spa-
tial plus will prevail.

9 3!

Otherwise:

a) 9dxc5!?%Dxe5 10 Wg3 Dbce6 11
0-0-0 is dangerous for Black. Black
must reckon with f4-f5 and various
sacrifices on d5 which could favour-
ably open the e-file for White:

al) 11..%a5 12 f4 &g6 13 15 is
good for White.

a2) Black should prophylactically
retreat the knight first: 11...2)g6. Now:
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a21) In the event of 12 f4, Black
has 12..Wc7 13 Hge2 Hce7 with a
solid position.

a22) 12 &f3 is hardly dangerous
either. Black can then safely continue
12...¥a5 as there is now no real dan-
ger in the centre.

a23) That leaves 12 &ed, but I
think 12...%a5 13 Dd6+ Le7 is actu-
ally more dangerous for White than it
is for Black.

b) 9 g6 is a common lever but the
timing is premature. With 9...f5! (D)
Black obtains a good game:
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bl) 10exf6 &xf6 11 Exh7 and now
11..4xh7? 12 gxh7 &f8 13 £d3! is
probably winning for White, Murei-
Gruzmann, Moscow 1965. The h7-
pawn shuts in the h8-rook and White is
already threatening the decisive £f3-
h4/e5-g6+. However, 11...Ef8! turns
the evaluation in Black’s favour. The
queen must step aside, which allows
...cxd4 or ..xh7.

b2) 10 ¥4 cxd4! (this move is far
stronger than 10...h6 11 dxc5 0-0 12

125

0-0-0!, when White contemplates var-
ious sacrifices on d5 and h6) 11 Exh7
Eg8 12 Hce2 WaS+ 13 2dl HFS! 14
Axd4 (14 Eh3 9c6 15 Wg3 Wh4! T)
14..80xh7 15 gxh7 Eh8 16 Wg5 Wc7
+.

b3) 10 Wg3 and now:

b31) 10...h6 is the most common,
but allows White an advantage; e.g., 11
&3 0-0 12 0-0-0 D6 13 He2 cxd4
14 Hexd4 £ Khalifman-M.Gurevich,
Moscow 1987.

b32) 10...cxd4!? is stronger:

b321) 11 Exh7 Eg8 12 Hce2 WaS+
13 &d1 &c6 14 f4 (14 HDf3 looks
better; although the text-move is a
better reinforcement of the e5-pawn, I
think White should instead rely on rapid
piece activity) 14..Wb4 (14...2)c5!7)
15 b3 &f8 (Kraft-Schmittdiel, Geneva
1997) 16 Eh3 £.d7 17 &f3 Wa3 gives
Black good counterplay.

b322) 11 gxh7 is perhaps more crit-
ical, and demands very accurate play
from Black:

b3221) 11...dxc3? 12 Wxg7 cxb2
13 Wxh8+ &f7 14 Wxd8 bxal W+ 15
&d2 Wdd+ 16 £d3 +—.

b3222) 11..%We7 12 &Hce2 g5!?
(12...%c6 13 D3 Wbd+ 14 &d1 £) 13
O3 Wba+ (13...g4 14 Dfxd4 Hc6!?
could also be possible) 14 &d1 g4 15
Dfxd4 Wxb2 16 Ecl D8 17 £3 Hc6
18 &xc6 bxc6 and Black seems fine.
His king is relatively safe, while the
h7-pawn will soon fall.

We now return to the position after
9 &f3 (D):

9..4c6
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An important alternative is 9...cxd4
10 Wxd4 Hc6 11 Wi (11 Wad!?).
Now if White were allowed to finish
his development in peace he would be
much better, so the critical line runs
11..%b6!? (11...%c7 12 0-0-0 HHdxe5
13 Dxe5 Wxe5 14 Wxe5 DxeS 15 Eel)
12 0-0-0! (Gagarin mentions 12 Eb17!
d4 13 Ded DdxeS! 14 D6+ Le7 15
Dxe5 Was+ 16 2d1 WxeSs, when Black
is much better) 12...Wxf2 13 Ed2 (13
Exds exds 14 &xd5 Hdxe5) 13...Wc5
14 g6!? fxgb6 15 £d3 but here White
seems to have excellent compensation.
For example:

a) Gagarin mentions 15..2f8 16
g5 We7 17 Ef2 h6 18 &7 g5 19
&d6+ with compensation for White.
This looks like quite an understate-
ment, as White’s attack appears deci-
sive; e.g., 19..2d8 20 Wg3 Hxe5 21
Wxe5 Dd7 22 Wg3 Bfg 23 Hxf8+
Wxf8 24 Ef1 ODf6 25 Dad +—.

b) 15...Ef8 and then:

bl) 16 g3 and now:

bl1l) 16..We3?! 17 Exh7 Qdxe5?!
18 Lxg6+ ©d8 19 Led! left White

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 #c3

with a probably decisive attack in Mir-
umian-Supatashvili, Ankara 1995.

bl12) Instead 16...d4, with the point
17 &ed Wa5!, looks far from clear.

b2) I would prefer 16 Wg5!. The
idea is that after 16..We7 17 g3
Black’s queen is passive and h7 is still
a problem for Black. Then 17...h6 18
£.xg6+2d8 19 Ehd1 is good for White
since Black’s king is caught in the cen-
tre, and he has severe difficulties with
the development of his bishop and a
sacrifice on d5 is in the air.

‘We now return to the position after
9..4¢c6 (D):
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10 dxc5

10 g6!? £5 11 Wg3 also looks good.
The insertion of £)f3 and ...Z\c6 seems
to White’s advantage. Then:

a) 11..cxd4 12 gxh7! is good for
White now that Black doesn’t have the
possibility of gaining space with ...g5.

b) 11..h6 12 &g5! and then:

bl) 12..We7 13 D7 Ef8 14 He2!
cxd4 15 0-0-0 + Landa-Gleizerov, Bled
1990.
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b2) 12..5)xd4 13 H)7 Wa5 14.0-0-0!
(14 Dxh8 Dxc2+ 15 &d1 Hxal 16
OF7 d4 17 D6+ Ld8 18 Dcd Wb F)
14...Hg8 15 &bl and White has excel-
lent compensation. In Passos-Dutra
Neto, corr. 1993 White now obtained a
decisive attack, but in fact it is very
difficult for Black to improve: 15...b5
(this looks logical; if Black removes
the knight from d4, a sacrifice on d5 is
surely going to be lethal) 16 Wh4 b4
17 Exd4!? cxd4? (this is definitely a
mistake; 17...bxc3 is better, when 18
Had Wc7 19 f4, intending to answer
19...Eb8 with 20 £xa6!, looks messy)
18 Hxd5! (the point of the sacrifice;
the following play looks more or less
forced) 18...exd5 19 Hd6+ Xf8 20
DxfS D6 21 exf6 £xf5 22 Wf4
£xc2+ 23 Pxc2 Ec8+ (23..b3+ 24
&d1 +-) 24 &bl W7 25 fxgT7+ Le8?
(this loses immediately, but 25...&xg7
26 Wxdd+! xgb 27 £d3+ 2f7 28
Wxd5+ g7 29 We6 should also be
pretty decisive) 26 £b5+! axb5 27
Bel+ 1-0.

10...Ddxe5 11 Dxes Hxes 12 Wg3
g6 13 0-0-0 £.d7

13...%e7!? might be better. Finkel
then gives 14 £.d3!? (14 We3 should
also be considered) 14...¥xc5 15 £xg6
fxg6 16 We5 0-0 17 Ed2!, when White
(who threatens Wh2) has excellent
compensation.

14 £.d3 Wbs 15 We3 Ne7

15.. We5 16 Dxd5! exds 17 Wxe5+
&xe5 18 HEdel f6 19 gxf6 gxf6 20 f4
was more or less winning for White in
Hector-J.Hansen, Gausdal Z 1987.

127

16 £xh7 g6 17 £xg6! HExhl 18
Hxh1 Dxg6 19 Hxd5 £.c6 20 Hb6

+ Degraeve-M.Gurevich, Belfort
1997.

C)
6...c5!? (D)
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The most combative and the usual
choice of strong dynamic players like
GMs Ulybin and Gleizerov, both with
a life-long experience in the French.

7 £.xe7

This simple exchange poses Black a
serious question: ‘How to recapture?’.
If he takes back with the queen, White
can try &)b5, and taking back with the
king isn’t what Black really wants to
do.

We shall take a brief look at alterna-
tives for White:

a) 7Wgd? £xg5! 8 hxgs (8 Wxg5
Wxg5 9 hxg5 &)c6 is at least fine for
Black) 8...cxd4 9 £b5?! (9 Wxd4 Hcb
10 Wd2 HdxeS 11 f4 Hg6 12 £d3
Neel F) 9..0xe5 10 Wxd4 Dbco F
Binder-Ripperger, St Ingbert 1994.
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b) 7 &b5 is more testing but react-
ing actively with 7...f6! is good for
Black. A few examples:

bl) 8 exf6 &xf6 9 &3 Hc6 10
£f4 0-0 11 £c7 Wd7 12 He5 Dxe5
13 &xe5 a6 14 §c3 b5 15 a3 £d6 F
Ivanovi¢-Miljani¢, Niksi¢ 1991.

b2) 8 £d3 a6! (8..fxg5? 9 Wh5+
&8 10 hxgS cxd4 11 g6 D5 12 W3+
Le8 13 D6+ 2d7 14 HDF7 Wa5+ 15
&fl +-) 9 Wh5+ &f8 10 Eh3 (10
&h3? cxd4 11 D4 HxeS 12 Hxd4
Wb6 —+ Ragozin-Yanofsky, Saltsjo-
baden IZ 1948) 10...cxd4! leaves
White with too many pieces hanging.
Kapnisis-Ulybin, Ano Liosia 1997
finished shortly: 11 &)f3?! (I suppose
that 11 Z)xd4 is better but White is just
a clear pawn down after 11...%xe5)
11...axb5 12 £h6 Wa5+ 13 £d2 (13
A1 gxh6 14 Wxh6+ Le8 15 Lxh7
Zf8 —+) 13...2b4 0-1.

We now return to 7 £xe7 (D):
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7..&xe7
7..¥xe7 is obviously more natural
but 8 &b5 is slightly annoying and
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almost forces Black to sacrifice the
exchange. After 8...0-0 (8..&d8?! 9
c3 A6 10 Dd6 a6 11 14 £6 12 DF3 +
Dubois-Ruck Petit, France 1991) 9
&c7, we have:

a) 9..%9xe5 10 Hxa8 cxd4 11 Wxd4
Nbc6 12 Wd2 Wd6 13 Le2 £d7 1405
6 15 0-0-0 f7 16 f4 Exa8 17 Hf3
Khalifman-Levin, Riga 1988.

b) 9...%c6 10 Hxa8 cxd4 and now:

bl) 11 &c7 6! can lead to enter-
taining play; e.g., 12 Wd2 fxe5 13 £b5
a6 14 §a3 HHf6 15 3 e4 16 0-0-0 b5
and Black has counterplay, From-
Hvenekilde, Copenhagen 1981.

b2) 11 He2! is safer. Then 11...f6
12 Dxd4 fxe5 (12..80dxe5 13 Le2
Hxda 14 Wxd4 Hc6 15 Wd2 Wd6 16
0-0 £d7 17c4 d4 18 b4! Exa819¢c5+
Zeziulkin-Maiorov, Krasnodar 1998)

13 HHxe6! Wba+ 14 c3 Wxb2 15 Le2

Wxc3+ 16 2f1 Ef6 17 Hac7 was win-
ning for White in Moe-Hvenekilde,
Aalborg 1965.

c) 9...cxd4 10 Hxa8 and now:

cl) 10..%Wbd+ 11 Wd2 Wxb2 12
Bd1 Hc6 13 HF3 Hcs5 14 £43! 247
(14...£6 15 exf6 Exf6 16 Hc7 is also
good for White) 15 &c7 Ec8 (Chris-
toffel-Guimard, Groningen 1946) 16
&Hxd5! exd5 17 0-0 is good for White;
e.g., 17..8g4 18 Wg5!, with the point
that 18...&xf3 19 Wf5! He8?! (19... £ g4
20 Wxg4 He8 21 f4 £) 20 Wxh7+ 2f8
21 Bbl Wxa2 22 Whe+ &e7 23 Wxg7
gives White a winning attack.

c2) 10..£6! 11 Wxd4 &Hc6 12 Wd2
fxe5 13 0-0-0 &)f6 14 f3 Wd6 15 hS
£d7 16 h6 g6 17 Wg5 &f7 18 Ne2
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Exa8 19 9c3 Ec8 20 Wxf6+ &xf6 21
Hed+ dxed 22 Exd6 Le7 23 Ed2 exf3
15-1» Sax-Bilek, Hungarian Ch (Buda-
pest) 1973. 1 think White can still claim
a slight advantage with 24 gxf3 &d4
25 £g2;e.g.,25..8c6 26 el 21627
f4! exf4 28 Hxd4 Lxg2 29 Hxfd+
&e5 30 Ef7 &xh6 31 He2 £d5 32
Bh2+ g5 33 Efxh7 gives White a
clearly better endgame. Admittedly,
there is plenty of room for Black to
improve earlier, and my feeling is that
this line is dynamically equal.

We now return to the position after
7..%xe7 (D):

Xme@ o X
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// %7 /%//‘//////// %
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The recent trend. Some other moves
are worth noting:

a) 8 Wd2 Hc6 9 Wg5+ &f8 10
Wxd8+ Hxd8 11 f4 b6! 12 Df3 Db
13 0-0-0 £e7 = Situru-Hiibner, Ere-
van OL 1996.

b) 8 Wg4 and then:

bl) 8..2f8 9 Df3 cxd4 10 Hb5!?
(the alternative 10 Wxd4 Wb6 11 Wxb6
axb6! is fine for Black according to
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Psakhis) 10...0c6 11 W4 WaS+ (or
11...£6 12 exf6 Wxf6 13 Hc7 Hb6 14
Wd6+ We7 15 Wxe7+ Lxe7 16 Dxa8
Hxa8 17 £b5 + Loffler-B.Schmidt,
Baden-Baden 1987) 12 &d1 Wb6 13
g4!? h6 (13..&g8!7) 14 Egl and the
white attack looks promising, Losku-
tov-Chuprikov, Smolensk 2000.

b2) 8..84c6 9 dxc5 Ddxe5 10 Wxg7
is complicated and leaves plenty of
room for independent analysis. Here
is something to inspire:

b21) 10..Eg8 11 Wxh7 £d7 12
0-0-0 a5 13 Who Hg6 14 We3 HHgd
15 Wel &fg8 16 f3 &6 17 Hh3 +
Benjamin-Seirawan, USA Ch (Los An-
geles) 1991.

b22) 10..£d7!? 11 £41? Eg8 (this
is better than 11..2g6 12 5 ¥f8 13
fo+ 2d8 14 D3 +) 12 Wxh7 Eh8 13
Wg7 He8 14 Who Dgd 15 Wh5 De3!?
(15..5)d4 16 0-0-0 D5 17 Dge2 is
also messy) 16 Ecl WaS and Black
has good compensation.

c) 8 f4 and then:

cl) 8...cxd4 9 Wxd4 W6 10 Wxb6
&xb6 11 h5 h6 12 &3 £d47 13 Db5
&c6 14 b3 a6 15 Hbd4 Hxd4 16 Hxd4
&\c8! 17 &d2 Ha7 and White retains
an advantage, Nunn-Seirawan, Cannes
tt rpd 1992.

c2) 8..Wb6 and then:

c21) 9 D317 Wxb2 10 2b5 a6 11
Hbl Wxa2 12 £d6 (of course White
can force a repetition with 12 Eal ¥b2
13 Ebl, as occurred in Maksimovi¢-
Ulybin, Cheliabinsk 1990) 12... a5+
13 &f2 &4)c6 14 BEh3!? cxd4 15 £d3 was
unclear in Matulovi¢-Zaradi¢, Zagreb
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1955. In practice White can expect
some compensation, but objectively it
may not be entirely correct.

c22) 9 Dad (safer) 9...Wa5+ (9..Wc6
10 Dxc5 &Hxc5 11 dxe5 Wxcs 12 Wd2
&\c6 13 &f3 £d7 14 h5 h6 15 0-0-0
Hac8 16 &bl £ Velimirovié-Miljanié,
Yugoslav Cht (Cetinje) 1992) 10 c3 b6.
This is a thematic reaction, also in other
classical lines. Depending on White’s
reply, Black will now prepare to ex-
change his bad bishop with ...£a6:

c221) 11a3c4 12b4 cxb3 13 Wxb3
£.26 14 £xa6 Hxab 15 De2 Ehc8 was
already pleasant for Black in A.Hunt-
Sarkar, Witley 1999.

c222) 11 &f2 £a6 12 HF3 Lxfl
13 Exfl &6 14 &gl g6 15 b3 Hac8
16 a3 cxd4 17 cxd4 b5 18 &c5 Hxc5
19 b4 Wad4 20 bxc5 Wxdl 21 Efxdl
Eb8 F Nataf-Ulybin, Stockholm 1999.

c223) 11 Eh3 £a6 12 Ebl £xf1
13 &xf1 D6 14 He2 /=

8...20xe5 9 We2 Hbc6

9...8ec6 10 0-0-0 &f8 11 f4 We7
12 &f3 £d7 was Gormally-Summer-
scale, York 2000. Now White should
play 13 &bl or 13 h5 (e.g., 13...h6 14
g4 with some compensation), waiting
to see how Black captures on c5.

10 0-0-0 f8 11 f4 HHd7 12 O3
&xe5 13 bl Was!

13...b5!? 14 We3! (14 Wxb5 Wb6
=) 14..Wb6 15 Exd5! exd5 16 Hxd5
Wdg 17 Wxc5+ De7 18 Dc3! a6 19
£e2 gave White plenty of compensa-
tion in Sakaev-Ulybin, Dubai 2000.
Black has difficulties activating his
h8-rook.

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 #c3

14 We3 Had 15 Hxad Wxad 16
£d3

This is all analysis by Sakaev, who
now thinks that White obtains a useful
initiative in the event of 16...0b4 17
a3 Hxd3 18 Exd3, and if 16...b6 17
c3 £a6 18 £c2 W4, White has the
choice between repeating the position
with 19 £d3 Wad 20 £c2 and playing
for more with 19 Ehel!?.

D)
6...2.xg5 7 hxg5 Wxg5 (D)

EAe & K
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Black simply accepts the gambit;
this is of course critical. Now:
D1: 8 Hh3 131
D2: 8 Wd3!1? 133

Or:

a) 8 Hf3 We7 9 £4d3 is too slow.
Black should probably simply develop
with 9...4c6 10 Wd2 Hf8 followed by
...£d7 and ...0-0-0.

b) 8 Eh5 We7 9 Wgda £5! 10 Wh3
&8 11 0-0-0 £d7 (the move-order is of
importance; on 11...4c6 White might
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try 12 £b5 £d7 13 £xc6! Lxc6 14
& ge2 with reasonable compensation,
although I am rather sceptical that it
suffices for a real advantage) 12 g4
fxgd 13 Wxg4 Hc6 14 Eg5 (now on
14 £b5 Black can avoid the exchange
of the knight with 14...£)a5) 14.. Hg8
15 Dge2 0-0-0, and White’s compen-
sation is not quite sufficient, Velimir-
ovi¢-Kovacevi¢, Yugoslav Cht 1989.

D1)

8 Hh3

The knight manoeuvre to f4 in con-
junction with Wg4 used to be the stan-
dard procedure in this line but White
has had trouble showing real compen-
sation against accurate defence.

8..We7 (D)
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9 &4

Or 9 Wg4, and then:

a) 9..26 10 g5 h5 11 W4 &6 12
0-0-0 b6 13 g4 £d7 14 gxh5 gxh5
15 £e2 £ Iskov-Rosell, Esbjerg 1972.

b) 9..£5!7 10 Wg3 (10 exf6 needs
to be investigated further; 10...2)xf6
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11 Wg3 §c6 12 0-0-0 a6 13 g5 Wd6
14 f4 £d7 15 £d3 gave White an
edge in Asanov-Hernando Rodrigo,
Santa Clara 1999) 10...2)f8!? 11 £e2
6 12 0-0-0 £Hbd7 gave a solid impres-
sion in Skripchenko-Matveeva, Yugo-
slav wom Cht (Vrnjacka Banja) 1999.
9...0c6

Or:

a) 9..4)8? is of purely historical
interest. The game Alekhine-Fahrni,
Mannheim 1914, which served to pop-
ularize 6 h4!?, went 10 Wg4 £5 11 exf6
gxf6 12 0-0-0 c6 13 el £d8 14 Eh6!
e5 15 Wha Hbd7 16 £.d3 e4 17 We3!
Wf7 18 &xe4 dxed 19 Dxed Hg8 20
Wa3 We7 21 Hd6 b6 22 Hed Wf7
23 ¥d6+ 1-0.

b) 9...a6 (to prepare
ble but slow.

¢) The immediate 9...c5!? should
be explored and is perhaps underesti-
mated. The critical line runs 10 &b5
cxd4!, with two possibilities for White:

cl) 11 £Hd3 &d8 12 We4 g6 13
Axd4 D6 14 D3 b6 15 Wi 226 16
0-0-0 &c7 was tenable for Black in
Stefansson-@stenstad, Gausdal 1991.

c2) 11 Dc7+ 2d8 12 Hxa8 Whba+
13 e2 (13 Wd2 Wxb2 14 Hdl Hc6
gives Black good play as he will surely
win the knight on a8) 13..xe5 14
A\d3 Dxd3 15 Wxd3 Wxb2 16 Ed1 b6
with a complex position, Frolov-Mat-
veeva, Russia Cup (Tomsk) 1998.

d) 9..g6 10 £d3! (this threatens
£xg6, and is stronger than 10 Wg4
&6 - 9.0 c6 10 Wed g6) 10.. W5
(10..20c6 11 £xgb fxgb 12 Dxgb

...c5) is feasi-
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hxg6 13 Exh8+ &Hf8 14 Wgd We7 15
Wha De7 16 g4 £d47 17 0-0-0 £ Grab-
arczyk-Laptos, Bielsko-Biala 1991;
10..)8 11 Hfxd5 exdS 12 &Hxd5 Wds
13 f6+ e7 14 B3 c6 150-0-0 Leb
16 d5! cxd5 17 £e4 +— Ageichenko-
Estrin, USSR 1967) 11 ¥Wd2 a6 12
£.xg6! Dxe5 (the alternative 12...fxg6
13 Hxe6 Wxd2+ 14 £xd2 is very good
for White, Fressinet-Vallin, French Ch
(Vichy) 2000) 13 EhS &c4 14 Exg5
Dxd2 15 £.d3 Dcd 16 Dexd5! exds
17 &xdS b6 18 Dxc7+ Lf8 19 Hxa8
Hxa8 20 £d2, Velimirovié-Stojano-
vié¢, Yugoslav Ch (Podgorica) 1996.
The ending is won for White. He al-
ready has rook and two pawns against
two knights, which are both badly
placed. Moreover, Black’s kingside
pawns are weak.
10 ¥ed4 (D)
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10...g6

This could also arise from the move-
order 9...g6 10 g4 &6 but Black
has avoided the dangerous possibility
10 £4d3!.

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &\c3

The alternative is 10...4xd4 11
0-0-0 (if 11 Wxg7, 11...¥f8 forces a
relieving exchange of the queens, and
Black is doing fine after 12 ¥xf8+
&xf8 13 0-0-0 c5) 11...20f5 12 &fxdS
(12 DcxdS exd5 13 Wxf5? DxeS! —+)
12...exd5 (12...2xe5! 13 Wa4+ 247
14 Dxc7+ 2f8 15 Wed +— Garner-
Harding, Dublin 1991) 13 £xd5, and
now both captures on e5 should be ex-
amined:

a) 13..0xe57" 14 We2! Wd6 15 f4
g3 (15...f67 16 fxe5 fxe5 17 Wh5+
g6 18 We5 0-0 19 £.c4 g7 20 D4
+-) 16 We3! HHxhl 17 fxe5 Wds 18
A6+ gxf6 19 Exd8+ Lxds 20 Wd4+
(20 Wh6!?) 20...%e8 21 £b5+ c6 22
exf6 £.d7 23 £.d3 £ Timmerman-Car-
leton, corr. 1992.

b) 13..¥xe5 14 £b5!7 0-0 15 £xd7
(15 f417) 15..4h6!? (15..8xd7 16
Wh5! £6!7 17 Dxf6+ Wxf6 18 Wxh7+
&f7 19 Exd7+ Le8 20 Exc7 gives
White good compensation according
to Gulko) 16 Wg3!? (16 Wh4!? is pos-
sible) 16... Wxg3 17 De7+ 2h8 18 fxg3
£xd7 19 Exd7 £ Khalifman-Gulko,
Reykjavik 1991.

11 0-0-0

Now:

a) 11...20b6 12 Eh6 (12 £b5! £47
13 £xc6! £xc6 14 Eh6 poses Black
some problems, Sax-Kovacevi¢, Vin-
kovci 1983) 12..8d7 13 £b5 Db4!
(an excellent idea; the knight is much
stronger than the bishop and hence
Black doesn’t allow £xc6) 14 £xd7+
&xd7 15 Edhl &f8 16 a3 Hab 17
b5 a7 18 a4 Db4 19 DhS! (the
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only reasonable chance; after other
moves White is just a pawn down)
19...gxh5 20 Wg7 a6! 21 Hc3 Dgb
(21...¢5!722 Wxh8 cxd4 23 Eh4! We7
24 W6 Wxf6 25 Hxf6 Hc6 26 De2
Hixe5 27 Dxd4 Dfg6 28 Bxh5 Le7
29 Hxgb Dxgb 30 Exh7 £f6!? also
looks fine for Black) 22 Exg6 Ef8 23
Eh6 c5 24 Eh4 0-0-0 with counter-
play, Loskutov-Iliushin, St Petersburg
2000.

b) 11..h5!? (this seems like a good
idea) 12 Wg3 H\b6 13 £b5 £d47 14
&h3 Ha5 15 Dg5 £xb5 16 HHxb5 a6
17 &c3 0-0-0 was fine for Black in
Cifuentes-Agdestein, Tilburg 1993.

D2)
8 Wd3!? (D)
KRLZSE X
34%%9%;%}
/% Y ////
R )=

This is a relatively unexplored pos-
sibility for White and a speciality of
GM Hector. All the same, I have cho-
sen it as the main line due to White’s
failure to demonstrate anything im-
pressive in the older lines. The idea of
White’s queen move is primarily to
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provoke a weakness on the kingside
(...g6) and then to exert pressure on
the dark squares.

8...g6

8...h5 9 Df3 We7 10 g4 g6 (10...h41?2)
11 gxh5 gxh5 12 We3 Hb6 13 0-0-0
£4d7 14 Ke2 Hc6 15 Wf4! 0-0-0 16
Hdgl! gave White fine compensation
in Hector-Brynell, Gothenburg 1999.
The weakness of the h-pawn and po-
tential pressure against £7 fully com-
pensate for the pawn.

9 3 We7 10 We3 Hc6 11 0-0-0
£\b6 12 Eh6 £.d7 13 Wes Wxg5+ 14
Dxgs Le7 15 Hxh7 (D)

XE EE W
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All of this is hardly forced but is
very natural from both sides. White
has a slight advantage. Black cannot
really exploit the fact that it is difficult
for White to get his knight back from
h7, and indeed White has promising
chances of taking control of the h-file.
Hector-Brynell, Malmo 1993 went
15..Hac8 16 f4 b8 17 £d3 Dad 18
Dxad £xad 19 Edh1 c5 20 dxc5 Exc5
21 g5 +.
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11 MacCutcheon Variation

1 ed e6 2 d4 d5 3 He3 Of6 4 £g5
£b4 (D)
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The MacCutcheon Variation is a
sharp alternative to the Classical and
Burn Variations. It is a strange blend
between the Classical French and the
Winawer. Structurally, it is closer to the
type of positions arising from the Win-
awer. The MacCutcheon often leads to
very sharp play and concrete knowl-
edge is in most cases essential, espe-
cially some of the gambit lines such as
5e5h6 6 £e3 (or 6 &.cl).

The lines we look at are:

A: Sexd5 135
B: 5eS 137

Black equalizes easily against other
moves:

a) 5 .£d3 dxed 6 £xed Dbd7 (6...h6
7 &.xf6 Wxf6 8 D3 £)d7 is also fine)
7 De2 (7 £d3!? — Beliavsky) 7...h6 8
£xf6 Dxf6 9 L3 0-0 10 0-0 c6 =
Romanishin-Beliavsky, Belgrade 1993.

b) 5 &e2 and now:

bl) 5...h6 6 Lxf6 Wxf67 a3 £a58
b4 £b6 9 €5 (9 exd5 0-0 gives Black
excellent compensation) 9..%e7 10
Had £d47 11 c3 0-0 12 2f4 Lxad 13
Wxa4 A7 14 £d3 a5 15 b5 Efc8 16
0-0 c5 17 bxc6 Exc6 = Kuijf-Rogulj,
2nd Bundesliga 1998/9.

b2) After 5...dxe4 6 a3 £e7, note
the similarities to the Burn Variation.
White has the extra move a3, which is
not very important, but his knight is
poorly placed on e2; it would nor-
mally go to f3. 7 £.xf6 £xf6 (7...gxf6
8 Dxed f5 9 D4c3 is comparable to
4..dxed 5 Dxed Le7 6 Lxf6 gxf6;
here it is not that bad for White that the
knight is on e2 as it fits in well with a
g3 set-up, and a3 can be useful) 8
&xe4 0-0 (8...8e7 9 D2c3 0-0 10 L4
c6 11 0-0 &d7 = Friesen-Psakhis,
Vlissingen 2000) 9 ¥d3 e5 (Black
logically takes advantage of White not
controlling €5) 10 ¥f3 &d7 11 0-0-0
(11 Dxfo+ Wxf6 12 Wxf6 Hxf6 13
dxe5 Dg4 is just equal because 14 f4?
Ed8 gives Black a strong initiative)
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11..exd4 12 Dxfe+ Dxf6 13 Exd4
We7 14 h3 £d7 15 Dg3 L.c6 16 Wdl
g6 = Zso.Polgar-M.Gurevich, Dutch
Cht (Breda) 2000.

A)

5 exd5

This rather innocent-looking line is
actually scoring quite well for White,
so it must be taken seriously.

5..%xds (D)

5...exdS is a line of the Exchange
Variation that White can be pleased
with.
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6 £2.xf6

Black equalizes easily after 6 &)f3.
One way is 6...0e4! 7 £d2 £xc3 8
bxc3 Dxd2 9 Wxd2 and now either
9..4d7 10 £4d3 ¢S5 =, as in Lasker —
Znosko-Borovsky, St Petersburg 1909,
or9..b6 10 £d3 £a6!7110-0 £xd3 12
cxd3 0-0 13 Efel c5, also with equal
play, Mudelsee-Brynell, Berlin 1994.

6...8x¢c3+

More accurate than 6...gxf6, after
which White can avoid doubled pawns
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by playing 7 &e2! with some chances
of an edge:

a) 7..c57 8 a3! &xc3+ 9 Hxc3
Wxd4 10 Wxd4 cxd4 11 b5 Ha6 12
Axd4 97 13 0-0-0 £47 14 £d3 0-0-0
15 Bhel = Chandler-Carton, Black-
pool Z 1990.

b) 7...2c6 and now:

bl) 8 a3 £xc3+ 9 Hxc3 Wxd4 10
Wxd4 Hxd4 11 0-0-0 ¢5! (11..4c6 12
b5 +) 12 Hed b6 13 ¢3 (13 Dxf6+
Le7 14 Dgd b7 15 3 D5 F)
13..29b3+! (13..50f5 14 g4! ©Dhd 15
A xf6+ Le7 16 g5 h6 17 f4 £ Chan-
dler-King, Hastings 1990/1) 14 &c2
Na5 15 b4 b7 16 Dxfe+ Le7 17
De4 £d7 18 b5? £5 19 Dg5 Ehg8 20
Af3 Hd6 F Morozevich-Kovaliov,
Moscow 1994.

b2) 8 Wd2 £xc39 Hxc3! (9 Wxc3
£47 10 Wb3 a5+ 11 ¢3 0-0-0 12
0-0-0 517 13 Hg3 Dgd 14 Bd2 £5
15 £c4 &6 16 Hel h5 17 3 b5 18
£.d3 £.c6 = Zeziulkin-Skrzypnik, Pol-
anica Zdroj 2000) 9...Wxd4 10 Wxd4
xd4 11 0-0-0c5 12 Ded b6 13 c3 £.
Compared to ‘b1’ White can be con-
tent that a3 has not been played, as the
option of ... b3+ as in Morozevich-
Kovaliov is denied.

7 bxc3 gxf6 (D)

8 Wa2

White stays flexible, keeping the
options open of whether to develop
with 2)f3, with g3 and £g2, with De2
or with £e2-f3. Other moves:

a) 8 &f3 b6! is completely satis-
factory for Black; e.g., 9 £e2 £b7 10
0-0 Eg8 11 a4 &c6 12 ¥d3 0-0-0 13
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Efb1 Wh5 14 Del W6 15 £3 Wxd3
16 cxd3 Ha5 17 £xb7+ &xb7 F Gri-
gorov-Vaisser, Cappelle la Grande
1993.

b) 8 Wg4!? is much more danger-
ous, and may in fact give Black some
problems equalizing:

bl) 8..Wg59 Wxge5 fxg5 10 hd g4
11 &e2 c5 12 &f4 is slightly better for
White — Keres.

b2) 8..2e79 £d3 D6 10 Hf3 e5
11 Wed 2e6 12 0-0 Hag8 13 Efel f5
14 Wxd5 £.xd5 15 Dxe5! £xg2 16 f4!
£ed4+ 17 £f1 £ Van den Doel-Visser,
Hoogeveen 1999.

b3) 8..4)d7 9 £d3 &f8 10 Wr41?
also looks slightly awkward for Black.
Turov-Glek, Korinthos 2000 saw a
dramatic finish: 10...h5 11 Wxc7 Wxg2
12 0-0-0 Wxh1 (12..¥xf2 13 &Hf3!
Le8 14 Ehf1 We3+ 15 &bl +, intend-
ing to play Edel followed by d5) 13
De2 We6? (13.. W3 14 Wds+ g7
15 Egl+ Wed 16 We7 +) 14 Wds+ 1-0.
This must be one of the shortest games
in recent times that a strong GM has
lost.

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &\c3

8..%a59g3 (D)

9 &e2 is a recent idea. White in-
tends a set-up with &cl-b3, f3 and
£.d3, thus restricting lots of Black’s
more active ideas by blocking the a8-
h1 diagonal. Now:

a) 9..£d7 10 &cl Lc6 11 Hb3
Wd5 12 f3 £b5 13 £d3 £xd3 14 cxd3
&d7 15 0-0 0-0 16 ¥f4 Eac8 17 Eael
gave White a clear edge in Galkin-
Lopez Martinez, Erevan 1999.

b) 9..b6 10 cl £b7 11 b3 Wd5
12 f3 )d7 13 £d3 Wh5140-0f5 15
ad Hg8 16 W4 Wg5 17 Wxg5 Exg5s
18 a5 &e7 is roughly equal, Magem-
Liogky, France 1998.
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9..£d7 10 £g2 £.¢6 11 Df3 Hd7
120-0

Now:

a) 12...h5!?is anidea. Perhaps Black
can advantageously leave out castling
for a few moves.

b) After 12...0-0-0 we have:

bl) 13 Efd1 2b6 14 Wh6 Wxc3 15
Wxf6 Ehf8 16 Hel Lxg2 17 xg2
&\d5 18 Wf3 Hd6! was very pleasant

/




MACCUTCHEON VARIATION

for Black in Van der Wiel-Glek, Bun-
desliga 2000.

b2) 13 Hfbl &Hb6 14 a4 and now
14..%h5 15 el Ed6 16 Wa3 Weg6 17
Wf117e5 18 a5 £d5 19 Eb3 was good
for White in Lanka-Ellers, Bundesliga
1999/00, but Black should consider
14...h5!1?, when 15 &el is answered
by 15...4)d5.

B)
5e5h6 (D)
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A sharp position has arisen. White’s
most common continuation is 6 £.d2,
preventing Black from replying with
the immediate 6...%e4, but other moves
can also be considered. Of these, 6
£e3 and 6 £cl are especially worth
noting. White gambits a pawn in re-
turn for the possibility of a rapid attack
on the kingside. We divide the lines
into:

B1: 6 Le3 138
B2: 6 £d2 142

Other moves:
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a) 6 2h4¢g57 L3 Ded 8De2c59
Wd3 &c6 10 a3 Wa5 11 dxc5 £xc3+
12 Dxc3 £d7 13 0-0-0 Dxc3 14 Wxc3
Wxc3 15 bxc3 HEc8 16 h4 Eg8 17 £e2
&e7 18 hxg5 hxg5 = Orlov-Sharif,
Paris 1996.

b) 6 exf6 hxg5 7 fxg7 Hg8 8 h4
&\c6! (8...gxh4 also offers equal pros-
pects but this recent idea of Moroze-
vich’s is better) 9 h5 (9 £b5 could be
considered) 9...Exg7 10 h6?! (Moro-
zevich labels this as dubious; he gives
10 £b5 as White’s best but thinks that
Black is better after 10...£d7 11 &f3
£6!7 12 We2 We7 13 h6 Eh7 14 £d3
Hh8 15 a3 £xc3+ 16 bxc3 0-0-0)
10..Eh7 11 £43 (11 ¥ad3 HZhn8 12
0-0-0 ¥f6 13 h7 £.d7 T Morozevich)
11..Eh8 12 Wh5 ¥f6 13 £)f3, Landa-
Morozevich, Samara 1998, and now
13...£47 14 Hxg5 0-0-0 is better for
Black according to Morozevich.

c) 6 £cl!? Ded 7 Wegd and now
Black has the choice, a standard one in
the MacCutcheon, of whether to play
...&f8 or ...g6. Here I think the king
move is the worse of the two:

cl) 7..2f8 8 He2 c59 a3 and now
Black should try 9...&a5, as 9...8xc3+
10 bxc3 cxd4 11 cxd4 a5+ 12 ¢3
£d7 13 f3 £b5 14 fxed £xe2 15 Wh3
£xf1 16 Exfl dxe4 looks very dan-
gerous as White can more easily at-
tack on the f-file.

c2) 7...g6 8 De2 c5 9 a3 and now:

c21) 9...£xc3+ should be playable
but only due to a subtle tactical re-
source: 10 bxc3!? cxd4 11 cxd4 Wa5+!
(11.. %721 12 £3 &c3 13 £d2 Hxe2
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14 £.xe2 £d7 15 £d3 + Hector-S.Ped-
ersen, Oxford 1998) 12 ¢3 £d7 13 £3
£b5! (this is the idea that saves Black)
14 fxe4 £.xe2 15 Wh3 £xf1 16 Exfl
dxed 17 &f2 Hd7 18 &gl Eh7 19
We3 Wd5 20 Hel Hc8 and Black is
doing very well, RétSagov-D.Ander-
ton, Gausdal 2000.

c22) 9..£a5!? 10 b4 &Hxc3 11
Nxc3 cxd4! 12 HbS £c7 (there are
some obvious similarities to the Ar-
menian Variation; the difference is that
a pair of knights has been exchanged)
13 f4 c6 14 £.d3 a6 15 DxcT+ Wxc7
16 0-0 £d7 with an approximately
equal position, Borriss-Hiibner, Bun-
desliga 2000/1.

B1)

6 Le3 Ded 7 Wg4 (D)

A fairly unexplored idea here is 7
e2 c5 8 dxc5! &c6 (perhaps 8. Wc7
is better, with the point 9 a3 &xc3 10
Axe3 £xc3+ 11 bxe3 Wxe5) 9 a3
£xc3+ 10 Dxc3 Dxc3 11 bxe3 Dxe5
12 £.d4 Wg5 13 hd W5 14 £e2 0-0
15 0-0 &6 16 f4 Pxd4 17 cxd4 £47
18 g4 Wf6 19 g5 We7 20 £43 £ Glek-
Hoang Than Trang, Budapest 1998.

Now:

BIl: 7..g6 138
B12: 7..2f8 140

The more aggressive 7...g5 looks
risky: 8 a3 h5 9 Wf3 &xc3+ 10 bxc3
c5 11 £d3 Dxc3 12 dxc5 (12 Wg3 g4
13 dxc5 d4 14 £d2 ¥d5 gave Black
good counterplay in Govedarica-Ruck-
schloss, Trnava 1990) 12..%)c6 13
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We3 Wa5 14 &f1 and the complica-
tions look favourable to White, Ves-
elovsky-Glek, USSR 1984.

B11)

7...86

This has the obvious advantage
compared to 7...2f8 that Black retains
the possibility of castling, but now
White is also given something to at-
tack.

8 a3 &xc3+ 9 bxe3 Hxc3

9...c5 10 £.d3 &xc3 is a more con-
ventional way of countering in the
centre but there is some danger in at-
tempting to open the centre because
Black is poorly developed. After 11
dxc5 Dc6 12 HF3 Black has tried:

a) 12...d4 13 £xd4 Dxd4 14 Wxd4
Wxd4 15 Dxd4 £d47 16 2d2 Dad 17
c6 £xc6 18 Dxc6 bxc6 19 Ehbl 0-0-0
20 e3 4c5 with an equal endgame,
Balogh-Hoang Than Trang, Budapest
2000.

b) 12..%a5 13 0-0 Wad 14 Wxad
(14 ¥h317) 14..5xa4 15 £b5 {3
16 a4 £.d7 17 a3 He4 18 Ebl Ha5!
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with equality, Hradek-Vaisser, Pula
Echt 1997.

10 £d3 2c6 11 hd We7

This is safer than 11...£d7, which
after 12 h5 g5 13 Hh3 We7 transposes
to the main line, but White can try
Minev’s suggestion, 12 £xg6 Eg8 (not
12...fxg6? 13 Wxg6+ 2f8 14 Eh3 +-)
13 £xf7+ &xf7 14 Wh5+ Hgb6 15
&h3 with compensation.

A much more interesting alterna-
tive is 11...4e7!?. The idea is that 12
h5 g5 13 f4 is now strongly met by
13...20f5!. Instead, White should prob-
ably play 12 £3!? but Black seems to
be doing well:

a) 12..847 13 W4 Df514 ££2¢5
15 dxc5 d4 16 £.xf5 gxf5 17 £xd4
&d5 18 Wd2 £ Kurajica-Dvoretsky,
Wijk aan Zee 1976.

b) 12...c5!? 13 dxc5 96 14 £d2
d4 15 &xc3 dxc3 16 Wc4 Hixe5 17
Wxc3 W6 18 De2 Hxd3+ 19 cxd3
Wxc3+ 20 Dxc3 b6 21 cxb6 axb6 22
@e2 £d47 = Gi.Hernandez-Glek, Lin-
ares open 1996.

12 h5 g5 13 Hh3 £d7 14 f4 gxf4
15 &2 Wr8 16 Wxf4 0-0-0 17 2hd
He8 (D)

18 0-0

This was a long series of moves
without comments but the play has
been very logical. White has sacrificed
a pawn for an initiative and has forced
open the f-file. Black has managed to
castle queenside but is slightly pas-
sive. Nevertheless, he hopes to gain
counterplay on the g-file, and perhaps
the lonely intruder, the knight on c3,
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can distract White somewhat. By the
way, 18 &f2 is worse due to 18...f5!,
when 19 exf6 e5 20 dxe5 £xeS is very
good for Black.

18..0ed!?

Black decides to give back the pawn
in an attempt to gain control over the
light squares. Alternatively:

a) 18..£57! 19 exf6 e5 20 dxe5
Exe5 is dubious. White has a large ad-
vantage after 21 Eael.

b) 18..2g8!7 19 &2 Ne7 20 ££6
f5 21 Wd27! (21 g4 £b5 22 ©h2
£xd3 23 Dxd3 De2 24 Y2 Hfxdd
25 c3 Exg4 26 cxd4 Dxd4 27 Egl is
critical, but Black may be doing al-
right after 27.. Hed) 21...0e4 22 Hxed
dxe4 23 &xe4 g3 F Cuijpers-Ree,
Dutch Ch (Hilversum) 1983.

19 £xed

19 D271 &Hxd4 20 Dxed dxed 21
Wxed OHF5 22 Eabl was played in
Iordachescu-Vysochin, Kiev 2000.
Now 22...£c6? would allow the spec-
tacular 23 Wxc6!! bxc6 24 La6+ 2d7
25 Bfd1+ &d6 26 exd6 with a virtu-
ally decisive attack. Much stronger is
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22..Wc5+ 23 ££2, when Finkel points
out that 23...c6! is fine for Black.
19...dxe4 20 Wxf7!?

Instead, 20 Wxed4 He7 21 c4 Lc6
22 W4 H5Hf5 23 d5 £d7!7 is far from
clear.

20...Wxf7

20...8xd47! is dubious due to 21
Wyd7+ Lxd7 22 Exf8 Ehxf8 23 Edl
¢524 c3 2625 cxd4 c4 26 £.f6, when
White has a clearly better ending,
Fressinet-Vysochin, Brussels 2000.

21 Exf7 Hef8

Black has sufficient counterplay.

B12)

7..2f8!? (D)

With this move, Black avoids giv-
ing White a target for attack, which he
does by 7...g6. Of course the draw-
back is that Black’s h8-rook is out of

play.
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8 a3 £xc3+

8...£a5 is an interesting and per-
haps underestimated alternative. Then
9 £2d3 Hxc3 10 £d2 c5 (even the

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &c3

greedy 10..9a4!? 11 £xa5 Hxb2
might be feasible) is fine for Black.
Hence, 9 £e2 seems like White’s best
but does not clearly lead to an advan-
tage; for example, 9...c5 10 dxc5 &c6
11 b4 &xc3 12 &xe3 Dxe5 13 Whs
8c7 14 &b5 £d717 15 Dxc7 Wxc7
with roughly equal chances, Jorda-
chescu-Singh, Calcutta 2000.

9 bxc3 Hxe3 (D)

9...c5 10 £d3 and now:

a) 10..9Dxc3 - 9..9xc3 10 &d3
cs.

b) 10...cxd4 11 cxd4 Wa5+ 12 &f1
£47 13 h4 HA2+ 14 £xd2 Wxd2 15
Hd1 Wa5 16 Eh3 £b5 17 Hg3 He8 18
éh3 + Lanka-Dorosiev, Plovdiv 1985.

c) 10.. %2511 He2 He6 (11..40xc3
12 £d2 cxd4 13 Hxd4 Wc7 14 0-0!
£d7 15 Eael Ha6 16 He3 with a
promising attack, Klovans-Pronold,
Werfen 1991) 12 £xe4 cxd4 13 £d2
dxed 14 cxd4 Wd5 15 0-0 Dxd4 16
Hxd4 Wxdd 17 Eadl WxeS 18 £.c3!
Wxc3 19 Eds8+ e7 20 Exh8 and
White wins, Kurajica-Bednarski, Wijk
aan Zee 1973.

d) 10..h5!7 11 W4 Wa5 12 He2
xc3 13 0-0 (13 £.d2 Dxe2 14 L.xe2
W7 looks OK for Black) 13...xe2+
14 &xe2 Dc6 15 c4 cxd4 16 £xd4
H\xd4 17 Wxd4 £d7 18 cxd5 exd5 19
£f3 Lc6 '2-1/» Kasparov-Korchnoi,
Kopavogur rpd 2000.

The following is not entirely forced
but clearly constitutes best play from
both sides.

10 £d3 c5 11 dxc5 De6 12 HHF3
£517 13 exf6 Wxf6 14 Wh5!
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Black was ready to play ...e5-e4. 14
0-07! e5 15 Wg6 (not 15 Wh5? e4 16
&h4 He7! winning a piece for Black)
and now:

a) 15...e4 16 Wxf6+ gxf6 17 £d2
exd3! 18 £xc3 dxc2 is better for Black
because he can support the c2-pawn
with ... &f5.

b) 15..Wxg6 16 L£xgb Le7!?, in-
tending ...&f6, also looks good.

14...e5 15 £.g6 £e6!?

Black intends to bring the bishop to
f7. The tactical justification for this lies
in the fact that now 16 £g57?! could be
met by 16...8g4! 17 £xf6 £xh5 18
£.xe5 £xg6 19 £.xc3 L.xc2 =.

Another line is 15...2¢8 16 0-0, and
now:

a) 16..20e2+ 17 &hl f4 18 L.xf4
Wxf4 19 h3 £e6 20 c3!? &7 (20...e4
21 Hd4 £) 21 Eabl £xg6 22 Wxg6
Wf7 23 Wxf7+ (Dreev suggests 23
h4) 23...Lxf7 24 Exb7+ &f6 (Fili-
penko-Volkov, Moscow 1999) and now
White’s best chance of retaining an
edge is 25 Ed1 Ehd8 26 &gl.

b) 16...£e6 17 Hael and then:
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bl) 17..Ed8 18 £d2 Ded 19 c4
(19 £xe4?! dxe4 20 Exed £15is a lit-
tle better for Black) 19...4xd2 20 Hxd2
Wg5 1»-1» Fressinet-Vallejo Pons,
Mondariz 2000.

b2) 17..8f7 18 Hhd Lxg6 19
Sxg6 Wf7 20 f4 &h7 21 {5 Ehe8
gives Black good counterplay as ...d4,
..&)d5 and ..e4 is coming, Arnold-
Kritz, Paks 2000.

16 0-0 ££7

16..2e2+ 17 ©hl &f4 18 L£xf4
Wxf4 19 h3 e4 20 DHhd He7 is a simi-
lar idea to 15..2g8 16 0-0 De2+.
Black hopes to be able to exchange a
few pieces, solve the problem of his
king and then exert pressure on the c-
file. This is probably too much to ask,
and I wouldn’t be surprised if White
had something good here. For exam-
ple, 21 Eabl Eb8 22 c¢3!?, when
22...2f7 can be met by 23 f3 e3 24
Hfel +. 22..g8 can be tried, after
which it is not totally clear how the
complications will evolve.

17 £Hh4 Ee8 18 Eael

18 f4 e4 19 £5 d4 20 £d2 Ha4 21
£f4 $g8 22 £d6 &c3 was unclear in
Degraeve-Vallejo Pons, Istanbul OL
2000. This type of position commonly
occurs in this line and is almost impos-
sible to assess. My feeling is that it is
dynamically balanced. Black’s centre
is strong but there is a danger of it fall-
ing apart. Black is also playing with-
out the h8-rook. On the other hand,
White’s pieces are aggressively lined
up on the kingside but there is no clear
way to proceed and hence they may
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appear as much out of play as the h8-
rook. In addition, White is fighting
against the terribly strong knight on
c3, which controls several important
squares.

18...2g8 19 £3 He6 20 £.xf7+ Wxf7
21 Ye4q Ef6!?

Black has a slight advantage, Lanka-
Morozevich, Kishinev 1998.

B2)
6 £d2 £xc3 (D)
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Now:
B21: 7 &xc3 142
B22: 7 bxc3 144

B21)

7 £x¢3

This is relatively rare but has been
tried occasionally in GM practice over
the last few years.

7..Ded 8 De2

This is the idea White has been fo-
cusing on. There are other possibili-
ties but none that promises White
anything:

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &\c3

a) 8 £a57! (originally one of the
main ideas behind 7 £xc3 but since
the Fischer-Petrosian game it has been
regarded as dubious) 8...0-0! (8...b6 9
£b4 c5 10 £a3 is one of White’s
ideas — compared to the immediate 8
£.b4 Black does not have ...%a5 avail-
able) 9 £d3 Hc6 10 £c3 (10 Lxed
dxe4 11 £c3 Wg5 12 g3 £d47 F)
10...xc3 11 bxc3 f6! 12 f4 fxe5 13
fxe5 De7 14 HHF3 5 15 0-0 Wa5 16
Wel £d7, Fischer-Petrosian, Curagao
Ct 1962. Black is slightly better as
White has no real attack on the king-
side and meanwhile Black keeps the
better prospects on the queenside, in-
tending ...&a4 and ...c4.

b) 8 £b4 c5 9 Lxc5 (9 dxc5?
Dxf2! 10 &xf2 Wha+ 11 g3 Wxb4 F
and 9 £a3? Wa5+ F are not viable al-
ternatives) 9...xc5 10 dxc5 Wa5+
(10..%¢7, 10...4)c6 and 10...4d7 are
all very reasonable too) 11 Wd2 (11 ¢3
Wxc5 12 Wd4 Wc7! 13 D3 &6 =
Bogoljubow-Réti, Kiel 1921) 11...%xc5
12 &3 &6 13 £d3 £d7 14 0-0 b5
15 Efel Eb8 16 W4 0-0 17 Eadl b4
18 Ed2 a5 F Grund-Kobaliya, Rim-
avska Sobota 1996.

c) 8 £d2 Hxd2 (8...c59 Le3 cxd4
10 £xd4 Hc6 11 3 Wha+ 12 g3
Dxg3 13 ££2 Wbd+ 14 c3 Wxb2 15
£.xg3 Wxc3+, as analysed by Djurié,
is interesting; R.Pert-T.Wall, British
League (4NCL) 1997/8 continued 16
22 Dxe5 17 Lxe5 Wxe5 18 £b5+
e7 19 De2 d4! 20 Wd3 a6 21 Lad
Ed8 22 Eadl b5 23 £b3 £b7 24
& xd4 Eac8 and, with three pawns and
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a solid position for the piece, Black
was doing fine) 9 Wxd2 c5 10 dxc5
&d7 11 £b5 0-0 12 £xd7 &xd7 =
Djuri¢.

d) 8 £d3 Hxc3 9 bxc3 c5 10 Wga
0-0! (the main difference compared to
the main line, 7 bxc3 {Line B22}: with
White’s dark-squared bishop already
gone, Black can safely castle) 11 dxc5
&c6 12 47! Wa5 13 He2 Wxc5 14 hd
£6 15 Wg6 £5 16 Eh3 De7 17 Wg3 £.d47
18 &d2 Hac8 F Hostinsky-Vavra,
Czech Cht 1995.

We now return to 8 De2 (D):
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8..Dc6

This has been Glek’s preference on
several occasions. Rather than break-
ing thematically with ...c5, Black in-
tends to complete his development
with .. We7, ...&2d7 and ...0-0-0, while
retaining the option of exchanging
off White’s dark-squared bishop. This
seems to equalize without too much
trouble, but other ideas are also worth
noting:

a) 8...c59 dxc5 and now:
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al) 9..9xc5 10 Dg3 Hcb 11 £b5
£d7 12 £xc6 £.xc6 13 Wd4 £,

a2) 9..48c6 10 £d4! We7 11 Hc3
&xc5 12 £40-0 13 Wd2 £.d7 14 0-0-0
Sxd4 15 Yxd4 Hac8 16 g3 Ec7 17
&bl is slightly better for White, Sutov-
sky-Comas Fabrego, Pamplona 1998/9.

a3) 9..4d7 10 £d4 Dexc5 11 Hc3
b6 12 f4 a6 13 Wg4 0-0 14 0-0-0 £ Van
Riemsdijk-Giampa, La Plata 1998.

a4) 9..49xc3! 10 Hxc3 0-0!? 11
Wd2 £6! 12 exf6 (12 f4 fxe5 13 fxe5
Wha+ 14 g3 Whs gives Black a slight
advantage — M.Gurevich) 12..%xf6
13 £b5!7 a6 14 La4 Hd7 15 £xd7
£xd7160-0 Eac8 17 d1! Exc518¢3
£b519 Hel Ec4 20 1317 Wg6 21 We3
He8 22 We5 Wf6 = Lanka-M.Gure-
vich, Cappelle la Grande 1999.

b) 8..0-09 £b4 (9 ¥d3 c5 10 dxc5
Wc7 =)9...c5 10 £a3 and now:

bl) 10...cxd4? 11 £xf8 Wxf8 is ob-
jectively a rather speculative sacrifice
but looks fun, which, I believe, was the
main reason that Morozevich went for
it: 12 £3 (12 a3!?) 12..d3!7? (or
12..%b4+ 13 c3 dxc3 14 a3! Wxb2 15
fxed c2 16 Wcl Wxe5 17 Ea2 +) 13
fxed! (13 Wxd3 Wba+ 14 c3 Wxb2 15
Eb1?! &c5! was probably Black’s main
idea; unfortunately White doesn’t go
for it) 13...dxe2 14 Wxe2! &Hc6 15
exd5 exd5 16 0-0-0 and Black’s exper-
iment has obviously gone wrong, Gal-
kin-Morozevich, Novgorod 1997.

b2) 10..2c6! (this leads to com-
plicated play in which Black is doing
alright because he is better developed)
11 £3 b5! 12 fxe4 (the alternative 12 c3
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b4 13 £xb4 cxb4d 14 fxed bxc3 15
bxc3 dxe4 16 &Hg3 may be worth in-
vestigating) 12...b4 13 £xb4 §Hxb4 14
¢3 &\c6 15 exd5 Wxd5 16 dxc5 Wxc5
17 Hcl (17 Wd6 Wbe!, intending
...2d8, is good for Black) 17...%xe5+
18 We2 Wc7 T Svidler-Morozevich,
Frankfurt rpd 1999.

9 HH\f4 We7 10 £.d3 Dxc3 11 bxe3
(D)
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11..24d7

Psakhis mentions 11...g6 12 £xg6
fxg6 (12...%g5? loses to 13 hd! Wxf4
14 g3) 13 HHxg6 Wg7 14 HHxh8 Wxh8
15 Wh5+ &d8, after which Black has
a few problems to solve before he can
feel completely safe.

12 h5 Hg8!

12.. Wg5? loses to 13 h4!, because
13..Wxg2? 14 g3 followed by £f1
traps the queen.

13 &h7

13 g4 0-0-0 14 £h7 Eh8 15 Wxg7
would be good for White if only he
had time for £)f6, but Black has enough
defensive resources. Psakhis proposes

/z

@
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15.. %23 16 &d2 (16 0-0 Wxc3 17 HHf6
&xd4 with counterplay) 16...%a5 17
D6 Dxd4 18 Hxd7 2xd7, which
might be OK for Black, but 15...f5! 16
Wxe7 Dxe7 17 §Hf6 Edf8 intending
...&f7 looks the simplest.

13..Eh8 14 £d3

14 DxgT+7? 2f8 —+.

14..Eg8 15 0-0 0-0-0 16 a4

White has few chances to make
progress on the queenside, so possibly
this is a bad plan. 16 f4!? appears more
logical, when Black can choose from
16... %2312, 16...9a5 and 16...f5!2, all
of which look very reasonable.

16...20a5! 17 f4 ¢5 18 £b5 b8 19
£xd7 Wxd7 20 Wd3 7!

Sutovsky-Psakhis, Tel-Aviv 1999.
Black has a comfortable position as
...Ec8 is coming next with strong pres-
sure on the c-file, while White is far
from achieving anything tangible on
the kingside.

B22)

7 bxc3 Ded 8 Wegd (D)

This is White’s only chance for an
advantage. 8 Hf3 ¢5 9 £d3 Hc6 10
0-0 DHxd2 11 Wxd2 Was is fine for
Black, and the same goes for 8 £d3
Dxd2 9 Wxd2 c5 10 f4 D6 11 D3
Was.

Now Black has a choice:

B221: 8...g6 145
B222: 8..>f8 148

The first line is the most common
as Black keeps the option of castling.
However, the latter is a Korchnoi fa-
vourite and also has a lot to be said for
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it, since Black avoids weakening his
kingside.

B221)

8...26

Now:
B2211: 9 &c1 145
B2212: 9 £d3 146

White has also continued 9 h4 or 9
&f3 but these moves usually trans-
pose to variations covered inside the 9
£d3 complex.

B2211)

9 &cl (D)

This is a rather tricky variation and
requires very careful play from Black.
The main point is that White avoids
having his dark-squared bishop ex-
changed for Black’s knight. At the mo-
ment the e4-knight lacks support and
is almost surrounded by white pawns.

9...c5

Black could also play the immediate
9...4xc3, which usually transposes to
the main line after 10 £d3 c5.
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10 £d3

10 &e2 is far from convincing and
allows Black an easy game: 10...cxd4
11 3 h5 12 Wh3 Hxc3 13 Dxd4 HDc6
14 &xc6 bxc6, with the better game
for Black, Penrose-O’Kelly de Galway,
Hastings 1950.

10...5xc3

10...cxd4 is risky:

a) Black is doing OK after 11 £.xe4
dxe4 12 Wxed Wa5 13 De2 Hcb.

b) 11 He2! is more critical:

bl) 11..4)c5 12 cxd4 (12 £xgb fxgb
13 Wxg6+ 2d7 14 cxd4 {14 Wf7+17)
14...4ca6 15 £xh6 Wg8 should be al-
right for Black) 12...xd3+ 13 cxd3
b6 14 h4 h5 15 Wf3 favours White,
Bronstein-Goldenov, Kiev 1944.

b2) 11..%a5 12 0-0 dxc3 13 £.xed
dxed 14 Dg3! Dc6 15 Dxed Dxes5 16
Wo3 247 17 Dd6+ &8 18 HHxb7
Wd5 19 £a3+ &g8 20 A\c5 + Bole-
slavsky-Lisitsyn, USSR Ch (Moscow)
1944.

b3) 11..4c6 12 £xed dxed 13 cxd4
Dxd4 14 Yxed Hxe2 15 Yxe2 £d47
16 0-0 Wc7 17 £a3 0-0-0 18 £d6
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Wc6 19 Habl + Liberzon-Faibisovich,
Moscow-Leningrad 1967.

b4) 11..dxc3 12 £xed dxed4 13
&xc3 Wda (13..4c6!7) 14 £b2 247
15 bl £.c6 16 0-0 Wcd 17 We3! HHd7
18 £a3 Hc5 19 Hd1 Da4 (19... Wxa2?
20 9b2! +-) 20 Wf4! + De Vreugt-
Glek, Wijk aan Zee 1999.

11 dxc5 Wa5s!

Black has to be very careful that his
knight on c3 doesn’t end up getting
trapped. The e4-square is the only se-
cure retreat but at the moment this costs
a pawn. The following manoeuvre is,
if not essential, at least the best way to
rescue the knight.

12 £d2 Waq

This move is in my opinion the saf-
est. However, an experimental idea is
12...%xc5!7. Now:

a) 133 D6 14 W4 247 15 Yt6
Eh7 16 0-0 (Keller-Kinlay, Hastings
1975/6) 16...%)e4 is fine for Black; e.g.,
17 Wf4 HHxd2 18 Wxd2 Hd4.

b) 13 £xg6!?is a more critical idea.
13...d4 14 §f3! is good for White but
13...0e4 14 £xe4 Wd4! might be OK
for Black.

13 h3 hS

At once 13..%9e4 is also feasible.
Then 14 £xe4 Wd4!1? 15 Ebl WxeS5 is
fine for Black, while 14 He2 Hxc5 15
W3 Wd7!? 16 0-0 b6, intending ...£.a6,
is also reasonable for Black, Arbakov-
D.Gurevich, USSR 1978.

14 Yf3 Ded 15 Lxed Yxed+ 16
Wxed dxed 17 De2 £.d7

= Voitsekhovsky-Alavkin, St Peters-
burg 1999.

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 #c3

B2212)
9 £d3 Hxd2 10 &xd2 ¢5 (D)
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11 h4

White usually continues with some-
thing like h4, Df3, Wf4 and possibly
dxc$5, but the order in which the moves
are played varies. The text-move is per-
haps the most aggressive since White
hasn’t blockaded the f-pawn and thus
if a later hS is met by ...g5, he has the
option of playing f4. Additionally, h4
has the advantage, in some lines, of
preventing Black from exchanging
queens with ... Wg5+.

We shall look briefly at alternatives:

a) 11 £f3 and now:

al) 11...2)c6 and then:

all) 12h4 — 11 hd c6 12 3.

al2) 12 Y4 We7 13 h4 c4!? 14
£e2 £d7 15 h5 (maybe the wrong
plan; 15 £h2 is perhaps better) 15...g5
16 W6 0-0-0! 17 Wxe7 Dxe7 18 £HHh2
Dg8! 19 Dg4 £5 20 exf6 Ef8 = Bry-
son-Daly, Rotherham 1997.

al3) 12 Ehbl c4 13 Le2 b6 14 hd
£d7 15 Dh2 We7 16 h5?! (this seems
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premature; 16 Wg3 is better, with per-
haps an edge for White) 16...0-0-0 17
hxg6 f6! (a strong temporary pawn
sacrifice; it is clear that White cannot
hope to keep the g6-pawn) 18 &f3
fxe5 19 Hxe5 DxeS5 20 dxeS (Sutov-
sky-Daly, Port Erin 1999) and Black
is doing well after 20...Edg8 followed
by ...2e8.

a2) 11..8d7 12 dxc5 (12 h4 - 11
hd £.d47 12 5)f3; 124 - 11 Yf4 247
12 9¥3) 12...2.¢6 13 Ehbl (13 Eabl
We7 14 h4 HHd7 15 Ehel Dxc5 16
&\d4 Ec8 17 Dxc6 bxco 18 Eb4 a5 19
Ebb1 0-0! F Spassky-Relange, French
Cht 1991) 13.. We7 14 a4 &Hd7 15 a5
&xc5 16 Lel Hed 17 Eb3 a6 F King-
K.Miiller, Bundesliga 2000/1.

b) 11 W4 247 (11...4c6 12 &HF3
— 11938\ c6 12 Yf4) 1253 £c6 13
h4 9)d7 14 Eh3?! (this is too optimis-
tic; 14 dxc5 We7 15 £)d4 looks right)
14..%e7 15 dxc5 0-0-0 16 £d4 Dxc5!
17 b1 Wc7! F Spraggett-Glek, Cap-
pelle 1a Grande 1998.

We now return to the position after
11 h4 (D):
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11..£4d7

This is a popular plan: Black’s idea
is to continue ...£c6 and ...2\d7. This
would be a good set-up since on c6, the
bishop defends b7 and the d7-knight
supports the c5-pawn. The queen usu-
ally goes to €7, and Black is then ready
to castle queenside, away from the dan-
ger on the kingside.

11...8c6 is a more active continua-
tion:

a) 12 Eh3 Wa5!? (a little provoca-
tive, since this is one of the things
White’s last move tries to prevent) 13
£.xg6 (this move is known from the
game Euwe-Bogoljubow, Budapest
1921 but Black then reacted poorly
with 13...Ef8) 13...5)xd4! 14 Eg3 (or
14 Wh5 Ef8 15 £h7 £d7 16 Wxh6
0-0-0 F) 14..Ef8 15 £d3 £d7 F Phil-
lippe-Goczo, Budapest 2001.

b) 12 h5!? g5 13 f4 cxd4 14 cxd4
&xd4 15 fxg5 and now 15... Wxg5+ 16
Wxg5 hxg5 17 g4 gave White good
compensation for the pawn in Dwora-
kowska-Hoang Than Trang, Calicut
girls U-20 Wch 1998. Instead, the al-
ternative 15... a5+ leads to a dynami-
cally balanced position after 16 c3
&c6 17 gxh6 d4 or 16 &d1 &5 17
£xf5 exf5 18 Yf4.

c) 12 W4 cxd4!? 13 cxdd Was5+
14 c3 b5! 15 W6 Ef8 16 He2 b4 17
Ehcl £4a6 (a critical position) 18 £xa6
Wxa6 19 cxb4 (or 19 h5!? gxh5 20
Wxh6 bxc3+ 21 Exc3 Eb8 with coun-
terplay) 19...2xb4 20 W3 &\c6 (Glek
suggests 20...2d7!7) 21 Ec5 Ha5 22
Hacl Eb8 23 el Hc4 with an unclear
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but probably balanced position, Su-
tovsky-Glek, Essen 2000.

d) 12 &f3 and then:

d1) 12..%a5 13 ¥Wf4 cxd4 14 h5!?
(White goes for a counterattack, rather
than 14 Hxd4 Hxd4 15 Wxd4 £d7
with roughly equal chances) 14...dxc3+
15 &e2 g5 16 W6 Hg8 17 Wxh6 g4
18 Dg5 W77 (18...0xe5 19 W6 Wds
20 Wxe5 Wxg5 looks more critical) 19
Dxf7! Wxf7 20 £g6 Exgb 21 hxgb
+— A.Horvath-Naiditsch, Paks 1998.

d2) 12...cxd4 13 cxd4 Wa5+ 14 ¢3
b6 15 h5 g5 16 Hh2 £.a6 with approx-
imately equal chances, Milos-Cichocki,
Koszalin 1997.

We now return to 11...2d7 (D):
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A critical alternative is 12 h5!? g5
13 f4, which demands accurate play
from Black:

a) 13..%a5 14 fxg5 &c6 leads to a
very unclear position; for example, 15
26 0-0-0!? 16 &3 cxd4 17 Le2 Wxc3
18 gxf7 Edf8 19 Wf4 {Hd8 20 Wxd4
Wxd4 21 HHxd4 Dxf7 22 HHF3 Ehgs

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &c3

and Black was much better in Gapo-
nenko-Grabuzova, Timisoara wom
1994.

b) 13..0c6 14 fxg5 Wxg5+ 15
Wxg5 hxg5 16 e3 g4! 17 Efl (17
£e2!7 Ec8 18 Ebl Ha5 19 £d3 with
perhaps an edge for White) 17...&e7
18 Eh4 Eag8 19 Ebl (19 £e2!? Ec8
20 Exg4 cxdd+ 21 cxd4 Dd8! 22 Egfa
Exc2 is unclear according to Leko)
19...b6 20 £e2 cxd4+ 21 cxd4 f5 22
exfo+ &xf6 23 Hfl+ &e7 = Leko-
Short, Batumi Echt 1999.

12..%e7 13 14

13 dxc5 £.c6 14 Dd4 Hd7 15 f4
0-0-0 16 Eabl Wxc5 17 We2 b6 F
Gdanski-Bromann, Stockholm 2001.

13...2.¢6 14 Hh2 HA7

14...h5? prevents 9g4 but fatally
weakens g5: 15 OHf3 Dd7 16 Dg5 +.

15 Hgd 0-0-0!?

15.. W18 16 &f6+ Dxf6 17 Wxfo +
V.Werner-Bohnenblust, Berne 1999.
Black has an inferior bishop and diffi-
culties on the kingside. Sacrificing the
h-pawn is a dynamic way of avoiding
this type of problem.

16 &xh6 £5! 17 exf6 Hxf6 18 Hgd
Ded+ 19 Lxed dxed 20 De5 cxd4 21
Hxc6 bxc6 22 Habl dxc3+ 23 el
Wde

The position is equal, Sutovsky-
Zifroni, Israeli League 2000.

B222)

8..2f8 (D)

This has become more popular over
the years. Korchnoi favours it, which of
course counts for something. Black’s
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idea is to avoid weakening the king-
side too much, advance on the queen-
side and at a suitable moment try to
rescue his king, which also frees the
h8-rook.

9 h4!?

I am not sure what is White’s most
exact move. Much depends on the set-
up White is aiming for, since he has a
number of slightly different attacking
schemes. With the text-move, White
introduces the idea of bringing the
rook onto the third rank via h3. Apart
from the possibility of attacking the
black king from g3 or {3, the rook has
another useful purpose in defending
c3.

Two of the alternatives are impor-
tant:

a) 9 £cl is not so dangerous here,
since after 9...c5 10 £d3 Hxc3 11
dxc5 a5 12 £d2, Black can safely
play 12...Wxc5, although 12...%a4 (as
in the 8...g6 line) is also possible.

b) 9 £.d3 (this is the most natural)
9..xd2 10 &xd2 We5+!? (this is
the main argument against White’s 9th
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move; 10...c5 11 D3 — 9 &f3 ¢5 10
£4d3 Qwd2 11 &xd2) 11 Wxg5 hxgs
and now:

bl) 12 &Hh3 6 (12...g4 13 &f4 g5
14 e2 ¢5 15 Dg3 &c6 16 Le3 b6 =)
13 f4 g4 14 9F2 £5 15 g3 &c6 16 h3
gxh3 17 §xh3 = McDonald-Madu-
ekwe, London 1994.

b2) 12 g4!?£6 13 h4! fxe5 14 dxe5
&\c6 15 D3 gxhd 16 Eael h3 17 Eh2
Ze7 18 Eehl £d7 19 Exh3 Exh3 20
Exh3 £ Gdanski-P.Dittmar, Saint Vin-
cent Ech 2000.

c) 9 &f3 (this prevents the ... Wg5+
idea, but renounces plans of a direct
attack against £7) 9...c5 10 £.d3 Hxd2
11 &xd2 and here:

cl) 11...4¢c6 and then:

cll) 12 h4 c4 13 Le2 b5 14 a3
£d7 15 Wf4 &e71716h5 £e8 17 Hhd
a5 gives Black counterplay, J.Polgar-
Korchnoi, Wijk aan Zee 2000.

c12) 12 dxc5!? Wa5 13 W4 Yxc5
14 9)d4 £.d7 15 Ehbl b6 16 a4 a5 17
£.a6 £ Leko-Hiibner, Dortmund 2000.

c2) Itis possible that Black should
play 11..c4 12 £e2 and only then
12...4)c6. Korchnoi played this recently,
and there doesn’t seem to be any clear
way for White to exploit it.

9...c510 £d3 Hxd2 11 &xd2 (D)

11...c4

I am not sure whether the move-order
is of any significant importance. I sup-
pose you could argue that 11...4c6 is
slightly more flexible. Then:

a) In the event of 12 Eh3 Black can
transpose to the main line with 12...c4
13 £e2. 12..%a5?! 13 Hg3 g5 has
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been played a few times but is not
good. Instead, 12...cxd4 13 cxd4 a5+
is an experimental idea, with the point
14 c3 Wa3!?.

b) 12 Wf4 c4 (12...%a5!? could be
considered) 13 £g6!? We7 14 He2
£.d7 15 £h5 and now Talla thinks that
Black should play 15...£2e8! (rather
than 15...2)d8?! 16 g4 with a strong at-
tack for White, Gdanski-Talla, Ostrava
1998) 16 g4 6! 17 exf6 (17 £xe8 Exe8
18 exf6 Wxf6 19 h5 &f7 =) 17... Wxf6
18 Wxf6+ gxf6 19 &)f4 £.xh5 20 Hxh5
(20 gxh5 £f7 21 Hael Hae8 22 Ehgl
e5 is even better for Black) 20...f7,
when Black is doing fine.

12 £e2 &c6 13 Eh3

This is slightly better for White ac-
cording to Anand but Korchnoi tends
to like this type of position for Black.

13..Eg8 (D)

Korchnoi’s move. Covering the g-
pawn in advance makes it possible to
evacuate the king to the queenside be-
fore things get too hot on the kingside.

13...b5 has been seen more fre-
quently. It is clear that Black will have

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &\c3

excellent chances if he can open the
queenside. The question is whether
White will be able to make progress
on the kingside before that. Now:

a) 14 Wf4 247 15 &h5 Le8 16
&e2 (White could consider playing 16
g4 first, just to deny Black the possi-
bility of 16...f5) 16...a5 (16...£5!7) 17
g4 b4 18 Eahl Ha7 19 g5 9e720 £.g4
and now 20...%b6 21 h5 gave White a
strong attack in Kindermann-Reef-
schldger, Altenkirchen 1999. Instead,
20...h5! is correct, when Black suc-
ceeds in blockading the kingside since
21 £xe6 can be met by 21...Ea6!? or
21...g8.

b) 14 Ef3 is another set-up for
White. Now something like 14...2d7
15 9h3 De7 16 W4 £e8 17h5a5 18
a3 would be natural. It is difficult for
either side to break through. White’s
attack looks somewhat more intimi-
dating but as long as Black doesn’t
panic, his position remains solid. His
worst problem is that he is playing
without the h8-rook, but this problem
can sometimes be solved by ... &g8-h7.

%
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B n
/% ok




MACCUTCHEON VARIATION

14 Y4 £a7

14..e7 is met by 15 £h5, and
Black is not allowed his ideal set-up,
which would be to get the bishop to
e8.

15 2h5 Le8 16 De2 £5!? (D)

An interesting defensive idea, which
White should look out for in this line.
Black is happy to gain space but it is
double-edged since White gets a new
target.

17 g4

Here, Anand suggests 17 £xe8!
xe8 18 g4 He7 19 Egl as a better
way to attack. The position still seems
fairly unclear after 19...&d7.

W

17..5e7 18 Egl £xh5 19 gxh5

Anand-Korchnoi, Dos Hermanas
1999. Anand now gives 19...Ec8! 20
W3 Bf7 as a good defence.
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7 Weq4 Wc7

lede62d4d53HDc3 &bd4e5¢55
a3 £.xc3+ 6 bxe3 De77 Wad We7 (D)
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This is the sharpest of the Winawer
variations and has long been consid-
ered the main line. Black offers two
pawns on the kingside in return for
counterplay against White’s centre.
There are arguments for and against
this way of playing. Strategically, this
is somewhat illogical since the dou-
bled c-pawns are a long-term disad-
vantage for White, but it is also of
crucial importance that Black quickly
mixes things up, as otherwise White
will have good chances of exploiting
the positional advantage of the bishop-
pair and his spatial advantage.

In this chapter, our two main lines
are:
A: 8243 152
B: 8 Wxg7 154

The majority of weight is on the lat-
ter, but the former has lately been seen
as an attempt to side-step masses of
theory and ensure that the bishop is de-
veloped before being blocked by 2.

A)

8243

Israeli GM Emil Sutovsky has ex-
perimented with this move lately.

8...cxd4

This leads to complex play, similar
to the main line. Another option is to
keep the position closed with 8...c4 9
£e2, and then Black must decide
whether to throw in ... %a5. This looks
like a matter of taste:

a) 9..Wa5 10 £42 &5 11 &f3
&6 12 Wh5 h6 13 0-0 £47 14 Efbl
0-0-0!? looks like a good practical
option. After 15 Wxf7 g5 Black had
definite compensation in Z.Almasi-
Beliavsky, Hungary 1996.

b) 9.5 10 DF3 D6 11 Wh5 h6
12 g4 (White could also castle first
but why not go ahead with the plan?)
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12..9fe7 13 Dg5 Ef8! 14 h3 (after
14 h7, 14...Eh8 15 g5 Ef is justa
repetition but Black can even continue
14..Wa5! 15 £d2 Hg8, when it is not
clear how the knight ever escapes from
h7) 14.. %a5 15 £d2 £d7 16 f4 0-0-0.
According to Lautier, Black has equal-
ized as the knight is poorly placed on
h3.
9 He2 (D)

E%g/@/ / /

P AAW

i ////A// y
V //‘/ﬁ/ ///%’/
Bk mum

,,,,,,,,,,

.
9 e |

/ ATOHAY
///// > Vel
A & _ R

9...dxc3

Other moves are also possible. In
particular, 9...%xe5 looks worth in-
vestigating as Black grabs a further
central pawn and protects g7, but he
also exposes his own queen and fur-
ther neglects his development. After
10 .54 Wf6, 11 £.g5 WeS 12 cxd4 h5
13 Wha Wc7 14 £f4 Was5+ 15 £42
gave White an edge in J.Polgar-Knaak,
Cologne 1990 but I also like the sim-
ple 11 cxd4 h5 12 Wg3 Dbeb 13 £.¢5
h4 14 £xf6 hxg3 15 £xg7 Exh2 16
Exh2 gxh2 17 £d2, when White re-
gains the pawn on h2, with the better
position.

\\\\
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10 Wxg7 g8 11 Wxh7 Wxe5!?

This has for some time been under-
estimated, and it looks like a more ac-
curate way of grabbing the e5-pawn,
for there is now the possibility of ex-
changing queens by ...%h8. The re-
sulting position is quite typical of the
Winawer. White has the bishop-pair
and an outside passed h-pawn, but
Black has the better, more compact,
pawn-structure, good piece-play and
prospective chances on the semi-open
c-file.

As an alternative, Black can try to
complete his development and hide his
king on the queenside. This also looks
like a sensible plan. 11...2bc6 12 £.£4!
(because the bishop has left fl, com-
pared to the main line, this looks like a
better way of protecting e5 than 12 {4,
which opens the possibility of Black
taking on g2) 12...£d7 (of course, the
rook is now trapped by £¢3 if Black
takes on g2, and 12...8xe5? ends up in
an annoying pin after 13 &f1!) 13 0-0
0-0-0 14 £¢3!? (now White contem-
plates the possibility of taking on {7;
14 Wxf7 Bdfg 15 Wh5 £d4!? looks
fine for Black) and now Black may
consider various strategies:

a) 14..8Hxe5 15 Wha! &7c6 16
Hxc3 a6 17 W6 Hdf8 18 Hael Hg4
19 £xc7 Dxf6 20 246 Ee8 21 f4 +
Montheard-Holcman, Paris 1999.

b) 14...d4!7? 15 Efel Eh8 16 Wxf7
Bdfg 17 Wg7 Hfg8 18 W6 &Hd5 19
Wf3 Le8 with an equal position, Acs-
Riazantsev, Oropesa del Mar U-18 Wch
1998.
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c) 14..Edf8!? 15 Efel d4!? (the
alternative 15...%a5 16 Wha ®c5 17
Eebl a6 18 Eb3 d4 19 Eabl b5 also
looked fine for Black in I.Rogers-Web-
ster, London Lloyds Bank 1990) 16
Wh4 BEh8 17 Wf4 £6! 18 exf6 e5 19
Wf3 Bh6 20 7 £e6 21 Led Hxf7 22
Wd3 &f5 F Krakops-Poldauf, Gronin-
gen 1995.

12 £f4 (D)
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12...%f6

It would be premature to attempt to
exchange queens since after 12...Wg7
or 12...¥h8, White exchanges and fol-
lows with up 14 £e5!, after which the
bishop obtains a dominant role on the
al-h8 diagonal, which can be a lethal
factor in combination with the passed
h-pawn.

13 h4 27!

Black should control the f6-square.
This is important as White was threat-
ening 14 2.¢5 and after 14.. g7 or
14..h8, White’s bishop would take
up a place on the al-h8 diagonal after
a queen exchange.

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 %\c3

Other moves:

a) 13..Eh8? 14 £¢5! Wes5 15 f4
Exh7 16 fxe5 Eh8 17 £16 Eg8 18 h5
&\d7 19 h6 Dxf6 20 exf6 Hc6 21 h7
Eh8 22 Dxc3 +-.

b) 13..20bc6 14 L5 We5 (alter-
natively, 14..%h8 15 Wxh8 Exh8 16
££6 +) 15 f4! Wc7 16 h5 looks very
dangerous for Black. Izeta-Vella, Cor-
doba 1991 finished abruptly: 16...e5?
17 h6 e4 18 Wxg8+! 1-0. 16..£d7 is
best but 17 h6 0-0-0 18 Wxf7 is good
for White.

c) 13..Exg2?! 14 &f1! and now:

cl) 14..Eg87! 15 £g5 Wh8 (not
15.. %37 16 £g3 + Rodriguez Tala-
vera-Sanchez Jimenez, Granada 1991)
16 Wxh8 Exh8 17 £f6 is much better
for White.

c2) 14...e5 15 &xg2 exf4 16 Wh5
Abc6 17 £317 25 18 Wes Wxg5+ 19
hxg5 0-0-0 20 &f2 £ Apicella-Gerard,
Avoine 1993.

14 £g5 Wh8 15 Wxh8 Exh8 16
&xe3 a6 17 0-0-0 £6 18 L.e3

Now 18...5? 19 &Hxd5 1-0 was an

embarrassing end for Black in Am.Rod-
riguez-Matamoros, Bayamo 1989.
Am.Rodriguez suggests 18...%)e5 as an
improvement. This was tried out suc-
cessfully in Engsner-Nygren, Swedish
League 1993/4, when Black had plenty
of play after 19 h5 £d7 20 £.d4 Hxd3+
21 Exd3 &f7 22 f3 e5. It is the typical
case of whether White’s h-pawn is
strong or weak.

B)
8 Wxg7 Hg8 9 Wxh7 cxd4 (D)
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Now:
B1: 10 &d1 155
B2: 10 He2 157

B1)

10 &d1

This is a fairly rare but very com-
plex line which Black needs to be pre-
pared for.

10...22bc6 11 Hf3 dxc3

Another, obviously critical, contin-
uation is 11..2xe5 12 £f4 Wxc3 13
Nxe5 Wxal+ 14 £c1 (D).
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Now Black has two options:
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a) 14..Ef87! is a risky attempt to
avoid a draw. White has:

al) 15 2b5+?! &c6 16 Hxc6 £.d7
is given as clearly better for Black by
most sources. 17 De5 Lxb5 18 Dxf7
Hxf7 19 Wos+ Le7 20 Wxa8 £.a6 is
critical in verifying that assessment.
Black is probably better, though I am
not sure by how much. White has good
chances of getting in lots of checks.

a2) 15 £d3 £d7 and then:

a21) 16 Le2?! &c6 and now:

a211) 17 &xf7 Bxf7 18 Wgs+ Hf8
19 £.g6+ 2e720 W7+ 2d6 21 L4+
Hxf4 22 Exal Hg4 23 Whe De5 24
£.d3 Exg2 is given as unclear by Uhl-
mann. Black has more pieces to play
with but the white queen and passed h-
pawn are a constant worry for Black.

a212) 17 9g6 0-0-0 18 DHxf8 Exf8
19 Wgo7 He8 20 hd e5 gives Black more
than enough counterplay.

a213) 17 £g5 Wxa3 and now 18
Hal Wd6 19 Dg4 HeT looks fine for
Black, as does 18 &g6 Wd6 19 Wg7
€520 £e7 Wxe7 21 Hxe7 LxeT.

a22) 16 Bel! &c6 17 Hxf7 Exf7
18 £.g6 0-0-0 19 Wxf7 e5 20 Le2 e4
21 &fl We322 £.g5 +.

b) 14..d3 15 Wxf7+ &d8 16 Yf6
dxc2+ and then:

bl) 17 &xc2 Wa2+ 18 £b2 £47
19 D7+ Le8 20 Dd6+ d8 (White
doesn’t have more than a perpetual) 21
£d37! fad+ 22 ©d2 47 23 Hel
Ac6 24 HDxb7? Baf8 25 Hc5+ 2d6
26 Wc3 Exf2+ 27 He2 (Grabarczyk-
Spiess, 2nd Bundesliga 1994/5) 27...d4!
28 Wl Ef1 —+.
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b2) 17 &d2 Wd4+ 18 243 Wcs!
19 &e2 £d7 and here:

b21) 20 £e3, B.Stein-Beliavsky,
London Lloyds Bank 1985, and now
Stein considers 20..Wxa3! 21 Zal
Wb4 to be unclear.

b22) 20 HOHF7+ Le8 (20..Lc8
looks risky due to 21 £f4) 21 &fdisa
tempting alternative, but 21...0f5 22
£xf5 £b5+ 23 £d3 £xd3+ 24 Lxd3
Wxa3+ 25 Ld2 Wa5+ 26 el Wa3+
27 £d2 Wb4+ 28 cl Wbl+ 29 2d2
Wh4+ is just a draw. Neither side can
afford to avoid the repetition.

We now return to the position after
11...dxc3 (D):
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12 Hg5

There are a few minor alternatives:

a) 12 £f4 Wb6 13 Le3 and then:

al) 13..%b2 14 Ec1 £d7 and now
15 hd?! 0-0-0 16 £d3 &f5 was very
good for Black in Steil-Farago, Buda-
pest 1986. White should play 15 £d3
at once, intending to meet 15...0-0-0
with 16 %e2. Black looks fine in this
line though.

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 9c3

a2) 13..d4!7 14 £.g5 Wb2 15 Ecl
£d716 £d30-0-0 17 2e2 Wxa3is an
additional possibility.

b) 12h4!?%b6 13 Le3 (13 Zel!?)
13...d4 14 £.g5 Wb2 15 Ecl £47 16
£.d3 0-0-0 17 e2 is an improved ver-
sion of line ‘a2’, because White has a
tempo more (h4). Korchnoi continues
the analysis with 17..%xa3 18 Hal
Wc5 19 Ehbl Hbd 20 Wxf7 Hbds,
with unclear play.

c) 12 Hbl £d7 13 £¢5 0-0-0 14
Wd3 (Mini¢-Ivkov, Yugoslav Ch (Tito-
grad) 1965) 14...d4 doesn’t look bad
for Black.

12...xe5

A recent, and possibly better, idea
is 12.. Wxe5!? 13 Wxf7+ &d7 14 &4
(14 h4 might be better, but the response
is the same: Black plays 14...%d4+ 15
@el and now 15...e5 or McDonald’s
suggestion, 15... We5+ 16 23 Eg7 17
Wif4 Wixf4 18 £.xf4 e5) 14.. Wd4+ 15
Pel e5 16 2e3 Wo4 17 Le2 Wr5, and
Black was better in Busquets-Se.Iva-
nov, Irvine 1997.

13 &14!

This is stronger than 13 f4, when
Black has a choice of two viable lines:
13..Exg5 14 fxg5 5g6 and 13...f6!?
14 fxeS fxg5s.

13..%b6 14 L£.xe5 Exg5 15 Wh4!

White’s latest attempt, and a good
one. Since it is clear that Black is not
going to be knocked over just like that,
White tries a more positional approach.

15..Eg8

Of course, Black cannot continue
15..Hxe5?, owing to 16 Wh8+.



MAIN LINE WINAWER: 7 Wg4 Wc7

16 Wa4! Wxdd+ 17 £xd4 (D)
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The endgame will favour White, if
he is allowed to consolidate and com-
plete his development. Hence the as-
sessment depends on whether Black
can quickly generate counterplay by
advancing his central pawns. Now:

a) 17..8c6 18 £xc3e5 19 2d2 d4
20 £b2 &5 21 Bel &f8 22 f3! Ec8
23 g4 £g6 24 £d43 £ Kagan-B.Mar-
tin, Canberra 1999.

b) 17..4f5 18 £xc3 £d7 19 h4
Ec8 20 d2 d4 21 £b2 £c6 22 Eh2
Zh8 23 g3 e5 was given as equal by
Watson but McDonald disagrees on
the basis of 24 £d3! He7 (another
point is 24...e4 25 Hel e3+ 26 &cl,
when Black’s position falls apart) 25
Eel £6 26 4.

In both these lines, White success-
fully accomplishes a blockade of the
pawns, after which the bishop-pair
promises him an advantage.

B2)
10 De2 Dbce6 11 f4 £.4d7
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11...dxc3 12 ¥d3 d4 is an independ-
ent line that deserves a mention. Then:

a) 13 Ebl £d7 14 Hgl 0-0-0 15
g4 Le8 16 Eg3 is slightly better for
White, Rodriguez-Pecorelli Garcia,
Matanzas 1994.

b) 13 HHxd4 DHxd4 14 Wxd4 £47
15 Bg1!? &Hf5 16 W2 Wc6 (throwing
in 16..Zh8 17 h3, as in Wang Zili-
Kuijf, Lucerne Wcht 1989, is not su-
perior since Black takes off the pres-
sure against g2, and thus after 17...%c6
18 £.d3 Wd5 19 Ebl £.c6 White even
has 20 Eb4!, intending Le4; if then
20...Ed8, White plays 21 Ec4 £h4 22
Ec5! and picks up the c-pawn) 17 £d3
Wd5 18 Ebl £c6 19 Eb3 0-0-0 20
Exc3 &b8 21 g4 HHd4 22 Eg3 Wa2 23
£e3 Wal+ 24 &d2 Hb5 25 b3 +
Wach-Cech, Germany 1997/8.

12 Wa3 dxc3 (D)
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B21: 13 £e3
B22: 13 Eb1
B23: 13 Wxc3
B24: 13 Hxc3
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Another interesting and important
alternative is 13 h4. There is a fairly
small number of practical games with
this line but it is interesting that Nor-
wegian GM Djurhuus, who is himself
a devoted French player, prefers this.
After 13..5f5 14 Ebl 0-0-0 15 h5,
Black has:

a) 15...d47! 16 Egl Dh6 17 Hxd4
Hxd4 18 Wxd4 b6 19 Eb3 +— Djur-
huus-Johannessen, Norwegian Ch
(Alta) 1996.

b) 15..%a5 16 Egl & c4 17 g4 Wes
18 Wxc3 a5 19 Eg2 £Hh6 20 g5 Df5 21
g3, Djurhuus-Antonsen, Torshavn
1997, and now Djurhuus recommends
21...8.c6 22 x5 exfs 23 Wa3 with
an unclear position.

B21)

13 L¢3

White aims to complete his devel-
opment rather than wasting time on
capturing the c3-pawn. 13 £e3 has
enjoyed a brief moment of popularity
lately but is not dangerous for Black.
On the contrary, Black may even be
able to keep his pawn on ¢3 and main-
tain his dynamic possibilities without
risking nearly as much as in other
lines.

13...0-0-0!

This is simple and strong. Other
moves:

a) 13...d4 and then:

al) 14 £f2 0-0-0 15 Hxd4 Hxd4
16 Wxd4 b6 17 £h4 b5 with equal-
ity, Spassky-Korchnoi, Belgrade Ct
(2) 1977.

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &\c3

a2) 14 Dxd4 is better: 14..Dxd4
15 Wxd4 &OHf5 16 W5 gives White a
slight advantage, Sievers-Heyken, Bun-
desliga 1990/1.

b) 13..5f5 14 £f2 (D) and now:
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bl) 14...f6 15 exf6 0-0-0 16 h3 e5
17 7 Egf8 18 g4 e4 19 Wxc3 d4 20
Wes5e321 &gl Hhd 22 0-0-0 Le6 23
5 £45 24 £h2 Wxf7 25 &f4 £xhl
26 £c4 Wc7 27 Hxhl + Shmuter-
Kaplun, Kherson 1990.

b2) 14...0-0-015h3!d4 16 g4 HHfe7
17 £.82 Dg6 (17...£.e8!7) 18 0-0 a6?!
19 Eab1 + David-Ranieri, Turin 1998.

b3) 14...d4!? and then:

b31) 15h3? %a5! 16 bl Wxa3 17
Wc4 b5! 18 Wh3 Wxb3 19 Exb3 b4
20 g4 a5! F Esser-Arounopoulos, corr.
1992.

b32) 15 Hxd4 Hcxd4 16 L£.xd4
0-0-0! 17 Wxc3? (17 £.xa7 is neces-
sary) 17...0xd4 18 Wxd4 - 13...0-0-0!
14 YWixc3 d4 15 Qxd4? DdS 16 Wd2
Qxe3 17 Wxe3 Dxd4 18 Wxdd —+.

b33) 15 £xd4 Hcxdd 16 Hxd4
0-0-0 gives Black compensation.
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b34) 15%g3 0-0-0 16 Dxf5 exf5 F
Cobo Arteaga-Ivkov, Havana 1963.

c) 13..Ec8 14 g3 &Hf5 15 ££2 Wa5
16 £h3 d4! 17 0-0 (17 Lxf5 exf5 18
&xd4 Dxd4 19 £xd4 £.c6 with com-
pensation) 17...Hd8 18 Efdl Hxe5!
(even now, when fully developed, White
cannot feel safe; with this piece sacri-
fice Black takes over the a8-h1 diago-
nal) 19 fxe5 £b5 20 Wed £.c6 21 W4
Wd5 22 &f1 Whi+ 23 Hgl Wxh2 and
now 24 Ed3? He3+ 25 Le2 Lb5 left
White in big trouble in Almasi-
Timman, Ubeda 1997. Instead, 24
£xf5! seems to draw; e.g., 24.. Wg2+
25 el (25 Le2? exf5 26 Exd4?!
£b5+ 27 &dl YWl+ 28 Lel Wxf4 F)
25...exf5 26 Exd4 (26 e6 Hg6! 27
exf7+ 2xf7 28 Wxf5+ Ef6 29 Wh7+
&f8 30 Wh8+ also leads to a perpetual
- Yusupov) 26...Eg4 27 Exd8+ &xd8
28 Hdl+ Le8 29 Who6 Hed+ 30 De2
Bxe2+ 31 &xe2 23+ 32 el £xd1
33 Whe+ e7 34 Wf6+ = Yusupov.

We now return to 13...0-0-0 (D):
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This is a sensible attempt to finish
development but is not very energetic.
Other moves come into consideration
but none of them look very promising:

a) 14 9d4 Hxdd 15 £xd4 Hf5
looks good for Black.

b) 14 Wxc3 and now:

bl) 14...d4 is tempting but White
can probably just reply 15 £xd4 (15
Dxd4? DdS 16 Wd2 Hxe3 17 Wxe3
&xd4 18 Wxd4 £b5! and then, for ex-
ample, 19 We3 £xf1 20 Lxf1 Wxc2 21
g3 Ed2 22 Bel Egd8 wins for Black)
15...0d5 16 Hcs.

b2) Black should prefer 14..5f5
15 ££2 d4 16 ¥d2, when the thematic
16...f6! 17 exf6 e5! looks attractive.

c) 14 £f2 could be considered.

d) 14 h3, preparing to meet 14...2)f5
15 ££2 d4 with 16 g4, is interesting,
and might even be best.

14...d4!

14.5f5 15 &f2 &b8 (15..d4
should be considered) 16 £h3 Hce7
17 g4 h6 18 Egl Hc8 19 Hdd Hgb
20 We3! b6 21 a4 La8 and after 22
£f1 £6! Black obtained counterplay in
Sax-Shulman, Pula Echt 1997, but 22
a5!? b5 23 g5 Of5 24 Dxf5 (24 Lxf5
exfs5 25 h4) 24...exfS 25 Wd4 Le6 26
£.¢2 maintains a solid advantage.

15 &2

15 Hxd4? Hxd4 16 Lxd4 Lc6
wins for Black.

15..)g6!?

Black threatens a cruel knight sacri-
fice on 5. 15...4f5 is a good alterna-
tive.

16 Wed
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This was given a ‘?” by RotSagov
but is actually White’s best. However,
White does seem to be in difficulties.
Rétiagov’s line 16 £.g2 Hgxe5 17 fxe5
Hixe5 18 Wdl (18 Wxd4 £.c6 19 Wxa7
£xg2 20 £b6 Wd6 21 Efl £xf1 22
&xfl Ed7 23 Hxc3 Hcd F) 18...8c6
19 &)f4, when he continues 19...£.xg2
20 Hxg2 We6 21 0-0 D3+ 22 hl
&h4 (22...e5!? gives Black compensa-
tion, and can be considered) 23 Egl
&f3 24 Ef1 =, leaves much to be an-
swered. I think, for example, 19...d3!
20 0-0 £.a4 looks very good for Black.

16...£6! 17 exf6

17 &xd4 puts up more resistance.
With accurate play, Black is still better
though: 17...4)xd4 (17...fxe5? 18 b5
Wa5 19 bl +) 18 £xd4 £c6 19 £h3
&b8 20 Hfl Eh8!? 21 L.xe6 fxe5 22
fxe5 Dxe5 23 Wc5 HExd4 24 Wxd4
Lf31 F

17...e5 18 £ g2 exf4 19 £xd4 Hxd4
20 Wxc7+ Lxe7 21 Hxd4 Ege8+ 22
212 24!

Black is better, RotSagov-Djurhuus,
Oslo 1997.

B22)

13 b1 (D)

This is rather a popular move-order.
It may transpose to just about every
other line since White usually plays
Ebl at some point, no matter which
line he chooses, but playing it immedi-
ately has a few subtleties. First of all,
black-players who think too much
about its real virtue will probably get
very confused trying to measure the

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 9c3
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ups and downs of every single line. In-
deed, the move is an attempt to get the
best of everything!

13...0-0-0

13..5X5 (13...d4 — 11...dxc3 12 W43
d4 13 Bbl £d7 %) is the only other
reasonable move and has the sensible
point that both captures on c3 trans-
pose to better-known lines. However,
White has a third option in 14 h3! (14
h4!? - 13 h4 &5 14 Bbl ). Then:

a) 14..Ec8 15 g4 Hfe7 16 Le3!?
(or 16 Wxc3) looks good for White.

b) 14..d4 15 g4 ©Dhd (15..0fe7
16 Dxd4 +) 16 Wh7 D3+ 17 2f2
0-0-0 18 &xf3 Hxe5+ 19 fxe5 L.c6+
20 &f2 £xh1 21 Eb4! + J.Horvath-
Uhlmann, Szirak 1985.

¢) 14...0-0-0!? 15 g4 Dfe7 16 DHxc3
£ must be an improved version of the
main line since White has achieved h3
and g4 for free and White often takes
his time to prepare these, but it may be
worth looking deeper into this.

14 Hxe3

14 Wxc3 — 13 Wxc3 0-0-0 14 Ebl
t/=.
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14..%a5 (D)
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15 Eg1!?

White prepares to advance his g-
pawn to g4, where it would not only
prevent Black from playing ...2)f5 (if
the gl-rook is protected) but also make
room for Eg3, which can defend the
c3-knight and perhaps even swing over
to the queenside at some point. Other
moves:

a) 15 g3 &b8 16 He2 La4 and
now:

al) 17 327! &Hf5 18 £h3 d4! 19
£d42 Hb3 20 £xf5 dxc3 21 Wxc3
HHxd2! 22 Wxc7+ &xc7 23 Ecl+ £.c6
was very good for Black in Svidler-
Ivanchuk, Linares 1999.

a2) It is difficult to say what pre-
vented Svidler from playing the very
obvious 17 &d4. He might have been
worried about something like 17...2)f5
18 £e3 b6 19 c3 Hxd4 20 £xd4 Hc4,
when White has an extra pawn but
Black has excellent counterplay.

b) 15 &b5 £xb5 16 Exb5 Hcd 17
23 Wc6 18 Eb3 b8 19 £.¢2 We5 and
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Black had counterplay in Heidenfeld-
Hillermann, Wiirttemberg 1992.

c) 15 h3 has been met by 15...a6 a
few times, with Black close to equaliz-
ing. However, this was before Black’s
...&b8 idea was discovered. Thus, here
too Black should play 15...&b8, when
h3 looks rather slow compared to the
other lines.

15...&b8 16 g4 g6

16...Ec8 17 Eg3 is probably a use-
ful insertion for White. The rook is
now defended and is usefully placed,
guarding the third rank.

17 ¥d4

Instead Mitkov-Shulman, Erevan
OL 1996 continued 17 ©e2 Ec8 18
&\d4 and now Shulman and Kapengut
suggest 18...f6!? 19 exf6 Dxf4 20 £xf4
Wxf4 21 We3 Wxg3+ 22 Exg3 e5,
with an unclear game.

17...£6!? 18 £.e3 b6

18...20c6 19 Wc5 fxe5 20 b5 Was+
21 £d2 Wb6 might be an idea.

19 exf6 e5 20 fxe5 Hc6 21 Wes
Le6

Lutz-Feygin, Bundesliga 2000/1.
The position is rather messy. White
seems to have a promising attack but
should it fail his own king could be in
danger. My feeling is that the position
is good for White. The game would
have provided clearer evidence for
this, if only White had not blundered:
22 Dad Hexe5 23 Dxb6 Wxc5 24
A7+ La8 25 Dxc5 Lxgd 26 Lab
£c8 27 £e2 Ed6, and now Lutz’s
move, 28 £.d4, might still be OK, but
28 £f4! or 28 h4! looks strong; e.g.,
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28...Hxf6 29 h5 He8 30 hxgo D3+ 31
£xf3 Exf3 32 g7 Efxe3+ 33 &d2
Be2+ 34 &d1 +-, or 28...He8 29 h5
&h4 30 £14 +-.

B23)
13 Wxe3 (D)
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For a long time this has been con-
sidered the main line. However, it seems
that White is in need of something
new in order to prove a real advantage.
The current assessment is that the line
is almost a forced draw! The varia-
tions are lengthy and the theory goes
up to around move 30. This might
sound a chore, but the moves flow
very naturally.

13..5¢5

Black’s play is centred around the
...d4 push, queenside castling and a
quick ...f6 break to blow up the centre
before White gets time to consolidate
his position.

Alternatively, Black may go for
13...0-0-0, immediately connecting his
rooks and perhaps maintaining more

¥

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &3

flexibility in his choice of plan. Then
14 Ebl is probably still best, after
which Black has a choice:

a) 14..59f5 - 13.9f5 14 Ebl
0-0-0.

b) 14...%b8 prepares to play ...Ec8,
or possibly ...£2c8 followed by ...b6
and ...2b7/a6. This may look slow, but
White has weaknesses and is strug-
gling with his development so Black
can afford some time to improve his
position further. 15 £d2 (15 g3 £c8
16 £g2 b6 17 0-0 La6 18 Eel HOf5
gives Black fine counterplay accord-
ing to John Watson; as an illustrative
line, Watson gives 19 £.d2 Ec8 20 &cl
We7 21 Wb2 Wes5+) 15...d4 16 YWed
£c817g3b6 18 £g2 £b7 190-0 Df5
20 Wd3 Wc8! with good counterplay
for Black, Riemersma-Sisniega, Se-
ville 1987.

14 Ebl

This is well established as ‘best’.
Against most other moves ...¥b6,
planning ...Ec8, would be annoying
for White.

14...0-0-0
" Black’s other main plan is 14...Ec8,
which logically aims for counterplay
on the c-file. The drawback is that the
king has to remain in the centre. 15
£.d2! (discouraging ...%\cd4), and then:

a) 15..%8cd4 16 Hxd4 Wxc3 17
£.xc3 Exc3 18 Hxf5 exf5 19 Exb7 is
clearly better for White.

b) 15..¥d8 16 Wd3! Ha5 17 g3
£a4 (17..49c4 18 £h3 Wc7 19 £xf5
exf5 20 £)d4 with a clear advantage for
White, Borg-Skalkotas, Kavala 1985)
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18 &c3 £.c6 19 £h3 d4 20 Ded Egb
(Rottig-Perdekamp, Konstanz 1983)
21 £¢2 ©f8 22 0-0 +.

c) 15..%ce7 16 Wxc7 Exc7 17 ¢3
£a4 18 Eb2 §)c6 19 h3, intending g4,
favours White, Mestel-Depasquale,
British Ch (Southampton) 1986.

d) 15...d4 16 Wd3 Hce7 17 Hxd4
HHxd4 18 Wxd4 £ Karpov-Agdestein,
Oslo 1984.

e) 15..b67! 16 g3! Wb7 17 Wd3
& ce7 18 Egl Hc4 19 g4 HHhd 20 Eg3
Wcg 21 Eb2 Hhgo 22 Ef3! &ic6 23
Ef2 Eh8 24 h3 Wds 25 We3! with a
slight advantage for White, Karpov-
Farago, Wijk aan Zee 1988.

f) 15..a6! 16 Egl! ¥dg (16..b517
g4 Hh4 18 Eg3 + Short-Kosten, Has-
tings 1988/9) 17 Wh3 b5 18 g4 Hh4
has been mentioned by Korchnoi and
tried in a few games between lesser-
known players. White looks better af-
ter, for example, 19 Wd3 Eh8 20 Eg3
g6 21 Eh3, Pineault-Anton, corr.
1992.

15 Eg1

This is the sharpest approach. White
is planning to harass the f5-knight with
g4. Quieter continuations don’t seem
particularly threatening to Black, whose
pieces work splendidly together. The
knight tandem on c6 and f5 is espe-
cially irritating.

15...d4 (D)

Or 15...f6 16 g4 (White should play
this before he captures on f6; otherwise
Black has d6 available for the knight)
16...0h6 17 exf6 Exg4 18 Exgd Dxgd
19 f7, and now:
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a) 19..Wa5? 20 Wxa5 Hxa5 21
£h3 e5 22 5! +~ Cladouras-Wieden-
keller, Liechtenstein 1988.

b) 19..¥d6? 20 @gﬂ e521 £h3
W8 22 Wo6 + Hellers-Bstenstad, Oslo
1991.

c) 19..e5!? 20 £h3 (20 Wc5!7)
20.. 518 21 Wg3 &6 22 Wg7 Wds 23
£.xd7+ Dxd7 24 Ebs We7 25 Exd5
Zxf7 gives Black counterplay.
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16 ¥d3

This brings us to an important posi-
tion. White has won a pawn but his
pieces are very disorganized, almost
randomly placed. Hence it is logical
for Black to attempt to stir up some
trouble before White is able to consol-
idate. The first thing that springs to
mind is how to improve the position of
the bishop. There are two ideas:

1) Sacrifice another pawn with ...f6.
This clears a route via e8 to squares
like g6. If White captures on {6, Black
can continue aggressively with ...e5
Then the bishop doesn’t need re-routing
as it is already on a fine diagonal.
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2) Remove the knight from c6, thus
preparing ...£a4/c6.

Instead of putting the queen on d3,
16 ¥c5!? is an important alternative.
Then after 16...£2e8!? 17 g4 Ed5 18
Wc4, Black has two options:

a) 18..50h4 19 Eg3 Wa5+20 £d2
Hc5 21 Wd3 £ Dizdarevié-Gehlert, Ba-
varia 1995/6.

b) 18..49e3!7 19 £.xe3 dxe3 20 Wc3
d4 21 Yxc7+ ©xc7 22 Hxd4 Exd4
23 Hb4 Ed2 and Black has good
counterplay, Ankerst-Uhlmann, Bun-
desliga 1995/6.

16...£6!?

This has been analysed in depth.
Black’s counterplay is sufficient but
probably no more than that. However,
White must tread very carefully indeed.
Other interesting ideas worth noting
are:

a) 16...8e8 17 g4 Hh4 18 Eg3 6
19 exf6 — 16...f6 17 g4 Dhd 18 exf6
Le819Eg3 %

b) 16..2a5!? 17 Eb4!? L6 (White
can meet 17...4c6 by 18 Eb2, and if
18...2a5 White plays 19 g4, because
Black doesn’t have ...£a4, which is
one point if White plays 17 g4 imme-
diately) 18 Dg3 Hxg3 19 hxg3 Hg6
20 £e2 + Antoszkiewicz-Eisenacher,
corr. 1990-1.

c) 16..%ce7 17 g4 (17 Eb4d?! is the
right reaction against 16...%)a5 but here
Black obtains a promising position
with 17...4)d5 18 Ec4 £.¢6, Renet-Hiib-
ner, Germany Cup 1989) 17...Ra4!?
18 £g2!? (18 Eb2 is the alternative)
18...20d5 19 c4 dxc3 20 gxf5 Hxg2 21

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &c3

Exg2 c2 22 BEb2 Hxf4 23 Wxds+
Wxd8 24 £.xf4 Wdl+ 25 2f2 £.c6 26
Zg3 exf5 27 Ec3 1-0 Diani-Dorner,
1995.

17 g4

17 exf6? is a mistake, since Black
has the d6-square available for the
knight. Black plays 17...e5! and then
when White plays g4, Black can put
his knight on d6.

17...5h4

17...0h6?7 18 exf6 Exgd 19 Exgs
Hxg4 20 {7 + Balashov-Kosten, Minsk
1986.

18 exf6 (D)

18...e5

This is the most direct. Another in-
teresting idea is 18...2e8 19 Hg3, and
now:

a) 19...e5!7 20 g5! £f7! 21 £h3+
(21 Eh3 £.g6 22 Wc4 £17 23 Wad is
unclear — Nogueiras) 21...&b8 22 f5
(22 fxe5? Dxe5 23 Wed Hge!! gave
Black a strong attack in Sznapik-
Nogueiras, Thessaloniki OL 1988)
22...8d5 23 g6 e4 24 Wb5 He5 25
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£f4 Dhf3+ 26 Exf3 exf3 27 {7 and
White is better — Neven.

b) 19..8f7 20 £h3 Hge8 21 g5
£.g6 22 Wed 5 23 Egb3 Hd6 24
£.xe6+! ©b8 and now 25 Exb7+!
&xb7 26 £5 wins for White.

c) 19..8g6 20 f5! exf5 21 £f4!
Wd7 (21.. Wa5+ 22 &f2 fxgd 23 Wb3!
b6 24 Exg4 +) 22 g5 £h5 23 Whs!
Hge8 24 2f2 Hed 25 £d2 He5 26
Wd3 Hg6 27 Df4 + Polzin-Poldauf,
Austrian League 1999/00.

19 £7

At least this will distract Black
somewhat from the issue in the centre
and on the kingside. Other moves that
come into consideration are:

a) 1957 e4!20 Wxed £521 Whi
Ege8 is much better for Black, Galov-
Lenhardt, corr. 1993.

b) 19 h3 £e6!? is Watson’s sug-
gestion, intending ...£.d5 and ...2f3+.

c) 19 £h3 Hge8 20 Wg3 d3! (an-
other idea is 20..2g6!?) 21 7 Ee7
22 Wxh4 dxe2 was messy in Pribyl-
Kolcak, corr. 1992.

19..Exg4 20 Exg4 £xg4 21 2h3
Wd7 22 £xg4 Wxgd 23 We3 Wh5 24
Eb3! ed! (D)

After an almost forced sequence of
moves, we have arrived at a dynami-
cally balanced position. White’s only
trump card (though a good one) is his
pawn on 7, while Black has attacking
possibilities against the unsafe white
king. Now:

a) 25 Wg7 d3! 26 cxd3 Df3+ 27
&2 Wxh2+ 28 W2 (28 Le3?! Hcd4!
29 HHxd4 Hxd4 30 Wed+ b8 31 f8W
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A2+ 32 xed Whi+ 33 We3 gives
Black a choice between 33..Wh7+ 34
5 Exf8, with some attacking chances,
and 33...Wel+, which forces a draw)
28.. Wixg2+ 29 &xg2 exd3 30 &xf3
dxe2 31 Ee3 Ef8 = Hellers-Djurhuus,
Gausdal 1992.

b) 25 ggS!? Wd5126 @gﬂ? 3+
(26...Wc527 ¥g4+! 528 c4!! + Ta-
tar Kis-Seres, Szeged 1998) 27 &f2
Wh5 28 8% Wxh2+ 29 &f1 k-1
Brenke-Riimmele, corr. 1994.

B24)
13 Dxe3 (D)
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13...a6

This is not altogether forced but it is
clearly the best way to prevent White’s
threat of 14 £Yb5. The move also has a
positional purpose since sometimes the
manoeuvre ...9)a7 followed by ...2b5
or ...2b5 comes into consideration.

Other moves:

a) 13..0-0-0? 14 Db5 Hxe5 15
&xc7 xd3+ 16 £xd3 xc7 17 £b2!?
Hxg2 18 £16 gave White more than
enough compensation for the pawn in
Feigin-Poldauf, Dortmund 1998.

b) 13..5a5 14 &b5 Lxb5 15
Wxb5+ Hac6 16 g3 0-0-0 17 ¥c5
&bg 18 £d3 d4 19 £d2 Ed5 20 ¥4
Hc8210-0 Wds 22 Wb3 Wc7 23 Habl
+ Smagin-Naumkin, Palma de Mall-
orca 1989.

¢) 13..%f5 and now:

cl) Note that 14 g4?! Exg4 15 £h3
&xe5 16 fxe5 Wxe5+ is a clearly im-
proved version for Black of note ‘b’ to
Black’s 14th move, because the al-
rook is attacked. Hence after 17 £e2
Eh4 Black is ready to play 18...4d4,
with a strong attack.

c2) 14 b5 Wdg 15 Hbl! a6 16
Dd6+ Dxd6 17 exd6 Has 18 Wh7
Zf8 19 £d3 + Lau-Negele, Dresden
open 1998.

14 Eb1 (D)

This is by far the most common
move. It is very useful for White in
many lines that he is attacking b7.
There are also advantages in removing
the rook from al as in some lines
Black sacrifices a knight on e5 and
then the rook wouldn’t come under

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &\c3

attack. Furthermore, White prevents
14...0-0-0 due to 15 Wxa6!.

14 {e2!? is a very reasonable alter-
native. White has won a pawn and
made ...0-0-0 a risky affair for Black,
and now anticipates that in order to
make his pieces work more efficiently
together, Black will have to move his
knight from c6, after which White can
take possession of the d4-square. How-
ever, this is where ...a6 actually comes
in conveniently for Black as it is possi-
ble to fight for d4 from b5, via a7.
Ideally, Black might even solve the
problem of his ‘bad’ bishop before that.
A few lines:

a) 14..Hc8 15 Ebl Ha7! 16 £e3
&5 17 Dg3 &3 18 £b6 W6 19
b4 De4 F Vescovi-De Toledo, Scha-
hin Cury 1997.

b) 14..5f5 15 bl Ha7! 16 Yc3
£.06 17 Dd4 Hxd4 18 Wxd4 HHb5 19
Wc5 d4 20 Eb3 Wd8! and Black had
excellent counterplay in Ehlvest-P.Nik-
oli¢, Reykjavik 1991.

z//, //@%E@
7
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Black keeps his options open regard-
ing whether he wants to castle or play
...&c8. Two important alternatives are:

a) 14..Ec8 was a popular line in
the 1980s but Black has now switched
to the more flexible text-move, since
practice has shown that Black has a
difficult time coping with a rushing h-
pawn. 15 h4! &)f5 16 Bh3 Hce7! (this
has superseded the older 16...%a5;
the knights are needed to cover each
other) 17 £d2 £c6 18 h5 &Hh6 19
Bo3! Exg3 20 Wxg3 Def5 (20...d4 21
Adl Led 22 Wg5 Deg8 23 Ebd +) 21
Wh3 d4 22 £Hd1 ¥d8 and now:

al) 23 &£f2!? (*? — Uhlmann, but
this looks far from clear) 23...8e3 (a
good chance to mix things up, but the
sacrifice doesn’t look that convincing)
24 £ xe3 dxe3 25 Wxe3 &Hf5 and now,
rather than 26 Wd3 Y2-Y2 Psakhis-Uhl-
mann, Tallinn 1987, Psakhis later sug-
gested that White has a fairly sizeable
advantage after 26 Wd2! Wh4 27 Hb3
g3 28 h6!; e.g., 28..Wh2 29 h7! Hxfl
30 Eh3! +-, or 28..2xf1 29 &xfl
Wxh6 (29..Wh2 30 £HHh3) 30 Eh3 +.

a2) 23 g4!? Hh4 (not 23..Wh4+?
24 §f2 Wxh3 25 £xh3 + Korchnoi-
Nogueiras, Brussels 1988) 24 Eb3!
£.e4 (Molnar-Berkes, Pecs 1998; after
24..8a4,25 £d3!? is a promising ex-
change sacrifice suggested by Tal) 25
Af2! £xc2 26 Eb2 b5 27 £5 Wd5!?
28 Wxh4 WxeS5+ 29 £e2 d3 30 HHxd3
£xd331 £xh6 Wxb2 32 £xd3 + Uhl-
mann.

b) 14..20f5 is met by the thematic
and strong 15 g4! (D):
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bl) 15..%5xe5 16 fxe5 Wxe5+ 17
He2 Hxgd 18 £h3 — 15..HExg4 16
L.h3 D xe5 17 fre5 Wxe5+ 18 De2 +.

b2) 15..5fd4?! 16 h3 Ec8 17 £d2
Axe5 (17..b5 18 2d1 Wb6 19 Le3
Wes 20 De2 Wxc2+ 21 Wxc2 Hixc2
22 &xc2 d4 23 £12 Dxe5+ 24 &d1
£.c6 25 Egl 8e4 26 Ecl and White
emerged a piece up in Landa-Kamin-
ski, Cappelle 1a Grande 1999) 18 fxe5
Wxe5+ 19 &d1 Hxc2 (Hasurdzié-Hari
Kos, Patras 1999) 20 &xc2 d4 21 &b2!
£.c6 22 gl dxc3+ 23 Wxc3 +— Mec-
Donald.

b3) 15..50h4 16 Egl Ha5 17 Eg3
0-0-0 18 22 L.c6 19 Wd4 + Nijboer-
Poldauf, Leeuwarden 1994.

b4) 15..HExg4 16 £h3 Hxe5 (or
16..Eg6 17 £xf5 exf5 18 Hxd5 +) 17
fxe5 Wxe5+ 18 He2 Hed 19 Lxf5!
exf5 20 Exb7 £b5 21 Exb5 axb5 22
Wxb5+ 2f8 23 HEgl Wxh2 24 Wes+
He7 25 W2 + Skripchenko-Poldauf,
Groningen 1994.

b5) 15..%fe7 (this retreat seems
best but since it is not uncommon for
White to prepare g4 in these positions,
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it cannot be bad to have it for free) 16
Zg1 (16 h3!7) 16...Ec8?! (according
to Farago, this is an inaccurate move-
order; Black should first play 16...Eh8)
17 Bg3 (17 De2!?) 17..5a5 18 Wd4
(White can probably take advantage
of Black’s imprecise move-order with
18 Wh7!?) 18...Eh8 19 h3 b5 20 £d2
&ca 21 Lxcd Wxcd 22 Wxcd Excd
23 &d1 (23 Eb4!?) 23..50c6 24 De2
is slightly better for White, Leko-Far-
ago, Budapest 1995.

15h4

Passed pawns must be pushed. Well,
White hardly has any hopes of queen-
ing the pawn just like that, but there
are realistic thoughts that when the
pawn gets closer to h§ it will divert
Black’s attention, and with that White
will be able finish his development
without too much interference. We will
see on the next move that advancing
the pawn is not the only idea of 15 h4.
The move also makes way for the
rook, which can join the action from
h3, where it is very useful in guarding
the third rank, particularly the c3-
knight, which needs protection in the
event of Black stepping up the pres-
sure on the c-file.

15...H65 16 Xh3 0-0-0 17 h5 (D)

A very critical position. Black has
to take measures against White’s very
simple plan of h6-h7, after which if
Black is forced to reply with ...Eh8,
White is able to follow with g4. Hence,
whenever White plays h6, Black should
be able to respond with something like
...2g6, thus keeping one rook on the
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g-file and the other defending against
the h-pawn.

17..%c4

This move is the best established of
Black’s options, and this is the only
reason why I have chosen it as the
main line. There are certainly other
ideas that look worth testing:

a) 17..Eg4!? and now:

al) 18 h6?! Eh8 19 h7 Eg7 F is
Black’s primary idea.

a2) 18 ¥f31? used to be the recom-
mendation for White and might still be
best; e.g., 18...Edg8 19 h6 E4g6 20 h7
Eh8 21 g4 He7 22 Hd1! (better than
the formerly played 22 a4) 22..Hg7
23 £d43 Dgb 24 Wh1 Hc4 25 H2 +
Fuentes-Moreno, Lima 1999.

a3) 18 &dl £a4 19 W3 Wxe3+
20 Exc3+ Dcd 21 Db2 L.c6 22 Dxcd
dxc4 23 Exc4 &d7 gave Black com-
pensation in Lutz-Uhlmann, Dresden
Z 1998.

b) 17...%¢c5!? worked fine for Black
in Moutousis-B.Martin, Tunja jr Wch
1989 but hasn’t been tested since: 18
Ad1 £b5 19 Wc3 Hed 20 h6 Hgb 21
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h7 Eh8 22 Wf3 Bg7 23 g4 He7 with

good counterplay for Black.

18 Eb4 (D)
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Now:

a) 18...b5 (reinforcing the c4-knight
and preparing ... ¥c5, ...£.c6, etc.) 19
h6 Eg6 20 h7 Eh8 21 He2 Wc5 22 ¢3
Hg7 23 £d4 + Malmgren-Kalveus,
Stockholm 1994.

b) 18..%c5!? 19 Ded Wl 20 Hg5
£b5 21 Exb5! axb5 22 h6 Eg6 23 h7
£h8 24 g4! (24 Hxf7 Bxg2) 24.. BxgS
25 fxg5 Wxgd 26 We2 Wd4 27 c3
Wxe5 = Groszpeter-Hagara, Pardubice
1999.

c) 18..£c6!? 19 He2 £b5 20 a4
Wc5 21 £a3 £c6 was unclear in
Hort-Nogueiras, Biel 1988.
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This simple method of preventing
Wxg7 has now become more popular
than 7...#c7. Not long ago, one could
have this as a useful sideline to avoid
masses of theory but the last 10-15
years have seen a vast investigation of
this line. Black seems to be castling
straight into a menacing-looking at-
tack but his counterchances (usually
based on ...f6 or ...f5, or counterplay
against White’s centre) shouldn’t be
underestimated.

t ,,,,,,,

We shall look at:
A: 853 170
B: 8£d3 173

In the ‘early’ days White usually
chose 8 &)f3 but the verdict is now that
8 £d3 is a more precise move-order.

A)

8 HI3

This has almost disappeared from
tournament practice and is clearly
superseded by the modern and more
accurate 8 £d3. It is fairly well estab-
lished that 8 £.d3 is more flexible,
avoids key defences from Black and
is, well, ... just better.

8...2bc6

A few alternatives deserve a men-
tion:

a) 8..Wa59 £d2 Wad 10 £d3 c4
11 &xh7+ &xh7 12 Wha+ g8 13
Wxe7 &c6 14 We5 Wxc2 15h4 £6 16
exf6 Exf6 17 h5 £d7 18 Hcl Wed+,
Lputian-Psakhis, Kharkov 1985, and
now Psakhis gives 19 L¢3 as better for
White.

b) 8..f5 9 exf6 Exf6 10 £g5 (D)
and now:

bl) 10..Xf8 11 Wh4 Hbc6 12 £d3
is good for White. Black’s rook would
have been much better placed on f7.

b2) 10..e5!? 11 Wg3 Heb6 is un-
tested but may be feasible.
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b3) 10...4)d7 is interesting:
b31) Now, accepting the exchange
gives Black a terrific initiative after 11
£.xf6 Dxf6 12 Wf4 Was, and then if 13
We3? Black has 13...5)f5 and ...2e4.
b32) One critical line is 11 £b5!?
Wa5 (11...e5 is also interesting; e.g.,
12 dxc5 Eg6 13 Wh4 D6 14 HxeS
&f5 with compensation for Black,
Rogers-Arencibia, Calcutta 1988) 12
£.xd7 Wxc3+ 13 Le2 h5 14 We3 (14
Wxh5!?) 14...82xd7 15 £xf6 Df5 16
Wo5 £b5+ 17 &dl Wxal+ 18 &d2,
and now Stoinev gives 18...%xa3! 19
&h4 Wa5+ 20 &c1 Wc7 as better for
Black.
b4) 10..%Wa5 11 &xf6 Wxc3+ 12
e2! (122d1 Wxal+ 13 2d2 g6 14
£d3 ¥xhl 15 &xgb6 gxf6 16 Wha
hxg6 17 Wxf6 Wxg2! 18 Dg5 Wxg5+
19 Wxg5 &f7 20 Wid+ g7 21 Wes5+
Df7 22 W7+ Dd7 23 dxc5 g5! 24 £3
&g6 was about equal in Balashov-
Bareev, Voronezh 1987) 12...4¢g6 13
Ec1 gxf6 14 hd &c6 15 h5 e5 (D).
The position is extremely messy
and has arisen in several games. It is

,,,,,,

something that can turn upside down —
and indeed has! — if one of the sides
makes a single mistake. The position
also makes a good exercise in the
training of your tactical skills. 16 Wg3
e4 17 hxgb exf3+ 18 &d1 £f5! 19
Zxh7 and now:

b41) 19..8xc2+!?7 20 Exc2 Wxdd+
21 &cl Wal+ 22 &d2 Wd4+ 23 £d3
e5 24 He3 fxg2 25 &c2! Hxd3! 26
Hxd3 (26 Eh8+ g7 27 Wc7+ &xgb
28 Wh7+ gS is a draw) 26...Wcd+ 27
b2 Wh5+ 28 a2 (28 Lal Wxd3!)
28...Wc4+29 HEb3 We2+ 30 Eb2 Wed+
31 al Wcl+32 Ebl g1 =,

b42) 19..Wxd4+20 £.d3 De5 (not
20...£xd3? 21 Eh8+ &g7 22 Wc7+
&xg623 Wh7+ g5 24 Wh5+ &f4 25
g3+ Led 26 Wod+ He5 27 Wxdd+
&xd4 28 Hxa8 +-) 21 Eh4 Rg4 22
gxf3 Kxf3+! (22...20xd3? 23 Eh8+!
+—Lau-Hertneck, Bundesliga 1986/7)
and now:

b421) 23 £d2!7? is worth consid-
ering. Hertneck gives 23...8.g4(?) 24
Hh8+ &xh8 25 Wha+ g7 26 Wh7+
A8 27 g7+ Le7 28 g8¥W+ &d6 29
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Wxa8 Df3+ 30 Le2 DHh2+ 31 3
WeS+, and continues 32 2f2(?) Wd4+
33 &g3 We5+ with perpetual check,
missing 32 &d1! £xf3+ 33 &d2 +-.
Therefore 23...40c4+! is necessary.

b422) 23 el Wb2 24 Ed1 Hxd3+
25 &f1 £xd1! (25..2e5 26 Eh8+ g7
27 Eh7+ &g8 28 Wh4 +— Korchnoi)
and now:

b4221) Korchnoi gives 26 ¥c7 as
winning for White but this is wrong:
26...8e2+! 27 g2 (27 &g1? Wal+!)
27..2f3+! 28 &xf3 Del+ 29 He2
Wxc2+ (29.. We5+ 30 Wxe5 fxe5 31
xel g7 32 Eh7+ &xgb6) 30 Lxel
Ee8+ 31 &f1 Wd3+ 32 g2 Wxg6+
33 &h3 Wd3+ 34 &g2. Black is better
but it is unclear whether he can win
due to his unsafe king.

b4222) 26 Eh8+ g7 27 Bh7+
g8 28 HEh8+ =.

9 2d3 5 10 exf6

This is of course the principal con-
tinuation but recently White has also
experimented with other moves. If
White moves the queen away, the po-
sition remains closed, which at first
sight seems in Black’s favour but White
may have ideas of breaking up the
kingside with g4. However, with a quick
attack against White’s centre, there
doesn’t seem to be time for this; e.g.,
10 Wh3 a5 11 £d2 Wad! 12 dxc5
g6 13 We3 Wed!? 14 0-0 Wxg3 15
hxg3 Dcxe5 16 Dxe5 Dxe5 17 Efel
&xd3 18 cxd3 £d7 19 Eabl b6 20
cxb6 axb6 21 Exb6 Hxa3 = Mitkov-
Kasimdzhanov, Istanbul OL 2000.

10..Exf6 11 £.g5 (D)
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This move is considered to give
Black excellent dynamic play for a
very small material investment.

The main line used to be 11...Ef7.
A brief survey:

a) 12 Wh3 h6 13 £.g6 Ef8 14 He5
has been played several times but
14...cxd4! 15 cxd4 (15 £xe7 Wxe7 16
cxd4 W6 17 We3 Hxd4 F) 15... Was5+
16 £d2 Wb6 looks very good for Black.

b) 12 Wh4 h6 13 £xe7 Wxe7 14
Wxe7 Exe7 15 dxc5e5 16 Dd2 e4 17
£b5 De5 18 HHb3 L.g4 with counter-
play, Meshkov-Dokhoian, USSR Cht
(Naberezhnye Chelny) 1988.

~7 ¢) 12%h5!? g6 (on 12...h6?, Kova-

evid gives 13 &h7+! &xh7 14 Wxf7
hxg5 15 g4 &g6 16 hd gxhd 17 Dxhd
9xh4 18 Wh5+ g8 19 Exh4, intend-
ing g5 +) 13 Wha c4 14 2e2 Wa5 15
£.42 Df5 16 We5 £d7 17 g4 £d6 18
h4 Ded 19 We3 517 20 hS5 exdd 21
£)xd4 Ee8 22 hxg6 hxg6 23 Eh6 Bg7
with an unclear but probably balanced
position, Ernst-L.B.Hansen, Ostersund
7.1992.
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d) 12 £xe7 Exe7 13 Wh4 g6 (better
than 13...h6 14 0-0c4 15 £.g6 £d7 16
Hfel Re8 17 £xe8 Wxe8 18 He5
&xe5 19 Exe5 with an edge for White,
Hjartarson-Yusupov, Linares 1988) 14
0-0 c4 15 £e2 £d7 16 Efel Wfg 17
£d1 Hae8 18 De5 Dxe5 19 Exe5
Lg7! 20 W5 Hf7 21 We3 Ef5 with
roughly equal chances, Kindermann-
Hiibner, Bundesliga 1987/8.

12 g3

Or:

a) 12 Wha e4 13 &xf6 gxf6 14
Wxf6 exd3 15 cxd3 ££5!? 16 0-0 £xd3
17 Efel Dg6 18 We6+ &h8 was un-
clear in Groszpeter-Sergienko, Zalak-
aros 1996.

b) 12 £xh7+ &xh7 13 Wh5+ g8
14 &xf6 gxf6 15 dxe5 Wf8! 16 exf6
Wxf6 17 Wg5+ Wg7 18 0-0-0 £.g4 19
Bd3 Ef8 ¥ Enders-Hiibner, Bundes-
liga 1998/9.

12...Bxf3 13 gxf3 c4 14 Le2 Wa5
15 £d2 Hf5 16 We5 247

Black has very good compensation
for the exchange, Szalanczy-Hertneck,
Vienna 1996.

B)
8 2d3 (D)
Now we investigate four main lines
for Black:
B1: 8..5d7 173
B2: 8..%5bc6 175
B3: 8..%a5 179
B4: 8..f5 182

B1)
8..20d7
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Over the years this has been viewed
rather differently. Its current reputa-
tion is poor but this is not necessarily
justified. It is right that the knight has
less influence from d7 but instead the
manoeuvre ... b6-c4 becomes avail-
able.

9 ODHF3

Many alternatives been tried here
but this natural development is best.

9..f5

9...f6 10 Wxe6+ &h8 11 Wh3 g6is a
suspicious-looking gambit tried a few
times by the Finnish player Norri. Al-
though it is not easy to refute, White
does seem to get a clear advantage with
12 €6 c4 13 £xg6!? Hxgb 14 exd7
$£xd7 15 Wge3, as in Luther-Norri,
Arnhem jr Ech 1989.

10 ¥h3

With Black’s knight on d7 there is no
pressure against d4 and thus White’s
centre is very secure. That explains
this retreat, as White now has time to
open the kingside by other means, i.e.
by Hgl and g4, in one order or the
other.
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10...%a5

Alternatively:

a) 10.. e8! 11 Hg5h6 (11... We6?
12 £¢2!, intending £h5 +-) 12 Dxe6
&ixe5 13 Dxf8 Dxd3+ 14 Wxd3 Db+
15 We2 Wxf8 16 0-0 + Lau-Zysk, Bu-
dapest 1988.

b) 10..He8 11 Hgl! Hf8 12 g4
We7 13 £d2 £47 14 Y3 Rad 15
&d1 cxd4 16 cxd4 Hfg6 17 h4 Eac8
18 Bcl &)f8 19 h5 + Raaste-Renman,
Sweden-Finland 1989.

¢) 10...Db6 11 a4 and then:

cl) 11..£d7 12 a5 D4 13 g4 Dxas
14 gxf5 &xf5 15 gl c4 16 £g5 h6
17 £.xf5 Exf5 18 £Hf3 + Sax.

c2) 11..c4 12 £e2 a5 13 gl Wes
14 g4 Dxa4d (14...£d7 15 gxf5 Exf5 16
Hh4 Wr7 17 bl Eab 18 Dxf5 Dxf5
19 £g5 £e8 20 £g4 +— Ehlvest-
Vaganian, Skellefted 1989) 15 gxf5
Dxf5 16 Dg5h6 17 £h5 We6 18 2.6
He7 19 Hh7! Dxgb 20 Dxf8 Lxf8
(20...2Dxf8 21 £.xh6 g6 22 Lxf8 +-)
21 Bxg6 Wes 22 We3 1-0 Sax-Dol-
matov, Clermont Ferrand 1989.

11 £d2

11 0-0 deserves attention:

a) If 11..c4 12 £e2 &b6, White
has 13 a4!, with the idea that White
wins in the event of 13..4xa4? 14
£a3 He8 15 Hg5 h6 16 Wh5 (Kor-
chnot).

b) Black’s bestis 11...2b6 12 dxc5,
and then:

bl) 12..Wxc57! 13 a4! Wxc3 14
£.a3 He8 15 g5 h6 16 Wh5 £47 17
W7+ $h8 18 £xe7 hxgs 19 ££6!1-0
Rotsagov-Norri, Helsinki 1990.

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &3

b2) 12..%c4 (%) is mentioned by
Rotsagov and OIL

b3) 12...2a4 could be Black’s best;
e.g., 13 Wha Hc6 14 c4 Dxc5 15 cxd5
exd5 with counterplay.

11..5b6 (D)

11...c4? would be strategically in-
correct because Black has no coun-
terplay against White’s coming attack
on the kingside. 12 £e2 £b6 13 0-0
Wa4 14 Ea2 Wes 15 2h1! and now:

a) 15..h6? 16 Egl Wg6 17 g4 fxgd
18 HExg4 Wh7 19 Eal &OHf5 20 Eagl
£.47 21 £Dh4 gave White a decisive at-
tack in Kindermann-L.B.Hansen, Mu-
nich 1989.

b) 15..£d7 16 Egl g6 is a better
defence, with the idea of answering
17 g4 with 17...f4. Instead, White
should either provoke ..h6 with 17
&\g5 h6 18 &)f3, intending g4, or play
17 Wg3172, with the idea of h4-h5.
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12 g41?

This is stronger than 12 c4?! Wa4
13 cxd5 c4! (13...exd5?! 14 dxc5 D4
15 Wha g6 16 Wd4 + Izeta-Norri,
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Haifa Echt 1989) 14 d6 Ded5 15 £e2
Wxc2 with an unclear position accord-
ing to Kindermann. Black’s counter-
play looks sufficient if we take this a
little further: 16 0-0 ¢3 17 Efcl Wb2
18 Ecb1 ¥c2 and White has nothing
better than 19 Ec1 with a repetition of
moves.

12...%¢4 13 gl HHxd2!

13...cxd4 14 gxf5 Dxf5 allows the
spectacular 15 £h6!!. Black’s threats
on the queenside are harmless, while
White’s attack smashes through on the
kingside: 15..Bf7 (15.. %Wxc3+ 16 &e2
only improves White’s position) and
now:

a) 16 £xg7 (good, but not best)
16..Hxg7 17 Exg7+ Lxg7 18 Le2
Wdg 19 Hgl+ £h8 20 Hg5 (Minas-
ian-Oll, Lvov Z 1990) 20...%e7 21
£xc4 247 (21...dxc4 22 Wh5 +-) 22
£.d3 + Minasian.

b) The calm 16 2e2! (Minasian) is
stronger; e.g., 16...g6 17 Exg6+ hxg6
18 Egl, with a winning attack.

14 &xd2 cxd4

Other moves are too slow; e.g.,
14...c47 15 gxf5! Dxf5 16 £xf5 Exf5
17 Eg2 with a winning attack.

15 DHxd4 £.d7

Minasian gives the line 15...8c6?
16 gxf5! Dxd4 17 Hxg7+ Lxg7 18
f6+ +—.

16 gxf5 exf5 17 e6?!

This move may be premature. 17
Wha!? Hg6 18 Hxg6! hxgb 19 eb,
Werner-Giemsa, Bundesliga 1990/1,
is worth investigating. If Black moves
the bishop to e8 or a4, White has
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attacking ideas such as Egl-g3-h3 or
Of3-g5.

17...2.¢8 18 Dxf5 Dxf5 19 €7 Ef6
20 £.xf5 g6

Luther-Rausch, Seefeld 1996. The
position is complicated, but since White
is not winning with a direct attack,
Black should not be worse.

B2)
8...2bc6 (D)
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Otherwise:

a) 9 D3 -8 &3 Dbc6 9 £d3.

b) 9 Wh4 g6 10 Wxd8 Hxd8 11
£e3 £d7 12 hd Dge7 13 g4 cxd4 14
cxd4 Da5! was roughly equal in Bez-
godov-Riazantsev, St Petersburg 2000.

c) 9 K¢5 (this is more dangerous
and deserves to be taken seriously)
9..¥a5 10 De2. Now:

cl) 10...cxd4 11 f4! requires accu-
rate defence from Black:

cll) 11..f5 12 0-0 (12 £f6 is
interesting; e.g., 12...8ce7 13 Rxe7
&xe7 14 £xh7+Lxh7 15 Wha+ g8
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16 Wxe7 dxc3 17 h4 with better pros-
pects for White) 12...&h8 13 Wh5 f6
14 £xf5 exf5 15 exf6 gxf6 16 Whé
W48 17 £h4 dxc3, Luther-Hertneck,
Bundesliga 1992/3, and now 18 £xc3
looks good for White.

c12) 11...dxc3 120-0 g6 13 Wh5
W5+ 14 $h1 Hce7 15 Ef3 £6 16 exf6
gxf6 17 Eh3 Ef7 18 £xf6 Hxf6 19
Wxh7+ &f8 20 Eg3 with a strong at-
tack, Hertneck-Uhlmann, Bundesliga
1992/3.

c2) 10..%a4!7 11 0-0 (11 £xh7+!?
&xh7 12 Lxe7 Dxe7 13 Wha+ g8
14 Wxe7 and now both 14..Wxc2 15
Wxc5 and 14...cxd4 15 Dxd4 appear
slightly better for White) 11...2xe5
and now:

c21) 12 £xh7+?! &xh7 13 Wh5+
g8 14 &xe7 He8 15 dxe5 HExe7 led to
an unclear position in Orlov-Se.Iva-
nov, St Petersburg 1992.

c22) 12 Wh5 Hxd3 13 £xe7 He8
14 £f6! gxf6 15 cxd3 appears very
strong. There are ideas such as f4, fol-
lowed by a rook-lift to the third rank or
Whe, intending Dg3-h5.

c3) 10...4g6! (D) is best. Then:

c31) 11 h47?! DHxd4! 12 Wa3 Hxe2
13 &xe2 Wc7! 14 f4 De7 15 £43
&h8 and White’s attack is neutralized,
Wallace-P.H.Nielsen, Gausdal 1996.

c32) 110-0 a4 (11...c4!? 12 &xg6
fxg6 13 h4 ¥c7 = Renet-Dolmatov,
Cannes 1994) 12 {4 c4 13 £xg6 fxgb
14 Ha2 £d7 (14..£7!? 15 h4 h5 16
Wf3 Eh8 is unclear according to Api-
cella) 15 h4 Ef5 (15...h5?! 16 ¥f3!in-
tending 17 g4 *). Now:

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &3
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c321) 16 £g3 and then:

c3211) 16...£2e8 17 Dxf5 gxf5 18
W3 (if 18 Wg3, then 18...£h5 comes
to rescue, with the point 19 £f6 £g4!
¥) 18...h6, Shaposhnikov-Se.Ivanov,
Russia 2000, and now 19 ££6! is criti-
cal; e.g., 19..gxf6 20 exf6 &f7 21
Wh5+ &xf6 22 Wxh6+ Ze7 23 Wes5+
£d7 24 h5 + Psakhis.

c3212) 16..Wa5!? 17 Dxf5 gxf5
18 Wg3 £e8 (with compensation) was
first given by Apicella and then played
in I.Almasi-Galyas, Budapest 2000.
Indeed, Black should be fine because
White’s bishop is out of play.

c322) 16 h5! gxh5 (16...h6?7 17
hxgé hxg5 18 Wh5 +-) 17 ¥xh5 h6
18 g4 Hf7 19 &g2! (19 £xh6 gxh6 20
f5 gives White an attack according to
Se.Ivanov, but this appears somewhat
suspicious in view of 20...exf5! when
both 21 e6 Eg7 22 exd7 De7 and 21
gxf5 Eg7+ 22 &h2 Ef8 look very ac-
ceptable for Black) 19...£e8 20 ¥h3
hxg5 21 £5, Koch-Apicella, Chambéry
1994. According to Apicella, White
has a strong attack.
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9..2g6

Other moves have been virtually re-
futed:

a) 9..h6? 10 £xh6! gxh6 11 Wxh6
5 12 &xf5 exf5 13 0-0-0! (13 Hh3
is probably also good, but the text-
move gives White a decisive advan-
tage; the threat is 14 Ed3 4 15 Eg3+!
fxg3 16 hxg3 +-) 13...c4 (13...f4 14
Hh3 L5 15 Dxf4 £6 16 Dgb fxe5 17
dxe5 Wa5 18 Wh8+ &f7 19 Wh7+
&e8 20 e6 +— Kindermann-Psakhis,
Dortmund 1989) 14 £h3 (14 Hel!?)
14..£6 15 Wg6+ 2h8 16 Ehel fxe5 17
dxe5 f4 18 Who+ g8 19 Dxf4 We7 20
He3 +— Vogt-Uhlmann, Berlin 1989.

b) 9..2f57! 10 &3 £6 (10...c4 11
g4! cxd3 12 gxf5 exf5 13 Egl f6 -
10...f6 11 g4! ¢4 12 gxf5 cxd3 13 Bgl!
exfS +-) 11 g4! c4 (11...g6 12 Wh3
g7 13 Whe! looks very dangerous)
12 gxf5 (there is no point in mention-
ing alternatives; this is simply best)
12...cxd3 13 Egl! gives White a very
powerful attack, which is illustrated
by the following lines:

bl) 13..¥a5? 14 HExg7+! &xg7 15
£h6+ &h8 16 &xf8 Wxc3+ 17 &fl
Wxal+ 18 g2 +— Se.Ivanov.

b2) 13..%e8 14 Wxe8 Hxe8 15
exf6 exf5+ 16 De5! Dxe5 17 Exg7+
+ Se.Ivanov.

b3) 13..5e7 14 exf6 Exf6 15
Bxg7+! xg7 16 Wg5+ g6 17 fxgb
hxg6 18 £f4 dxc2 19 £e5 £d7 20 h4!
with a decisive attack, Kruppa-Koma-
rov, Kherson 1991.

b4) 13...dxc2 14 £h6 Ef7 15 2d2
£d7 16 £xg7! (16 Wxf7+!1? &xf7 17
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Hxg7+ Le8 18 Hagl exf5 19 HExh7
£.e620 Egg7 is a nice alternative win
pointed out by Stohl) 16..Exg7 17
Whe Wf8 18 Exg7+ Wxg7 19 Hgl
Wxgl 20 DHxgl fxe5 21 £6 1-0 Palac-
Kovacevié, Vinkovci 1995.

b5) 13...exf5 14 £h6 Ef7 15 &d2!
£e6 16 £xg7! Hxg7 17 Exg7+ &xg7
18 Egl+ 1-0 Khalifman-P.Nikoli¢,
Moscow 1990. The point is 18...&h8
19 Hhd +-.

10 DF3

10 ©Dh3 is a recent idea but based on
the practical evidence it doesn’t look
stronger than the more common text-
move; e.g., 10..Wc7 11 £e3 Hce7!?
12 f4 a5 13 £d2 Wad (“a typical
move in these positions” — Psakhis) 14
g4 (this is very aggressive — maybe
even too aggressive, but 14 dxc5 b6! 15
cxb6 axb6 also looks fine for Black)
14...c4 15 8e2 Wxc2 16 Ec1 b2 17
g5 h6 18 Hh3 f6! 19 g5 hxgs 20
exf6 Bxf6 21 Hxg5 Hf8 and Black
was better in J.Polgar-Hillarp Persson,
Malmo 2000.

10..%¢7 (D)

Now Black threatens to take on d4.
Note that 10...c4? is bad owing to 11
g5 h6 12 Dxf7 +-—.

11 £e3

Or:

a) 11 &g5 h6 12 Dxf7 Wxf7 13
Wxg6 Wxg6 14 £xgb cxd4 15 cxd4
Dxd4 16 £d43 &d7 = Gelfand-Hiib-
ner, Wijk aan Zee 1992.

b) 11 0-0 c4 12 Le2 6 13 exf6
Bxf6 14 £g5 Df4! 15 £xf4 Wxf4 16
g3 Wd6 17 Wg5 £.d7 18 We3 £e8 19
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Ne5 £.g6 = Oll-Dolmatov, Groningen
PCA 1993.

¢) 11 h4!? is more dangerous, es-
pecially if Black isn’t prepared for it.
The critical line is 11...cxd4 (11...c4
12 Dg5 h6 13 L£xgb fxg6 14 Wxgb
hxg5 15 hxg5 Dxe5 16 Wh5! gave
White excellent compensation in Mor-
ozevich-Dolmatov, Moscow 1996) 12
2d11? (12 cxd4? Dxd4! F) 12...dxc3,
which actually might be good for
Black: 13 Eh3!? (White brings more
heavy artillery into the attack; the im-
mediate 13 £)g5 h6 gets him nowhere)
13...%ce7!? (13...£6!? could be con-
sidered but opening the side where
White is attacking would require some
courage) 14 g5 h6 15 Df3 (15
Dxf77 Exf7 16 £xg6 Dxgb 17
Wxg6 WxeS5 and White’s position falls
apart) 15...£5!? 16 exf6 Exf6 17 Eg3
&8 and White was soon pushed back
in Barsky-Se.Ivanov, Russian Ch
(Oriol) 1992. Note that on 18 £xh6?
Black has the response 18...Exh6 19
Wxh6 Wxg3!.

11..%ce7!?

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &c3

The other main line is 11...c4 12
£xg6 fxg6 13 Wed but Black has ex-
perienced some problems in this line
recently:

a) 13.. 1717 14 Hg5 Wes (alter-
natively, 14..Wf5 15 We2 %) 15 h4
De7 16 We2 D517 g4 Dxe3 18 Wxe3
h6 19 Hh3 We7 20 We3 247 21 4
and White is slowly building up an im-
pressive position, Nijboer-Harikrishna,
Wijk aan Zee 2001.

b) 13...£d7 14 h4 Ef5 15 h5 gxh5
16 Exh5 gives Black two options:

bl) 16..Exh5 17 Wxh5 Ef8 18 &d2
£e8 19 Wh3! £ Macieja-Novkovi,
Presov 2000.

b2) 16..Haf8 17 Eh3!? £e8, Row-
son-Barsov, York 2000, and now Psa-
khis mentions 18 Hg5 Wa5 19 &d2
Hxg5! 20 Wxg5 £.¢6 with some com-
pensation for the exchange, as the crit-
ical line.

12 h4 247 13 Wg5!?

This might represent an improve-
ment over Anand-Lputian, New Delhi
FIDE 2000, which went 13 a4 {5 14

Iy

exf6 Exf6 15 0-0 c4 16 £xgb Dxgb
17 g5 e5!7 (17..h6 18 Wg3 Wxg3
19 fxg3 h5 is suggested by Psakhis as
a safer line for Black, while Black
could also consider 17...Eaf8) 18 dxe5
Bxf3! 19 gxf3 Ef8 20 Wg3 Wxe5 21
Wxe5 Dxe5 22 Bfdl Dxf3+ 23 &f1.
Lputian has gone for a typical ex-
change sacrifice, and clearly has some
compensation, but objectively White
is probably slightly better, and Anand
also went on to win after a few inaccu-
racies by Black.
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13...£6

Psakhis suggests 13..h6 14 Wg4
&f5, which slightly weakens the king-
side but actually looks quite solid.

14 exf6 gxf6

Thus far Rowson-Hillarp Persson,
York 2000. Now Psakhis considers 15
Whe!? to be critical and gives 15...cxd4
16 h5 (16 £xd4 e5 17 h5 Df5 18 Lxf5
£xf5 19 hxg6 £xg6! with counter-
play) 16..Wxc3+ 17 &e2 HO5 18
£xf5 £b5+ 19 2d1 dxe3 20 Ha2! as
much better for White.

B3)
8..%a5 (D)
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This move has been heavily popu-
larized by Russian GM Alexander Rus-
temov. The main idea should be seen
in the context of the line 8...2bc6 9
Wh5 h6?, when 10 £xh6! seems to
win for White. Black intends first to
entice White’s dark-squared bishop to
d2, after which the above sacrifice
wouldn’t work.

9 2d2
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This is by far the most common. 9
&e2 deserves serious attention though.
Black’s best would be to transpose to
Line B2 with 9...4bc6 10 £g5 Dg6!.
Instead in Shabalov-Rustemov, Bad
Wiessee 1999, Black was quickly pun-
ished after trying the more ambitious
9...cxd4 (9...f57! is now bad due to 10
exf6 Exf6 11 £g5 9Hd7 12 Wh3 h6 13
£xf6 Hxf6 14 We3 +) 10 £g5 Hgb
11 f4 £d7?! (McDonald recommends
11...f5 12 exf6 e5 but I prefer White
after 13 £f5 £xf5 14 Wxf5) 12 &xgb
hxg6 13 h4 £5 14 Wh3 £c5 15 h5 with
a devastating attack.

9...bc6

This move of Rustemov’s is much
stronger than 9...f5 10 exf6 Exf6 11
Whs f5 12 dxc5!, when White good
chances; e.g.:

a) 12...g6 is possible, with the point
that after 13 Wh3 Wxc5 14 D3 Wc7!?
the queen defends h7. White should
prefer 13 We2 Wxc5 14 Hf3 £

b) 12..20d7 13 g4!? (at first I was
very tempted by 13 We8+ but 13...4)(8
14 g4 ©Hhd 15 g5 Hgb! 16 Lxgb
Hhxg6 17 h4 Wxc5 18 h5 He5 is actu-
ally far from clear; perhaps Black can
even claim some sort of compensation
after 13..Zf8!?7 14 Wxe6+ &h8 15
Wxd5 HHxc5) 13...g6 14 Wh3 He7 15
A3 Wxc5 16 Dg5! D8 (16.. Wxf2+?
17 &d1 HDHFY 18 Ke3 +-) 17 f4! &6
18 Wg3 £d7 19 &dl! (an excellent
move; rather typically for the French,
White aims for control of the e5-
square) 19...He8 20 Hel Ha5 21 HHF3
£.a4 22 g5 Ef7 23 He5 and White was



180

better in Sakaev-Rustemov, St Peters-
burg 1997.

10 Df3

This seems White’s best try for an
advantage. The older 10 ¥h5 h6 is not
a problem for Black. White must either
allow ...c4, which forces the bishop
back to a worse square, or he is faced
with a dynamic pawn sacrifice if he
captures on c5:

a) 11 c4? opens the position pre-
maturely; Black is better after 11...%c7
(Rustemov). The sacrifice on h6 doesn’t
work (12 £xh6 gxh6 13 Wxh6 &gb6
14 &f3 &xd4 and Black defends) and
if 12 cxd5, 12..exd5 gives Black a
good position since there is no prob-
lem with the bishop.

b) 11 D3 c4 12 Le2 (Se.Ivanov
notes that 12 £xh6? doesn’t work ow-
ing to 12.. Wxc3+ 13 £d2 Wxal+ 14
e2 cxd3+ 15 cxd3 Wxhl 16 Hg5
Dxd4+ 17 Le3 Def5+ 18 2f4 Hh6
—+) 12...f6 (a thematic break; Black
intends to develop his bishop with
..8d7-e8-g6) 13 exf6 Exf6 14 He5
Wa4 15 Ha2 HHxe5 16 Wxe5 &4c6 17
We3 £d7 18 0-0 Eaf8 19 f3 £e8 20
£el De7 21 g4 (Se.Ivanov’s 21 Wd2
= is better) 21...2)g6 22 £.¢3 Wd7 23
Hel &f4 24 £d1 g5 and Black stands
better, Solozhenkin-Se.Ivanov, St Pe-
tersburg 2000.

c) 11dxc5b6! (athematic idea that
solves the problem with the develop-
ment of the bishop and intends to de-
stroy one of White’s most powerful
attackers) 12 cxb6 £a6!? (12...axb6
should also be considered, if only to

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &\c3

deprive White of the possibility of 13
bxa7). Now:

cl) 13 bxa7 is possible, but Black
secures excellent compensation after
13...Exa7 due to his strong queenside
pressure and the large number of weak
white pawns.

c2) 13 f3 Wxb6 14 0-0 £xd3 15
cxd3 Wb5 16 d4 (Rustemov thinks
that White should strive for an equal
position with 16 c4! dxc4 17 Efbl
Wd5 18 dxc4 Wxcd 19 £b4) 16...Wd3
17 Wo4 Wh7! T Madl-Rustemov, Bu-
dapest 1999. From h7, the queen can
be used in the defence as well as for
attacking purposes due to Black’s con-
trol of the entire h7-bl diagonal. Con-
trol of bl is of primary importance as
Black is then able to seize the b-file.

c3) 13 We2 £xd3 14 cxd3 axb6 15
&3 We5 16 0-0 Exa3 17 Hxa3 Yxa3
18 Eb1 Eb8 gives Black a minimal ad-
vantage, Shaposhnikov-Rustemov, St
Petersburg 1998.

10...f5

10...c4? would be desirable from a-—_

positional point of view but fails tacti-
cally to 11 £xh7+! &xh7 12 Wh5+
g8 13 Hg5 Hd8 14 Wh7+ A8 15
Whe+ g8 16 Hh7+ Le7 17 Wxg7
with a huge attack for White.

11 exf6 Exf6 12 Wh5 &Of5 (D)

12...g6 13 Wg5 Ef7 (Psakhis men-
tions 13..Exf3 14 gxf3 ¢4 15 Re2 £d7
16 h4!, when “White’s chances are
better”) 14 h4! c4 15 £e2 £d7 16 hS
Zaf8 17 hxg6 Dxg6 18 Wh6 + Timo-
shenko-Schmidt, Koszalin 1999.

13 c4
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This received high marks after Svid-
ler used it in a rapid game to defeat
Psakhis. However, Black seems to have
good counterplay if he replies accu-
rately. Other moves:

a) 130-0 c4 14 82 Hd6 15 Wha
£d7 16 De5 Dxe5 17 dxe5 D5 =
Nguyen Anh Dung-Andrienko, Buda-
pest 1994.

b) 13 dxc5!? Wxc5 14 g4 (14 0-0
g6 15 Wg5 Ef7 16 Efel £d7 looks
fine for Black; an important finesse is
17 h4 Eaf8 18 h5? h6! 19 Wxg6+?
g7 —+) 14..5006 15 g5 g6! 16 Wh3
e5 17 We2 Hxf3 18 Wxf3 e4 is unclear
— Kindermann.

c) 13 g4!7 c4! is a critical continu-
ation, but the tactics seem to work well
for Black:

cl) 14 £xf5 exf5 15 g5 Eeb6+ 16
&d1 g6! 17 Wh3 (17 Who f4! is very
good for Black because White has no
time to open the h-file as 18 h4?? is
met by 18...2¢7 or 18...4\d8, trapping
the queen on the next move) 17...f4! 18
Wh4 Ee4 F Cuijpers-Rustemov, Pam-
plona 1998/9.
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c2) 14 Le2 HHfe7 (14..9d6!7) 15
g5 h6 16 Hf3 Ef7! is unclear ac-
cording to Rustemov. Note that 17 g5?
is met by 17...g6!.

c3) 14 gxf5! (this is the only move
that can trouble Black) 14...cxd3 15
Hel 247 (15..¥c7 16 £h6 Exf5 17
Wes+ Hf8 18 £xg7! Exe8 19 Le5+
&f8 20 £xc7 + Paramos Dominguez-
Oms Pallise, Spanish Cht (Cala Gal-
dana) 1999) 16 c4 (16 We5 Ef7 17 f6
Wd8 F Kovacevié-Dimitrov, Lazarevac
1999) 16...%c7 17 £h6 Le8! 18 Wha
Exh6! 19 Wxh6 dxc4! (this is getting
rather complicated; Black could also
investigate the line 19...2g6 20 We3
£xf5 21 cxd3 Wb6!, which is rather
messy) 20 cxd3 cxd3 21 Ed1 £¢6! 22
Exg6 hxg6 23 Wxg6 WasS+ 24 &fl
Wxf5 25 Wxf5 exf5 26 Exd3 Ed8 =
Sax-Goloshchapov, Montecatini Terme
1999.

13...%ad4 14 cxdS Dexd4!

This improvement was found soon
after the game Svidler-Psakhis, Haifa
rpd 2000, which had gone 14...exd5?!
15dxc5 £d7160-0 £e8 17 Wh3 £.g6
18 £c3!d4 19 £42 +.

15 g5 h6 16 Ded Ef8 17 0-0

17 Dxc5 Dxc2+ 18 £xc2 Wxc2 19
Hc1 Wa2 ¥ Kindermann.

17...b6! 18 23 We8 19 Wxe8 Exe8

Now Kindermann gives two lines:

a) 20 Efel £b7 21 dxe6 Hh4 with
no assessment, but probably implying
that Black is better.

b) 20b5!? Ed8 (20...£.a6 21 &7
£xd3 22 cxd3 exd5 23 Hxa8 Exa8 24
Eael, again with no assessment, but in
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this case White should be better) 21
N7 Bb8 22 dxeb Dxe6 23 £xf5 (23
Nxe6 L.xe6 24 £.f4 b7 25 Efel Hd4
also looks roughly equal) 23...20xc7
24 214 Eb7 =.

B4)

8..f5 9 exf6

The other idea is 9 Wh3, aiming to
play g4 at a suitable moment. Black
has three ways to counter this:

a) 9..4bc6 10 D3 — 8 &Nf3 Dbcb
9 2d3f5 10 ¥h3 =.

b) 9..Wa5 10 £d2 Wa4 11 dxc5
A7 12 We3 We6 13 D3 Hixc5 14
d4 Dxd3+ 15 cxd3 Wad 16 0-0 Dc6
= Khachian-V.Grigorian, Erevan open
1996.

c) 9..We81? 10 Hf3 Web (an inter-
esting idea) 11 dxc5 (11 0-07! Wg4!
leads to favourable simplifications for
Black) 11..)d7 12 £.e3 &c6 (12...66!?
may be more flexible) 13 £d4 b6 14
cxb6 axb6 15 0-0 £a6 16 We3 Wxe3
17 hxg3 h6, Mitkov-Farago, Salso-
maggiore Terme 1998. Black has ade-
quate counterplay for the pawn due to
White’s queenside weaknesses.

9..EBxf6 (D)

10 £.g5

10 Wh5 has fallen into disuse,
mainly because Black has worked out
a reliable defence after 10...h6!. Black
would usually prefer to weaken the
light squares around his king if he is
forced to make a concession on the
kingside. First of all it is very likely
that he will get an opportunity to co-
erce White’s bishop away from the

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &\c3
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bl-h7 diagonal, while he can also
sometimes bring his own bishop to the
defence via d7 and e8. White has tried:

a) 11 D3 Hbc6 12 0-0c4 13 Le2
Wa5 14 £d2 £d7 15 De5 Le8 16
Wed g6 17 Dxcb Lxc6 18 We3
Haf8 19 24 Waq 20 Ea2 847 =
Gallagher-Farago, Hastings 1990.

b) 11 h4canbe metby 11...20bc6 -
83 Dbc6 9 L.d3 f5 10 exf6 Bxf6 11
Wh5h6 =.11...c4is also a good reply.

c) 11 g4!is critical; White aims for
a direct assault. Then:

cl) 11..c4 12 g5 g6! (you will
quickly notice that this is a thematic
defence; 12...Ef87! 13 gxh6! cxd3 14
hxg7 &xg7 15 £h6+ wins for White)
13 Wd1 (13 Wxh6?! Ef7 14 £xg6 Eg7
15 £h5 Eh7 ¥) 13..Ef7? (13...Ef8 is
better according to Kishnev; I assume
that against the similar sacrifice, 14
L.xgb Dxg6 15 Wh5, Kishnev has in
mind the defence 15...%e8!) 14 £xg6!
(a bold idea but Black would have no
worries if he were allowed to blockade
the position with 14 £e2 h5) 14..%xg6
15 Wh5 Df8!? 16 Dh3 e5 17 gxh6
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W6 18 Egl+ &h8 19 dxe5 Wf5 20
He5 W3 21 Wxf3 Exf3 22 &4 with
an unclear position, Spiriev-Kishnev,
Budapest 1991.

c2) 11..¥f8 12 g5 g6 13 Wh4
(perhaps 13 Wxh6 Hxf2 14 h3 gives
White an edge) 13...2)f5 14 £xf5 Exf5
15 gxh6 e5! 16 h7+ (16 Wg3!? is
possible) 16..&h8 17 £h6 Weg 18
0-0-0 £d7 19 Eel! cxd4 20 cxd4 e4 £
Korchnoi.

c3) 11..40bc6 12 g5 g6 (D) and
now:
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c31) 13 Wh4 OS5 14 Wh3 (14
L£xf57 Bxf5 15 Wxh6 De7 16 De2?
8r717%h3e518 Wg2 5193 A6
is much better for Black, Tischbierek-
Vladimirov, Berlin 1989) 14..Xf8 15
gxh6 e5 16 Wg2 Wes! 17 dxc5 (17
WxdS5+ £e6 18 Wxc5 b6 19 Wbs a6
20 Wxb6 £.d5F) 17...e4 18 £b5 £.d7
19 De2 He5 20 £xd7 Wxd7 gives
Black excellent compensation, Aseev-
Vladimirov, Leningrad 1989.

c32) 13 Wxh6 Hf7 14 £xgb (14
Wha c4 15 £e2 DF5 16 W4 Hfxd4
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17 Wd2 Hxe2 18 Dxe2 e5 F Isoev-
Se.Ivanov, USSR Cht (Azov) 1991)
14..Eg7 15 £d3 5 16 dxe5 Dxe5 17
Wh4 DfS (the immediate 17...%e8!
looks even stronger, then on 18 £e2,
18...25! is very good) 18 Wf4 Weg
(Tischbierek gives 18...4g6 19 Wd2
Dghd F) 19 £e2 Dg6 20 W3 WeS5 and
Black has good compensation, David-
Kindermann, Frankfurt rpd 1998.

10..Ef7 (D)

There are two interesting sacrifices
worth noting. Though both are proba-
bly not entirely correct, White should
be prepared against them:

a) 10...e511 Wh4 e4 12 L.xf6 gxf6
13 £e2 Of5 14 Wf4 cxd4 (Emunds-
Piskov, Miinster 1991) and now Vel-
itkovié gives 15 £.g4! +, which is cor-
rect, but we ought to analyse further to
verify this: 15...2g7 16 cxd4 Wa5+ 17
&fl We3 18 Hel!? £xg4 19 Wxed
Wxc2 20 De2 521 Wg3 &)c6 22 h4a!,
intending to bring the other rook into
play.

b) 10...22d7 (this is similar to the
line 8 Y3 f5 9 exf6 Exf6 10 g5 Dd7
but having the bishop on d3 rather
than the knight on f3 makes a signifi-
cant difference) 11 Wh4 (this is defi-
nitely a useful move to make before
taking the rook; not only does White
oblige Black to weaken his kingside
but he also avoids ... xf6 gaining a
tempo by hitting the queen) 11...h6 12
£.xf6 xf6 13 dxc5 (as we have seen
repeatedly, it is worth preventing Black
from playing ...c4, which would force
the bishop away from d3 and thus
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obtain good squares for the knights)
13...e5 14 £3!? and then:

bl) 14...e4!? 15 fxed dxe4!? 16
£xed!? (16 Lca+ Lh7 17 De2 Wa5
18 W12 £¢4 19 0-0 Ec8 20 Habl, as
mentioned by Glek, should also be fa-
vourable for White) 16...g5 17 ¥xh6
Hxed 18 Hf3 £ Kiseliov-Piskov, Ber-
lin 1990.

b2) 14..Wc7 15 2 8e6 (Mc-
Donald suggests 15...e4!?) 16 De2 e4
17 fxe4 dxe4 18 W4 HedS 19 Wxc7
&xc7 20 Ebl exd3 21 cxd3 £d5 22
0-0 £ Gallagher-McDonald, Hastings
1993/4.
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11 Whs

This is now the most common. The
idea is to make ...h6 less appealing.

Other moves:

a) 11 &f3 e5 (11...2bc6 — 8 &3
b6 9 £d3 f5 10 exf6 Bxfb 11 £.g5
87 =) 12 £xh7+ £xh7 13 Wha+ (13
Wh5+ &g8 14 HHixe5 Bf5 15 g4 Hxgs
16 Wxg5 &bc6 should be satisfactory
for Black) 13..&¢g8 14 Hxe5 Wes
(14...22bc6 allows the pretty 15 Wh8+!

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &\c3

&xh8 16 Dxf7+ Lh7 17 Hxd8 +-) 15
0-0 &5 (15...2bc6 16 Eael!? £e6 17
Dxf7 Wxf7 18 Lxe7 Dxe7 is roughly
equal) 16 Wh5 He7 17 ¥f3 Ec7 18
Hael with compensation for the piece.

b) 11 ¥h4 has for some reason de-
clined in popularity, even though it
doesn’t look worse than the main line.
It is quite similar to 8 &3 Dbc6 9
L.d3 f5 10 exf6 Bxfo 11 £g5 Ef7 12
Wh4 =, but with the knight not com-
mitted to £3 White has some extra op-
tions. 11...h6 and then:

bl) 12 &f3 and now 12...hxg5 13
Wh7+ &f8 14 Whe+ Hg8 15 £h7
&e7 16 £xg8 is dangerous for Black
but there is a safe reply in 12...23bc6 —
8 D3 Dbc6 9 L.d3 f5 10 exf6 Bxfo 11
L£g58f712%nd h6 =.

b2) 12 £xe7 Exe7 (12..Wxe7 13
Wxe7 Exe7 14 f4! gave White an ad-
vantage due to his strong bind on the
e5-square in Z.Almasi-Uhlmann, Dres-
den rpd 1997 and a number of other
games; the option of playing f4 is one
major advantage of not yet having com- -
mitted the knight to £3). Now White
has a choice:

b21) The idea of setting up a bind
with 13 f4 does not work here owing
to 13...e5!.

b22) 13 &Df3 e5 (13...4c6 - 8 &Yf3
bc6 9 £.d3 f5 10 exfo Bxf6 11 £.g5
87 12 &xe7 Bxe7 13 Whd h6 1) 14
dxe5 Exe5+ 15 ©d2 Wxh4 16 Hxh4
c6 17 g6 He6! 18 Ehel c4 = Sib-
arevi¢-Drasko, Yugoslavia 1999.

b23) 13 Wg3!? Wa5!? (13..cxd4
14 cxd4 e5!?7 15 dxe5 Wc7 16 De2
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Wxe5 17 Wxe5 Exe5 £ Korchnoi) 14
De2 c4 (14...cxd4! looks more consis-
tent with the ...¥a5 idea; e.g., 15 Wg6
A7 16 Wh7+ 2f7 17 £.g6+ 216 18
$£h5 )8 19 ¥d3 g6! 20 Wxdd+e5 21
Wha+ Sf7F) 15 L6 9c6 16 f4 £d7
17 0-0 £ Gdanski-Farago, Haifa Echt
1989.

b24) 13 He2 Hc6 (13..0d717 is
worth contemplating; the knight can
then go to f8 or f6 depending on the
situation that arises) 14 0-0 c4 15 £.g6
£d7 (15...e5 16 f4! is promising for
White, who may well seek to play f5-
£6) 16 f4 £.e8 17 L.xe8 Wxed 18 Wea
&h7 19 Hael £ Z.Almasi-1.Farago,
Hungarian Ch 1993.

We now return to 11 Wh5 (D):

ER oW 7 &
»Ad AERA
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11...g6

11...h6 is risky now:

a) 12 &h7+ &xh7 (12..2f8? 13
£.g6! +-) 13 Wxf7 hxg5 14 Df3 D5
15 h4 g4 16 Dg5+ Lh6 17 Wxf5 exfs
18 D7+ g6 19 Hxd8 &6 20 h5!?
&e7 21 h6 gxh6 22 Exh6 &xd8 23
dxc5 gives White an initiative in the
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endgame but it is difficult to assess at
this stage. I will leave it as an idea.

b) 12 £g6 Ef8 13 &3 Hbcb 14
0-0 (14 £xh6 gxh6 15 Wxh6 Dxg6 16
Wxg6+ 2h8 and now 17 Wh6+ forces
a draw, while Korchnoi has suggested
17 g5 We7 18 0-0-0 c4 19 Edel in-
tending Ee3, but I am not sure I trust
it for White) 14...2d7 (in J.Polgar-
Uhlmann, Amsterdam OHRA 1990
White obtained the better chances af-
ter 14.. W77 15 £xe7 Wxe7 16 Eael)
15 Eael (15 dxc5 £e8 16 £.xe8 Wxe8
17 Wxe8 Haxe8 18 Lxe7 Hxe7 is
level) 15...£2.e8 16 £.xe8 Wxe8 17 Wxe8
Haxe8 18 £xe7 Exe7 19 dxc5 Ef4!?
and Black has good counterplay.

12 Ya1!

White has succeeded in weakening
Black’s kingside and now retreats the
queen, intending to develop normally.

12 Wha Sbc6 13 D3 - 8 &3
Dbc6 9 L2d3 f5 10 exf6 Bxfo 11 £g5

Bf7 12 Wh5 g6 13 Whd =.
12...20be6 13 &3 (D)
%/2 ,.,,/; y/@%///|
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Now we shall divide the lines into:
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B41: 13..%a5 186
B42: 13..Wf8 187

A few alternatives are worth men-
tioning:

a) 13...c4 14 £.e2 W8 is noted by
McDonald as “a significant error in
move-order”. I wonder what prompted
Timman to insert ...c4 before ... ¥f8.
While Black’s position is still difficult
to overrun, there is no doubt that
White’s options are increased here.
Now:

al) 15%d2 would invite a possible
.f5-d6-e4 manoeuvre, as it would
gain a tempo against the queen.

a2) 15 Wc1! is a high-class move,
since compared to 13... %8 there is no
...Exf3 sacrifice to worry about, so
White can concentrate on taking con-
trol of the dark squares. 15...2f5 16
h4!7h6 17 ££4 £d7 18 He5 Dxe5 19
L.xe5 De7 20 We3 Hc6 21 L¢3 Hed
(Black is very close to creating coun-
terplay with ... g7 and ...e5) 22 h5!
g5 23 0-0 (intending 24 f4) 23..2De7
(23..Wg7 24 4 g4 25 £h4!1 1) 24 £e5!
A6 25 £h2 Hg7 (25..9e7 26 g4! +)
26 £g4 £ Anand-Timman, Dortmund
1999.

b) 13..¥c7 14 0-0 c4 (14...e5!? is
worth considering) 15 £e2 &5 16 ¥cl
£.d7 looks like a respectable attempt
to equalize. It has been employed in a
couple of games by Farago. Of course
White would like to establish total dom-
ination of the e5-square — the question
is how. 17 £f4? is a tactical blunder
due to 17...9fxd4!. My suggestion is

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &3

17 Eel!, when 17...Eaf8 can be met
by 18 £f4 Wa5 19 £d2 intending 20
g5 followed by 21 4. If White can
establish control over e5, he has a fan-
tastic position.

B41)
13..%a5 14 £4d2 (D)

E// % 9
,,,,, @2/1
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This position may also arise via
12.. a5 13 £.d2 Dbc6 14 5)f3.

14...c4

Another very interesting idea is
14..%¢c7 15 0-0 e5!, and now:

a) 16 g5 B8 17 c41? exdd (17...e4
18 cxd5 exd3 19 dxc6 Wxc6 20 cxd3 +
Ernst-Schmidt, Vienna 1991) 18 Eel
215 19 cxd5 DxdS 20 £.c4 Had8 21
W3 Wd6 22 Wb3 b6 23 Hed L.xed 24
&xe4 and White had compensation for
the pawn (but not more) in Hracek-
Kindermann, Bad Homburg 1997.

b) 16 Dxe5 Dxe5 17 dxeS Wxe5
18 c4 ££5 (18...d4 also looks equal) 19
el W6 20 W3 2xd3 21 Wxf6 Exf6
22 cxd3 &)f5 23 He5 dxc4 24 dxc4
Ed6 = Lutz-Kindermann, Porz 1997.

=
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15 Re2 £d7 16 0-0

16 h4 X5 17 h5 and now 17...e5 18
hxg6 hxg6 19 dxe5 was very good for
White in Ernst-Giddins, Gausdal 1994,
but 17...gxh5! is much stronger. Then
after 18 Exh5 g7 19 g3 Ef8 Black is
fine.

16...)f5

16..g7M 17 Wcl! Hg8 18 £f4
&af8 19 £.d6, Topalov-Yusupov, Dort-
mund 1997, is good for White, who
has successfully infiltrated on the dark
squares.

17 Wc1 Eaf8 18 ad H)d6

The position is approximately equal,
Vehi Bach-Alvarez Ibarra, San Sebas-
tian 1994. White has excellent control
over the dark squares but Black is ready
to create counterplay with ...Ze4.

B42)
13..%18 (D)
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A strategically complex position
arises after this. It is worth noting that
the queen is well placed on the king-
side. For example, from g7 it supports
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an ...h6, ...g5 advance and controls the
e5-square.

14 0-0

On 14 Wd2 (or 14 Wc1 for that mat-
ter) Black has a pleasant choice be-
tween 14..Exf3 15 gxf3 cxd4 and
14...cxd4.

14...c4

Korchnoi mentions 14...Exf3 15
Wxf3 cxd4 16 cxd4 Hxd4 17 ¥dl
with better chances for White, but sac-
rificing the exchange at this point looks
too desperate.

15 £e2h6 (D)

z/g%wyﬁ/
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16 £¢1 (D)

White prepares a4, redeploying the
bishop to the a3-f8 diagonal. The as-
sessment of this position has changed
over the years. The view now is that
Black has fair chances of equality. A
few alternatives are:

a) 16 £h4 Of5 17 Lg3 £d7 18
Wd2 &h7 = 14-1/» Kovacevi¢-Drasko,
Vrnjacka Banja 1999.

b) 16 £xe7!? is actually not a bad
idea, as Black’s knight is just as strong
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as White’s bishop. After 16...%xe7 17
He1 £d7 18 &1 Haf8 19 He3 g5 20
h3 Ef6 the position was roughly equal
in Gabrielsen-Zifroni, Siofok 1996.

c) 16 £d2 £S5 and now:

cl) 17 Wcl g5? (this is too risky;
17...%h7, with roughly equal chances,
is correct) 18 De5 Dxe5 19 dxe5 Wes
20 g4! De7 21 Le3 Wa5 22 4 Wxc3
23 fxg5 Exf1+ 24 2xf1 Dgb 25 gxh6
and White is much better, Khachian-
Rot3agov, Moscow 1996.

c2) 17 g3 £d7 18 h4 d6 19 De5
Nxe5 20 dxe5 D5 21 Wel Lad 22
Bc1 Wg7 23 h5 Haf8 with a slight ad-
vantage for Black, Baklan-Berelovich,
Ordzhonikidze 2000.

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &\c3
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16..Wg7 17 Wd2 ©h7 18 a4 £47
19 £a3 8520 £.d6 D521 Le5Wg6

The chances are roughly equal, Su-
tovsky-Kindermann, Bad Homburg
1997.



14 Modern Main Lines:
7 93, 7 a4 and 7 h4

le4e62d4d53%HDc3 2bd4e5c¢55
a3 £xc3+ 6 bxc3 De7 (D)
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Of course, White doesn’t have to
embark on the shatp.7 Wg4, which we
discussed in the two previous chap-
ters. There are other, more positional,
approaches. 7 £)f3 and 7 a4 have been
on the map for a long time but during
the last 10 years a third option has been
added: 7 h4. Since there are transposi-
tions between especially the first two
and similar ideas that occur in all three
lines, I will take a little time to discuss
the main differences between these
moves.

To take them in the order they are
presented here, 7 &)f3 is perhaps the

least flexible of them all but it is a nat-
ural and sensible developing move.
White simply wants to get on with de-
velopment and has no desire to look
for a ‘refutation’ of the black set-up.
There may be times, though, where
White ventures Z\g5 followed by %h5,
creating weaknesses on Black’s king-
side. However, I must admit that of
the three it is the move that is easiest to
equalize against. Therefore, I have
better thoughts of 7 a4. There are two,
perhaps three, main ideas with this
move. The two most important are that
it supports £b5 in some lines and that
it denies Black the option of a block-
ade on the a4-square. The latter is, in my
opinion, of prime significance. Addi-
tionally, with 7 a4, White may some-
times benefit from the possibility of
being able to advance the pawn even
further.

With 7 h4, White shares ideas with
7 &)f3 and 7 a4 but wants to create
weaknesses on the black kingside while
at the same time staying very flexible.
There are even possibilities of adopt-
ing a Wg4 set-up because the knight
hasn’t gone to 3 yet.

On to the specifics...
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A: 7513 190
B: 7a4 198
C: 7hd 202
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Now:
Al: 7..5bc6 190
A2: 7..Was 191
A3: 7..84d7 192
A4: 7..b6 194

7...¥¢c7 will just transpose to lines
covered later, depending on whether
White wants an a4 or an h4 set-up. If
White continues 8 £¢e2 or 8 £d3 in-
stead, I will just say that the ...b6 idea
(as in Line A4) gains in strength. If 8
h4 we have Line C2.

Al)

7..20bc6 8 Eb1!? (D)

This slightly unusual move intends
to lure Black into positions he rather
wouldn’t play. Alternatively, moves
such as 8 £d3, 8 Le2 and 8 a4 would
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transpose to other lines. Rather than
guide you through every single trans-
position, I advise you to skim through
the other lines to look for the sort of
position which can arise.

8..Wc7

The point of a ...b6 set-up has dis-
appeared at this stage as Black does not
have the option of exchanging bish-
ops. Other moves:

a) 8..%a59 &b5!? (9 Wd2c4 10 h4
also looked quite promising for White
in Socko-Bartel, Warsaw 2001, while
9 £d2 c4 10 Wcl, Borriss-Enders,
Bundesliga 1999/00, is another idea)
9..Wxc3+ 10 £d2 Wxa3 11 Eb3 Wa2
12 dxc5 gives White good compensa-
tion according to Bologan.

b) 8..a6 9 Le2 Wa5 was Lanka-
Kindermann, Bundesliga 1995/6. Now
Lanka sacrificed the pawn on ¢3 for a
lead in development with 10 0-0, and
obtained a degree of compensation af-
ter 10...%xc3 11 Eb3 Wa5 12 dxc5 Hgb
13 Eel Wxc5 14 £d3 b5 15 £.d2 but
whether this is really enough is hard to
say. Alternatively, both 10 £d2 and 10
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Wq?2 are sensible moves, after which
...a6 doesn’t fit in too well with Black’s
plans.

9 h4! h6 10 h5 £d7 11 £d3

11 £e20-0-0 12 0-016 13 £4 also
gave White an advantage in Bologan-
Nadero, Manila OL 1992.

11...0-0-0 12 g3 £5 13 &fl c4 14
$e2 Wa5 15 Wel

t A.Sokolov-Blauert, Berne 1992.

A2)
7..Wa5 (D)
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8 &d2

A seemingly innocuous line is 8
Wd2 b6 9 c4 (9 dxc5 bxc5 10 c4 We7!
11 cxd5 exd5 12 Wc3 leads to equality
—Bareev) 9.. Wxd2+ 10 £xd2 £.2a6 11
cxdS £xf1 12 Exf1 exd5 13 dxc5 bxc5
14 0-0-0 (14 Eb1!? &d7 15 Eb7 0-0-0!
16 Exa7 Hc6 17 Za8+ b7 18 Exd8
Bxd8 gives Black compensation —
Nogueiras) 14...40bc6 15 Efel 0-0 16
e6 d4! = Short-Nogueiras, Wijk aan
Zee 1987.

8...22bc6

7 &3, 7 a4 AND 7 hd 191
Or:
a) 8..£d79a4 Dbcb6—7 a4 Wa58
£.d2 Dbc6 9 &3 £.d7.

b) 8..Wc7 has also been played.
Black’s point is that a4 set-ups are not
very dangerous since the bishop can-
not go to a3. In fact, the bishop would
often rather be on c1 to have this pos-
sibility. In comparison with Line Al,
Black also has the option of a ...b6
idea. Fedorov-J.Serensen, Saint Vin-
cent Ech 2000 continued 9 h4 h6 10 h5
b6 11 £b5+ £d7 12 £d3 £a4 13 0-0
@bc6 14 Hel c4 15 £f1 0-0-0 16 g3
Wd7 17 £h3 We8 18 Hh4 W8 19
g2 b7 20 De3 and White was only
very slightly better.

92e2

Otherwise:

a) Since Black often voluntarily
closes the position with ...c4, there
seems little reason to invite this with 9
£.d3, which actually just transposes to
another line; viz. 9...c4 10 &f1 (10
£e2 is just the main line a tempo down
for White) — 7...8d7 8 £d3 c4 9 &f1
Wa5 10 242 =.

b) Another idea for White is 9 h4,
which of course closely resembles 7
h4. Then we have:

bl) 9...cxd4 10 cxd4 Wad 11h5-7
h4 @Dbc6 8 h5 Wa5 9 Ld2 cxd4 10
cxd4d Wad 11 Df3 L/=.

b2) 9..£d7 10h50-0-0 11 h6 gxh6
— 7 hd Dbc6 8 h5 Wa5 9 £.d2 £d7 10
h6 gxh6 11 23 0-0-0 =/7.

b3) 9..£6!? 10 exf6 (10 c4 Wad 11
cxd5 exd5 12 exf6 gxf6 F Shirov)
10...gxf6 11 &h2 Wad 12 Ebl c4 13
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Wh5+ &d8 14 g4, Shirov-Plaskett,
Reykjavik 1992, and now Shirov sug-
gests 14.. Wxc2! 15 Ec1 Wed+ 16 Le3
W5 17 Wxfs Dxf5 18 &DHxf6 Dxe3 19
fxe3 2720 Dgd h521 HDHh2 e5 witha
slight advantage for Black.

9..8d7

9...cxd4 10 cxd4 Wa4 was a popular
line in the late 1980s but is now rarely
seen. It is generally agreed that White
is better after 11 Eb1! £xd4 12 £d3
Adc6 (12...20ech 13 £ba! 5 14 Wel
b6 15 c4 Dxb4d 16 Exbd Wc6 17 0-0
0-0 18 ¥4 favoured White in Tim-
man-Hiibner, Tilburg 1988) 13 Eb3!
&5 14 0-0, Dolmatov-Oll, USSR Ch
(Odessa) 1989. White has a strong
bishop-pair and generally very active
pieces as compensation for the pawn,
and Black is struggling to find a rea-
sonable way to save his queen.

10 0-0 (D)
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10...c4

Just in case White should be think-
ing of opening the position with c4.
Black could also bring his queen back

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &\c3

to c7 first, but he would probably need
to close the position at some point
anyway. This type of position arises
more frequently in the 7 a4 line, and
actually 11 a4 would now transpose to
7 a4 Dbc6 8 N3 Wa5 9 £d2 £d7 10
£e2 c4 11 0-0. We should make a
close comparison with those lines, but
in general White can be happy to have
an extra tempo for his development,
rather than have it spent on a4. In
Dolmatov-Drasko, Tallinn 1985 Black
tried to manage without ...c4 but also
looked worse after 10..Wc7 11 el
b6 12 g3 &a5 13 £d3 &c4 14 &cl1 h6
15 h4.

11 Hg5!?

11 Eel 0-0-0 12 ££1 is worth con-
sidering. Then after 12...f6 13 g3 &g6
14 h4 fxe5 15 dxe5 Ehf8 16 £h3 Ede8
(Spassky-Diickstein, Zurich 1984),
Spassky recommends 17 £g4! Zh8
18 He2 {7 19 Wel with an edge for
White.

11...h6 12 2Dh3 HHg6!?

This cleverly prevents Z)f4.

13 £h5 0-0-0

Now White usually plays a4 at some
point, thus transposing to similar posi-
tions to the line 7 a4 Dbc6 8 23 Wa5
9 £d2 £d7 10 Le2 c4 (Line B22),
etc. I advise a comparison with those
lines. Black should respond by plan-
ning ...f6, with, for example, ...Edf8
and ...%\ge7. The position is roughly
equal.

A3)
7..£d7 (D)
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Black wants to set up a blockade
with the bishop on a4. This also has
the useful purpose of attacking c2.

8 dxc5!?

This became popular after the 1977
Spassky-Korchnoi match. White ruins
his pawn-structure but more impor-
tantly maintains his space advantage
and gets active piece-play. Other moves:

a) 8 a4 Wa5 9 £d2 &bc6 — 7 a4
Wa5 8 £d2 96 9 )3 &d7.

b) 8 £e2 £a4 9 0-0 Wc7 10 Ea2
&d7 11 el h6 12 Eb2 0-0-0 13 dxc5
&\xc5 with an approximately equal po-
sition, Short-Beliavsky, Madrid 1995.

c) 8 £d3 and now 8..c4 9 &f1!?
Wa5 10 £d2 Dbeb 11 g3 0-0-0 12
£h3 6 13 exf6 gxf6 14 0-0 e5 was
roughly equal in Abramovi¢-P.Niko-
li¢, Yugoslav Ch (Vakuf) 1980, but
8...£.a4 might be more precise; e.g., 9
0-0 c4 10 £e2 Dbc6 11 Eel h6 12
£f1 Wa5 13 Wd2 0-0-0 14 g3 g5!?
with equality, Gutierrez-Farago, Kik-
inda 1978.

8..2g6

Or:
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a) 8..£a4!79 Ebl Wc7 (in Play the
French, Watson recommended 9...2d7
10 Exb7 &xc5 11 Eb4 Wa5 as an in-
teresting gambit) 10 £d3 £d7 11 0-0
&xc5 12 Eb4 a6 13 We2 £ Ehlvest-
Timman, Rotterdam 1989.

b) 8..%Wc7 9 £d3 (the alternative
move-order, 9 Eb1!?, could be consid-
ered) and then:

bl) 9..&a4 10 Ebl Hec6 (10..2d7
might be inaccurate in view of 11 Eb4
£c6 12 0-0 Dxc5 13 g4 Dgb6 14
£)d4 0-0-0 15 4 and White was better
in Spassky-Korchnoi, Belgrade Ct (10)
1977) 11 0-0 £Hd7 12 £e3 h6 13 Hel
#/+ Shirov-Zsu.Polgar, Pardubice 1994.

b2) 9..80bc6 10 &4 Hgb 11 L¢3
Wa5 12 Wd2 Wxc5 13 h4 44 14 L.xg6
hxg6 15 cxd4 Wc4 16 Ebl b6 gives
Black enough compensation. In Nunn-
Korchnoi, Brussels 1986 White opted
to repeat the position with 17 We2
We3+ 18 Wd2 Wea.

9 £d3 Dc610 Ebl Hexes 11 h4!1?

This aggressive contjnuation was
first played in Anand-P.Nikoli¢, Mo-
naco Amber blindfold 1995. Another
idea is 11 Hxe5 Dxe5 12 Exb7 but
then 12...%c8 13 Eb4 Wxc5 equalized
in the game Mokry-Farago, Prague
1985.

11..%¢7 12 0-0 (D)

12...%Wxc5

In the aforementioned Anand-P.Nik-
oli¢ game, Black went wrong with
12..Dxf3+7 13 Wxf3 Hxh4 14 We3
Wxg3 15 fxg3 Dgb 16 Exb7 +.

13 h5 Dxf3+ 14 Wxf3 Hes5 15 We3
&xd3 16 cxd3
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White stands better in spite of hav-
ing a pawn less, Galkin-Zakharov, Kol-
ontaevo 1997. The opposite-coloured
bishops clearly favour White, because
Black’s king is unsafe.
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If I had to point to a specific draw-
back of 7 &f3 compared to 7 a4 it
would have to be 7...b6. The usual re-
action to ...b6 ideas is 8 &b5+ £d7,

after which White retreats his bishop
to d3, arguing that Black’s bishop is

//////////
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poorly placed on d7. However, here it
has a useful function of taking up the
role as a blockader on a4. This is one
main reason why I think 7 a4 is actu-
ally more accurate than 7 £f3.

8 £b5+

Because Black wishes to exchange
light-squared bishops with ...&a6,
White first intends to make Black’s
bishop go to d7, so he loses the option
of playing ...&a6. Other moves are:

a) 8 BEbl!?has, as far as I am aware,
only been played in Ljubojevié-Hort,
Montreal 1979. Black can then play
8..Wc7 9 £43 £a6 as Hort did, but
8...£46 is also not bad. Then 9 dxc5!?
(the main idea of White’s 8th move)
9...&xf1 (9...bxc5? 10 Exb8) 10 cxb6
axbb6 gives Black plenty of compensa-
tion, with play against White’s many
weak pawns.

b) 8 g5 h6 9 Wh5 g6 10 Wh3 is
an attempt to deny Black the option of
castling kingside but it is very time-
consuming. If White gets time to de-
velop and protect his centre he will un-
doubtedly be better. However, the line
has gone out of fashion as it has been
proved that Black comes first with his
counter-attack. For example:

bl) 10..2f8 (this is the solid ap-
proach but there really is no reason to
reject ‘b2’) 11 243 g7 12 Hf3 Lab
13 dxc5 (13 0-0 £xd3 14 cxd3 c4! F
Gulko; this is an instructive way of
seizing control of the light squares)
13...2.xd3! (this is possibly the sim-
plest equalizer, though 13...bxc5 looks
viable, while 13...%c7!? 14 0-0 Wxc5
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15 £d2 Dec6 16 Wha We7 17 Wi,
Gulko-Panno, Vina del Mar 1988,
17..£xd3! 18 cxd3 £d7 is also OK
for Black) 14 cxd3 bxc5 15 0-0 £Hd7
16 Zb1 Eb8 17 £d2 Eb6 18 Wha H)c6
15-1 Nunn-P.Nikoli¢, Skellefted 1989.

b2) 10..%c7 11 £4d2 (11 a4 has
the idea that White gets good compen-
sation for a pawn after 11...cxd4 12
cxd4 Wxc2 13 £b5+ £d7 14 0-0, but
simply 11...2f8! gave Black a clearly
superior version of ‘bl’ above in the
game A.Sokolov-Yusupov, Riga Ct
(13) 1986) 11...cxd4 12 cxd4 Wxc2!
13 Ec1 b2 14 HHF3 (14 £43? Wxd4
is much better for Black, Nunn-Hert-
neck, Munich 1991) 14..%bc6 15 £.d3
Wxa3 (White may be able to claim
some compensation after 15..xd4 16
& xd4 Wxd4 17 0-0 as Black’s king is
caught dangerously in the middle of
the board and the exchange of knights
has greatly helped White) 16 Ec3
Wa217 17 0-0 £a6 18 £xa6 Wxa6 19
£.g5 2d7! 20 £f6 Ehc8 and Black is
better according to Hertneck. Note the
trick 21 Wxh6? Hxd4! F.

¢) 8 h4 may be compared to Line C
(7 h4), but whereas early ...b6 ideas
are rarely a good idea against the im-
mediate 7 h4, White’s options have
here been greatly reduced owing to
the knight’s early commitment to f3.
Hence, Black has no real problems
here: 8...£.a6 9 £xa6 Dxa6 10 h5 h6
11 ¥d3 £b8 12 dxc5 bxe5 (12...%c7!7)
13 c4 Dbc6 14 0-00-0 15 L.e3 Wa5 16
Zabl Efd8 17 Eb5 dxc4 18 Wxc4
Wxa3 19 Exc5 Hac8 with an equal
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position, Benjamin-Gulko, Saint John
1988.

d) 8 a4 £a6 (D) with two options
for White:

I wan X
W/x // 44
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dl) 9 £xa6 Hxa6 and then:

dil) 10 %e2 /b8 11 dxc5 Wc7! (it
is striking how often this thematic re-
ply turns out to be better than the sim-
ple recapture; after 11...bxc5 12 0-0,
12...0-0 13 c4 Wc7 14 cxd5 Hxd5 15
We4 h6 16 W4 &h7 17 Ha3 gave
White a promising attacking position
in Galkin-RotSagov, Russia 1997, but
perhaps Black castled prematurely;
McDonald suggests 12...h6 as more
solid) 12 0-0 Wxc5 13 Wd2 Hbcb 14
£a3 Wed 15 £Hd4 h6 16 4 Hxd4 17
cxd4 &5 18 c3 h5 19 a5 b5 20 a6 2d7
21 £b4 '»-1/» Galkin-Najer, St Peters-
burg 1998.

d12) On 10 0-0 I would prefer
10..Wc7, as in Reeh-Kindermann,
Hamburg 1993, or perhaps 10...h6!?.
It is difficult to see a better set-up for
White than that in ‘d11°. 10...0-0 is
also natural but then White may be



196

able to use a similar set-up as in Gal-
kin-RotSagov above. It is also worth
pointing out that 10...20b8 11 &g5 is
more than just a random blow in the
wind. In Karpov-Short, London 1982
White was clearly better after 11...h6
12 ¥h5 g6 13 Wh3 cxd4?! (13...20bc6
is more accurate) 14 cxd4 Hbcb 15
Nf3 2d771 16 c3 Ec8 17 Dd2 a5 18
W3 Eh7 19 £.a3. One should always
remain alert to the idea of &g5 fol-
lowed by %h5 in these lines.

d2) 9 £b5+ £xb5 10 axb5 (D) and

then:
ey
Wes/ H
28
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d21) 10..¥a7 11 We2 c4 12 £a3
Wxb5 (12...h6!?) 13 Dg5 Wa7 14 Wh5
g6 15 0-0 &c6 16 f4 0-0-0 17 Rael
was unclear in Gulko-Eingorn, USSR
1983 but White probably has good
compensation for the pawn.

d22) 10..0-0 11 0-0 Wc7 12 £¢5!?
h6? (12...2)g6 is better) 13 L.xe7 Wxe7
14 c4! dxc4 15 d5 a7 16 dxe6 Wxe6
17 Wd6 gives White a strong initiative
for the pawn, Mortensen-Antonsen,
Danish Ch (Ringsted) 1995.

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &\c3

d23) 10..h6110-00-0 12 We2 HNd7
13 £.a3 a6 14 bxa6 Wc8 = Apicella-
Hertneck, Uzes 1990.

8..£d79 £d3 (D)

Or9 a4 £xb5 -8 a4 £a6 9 b5+
2.xb5.

3 41 5 ///
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9..c4

The beginning of an interesting
strategy. Black wishes to blockade the
queenside by ...&a4. Then, for the du-
ration of the middlegame, there is ef-
fectively only one side to play on, the
kingside, which at first sight may seem
favourable for White because he has a
space advantage there. However, Black
may restrain this somewhat by playing
...h6. Then his plan is to transfer the
queen to h7 (!) by playing ..&d7 and
... ¥¢8-h7, attacking c2 and thus tying
White’s pieces up a bit. There is an in-
teresting strategic struggle ahead.

Note also that I prefer the text-move,
which defines the structure immedi-
ately, to 9...&a4, when White can still
keep the queenside open if he wishes,
while it is not clear that Black can
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extract any benefit from his extra flex-
ibility if White carries on as normal:

a) 10dxc5!? (I am not sure if this is
a real problem for Black but I see no
reason why Black should allow White
this possibility) 10...bxc5 (we have
become familiar with 10...%c7? as a
common reaction to captures on c5 but
here is an example where it is not ad-
visable: 11 0-0 Wxc5 12 &g5! h6 13
Wh5 g6 14 Wha b5 15 Dxf7! £xf7 16
Wfe+ g8 17 &xg6 +— Lautier; if
Black wishes to sacrifice a pawn it is
better done with 10...Hd7!? 11 cxb6
axb6) 11 0-0 c4 12 Le2 Hg6?! (this is
inaccurate; instead 12...4bc6 is OK
for Black after 13 £e3 Wa5! or 13
&f4 Dg6 14 £¢3 0-0 15 Wd2 £5 16
exf6 Wxf6 — Nunn) 13 &g5! Dxe5
(13...h6 14 Hxe6 fxe6 15 £Lh5 +) 14
4 )d3!? 15 £xd3 cxd3 16 f5! with a
dangerous attack for White, Nunn-
P.Nikoli¢, Belgrade 1991.

b) 10 h4!? (White instead gets on
with the standard plans; Black can now
delay or omit ...c4 entirely, but has not
demonstrated any clear-cut benefits
from this) 10...%c7 (of course 10...c4
would reach positions similar to those
in the main line) 11 0-0 (this is the
most accurate because 11 h5 cxd4!
obliged White to sacrifice a couple of
pawns for speculative compensation
in Shirov-Casper, Bundesliga 1994/5,
for 12 cxd4 Wc3+ 13 £d2 would be
met by 13..¥xd3! with a very com-
fortable position for Black) 11..h6
(now Black shouldn’t close the centre
as he does not have the ..%g8-h7

: 783, 7 a4 AND 7 h4
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manoeuvre available) 12 hS 9d7 13
Hel Wc6 14 Ebl a6 (Black consis-
tently plays for an exchange of the
light-squared bishops but he should
probably have played ...0-0-0 here or
on the last move) 15 £d2 cxd4 16 cxd4
£b5 17 Exb5! (an ingenious positional
sacrifice after which White’s bishops
will have no opposition) 17...axb5 18
We2 Had!? 19 b3 (19 £xb5 Wxc2 is
rather unclear) 19...Ec4 20 £d2 DS
21 £b4! HHxd4 22 Hxd4 Exd4 23
£xb5 and White’s bishops completely
dominated the game in Topalov-
Gulko, Dos Hermanas 1994.

10 &11

Alternatively, there is 10 £e2 £a4
11 0-0 (11 h4 is also possible, when
play resembles that of the main line)
11...h6, when Black intends ...&d7
followed by ...%g8-h7. I think it is im-
portant in these lines that Black delays
the development of the b8-knight, so
that he can later choose between
6, ... Da6b-c7 and ...\d7. If White
plays slowly and puts the knight on
h5, Black’s knight should go to d7. If
White instead plays more aggressively
with a quick f-pawn thrust, Black
should defend e6 with ...2a6-c7. 12
g3 2d7 13 ©DHha We8 14 417 (this is
more dangerous for Black than 14 £g2
Wh7 15 a2 &c7 16 D4 A7 17 Dh5
Zaf8, which is approximately equal as
long as Black does not attempt to open
the position prematurely) 14.. %h7 15
£5 &ab! (it is best to reinforce the de-
fence of the e6-pawn; 15...exf5 16
xf5 A xf5 17 Exf5 is bad for Black,
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while 15...g5 is risky due to 16 fxg6
fxg6 17 Ef6!) 16 L.g4 &c7 17 Ef2 g5!
18 fxg6 fxg6 19 Wl Eag8 20 Hg2
&f5 = Hamdouchi-Kosten, Montpel-
lier 1998.

10...2a4 (D)
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11 h4

This space-gaining move is White’s
most common set-up. If White instead
plays 11 g3 h6 12 ©Hhd &d7 13 £h3
Wo8 14 f4 it is important that Black
does not panic. The best defence is to
play 14..¥h7 15 Ea2 £a6!, intending
.7, It is very hard for White to
breach that type of set-up.

11...h6 12 h5 £d7 13 g3 ¥e8 14
£f4

White intends to defend his c-pawn
with Ec1 but it is now very unlikely
that White is ever going to be able to
advance the f-pawn.

14..%h7 15 Ec1 Dbcb

With White’s knight being unable
to get to h5, and an f5 thrust unlikely,
the knight definitely belongs on c6.

16 £.g2 a5 17 DHh2 b5

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &\c3

= Shirov-Yusupov, Moscow OL

1994.
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We shall now look at:
B1: 7..%Wc7 199
B2: 7..%a5 200

7...20bc6 8 &)f3 Wa5 is also logical,
but possibly less precise than putting
the queen on a5 immediately:

a) 98d2-7..Wa58 £d2 Dbc6 9
3.

b) 9 ¥d2 £d7 and now:

bl) 10 £a3!? cxd4 11 cxd4 Wxd2+
12 &xd2 &5 13 Ebl b6 14 c3 Da5 15
£b4 Dcd+ 16 Lxcd dxc4 = Kan-Bot-
vinnik, Sverdlovsk 1943 and Moro-
vié-Shaked, Groningen FIDE 1997.

b2) 10 £d3 f6! 11 0-0 (11 exf6
gxf6 12 dxc5 e5 gives Black good
counterplay) 11...fxe5 12 dxe5 0-0 13
Zel h6 is roughly equal, and has been
seen in several games, including Smys-
lov-Uhlmann, Havana 1964.
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b3) 10 £e2 Hc8!? (on 10..£6 11
exf6 gxf6, 12 dxcS5 is a better version
for White than after 10 £d3) 11 £a3
cxd4 12 cxd4 Wxd2+ 13 &xd2 &HF5
14 c3 Ha5 15 Ehbl h5 16 £b4 Hca+
17 el f6 = Gi.Hernandez-Vilela,
Santa Clara 1991.

B1)
7..%c7 8 D3 (D)
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8...h6!

This little move has the very subtle
point of meeting White’s most logical
move, 9 £d3, with 9...b6!, when Black
has an improved version of Line A4,
since Black will force an exchange of
the bishops with ...£.a6.

The main line used to be 8...b6 9
£b5+ £d47 10 £d3 Dbc6 11 0-0 h6
(11...0-0?? 12 &xh7+! +-) 12 Eel
0-0, when White has a difficult choice
of how to develop his bishop:

a) 13 &f4 Hg6 14 £g3 cxd4 15
Dxd4 (15 cxd4? Db4 F) 15...40a5 16
Wegd17 (16 He3 D4 17 Lxcd Yxcd
18 h4 £xad! 19 h5 De7 20 £f4 D5
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was unclear in Nunn-P.Nikoli¢, Am-
sterdam 1988) 16...%Wxc3 17 He2 (17
&b5!? might be worth considering)
17..%c7 18 &.xg6 '2-1/> Galkin-Se.Iva-
nov, Stockholm 1999.

b) 13 £a3! Ha5 14 dxc5 bxc5 15
Hd2 &xad 16 Wgd! (16 Lxc5 Wxc5
17 Bxa4 Wxc3 18 He3 ©h8!, Nunn-
Yusupov, Linares 1988, and now Yu-
supov suggests 19 4\f3 Eab8 20 h3
with compensation for White) 16...2d7
17 &3 Eab8 (17...2c4 18 £c1 519
exf6 Exf6 20 Lxc4 dxc4 21 Wxc4
was very good for White in Nunn-
PNikoli¢, Wijk aan Zee 1992) 18 &cl
&h8 and now:

bl) 19 Wh4 &Hg8 is unclear, Chan-
dler-Hertneck, Bundesliga 1993/4.
White could then try 20 g4!?.

b2) McDonald suggests that 19
Wh3!? £g8 20 g4! is more accurate.
His main line runs 20...c4 21 g5! cxd3
22 gxh6 g6 23 h7 De7 24 Lg5 £6 25
L.xf6+ Exf6 26 exf6 e5 27 Wh6 DS
28 Wxg6, with “serious threats” such
as 29 &xe5 and 29 Dg5. In fact, this
looks completely winning for White.

9 2b5+

9 h4!? is also feasible, although
White rarely combines a4 and h4.

9..£d7 10 £d3 Dbc6 11 0-0

Knaak thinks that White should pre-
vent the exchange on d4 followed by a
..&Db4 sortie with 11 ¥d2 but then
Black has a good version of the line
examined in the note to Black’s 8th
move.

11...cxd4!?

Or:
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a) 11..b6—8..b6 9 b5+ £d7 10
£.d3 Dbc6 11 0-0 h6.

b) 11...f5 is another idea: 12 £a3
c4 13 £e2 g5!? 14 ha (14 DHd2? Wa5
F Z.Almasi-Knaak, Altensteig 1993)
14...g4 15 Del h5 is unclear — Knaak.

12 cxd4 b4 13 La3 Hxd3 14
cxd3 £.c6

Black may have a tiny edge, Sher-
zer-Yermolinsky, New York 1993.

B2)

7...%as

It was Uhlmann who pointed out
that if Black wants to play a line with
... ¥a5, then it is most precise to play
the queen move immediately. After
7..9bc6 8 O3 Was, White has the
additional important option of playing
9 ¥d2. We shall see that this is not so
strong after the immediate 7...%a5.

8 2d2

If 8 Wa2 Black has the strong reply
8...b6!, when White has two options:

a) 9 £b5+ £d7 10 £.d3 looks like
a speculative sacrifice. I think Black
can actually take on a4; for example,
10...&xa4 11 &3 h6 12 0-0 £d7 13
£a3 c4 14 £e2 b5 and White has
some practical chances but honestly I
don’t think his compensation is ade-
quate. Another continuation for Black
is 10...22bc6 11 &3 £6!72, Borkowski-
Drasko, Polanica Zdroj 1988, which
doesn’t look bad either.

b) 9 D3 £a6 10 Lxa6 Wxa6 11
We2 Wxe2+ 12 &xe2 A7 13 a5 bs
gave Black a pleasant endgame in Pel-
ikov-Uhlmann, Szombathely 1966.

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &\c3

8...2bc6 9 Nf3 £d7 (D)
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This position has occurred hundreds
of times. Now White has two ways of

developing his bishop:
B21: 10 &b5 200
B22: 10 £e2 201

Again 10 £d3 would most likely
just be a waste of time. Black often
closes the position voluntarily with ...c4,
so there is no reason to invite this.

B21)

10 £b5

White’s idea is to provoke ...a6, and
to prove that this is a weakness.

10...%¢7

This is the most solid continuation.
Black retreats the queen before c4 be-
comes a real threat, and now he will
slowly prepare a ...f6 break. There are
other lines that Black should consider.
First of all, he can try the immediate
...f6 break, while there is also the pos-
sibility of shutting White’s bishop out
with ...c4:
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a) Usually Black avoids 10...a6 11
£e2, accepting the view that ...a6 is
weakening. However, it is yet to be
established whether this is really the
case. In view of 10 &2 f6! (Line B22)
being generally accepted as OK for
Black, it may in the future be worth
looking further into 11...f6.

b) 10...f6 11 exf6 gxf6 12 dxc5!?
(12 0-0) 12...a6 (12..%c7 13 Hd4!?
WeS+ 14 Re3 a6 15 £d3 h5 16 0-0
Wc7 17 c4 was good for White in
Zhang Zhong-Harikrishna, Udaipur
2000) 13 c4 Wc7 14 cxd5 Dxd5 15 £d3
&cb4 (Sznapik-Holzke, Biel 1991)
and now I like 16 £e2 Wxc5 17 c4
&e7 18 0-0 for White.

¢) 10..c4 11 0-0 f6 12 £c1! 0-0-0
(12..%5%e5? 13 dxeS £xb5 14 exf6
gxf6 15 Wdd +) 13 £a3 Ehe8 14 Hel
A5 15 Wd2 h5 16 h3 hd 17 &5 We7
18 £xc6! £xc6 19 a5 ©b8 20 Eebl is
much better for White, Chandler-Tim-
man, Reykjavik 1991.

11 0-0 0-0 12 Eel

12 £.c1!7b6 13 £a3 &a5 and now:

a) 14 dxc5 £xb5 15 cxb6 axb6 16
axb5 Efc8 17 £b4 Hc4 gave Black
good compensation in, amongst oth-
ers, Nunn-Yusupov, Belgrade 1991.

b) Itis interesting that in the event
of 14 £d3 h6, White is a tempo down
on the line 7 a4 Wc7 8 O3 b6 9 £.b5+
£d7 10 £d3 Dbc6 11 0-0 h6 12 Bel
0-0 13 £a3 {a5. The reason is that
here Black has spent two moves mov-
ing his queen to c7 (...¥a5-c7) com-
pared to one move in the 7 a4 line,
while White has spent two moves
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bringing his bishop back to cl and
only then positioned it on a3 (£d2-
c1-a3). In the 7 a4 line this took a sin-
gle move because the bishop was al-
ready on cl.

12..b6 13 £d3 h6 14 Yc1!? c4 15
£f1 f6

This position has occurred several
times, and it is generally agreed that
Black has no problems. The critical
line is 16 g3 fxe5 17 Dxe5 Dxe5 18
Hxe5 Dgb 19 Ee3 e5, when after 20
£.¢2 e4 Black was doing fine in Hell-
sten-Wiedenkeller, Swedish Ch (Bor-
lange) 1992.

B22)
10 Le2 (D)

X el X
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10...f6!?

10...c4 is an important alternative:

a) 11 0-0 f6 12 Eel fxe5 13 dxe5
0-0 14 &1 Ef5 15 g3 Eaf8 16 Ee3 h6
with roughly equal chances, Pein-Plas-
kett, British Ch (Swansea) 1987.

b) 11&g5h6 12 Hh3 g6 13 &hS
0-0-0 14 0-0 Edf8 15 Wel Hge7 16
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£cl 6 with equality, Galkin-Bunz-
mann, Saint Vincent Ech 2000.

11 c4

This looks like the critical test. Other
moves:

a) 11 exf6 gxf6 12 0-0 c4! 13 Hh4
0-0-0 14 f4 = Shaked.

b) 11 Ebl Wc7 12 24 H5g613 £¢3
fxe5 14 0-0 0-0 (14...c4!?) 15 £b5
cxd4 16 cxd4 D4 17 Lxc6 £xc6 18
Axes5 £.xa4 19 b4 b5 20 Wd2 Hh5
Kosti¢-Ulybin, Munich 1991/2.

11..%c7 12 exf6 gxf6 13 cxd5
Nxd5 14 c4

14 ¢3 0-0-0 15 0-0 Ehg8 16 Eel €5
17 c4 £h3 18 &1 Hb6 19 d5 Dxc4!
20 dxc6 Wxc6 21 g3 £.xf1 22 Exfl e4
23 Wb3 Wd5 24 Hacl Hxd2 25 Hxd2
Wxd2 26 Exc5+ &b8 = Spassky-Kor-
chnoi, Belgrade Ct (4) 1977.

14...50de7 15 dxc5 0-0-0 16 £.c3
e5 17 Wdé &f5 18 Wxc7+ &xc7

The endgame is roughly equal, as
White’s extra pawn is obviously not
important, Timman-Korchnoi, Leeuw-
arden 1976.

C)

7h4 (D)

Now:
C1: 7..%a5 202
C2: 7..Wc7 203
C3: 7..8bc6 205

C1)

7..Wa5 8 £d2 cxd4

This is the most common but Black
might also play 8...Wa4 immediately.
This has one advantage of avoiding

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 #\c3
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Milos’s idea 10 ¢3!? (after 8...cxd4 9
cxd4 Wa4). Then:

a) 9 &f3 and here:

al) 9..4bc6 10 h5 h6 11 Eh4 (11
Wbl —7...80bc6 8 h5 Wa5 9 £.d2 Wad
10 Wb]1 h6 11 Df3 =) 11...c4 12 Eg4
Zg8 13 Ef4 £ Renet-Apicella, French
Ch (Strasbourg) 1992.

a2) 9...b6 has its logic. Then after
10 h5 h6 11 Ehd &F5 (11...¥d7!? is
an idea) 12 Ef4, Black can close the
centre with 12...c4 (probably slightly
in White’s favour) or insist on the idea
of exchanging bishops with 12...d7!?.

b) White can probably force Black
to close the centre with 9 ¥b1!? but
the queen is not that well placed on the
queenside and will probably have to
return to the centre later. To be fair,
however, this is not worse than losing
the tempi with the bishop after, say a
£d3 c4, Le2/f1 sequence. Milos-Pal-
misaro, Buenos Aires 1998 continued
9..c4 10h5h6 11 HHF3 Hbe6 12 g3 247
13 £h3 0-0-0 14 0-0 Edf8 15 Wd1
with perhaps a slight plus for White.

9 cxd4 Wad (D)
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a) 10 h5 &bcb — 7..Dbc6 8 hS
Wa5 9 2d2 cxd4 10 cxd4 Wa4 .

b) 10 &f3 and then:

bl) 10..8bc6 11 h5 — 7...8bc6 8
h5 Wa5 9 £d2 cxd4 10 cxd4 Yad 11
a1 i,

b2) 10...b6 is logical, and seems to
lead to fairly equal chances; e.g., 11
h5 h6 12 Wbl £.a6 13 Wb3 Wxb3 14
cxb3 £xf1 15 £xf1 Dbcb 16 Le2 2d7
= Werner-Poldauf, Bundesliga 1994/5.

10...%xd1+ 11 Exd1 Dbcé

11...b6 looks a little more accurate.
Then 12 h5 h6 13 £b5+ £.d7 14 £d3
Qbc6 15 He2 is a tempo better for
Black than the main line.

12 h5h6 13 £d3 £d7 14 De2

The knight is much better here than
on f3, as it doesn’t block the f-pawn
and serves the useful purpose of de-
fending c3. It may also be convenient
to have the opportunity of going to f4
if Black breaks with ...f6.

14...)a5 15 Eb1 b6 16 g4 Hc4 17
£c1 Ec8 18 £3!

203

This is a very good move. If 18 4,
Black replies 18...f6 with a roughly
equal position, whereas now 18...f6 can
be met by 19 exf6 gxf6 20 &)f4 with a
considerable advantage to White.
White is now slightly better because
he can slowly prepare to open the g-
file after playing 2f2, so in the event
of a ...hxg5, £xg5 sequence, White’s
bl-rook can come over to the g-file.

C2)

7..%c7 8 h5

I can’t figure out whether this move
is played just to tempt Black into grab-
bing the d4-pawn (see the next note).
Personally, I would prefer 8 &)f3 and
only then h5, which leads to the main
line without allowing the pawn-grab.

Another idea is 8 Eh3, which keeps
an eye on c3 but also makes it possible
to bring the rook into the attack. A fur-
ther point is that White keeps open the
option of playing Wgd. However, I
don’t think that Black need fear this,
and 8...20bc6 9 h5 h6 10 Wed 5 11
W4 £6 12 exfo Wxf4 13 £xf4 gxf6 14
dxc5 e5 15 £d2 £e6 was fine for
Black in Steinbacher-Short, Bundes-
liga 1990/1.

8...h6

8...cxd4 9 cxdd Wc3+ 10 £d2 Wxd4
leads to a rather unclear position after
11 &3 Wed+ 12 Le2 5 13 0-0 b6
14 &b5+ £d7 15 £d3 Wgd 16 h6
gxh6!, which has happened in a few
games by Rustemov.

9 53 (D)

9...b6
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The other main line is 9...£d7. The
main difference between this and the
main line is that Black intends to keep
the b6-square free. This could increase
his possibilities on the queenside later
on. On the other hand, White gets a
chance to sharpen the game by taking
on c5. Thus after 10 £d3 (10 a4 Dbc6
11 £b5 cxd4 12 cxd4 &b4 13 0-0
Wxc2 14 Wel, Kuczynski-Gdanski,
Polish Cht (Mikolajki) 1991, 14...a5
15 £a3 £xb5 16 axb5 0-0 17 £xb4
axb4 18 Wxb4 Exal 19 Exal &5 =
Kuczynski) 10...£a4, White’s best is
probably 11 dxc5!? &d7 12 Eh4:

a) 12..%a57 13 £e3! Ec8 14 Ebl
£c6 15 Wa2 Wxa3 16 Hgd &f8 17
Ebb4!? 45 18 Lxf5 exf5 19 Hgfd
Wal+ 20 Wd1! Wxd1+ (20..Wxc3+
21 £d2 Wa3 22 Exf5 followed by
Ebf4 gives White a strong attack) 21
@xdl He8 22 Exf5 &g8 23 Hgd +
Short-Ivanchuk, Horgen 1995.

b) 12..8c6 13 &4 0-0-0 14 g4
Edg8 15 bl Hxc5 with a complicated
position, J.Polgar-P.Nikoli¢, Monaco
Amber blindfold 1996.

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 9c3

10 b5+

10 a4 £a6 11 Lb5+ £xb5 12 axb5
is a type of position I believe should be
fine for Black. 12...a5 is feasible, but
Black must then reckon with 13 dxc5!
bxc5 14 c4, which gives White some
initiative, as in lordachescu-Martin
Blanco, Linares 2000. 12...4d7 13 0-0
0-0is safer, when 14 Eel Efc8 15 Be2
a6! 16 bxab b8 17 dxc5 Exa6! 18
Exa6 Hxab 19 cxb6 Wxb6 20 Le3
Wa5 was fine for Black in Rechel-De
Jong, Groningen 1999.

10...£d7 11 £d3 DHbc6

11...£a4 is another logical option.
Then after 12 0-0 we have:

a) Itis probably premature to close
the position with 12...c4 13 £e2 Dbcb.
Ehlvest-Yusupov, USSR Ch (Moscow)
1988 saw White achieve his optimal
set-up in this type of position with 14
23 0-0-0 15 &Hh4 Edg8 16 £.g4 Hd8
17 Eel Wd7 18 Dg2. If White can
make ...f6 unattractive, then Black is
deprived of most of his counterplay,
and White can then slowly improve his
position and prepare a breakthrough
on the kingside.

b) 12..4)d7 13 Bel a6!? (13...0-0-0
14 ©Hhd &b7 15 a2 Wc6 16 Wed
Hdg8 was roughly balanced in Dol-
matov-P.Nikoli¢, Moscow 1990) 14
&h4 2b5 15 Wgd £xd3 16 cxd3 Eg8
17 We2 (Kuczynski-Hertneck, Bun-
desliga 1994/5) and now Hertneck
gives 17...c4! 18 a4 Ec8 19 £a3 cxd3
20 Wxd3 Wcd with an unclear posi-
tion.

12 0-0
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White has also tried 12 f1!?, which
intends to use the rook more actively
via h4, but Short made this look very
unimpressive with 12..%a5 13 Eh4
0-0-0!? 14 dxc5 bxc5 15 &gl &b8 16
Bgd4 Bdg8 17 Wel £a8 18 £d2 c4 19
£e2 Dac6 F in Milos-Short, Buenos
Aires 2000.

12...0-0

12...c4 13 £€2 0-0-0 should be con-
sidered.

13 2e3 c4

Dolmatov gives 13...f6 as a better
try for Black; e.g., 14 exf6 Exf6 15 c4
cxd4 16 DHxd4 Hxd4 17 Lxd4 e5 18
£b2 d4 19 c3 &c6 with an edge for
White.

14 Re2 16 15 exf6 Exf6 16 g3!

Accurate. 16 2Dh4?! is answered by
16..2f5!.

16...Eaf8 17 HHh4

Now 17...4)f5 is met by 18 £.f4.

17..2¢8 18 Wd2 £1c8 19 Hig2

White is slightly better, Dolmatov-
Hertneck, Tilburg 1992.

C3)

7...20bc6 8 h5 (D)

8..%as

If 8...h6 White has the dangerous 9
Wed4 Wa5 10 £d2. Then 9...cxd4 is
met by 11 Wxg7 Bg8 12 Wf6! dxc3 13
£.xh6 +. Black should prefer 10...£d7
11 Wxg7 0-0-0 12 2f3 Wad but White
is better after 13 dxc5 Wxc2 14 Wf6
Wb2 15 Ecl.

9 £d2 £d47!1?

With this Black decides that he will
have to live with the weaknesses on

7 &f3, 7 a4 AND 7 h4
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the kingside created by White playing
h6, and simply carries on with devel-
opment. A few other important lines:

a) 9..%Wad 10 Wb1!? h6 (the move-
order of Ljubojevi¢-Hiibner was actu-
ally 10...£d7?! but this allows 11 h6!,
which Hiibner assesses as *; for exam-
ple, 11...gxh6 12 &f3 0-0-0 13 Exh6
A5 14 Ef6 cxd4 15 £b5 Wa5 16
cxdd +-) 11 &3 £d7 12 Eh4, and
now rather than 12...0-0-0?! 13 dxc5!
Wa5 14 c4, which gave White the better
game in Ljubojevi¢-Hiibner, Tilburg
1987, Black should play 12...c4, when
Hiibner gives 13 Ef4 Ef8 14 g4 0-0-0
15 £h3 6 16 exf6 gxf6 17 Dh4 Dg8
with an unclear position.

b) 9...cxd4 10 cxd4 Wa4 11 HHF3!1?
(better than 11 £c3 b6, when 12 h6
gxh6 13 Wd3 a5 14 Wd2 &f5 gave
Black a good game in Short-Korchnoi,
Wijk aan Zee 1987, while after 12 £)f3
£a6 13 £.xa6 Wxa6 14 a4 Ec8 Black
should have no problems, Short-Ivan-
chuk, Tilburg 1990) 11...%xd4 12 £d3
Hec6 (12...h6 is well met by 13 £b4!,
while 12..9xf3+ 13 Wxf3 Wd4 14

,,,,,,

,,,,,,,
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0-0 Wxe5 15 Efel W6 16 We3 gives
White good compensation according
to Kasparov) 13 &f1 and now:

bl) 13..2xf37! 14 Wxf3 b6 (the
alternative 14..%d4 15 Eel Hxe5 16
We3 Hxd3 17 cxd3 is very good for
White according to Kasparov) 15 h6!
£a6 16 hxg7 Eg8 17 £xa6 Wxa6+ 18
gl Exg7 19 Wf6 + Kasparov-Anand,
Linares 1992.

b2) 13..4)5! 14 &gl (on 14 £xf5
exf5 15 h6 Black has the very strong
15..Eg8! 16 Lg5 £e6 17 Eh4 Wa6+
18 &gl gxh6 19 ££6 Egd, which fa-
voured Black in Hellers-Gulko, Biel
1Z 1993) 14..Wg4 15 We2 £6!? 16 h6
fxe5 (16...Eg8!? is worth considering)
17 hxg7 Eg8 18 Exh7 is unclear, Fed-
orov-Gulko, Las Vegas FIDE 1999.

10 h6 gxh6 (D)
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This is not such a big decision, as
anything else is just bad. Meanwhile,
Black hopes that his lead in develop-
ment will compensate for the ruin of
his kingside, and there are even small
hopes of counterplay on the g-file.

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &\c3

11 53 0-0-0 12 £d3

The alternative 12 Exh6 Edg8 looks
fine for Black.

12...c4

I don’t think Black has any problems
in this position. 12..Ehg8 13 &f1 HHf5
14 £xf5 exf5 15 Exh6 Eg4 also ap-
peared quite reasonable for Black in
Hall-Karlsson, Malmo 1999. Black has
counterplay on the g-file and against
d4. 12...Edg8 is also possible.

13 £.e2 Hg8!?

Protecting h6 but also preparing to
break up White’s centre with ...f6.

14 &f1

Instead, the game Hector-Hillarp
Persson, York 1999 went 14 a4 Ef8 15
Wel f6 16 Wa3 Ef7 17 £14 Hge7 18
exf6 Exf6 19 £.xh6 Eg8 20 &f1 HHfS
21 £d2 Efg6 22 g3 and now the well-
timed 22...e5! gave Black excellent dy-
namic play. One point is that 23 &xe5
&xe5 24 dxe5 is met by 24.. Exg3!,
with the idea that 25 fxg3 Dxg3+ 26
&f2 Wbo+ 27 Le3 HDed+ wins for
Black.

14...£6 15 Wel fxeS 16 dxeS

16 Dxe5 Dxe5 17 dxe5 De7 18
£xh6 Ehg8 19 £3 £e8!20 a4 £¢6
21 a2 Ed7 was very comfortable for
Black in Short-Psakhis, Isle of Man
1999.

16..Ef8 17 g3

This was the game Tischbierek-
Uhlmann, Baden-Baden 1992. Now
rather than 17...2e8? 18 £d4 + Black
should play 17...%c7! (Uhlmann) 18
££4 Qce7 19 &d4 Dgb with a good
position.
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(5...£a5)
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Retreating the bishop to a5 rather
than giving it up for the knight on c3 is
an attractive idea. Both approaches
have sound positional ideas but I like
the idea of keeping the bishop — as
long as it works tactically.

It has been dubbed the Armenian
Variation due to the great impact
Grandmasters Vaganian and Lputian
have had in developing this line. Al-
though Botvinnik used it three times in
his 1954 World Championship match
against Smyslov (+1, =1, —1) there
didn’t seem to be a great deal of inter-
est in the variation until Vaganian and

Lputian began playing it in the mid-
1980s.

The sharp 6 b4 was for long consid-
ered White’s best reply but nowadays
some other ideas are taken just as seri-
ously. For example, Kasparov tried 6
£.d2 9c6 7 Wg4 against Khalifman,
while the continuation 6 Wgd He7 7
dxc5 £xc3+ 8 bxc3 is very fashion-
able at the moment of writing.

Hence our main lines are:

A: 6242 207
B: 6Wgd 209
C: 6b4 212
A)

6 £d2 Hc6

More accurate than 6...cxd4 7 2\b5,
after which Black doesn’t appear to
equalize:

a) 7..8xd2+ 8 Wxd2 Hc6 9 f4 Dh6
10 Dd6+ 28 11 DF3 6 12 £b5! HHf7
13 £xc6 bxc6 14 Dxf7 Lxf7150-0 +
Sax-Korchnoi, Lugano 1986. Note that
15...c5 is met by 16 b4!, when White
recovers his pawn and gains control
over d4.

b) 7...£.c7 can be compared with 6
b4 cxd4 7 Db5 L.c7. White has played
£.d2 rather than b4, which is surely
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favourable for White: 8 f4 £)c6 9 Df3
& ge7 10 £d3 a6 11 Hbxd4, Stefans-
son-Bjarnason, Icelandic Ch 1993 (and
others).

¢) 7...4)c6 and then:

cl) 8 &Hd6+? £f89 f4 &c7 7.

c2) 8&f316(8...0ge79 £d3 Dgb
10 £xg6 hxg6 11 0-0 £c7 12 £g5
Wd7 13 Dxc7+ Wxc7 14 Eel £47 15
xd4 Hxd4 16 Wxd4 * Kurajica-
Enklaar, Amsterdam 1971) 9 &bxd4
&Hxd4 10 Hxd4 Lxd2+ 11 Wxd2 fxes
12 £b5+ 2f8 13 Df3 Wd6 14 We5ed
15 Des5 We7 16 We3 Hh6 17 0-0-0
&f5 18 Wc3 a6 19 Le2 £d47 20 £.g4
Ec8 (A.Sokolov-Vaganian, Minsk Ct
(4) 1986) 21 Dxd7+ Wxd7 22 We5
Wc7 23 Wxc7 Exc7 24 £xf5 exf5 25
Exds £.

c3) 8 f4!? ge7 9 Hd6+ A8 10
£xa5 Wxa5+ 11 b4 Wb6 12 Wh5 Hg6
13 £d3 and White has an initiative —
Tyomkin. In fact, this sort of position
looks very good for White. It is going
to be very difficult for Black to break
up the centre, while White can de-
velop in peace with &ge2 and 0-0,
preparing to attack on the kingside.
Meanwhile, Black is struggling to find
a role for the passive rook on h8.

c4) 8 £xa5!? Wxa5+9b4!? s per-
haps the critical test; for example,
9..Wb6 (9...d8 10 f4 Hh6 11 Dd6+
&8 12 Hf3 6 13 £d3 fxe5 14 fxe5
&xe5 15 Dixe5 Wxd6 16 Whs g8 17
0-0 was extremely good for White in
Milos-Se.Ivanov, Cappelle la Grande
2000) 10 f4! a5 11 £d6+ &f8 12 b5
&ceT 13 D3 Dgb 14 Wd2 P8e7 15

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &\c3

&xd4 £d7 and White has the advan-
tage — Tyomkin. Again, I think this
sort of position is very good for White.

We now return to the position after
6..2c6 (D):
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This dangerous move was prepared
by Kasparov for his game against Khal-
ifman at Linares 2000. White has not
achieved anything from 7 £)b5 £xd4!
8 Hxd4 cxd4 (this is more accurate
than 8...£.xd2+ 9 Wxd2 cxd4 10 &f3,
when White has a slight plus, Nunn-
Hug, Biel 1986) 9 £b5+ (9 Df3 &e7
10 &xd4 &c6 and 9 Lxa5 WxaS5+ 10
b4 Wb6 11 D3 He7 12 Wxdd Wxdd
13 Dxd4 Dg6 14 HF3 £d7, Wege-
ner-Nijboer, Bundesliga 1999/00, are
both fine for Black) 9...2d7 10 £xd7+
&xd7 11 &f3 £b6!, and Black is do-
ing fine; for example, 12 ¢3 dxc3 13
Wad+ Le7 14 bxc3 2f8! 15 c4 De7
16 £b4 &g8 17 L.xe7 Wxe7 18 cxd5
exd5 19 0-0 g6 ¥ De Vreugt-Barsov,
Dieren 1999.

7..2f8
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In general, Black is not afraid of
sacrificing the g7-pawn, so of course
7.4 ge7 suggests itself as an alterna-
tive. Then 8 dxc5 (8 Wxg7 g8 9 Wxh7
cxd4 10 b5 £xd2+ 11 &xd2 Hxe5
is not a problem for Black) 8...0-0 9
&3 6 10 exf6 Exf6 11 0-0-0 e5 12
Wad gave White an advantage in Brod-
sky-Berelovich, Ordzhonikidze 2000.

8 dxc5! Dxe5 9 Wg3 g6 10 0-0-0

10 £d3 £c7 11 4 56 12 HHge2
£d7 13 h3 &6 14 Y2 b6 15 Hd4
De7 16 &ixcb Dxc6 17 b5 Hd7 18
£e3d4 19 Hxd4 Hxd4 20 Lxd4 bxc5
21 £e3 £b6 22 Edl was better for
White in Mitkov-Zaja, Pula Z 2000
but there is plenty of room for im-
provement here.

10...5¢6 11 £3 £d7 12 Dge2 K7
13 W12 b6! 14 2e3 De7 15 g4 bxc5
16 £xc5 £b6 17 h4 L.xc5 18 Wxcs
Wh6 19 Wxb6 axb6 20 £h3

So far Kasparov-Khalifman, Lina-
res 2000. Now Kasparov recommends
20...h6! with the idea of meeting 21 f4
with 21...h5 22 g5 & g4, with roughly
equal chances.

B)

6 Wgq He7 (D)

7 dxc5

Critical. Alternatives are:

a) 7 b4? (this is much worse than
the immediate 6 b4) 7...cxbd 8 b5
b3+! 9 c3 (this is very good for White
without Wg4 and ...%e7 inserted but
here it favours Black) 9...f5 10 £.d2
0-0 11 ¥h3 a6 12 g4 Wh4 F Timman-
Vaganian, Horgen 1995.
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b) 7 Wxg7 Eg8 8 Wxh7 cxd4 9 b4
and now:

bl) 9...dxc3 10 bxa5 — 6 b4 cxd4 7
Weod &e7 8 bxa5 dxc3 9 Wxg7 Eg8 10
Wxn7 t/=.

b2) 9..£c7 10 &b5 — 6 b4 cxd4 7
Weod Ne7 8 Db5 R.c7 9 Wxg7 Hg8 10
Wxh7 =.

7...8xc3+ 8 bxe3 Dg6

This has been the most popular
move lately. Other moves also deserve
consideration:

a) 8..Wc7719 Wxg7 Eg8 10 Wxh7
Wxe5+ 11 De2 Hbco 12 Ebl Wi6 13
h4 Eh8 14 2g5 We5 15 Wd3 + Fili-
penko-Shomoev, Tula 1999.

b) 8..4f5 9 £d3 h5 10 W4 H)c6
11 Ebl Wa5 12 He2 Wxc5 13 0-0 a6
14 £xf5 exf5 15 Wg5 0-0 16 &OHf4
Dxe5 17 Dxh5 Dg6 18 Eel + Cole-
man-Fant, Gausdal 1991.

c) 8...0-0!? (curiously, Neil Mc-
Donald, in his French Winawer calls
this move “untried”, even though it has
been played several times) 9 £d3 (D).

This is similar to another Winawer
line, 5... &xc3+ 6 bxc3 De7 7Wg4 0-0
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(Chapter 13). Here White has the move
dxcS for free. The question is who this
change favours:

cl) 9..4)d7 10 D3 £5 11 exf6 Dxf6
12 Wha Wc7 13 £14 Wxc5 14 Le5
&f5 (King-Lputian, Dortmund 1988)
15 Wba! £,

c2) 9...8bc6 10 D3 (10 WhS5 can
be considered; compare with 5... £xc3+
6 bxc3 De7 7 Wg4 0-0 8 £d3 Dbcb 9
Whn5)10...f5 11 exf6 Exf6 12 2g5 €5
(12..Ef7 13 Wh4 h6 14 Lxe7 Wxe7
15 Wxe7 HExe7 leaves White a tempo
up on the line 5... &xc3+ 6 bxc3 De7 7
Wed 0-0 83 Dbc6 9 £d3 f5 10 exf6
Bxfo 11 £g5Bf7 12 Whq h6 13 Lxe7
Wye7 14 Wxe7 Hxe7) 13 Wha (13
We3 Be6 F) 13...e4 14 £xf6 gxf6 15
Wxf6 exd3 and now, rather than 16
W5+ &h8 17 W6+ g8 18 Wes+
&8 19 Wf6+ 14-1/» Karayannis-Khal-
kias, Agios Nikolaos 2000, the critical
line is 16 cxd3 £f5.

c3) 9..40g6!7 10 &3 £5 11 exf6
Wxf6 12 Wd4 £c6! (12...657 13 Wxd5+
£e6 14 Wxb7! is much better for
White, Savon-Liogky, Odessa 1989)

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 9c3

13 Wxf6 gxf6 14 c4 d4 15 Ked EdS
with unclear play — Savon.

d) 8..4)d7!? was employed suc-
cessfully by Botvinnik more than 50
years ago, but for some reason it has
never been very popular. White has:

dl) 9 Wxg7?! (here it seems fa-
vourable for Black to trade his g-pawn
for White’s e-pawn) 9...Eg8 10 Wxh7
Axe5 11 e2 (11 DF3 Dxf3+ 12 gxf3
might be better, but personally I would
find it very difficult to accept such
weakened pawns) 11.. Wa5! (not, of
course, 11..Hxg2? 12 Wh8+ Hg8 13
Wxe5 +-) 12 £d2 Wxc5 13 HH)f3
G xf3+ 14 &xf3 e5! is good for Black
because of his strong centre, Reshev-
sky-Botvinnik, USSR-USA (Moscow)
1946.

d2) 9 &3 Wc7 10 Wxg7 Hg8 11
Wxh7 Hxe5 and now:

d21) 12 £e3!? Dgd (12..9xf3+
13 gxf3 £d7 14 Bbl! +) 13 £b5+
£d7 14 £xd7+ &xd7 15 Wd3 HHxe3
16 Wxe3 &5 17 We5 (Baklan-Zhao
Zong, Istanbul OL 2000) 17...%xc5 =.

d22) 12 Wh5 DHxf3+ 13 Wxf3 £47
14 £f4 £ Shamkovich-Gipslis, USSR
Ch (Baku) 1961.

e) 8..Wa59 £d2 &g6 and then:

el) 10 h4!?h5 11 We5 &Dd7 12 c4
(12 &DF3 Dxc5 13 £d3 Ded 14 We3
£4d7! is fine for Black) 12..%xc5!
(12..Wa4 13 cxd5 Ddxe5!? 14 Le2
We4!? 15 0-0-0 £ Short-Timman, Am-
sterdam 1991) 13 &f3 dxcd 14 £b4
Wd5 (much stronger than 14..%c7?
15 0-0-0! with good attacking chances
for White) 15 Ed1 Wed+ 16 Le2 f6!
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17 exf6 gxf6 18 We3 Wxe3 19 fxe3
96 20 ©d2! with roughly balanced
chances, Kruppa-Lputian, USSR Ch
(Moscow) 1991.

€2) 10 &f3 Hd7 (10...4c6?! is
worse; then White continues 11 £.d3
intending h4-h5) 11 c4 Wa4. Now
White has two options:

e21) 12 Wd4!1? dxcd 13 £xc4 0-0
14 £b4 (14 £c3! may offer better
prospects of obtaining an advantage)
14...a5 15 0-0 Wc6 16 £d2 Dxc5 17
£.e3 b6 = Rowson-Vaganian, Istanbul
OL 2000.

€22) 12 hd!? Wxc2!? (12...0-0 13
Wd4 Wxc2 14 cxd5 exdS was played
in Saravanan-B.Lali¢, Andorra 2000,
and now White should try 15 h5 De7
16 h6 with an attack) 13 cxd5 Wb2!
(13...exd5?! 14 e6! is dangerous for
Black) 14 Ec1!? &gxe5 15 Hxe5
Wxe5+ 16 £e2 h5 with approximately
equal chances, Short-Vaganian, Rot-
terdam 1989.

9 H)f3

9 h4 h5 10 Wg3 Was5!? 11 £4d2
Ad7! 12 93 &xc5 and Black has a
good position. Note by the way that d7
is often the best square for Black’s
queen’s knight.

9..d7

9..Wa5 10 £4d2 - 8..Wa5 9 £a2
g6 10 D)3 =.

10 £d3

10h4 h5 11 Wg3 HHxc5 is again fine
for Black since White is denied time
for £d3.

10...%¢7 11 0-0 (D)

11..5xe5
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11...2)dxe5 is more ambitious but
even though Black is doing well from a
structural point of view after 12 &)xe5
WxeS5 13 £b5+ £.d7 14 £2xd7+ 2xd7,
there is a big drawback in the insecu-
rity of his king. In Leko-Khalifman,
Linares 2000, this was skilfully ex-
ploited by Leko: 15 Wad+! (a major
improvement upon 15 Ebl Ehb8 16
c4 We4 = Fogarasi-Atalik, Budapest
1998) 15...&e7 (15...2c7, as mentioned
by Atalik, may be better) 16 Wb4 Eab8
17 £4! Wed 18 5 Wxb4 (18...exf5 19
285+ 28 20 c6+!? Wxbd 21 axb4
bxc6 22 Bxa7 £) 19 axb4 exf5 20 Exf5
and although Khalifman later man-
aged to make a draw, there is no doubt
about White’s advantage.

12 83

12 a4 0-0 (12...Hxd3? 13 cxd3 Wxc3
is obviously too risky owing to 14
£a3, when Black’s king is caught in
the centre) 13 £.a3 b6 14 Hfel £5! 15
exf6 &xd3! (an important interpola-
tion; 15...Bxf6 16 £xc5! would have
been good for White) 16 cxd3 Exf6 17
w9317, Leko-Khalifman, Istanbul OL
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2000, and now Black should have tried
17..%xc3 18 ¥d6 £.a6! 19 Hacl Wxd3
20 Exe6, when “White has compensa-
tion but no more” — Leko.

12..£d7! 13 &xc5 Wxc5 14 hd
Wxc3 15 Wg3 0-0-0

The position is roughly balanced.
Leko-Vaganian, Istanbul OL 2000 was
quickly drawn after 16 Eabl f6! 17
Hfel Hxe5 18 DxeS5 fxe5 19 Wxg7
Edg8 20 Wxe5 Wxe5 21 Exe5 &c7 22
cd 1h-1h,

C)
6b4 (D)
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For a long time, this has been con-
sidered the critical move.

6...cxd4

The other capture, 6...cxb4, has a
dubious reputation owing to 7 &b5.
Then:

a) 7..b3+ 8 c3 and White regains
the b-pawn with a clear advantage.

b) 7..bxa3+ 8 c3 De7 9 Dd6+2d7
(9...f8 10 Wb3 is also good for White)
10 Exa3 Ef8 11 &3 Hbcb 12 Le2

,,,,, ///

///////

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &3

&5 13 HHxf5 exf5 14 0-0 + Anand-
Lodhi, Dubai OL 1986.

c) 7..2c7 8 f4 £d7 9 Dxc7+ Wxc7
10 £d3 £a4 11 £b2 Hh6 12 D3
&c6 13 0-0 D5 14 We2 £ Yagupov-
Hedman, Aars 1999.

d) 7..%c6 8 axb4 (8 £d2!7 is pos-
sible) 8...&xb4+ 9 c3 £e7 10 La3!
&Hh6 11 Lxe7 Wxe7 12 Dd6+ 2f8 13
£b5! £6! (13...£5? 14 £xc6 bxcb 15
Waq £d7 16 Ebl &7 17 Wa3! +
Topalov-Ermenkov, Burgas 1994) 14
f4 (14 £xc6 bxc6 15 Wad £d7 16
Wa3 should be considered) 14..20f7
15 £.xc6 bxc6 16 Dxc8 Exc8 17 Hf3
fxe5 18 fxe5 g6 19 Ea6 Ec7 20 Wad
&g7 21 0-0 with good compensation
for the pawn, Salm-Zagorovsky, corr.
Wch 1962-5.

After the text-move (6...cxd4) White
has the following options:

Cl: 75b5 212
C2: 7 g4 216
Cl)

7 5b5 L7

7...8b6!7 is a provocative alterna-
tive which is rarely seen. White should
not be tempted into playing £d6+ but
rather concentrate on developing and
regaining the d4-pawn at an appropri-
ate moment. However, getting a real
advantage is not so easy. Best seems 8
We4 &f8 9 D3 6 10 W4 with an
edge for White.

8f4 (D)

The other way to defend the e5-pawn
is with minor pieces, viz. 8 £)f3 c6 9
£.f4. The drawback of this approach is
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that the e5-pawn can easily become
vulnerable. After 9...%ge7 White has
two options, but neither seems to cause
Black many headaches:

a) 10 Hxc7+ Wxc7 11 £d43 Hgb
12 £.¢3 Dgxe5 (12...a5 13 hd axb4 14
axb4 Exal 15 Wxal 0-0?! 16 0-0 Dxbd
17 h5! De7 18 h6 gxh6 was unclear in
J.Horvath-Lputian, Sochi 1985) 13
Axe5 Dxe5 14 £b5+ £47 15 £xd7+
&xd7 16 Wxd4 6 17 0-0 and White
has compensation — Lputian.

b) 10 Dbxd4!? £47 11 Dxcb Dxcb
12b5De7 13 £d3 Dgb 14 £.g3 La5+
15 &f1, Uhlmann-Knaak, Dresden
1995, and now simply 15...0-0 is fine
for Black.
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8..&d7!

There is a large choice for Black at
this point, but the main 5...£a5 ex-
perts, Lputian and Vaganian, seem to
have arrived at the conclusion that this
move is best. Black intends to ex-
change his ‘bad’ bishop for the knight
on b5. Of course White can avoid this
by simply capturing on c7 but then
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Black can quickly generate counter-
play on the queenside.

First, a summary of the alternatives:

a) 8..20h6 9 D3 £d7 10 HxcT+
Wxc7 11 £d3 a6 12 ad D5 - 8...De7
9 &3 £d7 10 Dxc7+ Yxc7 11 Ld3
a6 12 a4 Bf5 /=.

b) 8...2e7 (I could cite a great
many games featuring this move, but
since it has lost much of its former
popularity, I have concentrated on giv-
ing only what seems really relevant at
the moment) 9 &f3 and now there are
two principal options for Black:

bl) 9..4bc6 10 £d3 Lb8!? (of
course Black can also simply continue
10...a6 but the insertion of ...2\bc6 has
prevented him from executing one of
his main ideas, namely the attempt to
exchange light-squared bishops) 11
bxd4 Hxd4 12 DHxd4 a6 13 Le3
£a7 14 ¥d2 0-0 15 0-0 £ Ghinda-
Lechtynsky, Bratislava 1983.

b2) 9..2d7 10 HxcT+ Wxc7 11
£4d3 a6 12 a4 (White should prevent
...&b5; Khachian-Lputian, Armenian
Ch (Erevan) 1999 continued 12 0-0
£b5 13 HHxd4 £xd3 14 cxd3 Dbeb 15
£e3 0-0 16 Ecl ¥b6! 17 Ec5 a5 18
&c2 axb4 19 axb4 d4! with a good
game for Black) 12..9f5. Now we
have:

b21) 13 Wd2 &c6 (13...50e3!? and
13...¥¢c3 are both reasonable but still
untested alternatives) 14 £b2 0-0!?
(14...%b6 15 b5 axb5 16 axb5 Exal+
17 £xal Wa5, Atlas-Kindermann, Ptyj
71995, 18 Le2! Wxd2+ 19 &xd2 Ha5
20 Hxdd Dxd4 21 Lxd4 Ded+ 22
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£xc4 dxcd 23 Ebl 0-0 24 &c3 Ec8
25 b4 &f8 26 Eal + Kindermann) 15
2xf5 exf5 16 £xd4 Dxdd 17 Hxdd £
Z.Almasi-Lputian, Pula Echt 1997.

b22) 13 0-0 &c6 14 Wel Who 15
Ebl Hce7 16 b5 axb5 17 axb5 He3 18
&2 Hc4 © Anand-Lputian, Wijk aan
Zee 2000.

¢) 8...a5!? (D) and now:

W/xﬁ % %x
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cl) 9 & f3 axb4 10 Hfxd4 £d7 11
£b2 bxa3 12 £xa3 (12 Exa3!?is an-
other idea) 12...5e7 13 £d6 (13 £xe7
£a5+ 14 &f2 &xe7 F) 13..L£a5+ 14
c3 £xb5 15 £xb5+ Dbcb6 16 Wh3 0-0
is slightly better for Black, Golubev-
Korchnoi, Miinster 1996.

c2) 9 £b2 axb4 10 axb4 Exal 11
£xal §c6 12 Dxc7+ Wxc7 13 Wa2
&h6 14 D3 HHf5 15 £d3 0-0 16 0-0
£.d7 has occurred twice but doesn’t
seem to cause Black too much trouble.
White may hope for a slight pull in a
knight vs ‘bad’ bishop type of position
but this implies exchanges of two mi-
nor pieces and allowing Black coun-
terplay on the queenside:

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &\c3

c21) 17 Ebl Ea8 18 b5 Ha5 19
b6?! (this only makes c6 available for
Black’s minor pieces; 19 Wf2! is supe-
rior) 19...¥d8 20 g4 (too sharp; again
20 W2 is preferable) 20..2Hh4! 21
xd4 §c6 22 Le2 h5! F Leko-Lpu-
tian, Ljubljana 1995.

c22) 17 £xf5 exfs5 18 £xd4 Hxd4
(Black should probably eliminate this
bishop when he has the chance; a
funny line is 18...2a8?! 19 Wc3! Ead
20 Ebl Wc8 21 e6 Lxe6 22 £xg7,
when 22..9xb4? loses to 23 Wf6!
Wxc2 24 \%’gS! and White forces mate,
but 22..Exb4! keeps the game un-
clear) 19 &xd4 Ea8 20 h3 h6 21 Ebl
Wec4 22 &2 a2 and Black has good
counterplay, Gi.Hernandez-Korchnoi,
Merida (4) 1996.

c3) 9 £d2! (this move looks best)
9..%h6 10 D3 D5 (or 10...axb4 11
axb4 Exal 12 Wxal 0-0 13 Dxc7 Wxc7
14 Dxd4 D5 15 Dxf5 exf5 16 We3 £
Svidler-Se.Ivanov, St Petersburg 1997)
11 £d3. Now Black has tried:

c31) 11..£d77 12 &xc7+ Wxc7
13 b5! (a very strong move; White not
only prevents Black from getting coun-
terplay by opening up the queenside
with ...axb4 but also severely restricts
the b8-knight) 13...Wc5 14 We2 0-0
15 a4 6 16 0-0 De3 17 Efel &c4 18
£c1 b6 19 exf6 Exf6 20 HDe5 with a
slight advantage for White, Z.Almasi-
Korchnoi, Budapest 1996.

c32) 11...0-0 12 0-0 (in order to
avoid 12...£.b6, White might consider
12 &xc7 Wxc7 and only then 13 0-0)
12...8c6 (the alternative 12...£.b6 is
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worth considering; e.g., 13 bxa5 £.xa5
14 £xf5 exf5 15 £.xa5 Wxa5 16 Hfxd4
ANc6 17 Wd3 Hxd4 18 Hxd4 Wes =)
13 Hxc7 Wxc7 14 b5 Dce7 15 We2
£.d7 16 g4!? De3 17 £xe3 dxe3 18
Wxe3 f5 19 exf6 Exf6 20 He5 Le8
21 Eael £ Leko-Se.Ivanov, Budapest
1996.

9 3

Or:

a) 9 We4 g6 (9...2f8 may also be
worth testing) 10 O3 Hh6 11 g5
&f5 12 Wxd8+ £xd8 13 g4 Dh4! 14
ANd6+ 2f8 15 Hxh4 £xhd+ 16 Ldl
is unclear according to Benjamin.

b) 9 DxcT+Wxc7 10 £f3 and then:

bl) 10..a6 11 a4!? De7 12 £.d3
A5 13 0-0 Hc6 14 Wel Wbe 15 Ebl
Hce7 16 b5 axb5 17 axb5 He3 18 Ef2
A4 was unclear in Anand-Lputian,
Wijk aan Zee 2000.

b2) Ilike 10...£2a4! 11 £d3. Then
both 11...4c6 12 0-0 a6 13 £b2 Pge7
14 Hxd4 Ec8 15 D3 £b5, del Rio
de Angeles-Romero, Linares 1998
and 11..Wc3+ 12 £d2 Wxd3 13 cxd3
£xd1 14 &xdl De7 15 Hxd4 Ld8!?
16 ©¢2 Hbch, Van Delft-Barsov, Vlis-
singen 2000, are equal.

9...£xb5 10 £xb5+ (D)

10...2d7!?

With this move Black aims for a fu-
ture ...2\b6-c4.

10...2c6 is an alternative:

a) 11 9Hxd4 Hge7 and now:

al) 12 Wh5 g6 13 Who is very
ambitious but White is overreaching:
13...£b6 14 Hxc6 bxc6 15 Wg7 Ef8
16 £a4 £d4 17 Ebl Wb6 is much
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better for Black, De Vreugt-Nijboer,
Wijk aan Zee 1999.

a2) 12¢c3 £b6 13 £e30-0 14 Wd2
£.xd4! (a very notable decision; Black
gives up another bishop for counter-
play on the queenside) 15 cxd4 a5!
(now White’s bishop on b5 is just get-
ting in the way, and hence Black ob-
tains strong pressure) 16 0-0?! (this is
not an entirely correct pawn sacrifice
but Black would also have a good po-
sition after 16 bxa5 &xa5) 16...axb4
17 a4!? (17 axb4 b6 F) 17..b3! F
Bologan-Vaganian, Groningen FIDE
1997.

b) 11 £b2 &ge7 12 £d3 £b6 13
0-0 Dg6 14 g3 Wd7 15 &g2 0-0 16
We?2 a6 = Balcerak-Luther, Senden
1999.

c) 11 0-0! (White’s best chance
seems to be to treat the position as a
temporary gambit; regaining the pawn
on d4 leads to more trouble than good)
11..2ge7 12 £d3 £b6 13 £hl OS5
14 £xf5 exf5 15 £b2 Wd7 16 Hxd4
(16 ¥d3!7) 16...0-0 17 &Hf3! Efd8 18
Wd3 Bac8 19 Eadl £e7 20 £4d4 and

///////////
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White is slightly better, Socko-Vagan-
ian, Belgrade ECC 1999.

11 0-0 De7 12 Hxd4

Van den Doel-Lputian, Wijk aan
Zee 1999 saw the much too aggressive
12 g47!, the idea of which is rather
uncertain to me. White’s king is now
too exposed and Black exploited this
splendidly with 12...a6 13 £d3 h5! 14
h3 hxg4 15 hxgd £b6 16 b5 (16 Hxd4
&6 17 D3 &{cd, though probably
the lesser evil, is also good for Black)
16...4c4 17 bxa6 Exab F.

12...0-0 13 £d3 g6

Black has a pleasant position. Gal-
lagher-Lputian, Lucerne Wcht 1997
now continued 14 £b2?! Hb6 15 Wf3
DNad 16 £c1 266 17 £e3 Hb2!, when
the best White can hope for is an equal
game. Obviously, the bishop is badly
placed on b2 and 14 £e3 is a natural
improvement. However, 1 would be
surprised if Black turned out to have
any real difficulties after 14...2)b6 with
the idea of ...4\c4. There is also the pos-
sibility of playing 14...£b6 followed
by ...4c6.

C2)

7 We4 (D)

7...2e7 8 bxas

8 &b5 £.c7 9 Wxg7 Eg8 10 Wxh7
is a mixture of the Wg4 and &b5 vari-
ations. It should not worry Black, but
it is tried once in a while. Black has
two main options:

a) 10..&xe5 11 &3 Eh8 12 Wd3
£.¢7 has a bad reputation in view of 13
L4 g6 14 DT+ 2f8 15 L.g3e516

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 ®c3
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&xa8. Black has some compensation
for the sacrificed material but not quite
enough.

b) 10...a6! 11 Dxc7+ Wxc7 12 He2
Wxe5 13 £b2 and now:

bl) 13..6 14 f4 (14 £xd4 e5 15
£.¢5Dbe6 16 Wd3 Df5 17 Wxd5 £e6
18 We4 0-0-0 gives Black a strong at-
tack) 14...20bc6 15 Wd3 Hf5 16 0-0-0
Whe! is generally agreed upon as fine
for Black but is far from clear. The key
continuation is 17 &bl £d7 18 Eel
Ec8 19 g3 &f8! (19..9e3 20 Hxd4
&xd4 was M.Miiller-Vaganian, Bun-
desliga 1993/4, but now 21 Exe3! £xc2
22 Ee5 doesn’t look bad for White) 20
h4!? ce7 21 Hxd4 Hxg3 22 Eh2
Wxf4 23 £c1! Wd6 24 Wh7 and White
has some compensation for the pawn,
Yudasin-Lputian, USSR Ch (Kiev)
1986.

b2) 13..%c7!? and then:

b21) 14 D37 e5 15 Le2 Leb6
and now in Timman-Khalifman, Sanur
2000, Timman went for the overly ag-
gressive 16 f4?7 and was in bad shape
after 16...exf4 17 ©h5 We5!. Khalifman
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analysed instead 16 0-0 &bc6 17 f4
exf4 18 &Hh5 0-0-0 19 Hxf4 Eh8 20
Wd3 517 21 b5 He5 22 Wh3 axbs
23 Wxb5 & g6, when Black has an at-
tack to compensate for his positional
defects.

b22) 14 f4 Hbc6 15 Wd3 D5 16
0-0-0 £d7 with a complicated posi-
tion, Nunn-Kinsman, London Lloyds
Bank 1993.

8..dxc3 9 Wxg7 Hg8 10 Wxh7
&be6 (D)
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This safeguards the e5-pawn in a
very natural way but there are a few
negative aspects of the move too. The
most noteworthy is that the move seri-
ously inhibits the dark-squared bishop.

White has also played 11 &f3!?
Wc7 12 £f4 (White can hope for no
more than an equal position after 12
£b5 £d7 13 0-0 Dxe5 14 Dxe5 Wxe5
15 £&xd7+ &xd7 16 Wd3 Hac8 17
Ebl Ec7, Wach-Enders, Ptuj Z 1995)
12...£d7 13 £d3 (it is also interesting
to throw in 13 26!?) 13...0-0-0 14 £.g3

217

Wxa5 15 0-0. There are now two op-
tions for Black:

a) 15..Wc5 16 Wha (16 Wxf7 Edfs
17 Wh7 Exf3 18 gxf3 Hxe5 was Shi-
rov-Akopian, Merida 2000, and now
Shirov suggests 19 £h1 Hxf3 20 Wh5
%) 16..Eg7 (16..Df5 17 &xf5 exf5
18 h3!?7 £) 17 Efbl a6 18 h3 Edg8 19
&h2 d4 20 £e4 and White is better,
Lutz-K . Miiller, Altenkirchen 1999.

b) 15...Eh8! is the recent trend.
Now:

bl) 16 Wg7 d4 17 We4 HDHFS! 18
Efb17! (18 £xf5 exf5 19 Wf4 £e6,
intending ...Wa4, leads to approximate
equality) 18...20xg3 19 Wxg3 Wc7! 20
&f1 Ehg8 21 W4 £5!, and Black al-
ready has a pleasant position, J.Pol-
gar-Khalifman, Hoogeveen 2000.

b2) 16 Wxf7 Edfg 17 Wg7 Ehg8
18 Wh6 Exf3! (a strong positional
sacrifice; an important defender of the
king and the e5-pawn is removed, and
in return Black obtains promising
piece-play in the centre) 19 gxf3 Hd4
20 W4 Def521 2hl (21 a4 Hh4!?22
&h1 Dhxf3 23 Efd1 Wc5 with coun-
terplay) 21...£b5! 22 Efdl £xd3 23
Exd3 Wc524 Wel b8 25 Wdl Ec8 F
Galkin-Khalifman, Hoogeveen 2000.

11...%xa5 12 Hf3

12 Ebl attempts to tease a little but
Black can play 12...2d7 anyway. Then
Black has strong counterplay after 13
Exb7 Dd4! 14 Wd3 Def5 15 D3 Wes!
16 Dxd4 &Hxd4, intending ...L.c6,
.5 and ...d4, Dolmatov-Lputian,
Irkutsk 1986.

12...£d7 13 Ebl
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After 13 9g57!, 13...Exg5 14 fxg5
0-0-0 15 Wxf7 &f5 gives Black excel-
lent compensation, while 13...0-0-0!?
14 9xf7 Df5 15 Hxd8 Wxd8 16 Wh3
Aedd 17 Wxc3+ b8 also appeared
promising for Black in Ernst-Kinsman,
Gausdal 1995.

13...0-0-0 14 %d3 (D)
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14...d4!?

This is the critical position for this
line. Black usually advances the d-
pawn sooner or later but it is not im-
perative to do it immediately. Other
moves:

a) 14...2e8 is untested.

b) 14..5f515Egl! (15 Eb5?! Wad
16 Wxc37! Exg2 17 £xg2 Wxb5 18
£h3 d4 19 a3 Wes F Rudolf-Vagan-
ian, German Team Cup 2000) and now:

bl) 15..d4 16 g4! &Hfe7 17 Hg3
£e8 18 h4 £ Anand-Khalifman, Lin-
ares 2000.

b2) 15...f6 is untried. It is an idea
I have been labouring over for some
time, but unfortunately I don’t think it
works: 16 g4 (16 exf6 ©d6!? gives

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &\c3

Black compensation; he is toying with
an ...e5 break) 16...2h6 (16...fxe5 17
gxf5 e4 18 We3 exf5 19 Exg8 Exg8
20 &d4 is insufficient for Black) 17
exf6 (17 h3 fxe5 18 fxe5 &O)f7 19 &4
can also be considered) 17..Exg4 18
Exgd Dxgd 19 Web6 e5 20 h3 ed 21
hxg4 exf3 22 Eb5 Wc7 23 7 +.

c) 14...a6is Khalifman’s latest idea.
Black wants to play ..¥c5 without
having to worry about Eb5. Now:

cl) 15 Hg5?7! Exg5 (more or less
a standard reaction) 16 fxg5 &f5 17
214 Wxa3 18 Eb3 Wa4! 19 g3 d4 F
Anand-Khalifman, Dortmund 2000.

c2) 15 Eb3 d4! 16 Hxd4 Hxd4 17
Wxd4 £.06 18 Wxc3 Wd5 19 Wd3 and
now 19..Wa5+ forces a repetition by
20 Wc3 Wds, since 20 £d2 Wad gives
White a strong attack according to
Ivanchuk.

c3) 15 g3 d4!? (15..5f5 is also
possible) 16 £.g2 Wd5 (not 16...c5
17 Dg5! +, but 16...5f5 or 16...0d5
should still be considered) 17 0-0 (af-
ter 17 Eal Wc5, 18 £g5 is met by
18...Exg5; with the rook on bl this
would be much less clear since White
would have an attack against b7)
17..%a2 18 Eb3 £e8 19 Ed1 £b8 20
ad! Wxad 21 £.a3 HHF5 22 Hal &c8 23
£b2 Dba 24 Wed+ Weo 25 Wxbd
cxb2 26 Ebl +.

c4) 15 Egl and now:

c41) 15...d4 16 DHxd4 Hxd4 (alter-
natively, 16...2.e8 17 2b3!) 17 Wxd4
£.c6 18 b4 Wd5 19 &f2! + Anand.

c42) Black should probably play
15...£e8 and only then ...d4. If White
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plays g4 at some stage then Black has
at least saved the two tempi he wasted
on .5 and ...£)fe7 in Anand-Kha-
lifman in line ‘b1’.

We now return to the position after
14...d4!? (D):
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15 Eb5!?

If Black can hold his centre he will
be guaranteed excellent play because
White is playing with a vulnerable king
and bad development. This is a logical
way to put pressure on Black’s centre.

Other moves:

a) 15Hxd4?! D xd4 16 Wxd4 £.c6
17 ¥b4 Wd5 F Gretner-Bonne, Zurich
1962.

b) 15 Dg5?! Exg5 16 fxg5 Wxe5+
gives Black plenty of compensation.

c) 15 g31? 55 (15..5d5 16 £.g2
Wc5 17 0-0 a6 with an unclear posi-
tion — Kindermann) 16 £g2 Wc7 17
0-0 was Shirov-Romero, Spanish Cht
(Salamanca) 1998, and now Shirov
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gives 17...0ce7! 18 Dg5 £.c6 19 Dxf7
£xg2 20 &xg2 EdS with compensa-
tion for Black.

15..%¢7 (D)

M/’ﬁ@}%y
a8 &)
% % %

%Z/ iy

/8/
. 4

16 a4

Another try is 16 Wc4 &Hf5 17 Egl
a6 18 Ebl Wa5 19 g4 He3 20 £xe3
dxe3 21 Eb3, when White is better.
There is a likelihood that Black can
improve on this but since White is not
really getting anything clear out of 16
a4, this could be a way to improve
White’s play.

16...a6 17 Eb1 Wa5 18 Wc4 Wds!

Now in Arakhamia-Kindermann,
Vienna 1996, White went for the bait
on a6 but after 19 Wxa6 H\b4! 20 We2
&ec6 Black seized the initiative. In-
stead, Kindermann suggests 19 &f2!
Wxcd 20 £xcd HDFS (20..H0a5M 21
£d3 £xad4 22 Eal b523 Hg5 Eg724
h4 £) 21 Egl &ce7 with an unclear
position.

Zg%z
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1ed 62 d4 d53 % c3 £b4 (D)
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In this chapter we shall consider a
large number of early deviations from
both White’s and Black’s side. Rather
than naming a number of different
chapters “Rare 4th moves for White”,
“Rare 4th moves for Black” and the
like, I have chosen to collect it all to-
gether in one big chapter. Itis a massive
bunch of different types of systems, so
I will just get on with it...

A: 4%qd3 220
B: 4Wg4 222
C: 44d3 224
D: 4%He2 225
E: 4£d2 227
F: 4a3 229
G: 4 exd5 231
H: 4e5 233

Line H is of course the main line; in
this chapter we only consider lines that
have not already been dealt with in
previous chapters.

A)
4 ¥a3 (D)
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I am surprised by the large number
of strong players who have played this
early queen move. The idea is to trans-
fer it to the kingside after 4...dxe4 5
Wxed )f6 6 Wh4. This may give White
some sort of a promising attacking
position if Black is not careful, but
clearly shouldn’t give Black any wor-
ries either.

4..0e7!?

This seems the most annoying for
White. The queen is not particularly
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well placed on d3 so it is very logical
to avoid forcing it to a better square
and instead just to continue develop-
ing. For the record, there isn’t any-
thing wrong with 4...dxe4. Then after
5 Wxed 56 6 Wha, Black’s best is
6...8d5!, intending to simplify the po-
sition with ... We4(+). The logical con-
tinuation is 7 £d2 £xc3 8 £xc3, and
then Black should decide whether he
wants to exchange queens:

a) 8..Wed+ 9 Wxed Nxed 10 £a5
(! = Berelovich) 10...¢c6 (10...b6 is
dubious according to Berelovich ow-
ing to 11 f3 but I don’t see anything
particularly wrong with Black’s posi-
tion after 11..20f6 12 £d2 £b7 13
0-0-0 £bd7; White has the bishop-
pair but Black is solid and well devel-
oped) 11 £xc7 Dxd4 12 £d3 {513
0-0-0 — Berelovich. No assessment is
attached so I assume he thinks White
has a small advantage.

b) 8...4e4 and then:

bl) 9 £c47! Wxcd 10 Wxed HNA7
(10..¥%d5 =) 11 D3 96 12 Wha 0-0
13 &e5 and now 13...%d5 14 0-0 Wed
was equal in Kekelidze-Berelovich,
Cappelle la Grande 1998 but Black
could also try to play for an advantage
with 13...%a6!?, keeping White’s king
in the centre for a while.

b2) 9 £d3 Hxc3 10 bxe3 Wxg2 11
fed g5 12 £xg2 (12 Wxh7 Exh7 13
£xg2 96 14 Ebl £d7 15 Exb7 0-0-0
gives Black good compensation for the
pawn) 12...gxh4 was given by Berelo-
vich as more testing, though he also
seems to imply that Black is fine in
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this last line after 13 £)f3 h3 14 £xh3
b6.
b3) 9 Df3 Hxc3 10 bxc3 Was 11
&d2 was suggested by Berelovich.
We now return to the position after
4..9De7 (D)
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This is relatively best but doesn’t
promise anything. Other moves:

a) 5 De2 c5!7 6 Lg5 f6 7 Ld2
Abc6 8 a3 £xc3 9 £xc3, Schmitt-
diel-Jolles, Groningen 1990, and now
Watson recommends 9...cxd4 10 &xd4
e5 11 &xc6 bxeb, when Black is fine
due to his strong centre.

b) 5 £g50-0 6 D3 Lxc3+ (6...f6
7 £.d2 c5 also seems playable) 7 bxc3
6 8 £d2 b6 9 We3 £b7 10 £.d3 dxed
11 £xed &F5 12 We2 Lxed 13 Wxed
Wd5 F Smirin-Vaganian, USSR Cht
(Naberezhnye Chelny) 1988.

5...0-0

I agree with McDonald that the
text-move is more flexible (and thus
better) than the immediate 5...c5, when
6 a3 c4 (6..£xc3 7 £xc3 ) 7 W3
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£xc3 8 £xc3 0-0 9 e5 might promise
White a little something.

6 Dge2

Or:

a) 6 0-0-0 c5 7 dxc5 Dbeb 8 HF3
£.xc5 was approximately equal in the
game Ribeiro-Russek, Maringa U-26
Wcht 1991.

b) 6 a3 £xc3 7 £xc3 b6! is also
fine for Black, as the attempt to stop
...&.a6 with 8 b4 meets with the strong
response 8..£d7! (intending ...dxe4
followed by ...£.c6) 9 €5 a6 =/, when
White cannot really prevent Black
from exchanging the light-squared
bishop in any case, Hector-Dokhoian,
Arhus 1991.

6..c57 a3

7 dxc5 @bc6 is not a problem for
Black either.

7..8xc3 8 £xc3 ¢4 9 W3 dxed 10
Wxed d5

The position is roughly equal, Hei-
denfeld-Knott, York 2000.

B)
4 Vg4 (D)
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THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 9\c3

This is a very tactical line where
White tries to punish Black immedi-
ately for the early bishop development
by omitting a3 and not even taking time
to secure his centre with e5. Indeed,
the instability of the centre is the
drawback of this line.

4..f6

After this the position quickly be-
comes very sharp but there is no reason
for Black to avoid these complica-
tions. An attempt to simplify with
4..dxed 5 Wxg7 (5 Yxe4 — 4 Wd3
dxed 5 Wxed) 5..¥f6 was met by 6
Wg3! H\c6 7 £b5 DeT 8 De2, leaving
White better, in Miladinovi¢-Rozen-
talis, Montreal 2000.

5 Wxg7 Hg8 6 Whe Zg6

Or:

a) 6...dxed 7 De2 b6 8 £g5 Hbd7
9 Hg3 £b7 10 £b5 Hg6 11 Wha h6
12 £xh6 a6 13 Le2 We7 14 £42 is
slightly better for White, Planinc-An-
dersson, Amsterdam 1973.

b) 6..8xe4!? has been criticized
by some sources. White’s best may be
7 &e2!?. However, after the natural 7
Wxh7?!, Minev points to the little-
known game Bonsdorff-Liipola, Hel-
sinki 1957, which continued 7...Eg6!
8 Wh8+ &d7 9 Wxd8+ &xd8 10 £d2
(10 9De2 might be better) 10...2xd2
11 £xd2 ¢5 12 a3, and now simply
12...2a5! 13 &f3 &c6 would have
been good for Black.

¢) 6...c5!?7is an attempt to be more
accurate than in the main line. Then:

cl) White can try to force a trans-
position with 7 &e2:
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cll) 7..2g6 8 We3 &c6 9 £d2
gd 10 Wd3 — 6..Eg6 7 We3 c5 8
£.d2 Dg4 9Yd3 &6 10 Dge2 =.

c12) Black can try 7...cxd4 but it is
not obviously favourable for him to
exchange so early on d4.

c2) Of course, White may also play
differently: 7 e5 cxd4 8 a3 £f8 (sim-
ple and good) 9 Wxf6 Wxf6 10 exf6
dxc3 11 He2 HHd7 12 Pxc3 £d6 13
g3 &xf6 14 £g2 £d47 150-00-0-0 16
£.e3 &b8 is equal, Antoniewski-Sha-
ked, Zagan jr Wch 1997.

7 We3 (D)

7 Wh47! Bgd F.

A o
341/ %//
i %

7...c5!

The natural 7...42)xe4 proves risky:
8 £d3! 5 (8...Dxc3? 9 Lxgb Dxa2+
10 c3 Dxcl 11 £xf7+ 2xf7 12 cxb4
+) 9 &ge2 5 10 £.xed! fxed (10...dxed
11 ¥h3 cxd4 12 Wxh7 W6 13 DHxd4
Hxg2 14 Hdb5!? £) 11 Wh3! Hc6 12
Wxh7 Wfe 13 24! cxd4 14 @Xg6 dxc3
15 b3 + Alekhine-Euwe, Amsterdam
Weh (9) 1935.

8 £d2
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After 8 a3 £a5! 9 £d2, there are a
few nuances to be aware of with the
moves a3 and ...2a5 inserted:

a) 9...4Ag4 10 Wd3 (Velcheva-Bob-
rowska, Ostrava wom Z 1999) 10...4c6
is analogous to the recommended
move-order in the line without a3 and
...2.a5. However, it fails here due to 11
dxc5, as Black does not have the possi-
bility of taking back with the bishop.

b) Hence, Black should continue
9...2¢c6. Then:

bl) 10 £b5? (again, analogous to
the treatment in the line without a3
and ...£2a5) is inaccurate here due to
10...cxd4 11 ¥xd4 £b6! (a great ad-
vantage of having had the bishop
pushed to a5).

b2) Therefore, White has nothing
better than playing similarly to the
main line but also here it is to Black’s
advantage that the bishop is on a5 in-
stead of bd: 10 f3 Hg4 11 Wd3 cxd4
12 HHxd4 Hxf21? 13 &xf2 £b6 14
£e3 W6+ 15 Lel Hxd4 and Black is
“at least equal” — McDonald. The key
point compared with the main line is
that with Black’s bishop on b6 rather
than on ¢5, White does not have 16
&)b57?! owing to 16..4xb5 17 £xb6
£.d7, when Black is attacking b6 and
b2 simultaneously.

8..g4

8..%)c67! is an inaccurate move-
order because of 9 £b5! £d7 10 £.xc6
£xc6 11 Yge2 dxed 12 dxc5 £ Plan-
inc-Byrne, Moscow 1975.

9 Wd3

9 £b5+7! 28! F.
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9..45¢6 10 Hge2 cxd4

Incidentally, 10...%f6 also appears
playable: 11 £e3 cxd4 12 Hxd4 Dxe3
13 fxe3 £xc3+ (13..%Wh4+? 14 g3
Hxg3 15 hxg3 Wxhl 16 exd5 +) 14
Wxc3 DHxd4 15 Wxd4 Wxdd 16 exd4
dxe4 and the endgame is only very
slightly in White’s favour, Magem-
Jerez Perez, Barcelona 2000.

11 Hxd4 Hxf2!?

11..¥b6!? is still untested but it
doesn’t look bad for Black.

12 &xf2 £.¢5 13 L.e3 YWi6+

Alekhine gave this as clearly better
for Black. This is an overstatement but
Black doesn’t have anything to com-
plain about.

14 Xel!

14 &f5? is much worse: 14...d4!
(14...exf5? 15 exd5 £xe3+ 16 Wxe3+
De7 17 £b5+ 1) 15 Lgl dxe3 16
DNxe3 Dd4! —+.

14...£.xd4

Not 14...5Dxd4? 15 &b5! (note the
difference from the line where 8 a3
£.a5 was inserted; here 15...2xb5 is
not an option because the c5-bishop is
hanging after 16 ¥xb5+) 15...dxe4 16
£.xd4 +.

15 &xd4 Wxd4

15...Dxd4 16 Ed1 + Zlotnik.

16 Wxd4 Hxd4 17 2d2 dxed 18
Dxed 51?7

The endgame is equal.

C)

4 £d3

This is a rare line, but it shouldn’t
be underestimated.

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &c3

4...dxe4

4...c5 leads to sharper play; e.g., 5
exd5 Wxd5 6 £d42 £xc3 (6..Wxd4
looks very risky, while 6...Wxg2?? is
certainly out of the question since the
queen is trapped after 7 Le4) 7 £xc3
cxd4 (7. Wxg2? 8 Wr3! Wxf3 9 H\xf3
cxd4 10 £xd4 is known to give White
more than enough compensation for
the pawn) 8 £xd4, and now:

a) 8..Wxg2?! (this is a better mo-
ment to grab the pawn but it still in-
volves a great deal of risk) 9 Wf3 (the
very sharp 9 ¥d2!? ¥xh1 10 0-0-0 f6
11 3 &c6 12 &5 is best parried by
12...49ge7!, when Black survived the
storm and eventually capitalized on
his material advantage in Groszpeter-
F.Portisch, Budapest 1978) 9..Wxf3
10 Dxf3 f6 11 Egl &7 12 0-0-0 26
13 £c5! Dge7 14 HHd2 g6 15 Hed
d5 16 Led g7 17 d6 Bd8 18 c4
&4 19 Ed2 e5 20 Egdl £ Vaisser-
Bauer, French Ch (Vichy) 2000.

b) 8...59 £.¢3 &6 (9..5f6!7 10
We2 Wxg2 11 0-0-0 0-0! was very com-
plicated in Fliickiger-Cochet, Berne
1989) 10 We2 &ge7 11 4 exfd 12
£xg7 Hg8 13 Se4 We5 14 3 with
a slight advantage for White, Lejli¢-
Tonning, Copenhagen 1996.

5 £xed 96 (D)

6 £d3

Or:

a) 6 £g5-3..964 8g58b45
£.d3 dxed 6 Lxed =.

b) 6 £f3 c5 and then:

bl) 7 De2 Hc6 8 Le3 cxdd 9
£.xc6+ (9 Dxd4 can be answered by
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9..&xc3+ 10 bxc3 HDe5, Van Dop-
Zuidema, Leeuwarden 1972, or the
immediate 9...%e5, as Uhlmann has
played; Black is fine in either case)
9...bxc6 10 Wxd4 Wxd4 11 £xd4 0-0
12 0-0-0 He8 13 £xf6 gxf6 14 Hed
£e7 15 HHd6 Ed8 16 Hxc8 Haxcs
with equality, Khavsky-Liogky, Sim-
feropol 1990.

b2) 7a3 £xc3+8bxc3 Dc69 De2
€517 10 £.g5 (10 £xc6+ bxc6 11 dxe5
Wxd1+ 12 ©xdl Dg4 =) 10...exd4 11
£ xc6+ bxeb 12 cxd4 cxd4 13 Wxd4
Wa5+! 14 £.d2 ¥Wd5 was roughly equal
in Hort-Pietzsch, Kecskemet 1964 and
Al . Hernandez-M.Gurevich, Havana
1986.

6...c5 7 D3

This is the favourite move of Yugo-
slav GM Stefan Djuri¢. Another possi-
bility is 7 a3 but the simple 7...£2xc3+
8 bxc3 Wc7 is fine for Black. One point
is 9 Df37 c4! 10 Le2 Hd5 which
gave Black a very pleasant position in
V.Scherbakov-Petrosian, USSR Ch
(Moscow) 1955.

7...cxd4 8 Dxd4 e5 9 Hde2 0-0
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Black has also tried to delay this but
I see no point in doing so, because the
king really belongs on the kingside.

a) 9..2e6 10 0-0 &c6 11 a3 £c5
12 £.g5h6 13 £.xf6 Wxf6 14 Ded We7
15 &DHxc5 Wxe5 16 bd Wd6 17 Hg3
Ed8 18 Hel 0-0 19 Wh5 % Djuric-
Khuzman, Erevan OL 1996.

b) 9...e4 10 £b5+ £d7 11 0-0 Wa5
12 £xd7+&bxd7 13 a3 £xc3 14 HHxc3
Wes 15 Hel £c5 16 Le3 He6 17 We2
and White has a slight advantage,
Djuri¢-Villamayor, Manila 1997.

10 0-0 £g4 11 £3 &h5

11...8e6 12 a3 Le7 looks very solid
for Black.

12 a3 £.¢5+ 13 ©h1 £.g6 14 £.xg6
hxg6 15 £g5 D6 16 Wel Wd7 17
Wha

% Djuri¢-Drasko, Yugoslav Cht
(Niksic) 1996.

D)
4 He2 (D)
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This is a fairly popular alternative
to the main lines, especially at club
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level, where many players prefer to
avoid doubled pawns on the c-file.

4...dxe4

After this White will temporarily
be a pawn down. In most lines he will
regain it quickly though. A reasonable
alternative for Black is 4...8)c6!? 5 a3
£.a5; e.g., 6 b4 (6 €5 6!? 7 {4 fxe5 8
dxe5 Dh6 is unclear — Kindermann)
6..£b6 7 £b2 Dge7 8 g3 €5!? 9 exd5
HHxd4 10 £g2 Lgd 11 0-0 0-0 with
equality, Volokitin-Stellwagen, Gron-
ingen 1999.

5a3 &xc3+

Surrendering the bishop-pair may
not be to everybody’s taste but by do-
ing so Black gains time for a quick at-
tack against d4 and might in some
lines even hope to keep the e4-pawn.

5...8¢7 is a solid alternative, after
which the main line runs 6 £xe4 )f6
(6...%)c6 is another option) 7 £2g3;
e.g., 7...0-0 8 ¢3 Hc6 9 £d3 e5 10
Oxf6+ Kxf6 11 d5 De7 12 c4 gb was
roughly equal in Zeller-P.Schlosser,
Stuttgart 2001.

6 Hxc3 (D)
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THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &\c3

6...2)¢c6

Clearly best. Black counterattacks
the d4-pawn.

a) 6..2f6?! would run into an an-
noying pin after 7 £.g5.

b) 6...f57 has for a very long time
been known to be too risky: 7 £3! exf3
8 Wxf3 and then:

bl) 8..%Wha+ 9 g3 Wxd4 10 &f4!
(10 b5 {Alekhine} is also good for
White) 10...c6 11 Wh5+ g6 12 We2
Wg7 13 0-0-0 £ Larsen.

b2) 8..Wxd4 9 Wg3!? (9 &Hb5 and
9 £f4 again deserve attention) 9...)f6
10 Wxg7 We5+7! (10..Eg8 11 Wxc7
&\c6 is more resilient, although White
gets an advantage by 12 £f4! — Ale-
khine) 11 £e2 Hg8 12 Whe Hgb6 13
Wha £d7 14 £g5! £c6? (14..4)ch,
intending ...0-0-0, may be better) 15
0-0-0 +— Alekhine-Nimzowitsch, Bled
1931.

b3) 8..4c69d54d4 10 ¥ 2e511
£e3 We7? (11..0f6 12 £xd4 exd4
13 Wxd4 0-0 14 0-0-0 De8! 15 £d3
&d6 16 Hdel £) 12 0-0-0 * Vallejo
Pons-E.Berg, Mamaia U-10 Wch 1991.

b4) 8..5)6 9 £f4 0-0 10 0-0-0
&bd7 (Sisniega-Skalkotas, Lucerne
OL 1982) 11 £c4 &b6 12 £b3 gives
White good compensation for the pawn
due to his control of e5 and the possi-
bility of breaking up the kingside with
g4.

7d5

With this White hopes to exploit a
very slight initiative, although in real-
ity the position is very likely to end up
pretty equal. The alternatives see White
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not aiming to regain the pawn but
rather embarking on rapid develop-
ment and attempting to increase the
pressure immediately:

a) 7 Le3 &)f6 (Black may also for-
tify the e4-pawn with 7...f5 but since
White cannot easily increase the pres-
sure on that pawn, there is no need to
weaken his position; alternatively,
7...4)ge7 will end up in a position very
similar to that after 7 £b5 &e7 but
with White having the option of not
playing £b5) 8 ¥d2 £.d7!? (an origi-
nal idea; other options are 8..b6 or
8...h6, to rule out £g5; Korchnoi’s
move intends to improve on the proba-
bly less accurate move-order 8...2)e7
9 £.¢5, when Black is not ready to pro-
tect his e4-pawn) 9 0-0-0 2e7 10 £.¢5
£.6 11 £c4 ¥d6 12 Ehel 0-0-0 13
g3 Ded5 14 Dxed Dxed 15 Exed b6
16 d5 Dxc4 17 Excd Wxd5 18 Ed4
Wxd4 19 Wxd4 Exd4 20 Exd4 e5 21
Hd1 f6 with an extra pawn for Black,
which is, however, difficult to exploit,
Van Mil-Korchnoi, Dutch Cht 1993.

b) 7 £b5 He7 and then:

bl) 8 £e30-09¥d2e5!10d5(10
dxe5 is better; then 10..Wxd2+ 11
£xd2 £f5! 12 0-0-0 Dxe5 13 Ehel
Dgd 14 Pxed Dgb 15 g3 Leb is ap-
proximately equal) 10...£)d4 was good
for Black in Garcia Martinez-Uhl-
mann, Leipzig 1983.

b2) 8 &xe4 seems to give Black
several ways to equalize, including
8...0-0 9 c3 e5, or the immediate 8...e5.
Another interesting idea is 8...%d5 9
We2 0-0 (9..f5 10 &g3 0-0 11 ¢3
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Wxg2 12 f4! Wxe2+ 13 Lxe2 gives
White reasonable compensation for the
pawn, Koglin-Ehrke, Bundesliga wom
1992/3) 10 c3 e5 11 dxe5 (11 £c4
¥d8 and now either 12 g5 or 12
£¢5, intending to sacrifice a pawn for
development and initiative, looks a lot
more critical) 11...4xe5 12 £.g5f6 13
Bd1 W7 14 &4 976 15 £.g3 a6 16
£d3 Hxd3+ 17 Exd3 £d7 T Stor-
land-L.Johannessen, Oslo 2000.

b3) 8 £g5 6 9 £e3 0-0 10 Wd2
with two options for Black:

b31) 10...e511d5 (11 dxe5 Wxd2+
12 £xd2 Dxe5 13 Dxed Lf5 14 £3
Bxed 15 fxed c6 16 Le2 Hfe§ =)
11...60d4 12 £.xd4 exd4 13 Wxd4 Df5
14 Wxed c6 15 Le2 He8 16 Wd3 cxd5
= K.Miiller-Holzke, Hamburg 1990.

b32) 10..f5 11 0-0-0 a6 12 Lxc6
&xc6 13 3 e5! 14 d5 Da5 = Hart-
mann-Hertneck, Bundesliga 1988/9.

7...exd5 8 Wxd5 Hge7

This is Black’s most solid move.

9 Wxd8+ Hxd8 10 Hxed &5 11
£d3De6 12 £d2 0-0-0 13 0-0-0 Hd4

The position is equal, Zel¢i¢-Psa-
khis, Batumi Echt 1999.

E)

4 £d2 (D)

The Keres Gambit. White avoids
doubled pawns on the c-file but leaves
the d4-pawn unprotected, and hence
White often has to gambit this pawn
in order to develop an initiative. The
variations arising are very compli-
cated, so Black should be well pre-
pared against this line when playing
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the Winawer; otherwise he can suffer
a quick defeat.

4...dxe4

This is most consistent. There are
various alternatives, but there is really
no need to side-step the main line.

5 Woyg

5 Dxe4?! Wxdd 6 £d3 &xd2+ 7
Wxd2 is a highly speculative gambit:

a) The passive 7...¥d8? was played
in Alekhine-Flohr, Nottingham 1936,
which was brilliantly won by Alekhine.

b) 7..%xb2 8 Ed1 and now Black
can choose either 8...2d7 or 8...8)c6.
My preference is for the latter, be-
cause it then looks easier for Black to
complete his development by ...£d7
and ...0-0-0.

5..5f6

A safe alternative is 5...%xd4 6 Hf3
SHh6! 7 W4 (7 £xh6? Lxc3+ —+)
7...e5 8 Wxe5+ (8 Wxh6 gxh6 9 Hxd4
exd4 10 Dxed &xd2+ 11 &xd2 =)
8..Wxe5 9 Dxe5 Dgd =.

6 Wxg7 Hg8 7 Whe Wxd4

Black greedily goes pawn-grabbing
and thus accepts lagging development

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 93

for material gains. This is the cutting-
edge line of the entire variation, and
unless White can somehow show com-
pensation here, the variation may be
regarded as dead and buried. If instead
7...Eg6 White hangs on to his d-pawn
with 8 We3 H\c6 9 Hge2 £, and 7...5)c6
8 0-0-0! Eg6 9 Wh4 is not simple
equality either, although Black comes
close with 9...£xc3! 10 £xc3 ¥ds.

80-0-0!? (D)

8 ge2 Wes5! 90-0-01s aless inves-
tigated continuation. White avoids los-
ing the f-pawn and is already threaten-
ing to win back the lost pawn with
£.f4. However, I think Black is doing
well after 9..2bd7 10 £f4 W5 (or
10...%a5).

;%ﬁ%@/ﬁ%
% =8

8..418!7

We shall compare this closely to the
alternative, 8...Eg6, since the position
arising after the 10th move also occurs
after 8..2g6 9 Wha Hgd4 10 Wh3 Wxf2
with the difference that here Black’s
bishop is still on b4. This has some ad-
vantages but also some drawbacks.

N

N

%
//,/
%é’s%
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Let us have a look at the possible re-
plies:

a) 11 £e2 Eh4 12 Wxh4 Wxh4 13
g3 £xc3 14 gxh4 (14 bxc3 Wg4 15
fxgd Dxgd F) 14...£xd2+ 15 Exd2
£d7 16 ©Hh3 Lc6 = Rantanen-Bry-
nell, Sweden-Finland 1989.

b) 11 &e3 is one place where it is
appropriate to draw a comparison to
our main line. With the bishop on f8
Black could play 11..%h4 12 ¥xh4
Zxh4 because 13 £g5 can be met by
13...£h6. Here, 11..%h4 just loses
material, so 11...%¥f5 is forced, when
12 £b5+ c6 13 Ef1! Wes5 14 Exf6
Wxf6 (14..h57! leads to trouble for
Black after 15 Eh6 £xc3 16 bxc3 and
17 Exh5) 15 Wxg4 cxb5 16 Wg8+ &8
17 &xed! and now 17.. g7 (rather
than 17...%e5? 18 Wxh7 +— Drill-Mas-
ternak, Berlin 1998) keeps Black in
the game.

9 Whg

9 We3 Wxe3 10 £.xe3 g4 T Keres.

9..EHgd 10 ¥h3 Wxf2 11 Le2

The famous game Boleslavsky-
Bronstein, Moscow Ct playoff (14)
1950 went 11 £)b5? Ha6 12 bl £.d7
13 £e3 Wf5 14 HHd4 Wg6 15 b3
o4 —+.

11 £e3 is an alternative for White
but even then 11...%h4 is feasible be-
cause on 12 Wxh4 Exh4 13 £g5 Black
has 13...2h6.

11..Eh4

Or:

a) 11..Exg27712 £e3 +-.

b) 11..Wxg2 12 £xg4 Wxgd 13
Wxg4 Hxgd 14 Dxed £d47 15h3 £.c6
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16 hxg4 £xe4 17 Eh3 HHd7 18 Hel
£.¢6 was roughly equal in Redolfi-Idi-
goras Guisasola, Mar del Plata 1956.

c) 11..Eg6 is a solid alternative,
when after 12 g4 ¥c5 White has noth-
ing better than 13 £e3 We5 (13...Wa5
14 g5 Exg5 15 Wha Hg6 16 Hh3 is
less clear) 14 £.d4 W4+ 15 Le3 with
a repetition.

12 ¥xh4! Wxh4 13 g3 (D)

z%g/@@ %
,,,,, 1y
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An amazing position. Black’s queen
is trapped.
13...%he6!

13...e3 14 gxh4 exd2+ was for some
time considered Black’s best continu-
ation since 15 &xd2 £h6+ 16 el
£.d7 gives him a fair amount of com-
pensation, but 15 &b1! £h6 16 Dh3 is
now rightly considered good for White.

14 £xh6 £xh6+ 15 &bl e5 16 h3
c6

Perhaps Black even has an edge,
Escalona-Bronstein, Oviedo rpd 1993.

F)
4 a3



230

White forces Black to part with his
bishop. It is seen from time to time but
shouldn’t really worry Black if he is
prepared for it.

4..8xc3+ 5bxc3 (D)

v R v ory
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5...dxe4

I don’t see a reason for delaying
this, although 5...%)e7 is also seen. Then
after 6 £d3 Black has usually gone
6...c5, but 7 Wg4 dxe4 8 Wxed £d79
e2 L.c6 10 Wea favoured White in
Wojtkiewicz-Chernin, Polanica Zdroj.
Instead, Wojtkiewicz suggests the wild
6...0-0 7 &3 e5!? aiming to open lines
before White is fully developed. I am
not sure I really trust it though. It is
worth noting that White can also play
6 e5 with a likely transposition to the
Winawer Main Lines, but then why
play 4 a3 in the first place?

6 Wgq

6 f3 is a notorious gambit, but I
don’t believe in it. Black can accept the
pawn but psychologically this would
probably be a mistake since it gives
White what he wants. 6...c5!? is a

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &\c3

good and interesting reply but Hiibner
recommendation, 6...e5!, looks even
better. Then: 7 fxe4? loses to 7...%h4+;
7 £b5+! c6 8 L4 Wa5 is good for
Black; 7 £e3 exd4 T 8 cxd4?! &Hh6!
gave Black an excellent position in
Grabarczyk-Gdanski, Polish Cht (Lub-
niewice) 1993; 7 a4 might be White’s
best, but Black has several good con-
tinuations: 7...exd4 8 cxd4 ¢35, or even
7...c5!7.

6...2f6 7 Wxg7 Eg8 8 Wh6 Hbd7

This flexible continuation appears
best. Instead, Black can immediately
drive White’s queen back or strike
against White’s centre:

a) 8..c5 9 De2 Hgb (9..H0bd7 —
8...Dbd7 9 De2 c5) 10 Wd2 Hbd7 11
g3b612 £g2 £b7130-0%c7 1424 a6
with approximately equal play, Mora-
Naumkin, Toscolano 1996.

b) 8..Hg69¥d2b6(9...c510De2
—8...¢5 9 De2 Eg6 10 Yd2) 10 Hh3
£b7 11 964 Bg8 12 ¢4 Hbd7 13 £b2
We7 14 0-0-0 0-0-0 = Balashov-Bunz-
mann, Schwibisch Gmiind 1998.

9 He2

White could take his knight in an-
other direction with 9 £h3, when the
knight has a further option of moving
forward to g5, but 9...b6 10 Dg5 g6
11 ¥h4 £b7 12 Hxh7 Dxh7 13 Wxh7
W6 gives Black good compensation.
One point is 14 h4?! 0-0-0 15 £g5
Eh8! 16 £xf6 Hxh7 17 £e5 Hxe5 18
dxe5 Eg5!, when Black has the advan-
tage, Degraeve-Djurhuus, Arnhem jr
Ech 1988/9.

9...b6
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Another option is 9...c5, and now 10
g3b6 11 £g2 £b7 12 0-0 We7 13 a4
&g4! 14 Wf4 £5 looked fine for Black
in Ki.Georgiev-Psakhis, Sarajevo 1986.

10 £g5!? Ye7 11 Whd £b7 12
g3

If 12 X4 h6 13 Wxh6 0-0-0 14 Wha
Black obtains counterplay by 14...e3!?
15 £3 Eh8 16 Hh5 Wde! 17 £xf6
OHxf6 18 Wxf6 Hxh5 19 £d3!, Este-
vez-Vilela, Havana 1991, and now
Vilela recommends 19...Eg8!, with the
point that 20 ¥xf7 Ehg5 gives Black
compensation.

12..h6! 13 £4d2

White must be a little careful. 13
£.xh6 might be feasible but looks risky.
13 ¥xh67? is, however, a blunder. It is
amusing that White’s bishop is trapped
after 13...9)g4 14 £xe7 Hxh6 15 £b4
(or 15 £h4 Eg4) 15...a5.

13..HEgd!? 14 ¥xh6 0-0-0 15 c4
g8 16 We3 £5

Black has good compensation, Rom-
ero-Matamoros, Elgoibar 1997.

)

4 exdS exd5 (D)

4. Wxd5?! — 3...dxed 4 Dxe4 Yd5
5&c3 £b4 L.

The Exchange Winawer is a solid
line for White, for those who want to
avoid too much theory. It is a favourite
of French GM Igor-Alexandre Nataf. It
shouldn’t cause Black that many prob-
lems if he knows what to do.

52d3

5 Wf3 used to be a pet line of Lar-
sen’s but it has now been established

///////////

%23%

that Black has no problems at all after
the accurate 5.. We7+! 6 £e3 Hf6.
5..4¢6

Other options are:

a) 5..9e7 6 Wh5 and now:

al) 6...8bc6 7 a3 £xc3+ 8 bxc3 —
5..8c6 6 a3 Lxc3+ 7 bxc3 Dge7 8
Wns! £

a2) 6..c5 7 dxc5! d4 8 a3 Wa5 9
axb4! Wxal 10 Hce2 Dbco 11 HHF3
&xbd 12 £b5+ Dbc6 13 0-0 gave
White a strong attack in Glek-Hoch-
strasser, Zurich 1999.

b) 5...c6 6 &4 &Xf6 7 Dge2 0-0 8
a3 £d6 = Ivanisevié-Drasko, Yugoslav
Ch (Niksi¢) 1997.

) 5..5f6 6 £g5h6 7 £h4 0-0 8
&ge2 He8 9 0-0 c6 10 f3 Hbd7 11
&h1 &£f8 intending ...4)g6 =, Ulybin-
Prokopchuk, Koszalin 1999.

6 a3 £xc3+

Retreating the bishop is solid but
slightly passive. Black can also main-
tain the pin with 6...£.a5 but the bishop
may then end up out of play after a
subsequent b4.

7 bxc3 &Xf6
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Some time ago this was lightly as-
sessed as inferior because White could
simply pin the knight, with the recom-
mended method for Black being to
neutralize White’s d3-bishop by pre-
paring ...&f5. However, it has since
become clear that this isn’t so easily
done:

a) 7..20ge7 8 Wh5! £e6 9 Ebl b6
10 &3 Wd6 11 Hg5 h6 12 &Hxeb
Wxe6+ 13 £e3 0-0 14 0-0 HDa5 15
Bbel Wf6 16 Lcl1 c6 17 Ee3 gave
White a strong attack in Glek-Naum-
kin, Bad Worishofen 2001.

b) 7..8f6 8 Wh5 Hge7 9 £g5
Weo+ 10 De2 Wegd!? 11 Hg3! (11
Wxgd4 &xgd 12 £3 £f5 was equal in
Fressinet-Bricard, Saint Affrique 2000)
11..1h6 12 &xe7 Dxe7 13 0-0 Wxh5 14
&xh5 0-0 15 Eael He8 16 He3 &f8
17 Bfel £e6 18 f4 with an edge for
White, Annageldiev-P.Nikoli¢, Istan-
bul OL 2000.

8 De2 (D)

8 £¢5 is quite logical once Black
has parted with his dark-squared bishop,
but is completely innocuous. Black has
no trouble unpinning the knight and
hence the bishop might turn out to be
developed prematurely. Black’s sim-
plest is 8...h6 9 £h4 (9 &xf6 Wxf6 is
equal, Casper-Kindermann, Bundes-
liga 1996/7) 9...0-0 10 De2 Da5 11
0-0 ¥d6 12 Hbl (if 12 2.3 W6 13
Wd2 Hcd 14 W4 Black defends with
14...)d6) 12...b6 and Black is doing
fine, Vorotnikov-Zakharov, Moscow
1995. White’s most natural develop-
ment has been spoiled since &g3 is

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &\c3

not an option with the bishop on h4.

Black is also ready to play ...2c4 or
..Ded.
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8..ha5

Black shouldn’t hurry with the de-
velopment of the light-squared bishop.
The type of position which arises after
8...2.g4 (Black can also castle first) 9
£3 £h5 10 D4 L6 11 Hxgb is better
for White due to his bishop-pair and
because Black’s knights are restricted
by the pawns.

With the text-move, Black is plan-
ning to play ... ¥d6 as after £f4 the
queen can step aside to c6. Besides,
the knight may hop into c4 at a later
point.

Indeed, 8...0-0 has often been Black’s
choice, and now 9 0-0 Ee8 was Nataf-
Short, New Delhi FIDE 2000. Black’s
last move is very natural but probably
not very useful. White was now able to
dig out a little something from the
opening: 10 £.g5 h6 11 £h4 Ha5 12
Wd2! Wd6 13 £.g3 We6 14 Wd! Be7
15 &h4 £
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9 0-0 0-0 10 g3

10 £g5h6 11 £hd — 8 £g5 h6 9
214 0-0 10 De2 Da5 11 0-0 =.

10...£.g4!?

Black faces some minor difficulties
after other moves:

a) 10..Ee8 11 Eel! (11 W3 is also
interesting; then after 11...£.g4 12 W4
h6 13 h3 £e6 14 W3 Hc4 15 &4
&\d6, Rabiega-Kindermann, Austria
1998, White obtains a slight advantage
with 16 £e5) 11..Exel+ 12 Wxel
£e6 13 Wes5! H)c6 14 We2! Wd6 15
£¢5 £ Nataf-Degraeve, Mondariz Z
2000.

b) 10..5c4 11 Eel £.g4 123 £e6
13 £g5 (13 £f4!7) 13..h6 14 £xf6
Wxf6 15 £.xc4 dxc4 16 Ee5 c6 17 We2
Wds 18 f4 £d5 19 Weg4 &h7 20 Hael
£ Neubauer-Kindermann, Baden 1999.

11 £3 £d7 12 Eel

If Wh4 were legal White would have
a very promising attack, so I was toy-
ing with the idea of bringing the queen
there. However, on 12 Wd2 &\c4 13
W5 (Black is also fine after 13 Wf4
h6!) 13..h6 14 Wh4, 14...5e8 looks
like a well-timed neutralizer.

12..Ee8

12..4¢c4 13 ££4 He8 also looked
very reasonable for Black in Sprag-
gett-Eingorn, Metz 1997, but this al-
lowed White to decide whether to ex-
change rooks. In the game White opted
for 14 £e5 but possibly 14 Exe8+ is a
slightly better version for White of
what we see in the main line below.

13 £f4 Hxel+ 14 Wxel Hcd 15
£.xcd dxcd 16 Wes Wes!
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An excellent defensive resource.
Black shouldn’t worry too much about
his c7-pawn as there will always be
splendid compensation if White takes
1t.

17 s

17 Wxc7 &d5 18 Wd6 Hxc3 19
£d2 Hb5 20 W4 c3 21 Le3 Hc7 is
roughly equal.

17..8e6 18 2g5 b6!? 19 Wxc7
&ds 20 Wxcd Ec8 21 Ye2 We6 22
£d2 Hxc3 23 Wd3 Wed

Black has enough compensation for
the pawn but it is not enough for a real
advantage. The position is balanced,
and in Blehm-Lputian, New Delhi
FIDE 2000, White rightly went for the
endgame after 24 Wxc4 Exc4 25 £xc3
Hxc326 Hcl ©f827 Hed Exa3 28 c4,
and the game was soon drawn.
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4e5(D)
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Now:

H1: 4.%d7 234

H2: 4..b6 235
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H3: 4..5e7 238
H4: 4...c5 239

The four lines are related in pairs.
H1 and H2 are very similar. Usually
...b6 and ..¥d7 sit together but one
advantage of 4...%d7 over 4...b6 is that
White’s 5 Wg4 can be met with 5...f5,
although even this might be better for
White.

Line H4 is Black’s most frequent
move-order but 4...%)e7 has some merit
as a way of trying to avoid some of
White’s Sth move alternatives in Lines
H41, H42 and H43.

H1)

4..%d7

With this peculiar queen move, Black
aims for a ...b6 set-up but he first at-
tempts to take some of the sting out of
Weod or £b5 ideas. The move Wg4 is
often annoying for Black but after the
text-move he can meet it with ...f5.

5a3(D)

White also has:

a) 5 £d2 (White avoids doubled
pawns and this time it is not a sacri-
fice, like 4 £d2; it is a solid idea
which seems to promise White a slight
advantage) 5...b6 and now:

al) 6 D3 He7 7 De2! £xd2+ 8
Wxd2 £2a6 9 h4 ¢5 10 ¢3 &beb 11
&f4 £xf1 12 &xf1 h5 13 g3 cxd4 14
cxd4 g6 15 2g2 £ Psakhis-Short, Has-
tings 1987/8.

a2) 6 £b5!7 c6 7 La4 (this is a
common manoeuvre; White wants to
avoid an exchange of the light-squared

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &3

bishops and later intends to bring it
back to a better position with ¢3 and
£c2) 7..a5 8 a3 £xc3 (8..2f8 9
&\ce2! intending c3 £) 9 £.xc3 £a6 10
£d2 £b5 (10..9e7 11 3 &5 12
&e2 £ Nunn-Lutz, Krefeld 1986) 11
£xb5 cxb5 12 Wed £5 13 Wh5+ g6 14
We2 Wc6 15 h4 h6 16 Eh3 £ Khalif-
man-Brynell, Leningrad 1989.

b) 5 We4 £5 6 Wg3 b6 7 Hh3 Lab
8 £.xa6 Dxa6 9 0-0 c6 10 HHf4 Hc7 11
Ace2 Wf7 12 b3, intending c4, gave
White the better position in Hjartar-
son-Adams, Reykjavik tt 1990.
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5..8xc3+

5...2f8 is feasible but I don’t be-
lieve in it. I should probably speak a
little about the ...£.f8 idea as it occurs
quite often in the ... ¥d7/...b6 systems.
Black insists on keeping the bishop-
pair but if he is not ready to give it up,
in my opinion, he probably shouldn’t
be playing the Winawer! Black’s posi-
tion is solid enough so he wouldn’t be
overrun immediately, despite the loss
of two tempi, but I don’t think he
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deserves to equalize. The only thing
that justifies the retreat is that on c3
the knight is slightly misplaced. Imag-
ine if White plays 6 &bl: then we
have an Advance Variation which has
been met by 3...%d7 and White reply-
ing 4 a3! Hmm, which is more useful?
Not clear when you think of it in the
first time but I am sure it is ... ¥d7, as
long as Black does not rush with ...c5.
However, White can of course find
better things to do than 6 &Yb17?:

a) 6Df3b6—4...b6 5a3 £f86 &3
Wd7 £,

b) 6 &ce2!? b6 7 &f4 5 (7...8a6
8 £.xa6 Dxa6 9 Wd3 £) 8 dxc5! (8 c3
£.a6 is now OK for Black since after
the bishops are exchanged Black can
bring his knight to c7) 8...bxc5 9 c4 He7
10 D3 £b7 11 Le2 d4 12 Hd3 Y7
13 £f4 5)d7 14 h4 a5 15 h5 ad 16 2f1
Ne6 17 Ecl £e7 18 Eh3 + Fedoro-
wicz-Seirawan, USA Ch (Estes Park)
1986.

6 bxc3 b6 7 Wed

This is far from White’s only op-
tion. Other things have been tried too
and most lead to a slightly better posi-
tion for White. In fact, 7 a4 might be
the most accurate. Then after 7...8.26
8 £xa6 Dxa6 9 W4 £5, White has the
option of playing 10 Wg3, which trans-
poses to the main line, or putting the
queen on e2, after, for example, 10
Wh5+ g6 11 We2.

7..£5 8 We3

8 Wh5+ g6 9 Wdl £a6 10 £xa6
&xa6 11 h4 also looks promising for
White.
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8..22a6 9 £xa6 HHxa6 10 ad

10 %e2 is seen more frequently,
and is also good. Then if 10...0-0-0, 11
a4 b8 12 a5 &c6 13 YWd3! Hge7 14
£.¢5 was good for White in Ashley-
Karatorossian, New York Open 2000.

10...2)b8 11 a5 £c6 12 axb6 cxb6
13 He2

White has opened files on the queen-
side, which may be useful later, but
right now he should now just concen-
trate on improving his position on the
kingside. Fedorov-Dizdar, Dubai 2001
went 13...f7 14 h4 &ge7 15 h5 h6
16 &)f4 Ehe8 17 Wh3 g8 18 Egl Ef8
19 £.2a3 Ef720 Wd3 Hc8 21 Le2 Ha5
22 §gb! +.

H2)
4..b6 (D)

Sa3

Around here White must decide
which he finds more useful: a3 or Wg4.
The aggressive-minded player would
probably prefer the latter but it is not
totally clear how useful the queen is



236

on g4. White has a third choice in
£.d2, but again this appears a bit tame.
Thus, the alternatives are:

a) 5 £d2 and now:

al) 5. 9d7-4.Wd758d2b6 £.

a2) 5..0e7-4..90e75 £d2 b6 =.

b) 5 Wg4 and then:

bl) Sacrificing a pawn in the usual
Winawer fashion with 5...9e7 is a bit
optimistic since there is no counter-
play against White’s centre.

b2) 5...&f8 is the only real alterna-
tive to retreating the bishop, but then
simply 6 £.d2 is good for White.

b3) 5..&f8 (D).
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Black doesn’t want to weaken his
kingside. His plan is clear: he wants to
exchange the light-squared bishops, so
White usually seeks to avoid this. For
that purpose, White would like to see a
sequence such as £b5+ c6 and then
£.a4. Later White might then move
the knight away from c3 and bring the
bishop back with ¢3 and £¢2. Thus:

b31) 6 £Hh3 (ideas of £f4-h5 may
be annoying for Black) 6...£.a6 7 £b5!?

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &c3

(7 £xa6 Dxa6 8§ HDf4 Nba! 9 We2
Ne7 10 a3 Dbco 11 £e3 HHF5 12 0-0-0
£e7 did not cause Black any real
problems in Kovaliov-Vaganian, Til-
burg 1992, although White later won
the game) 7..¥d7 8 a4 He7 (Rogulj-
Dizdar, Pula 1998 ended in a quick
draw after 8...2b7 9 &4 a6 10 &c3
&\c6; this looks like a fairly simple so-
lution for Black) 9 £)f4 &)g6 10 HhS
(Roser-Karatorossian, Budapest 1997)
10...c6 should be fine for Black: 11
A6+ £.xd6 12 exd6 (after 12 Dxg7+,
12..f8 13 £h6 £e7 14 £xa6 Dxab
is perhaps not so clear, but White still
needs to prove there is enough for the
piece; even the unnatural 12...d8!?
13 exd6 Wxd6 isn’t necessarily that
terrible for Black) 12...f5 (12...0-07!
13 £xa6 Hxa6 14 We2 Hb8? 15 £h6
+) 13 Wg3 £xf1 14 Exfl 0-0 with
equality.

b32) 6 Df3 £a6 (6..Wd7 7 £b5
c6 8 £e2 £a69 0-0 Ne7 10 Ed1 HF5
11 a3 £ Mokry-Ravikumar, Dieren
1990) 7 £b5!? Wd7 8 a4 He7 9 £d3
&f5 =.

b33) 6 £b5+ £d7! (6..c6 7 Lad
a5 8 a3 De7 9 Nce2! £ab 10 c3 Nd7
11 Hh3 Wc7 12 0-0 HF5 13 Hel h6 14
%efd 0-0-0 15 £.c2 + David-Conquest,
Amsterdam 1996) 7 £g5 (7 £d3
Nc6!?8a3f5!=)7.. Wc8 8 Le2c59
D3 c4! =

b34) 6 £¢5 (this aims to rule out
..2d7 as a reply to £b5) 6..%d7 7
£b5 Dc6!? (7...c6 8 Lad £) 8 Hf3 h6
9 £d2 £b7 10 0-0 a6 11 £.a4 Hge7
12 De2 g6 13 c3 &5 14 h4 h5 15 W4
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£h6 16 &g5 + Sulskis-Hjartarson,
Groningen FIDE 1997.

5..2f8 (D)

5..8xc3+ 6 bxc3 Wd7 - 4. W47 5
a3 8xc3+ 6 bxc3 b6 L.
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6 OHf3

6 £b5+is a good alternative (in this
position a3 appears more useful than
Wod): 6..8d7 (6..c6 7 Lad £a6 8
&Ace2 £b5 9 £b3 ¢5 10 ¢3 &6 11
A3 Dge7 12 0-0 &S 13 el £e7 14
£c2 £ Cabrilo-Arencibia, Manila I1Z
1990) 7 £d3 c5 8 &HHF3 Hc6 9 0-0 (this
concept is what makes White’s a3 much
more useful than Wg4: it is easier for
White to defend his centre and there is
no risk of ‘losing’ the bishop to ...Z\b4)
9..%ge7 (9...a6 10 dxc5! bxc5 11 b3
Age7 12 Bel Dgb 13 HDad Y7 14
We2 b8 15 Db2 Le7 16 £d2 L£.c6
17 c4 and White was better in Knaak-
Portisch, Dresden 1995) 10 &b5 &g6
11 c3 c4 12 £xg6 hxgo 13 £.g5 Wb
14 a4, Deep Junior-lllescas, Kaspa-
rovChess GP 2000, and now 14...%a5
looks fine for Black.
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6...0e7

The other option is 6...%d7 but the
text-move seems more logical, as ... d7
is often played with the intention of
being able to meet Wgd with ...f5. Here
We4 is not available and thus ... %d7
makes less sense. Even so, 6...%d7 is
seen quite frequently. White’s most
natural reply is 7 £b35, and then:

a) 7..9c6 8 He2 £b7 9 H)f4 a6 10
£a40-0-0 11 0-0h6 12 c3 &b8 13 b4
* Psakhis-Karlsson, Tallinn 1987.

b) 7..c6 8 Lad £a6 9 He2 £b5
10 £b3 ¢5 11 ¢3 &6 12 0-0 Dge7 13
Hel £xe2!?714 Hxe2c415 2c2b516
He3!? h6 17 Dd2 &Hc8 18 Wed with
the better position for White in Atalik-
M.Gurevich, New York Open 1998.

7h4!? (D)

This is a typically modern interpre-
tation of the white plan in many Wina-
wer positions. White seizes space on
the kingside before anything else is
undertaken.

7 £b5+ £d7 8 £d3 ¢59 0-0 Dbcbd
—6 205+ 2477 £.d3 588369
0-0 Pge7 =.
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7...h6 8 hS a5

8.5 9 e2 La6 10 c3 Hecod 11
b4! gave White an advantage in Dol-
matov-Gulko, USSR 1985.

9 2b5+ ¢6 10 Lad

The thematic way of avoiding the
exchange of bishops. Now White just
needs to play £e2 and c3, whereupon
the bishop can come back to a more
natural place. This type of set-up usu-
ally gives White a pleasant space ad-
vantage.

10..Hd7 11 He2 b5 12 £b3 513
¢3 D6 14 0-0 W7 15 Hel

Another idea would be 15 £h2 fol-
lowed by f4, which also looks good for
White.

15...c4 16 £.c2 b6 17 ££4

White is slightly better, Kasparov-
Ivanchuk, Horgen 1995.

H3)
4..2De7 (D)

7 - Ve

G
-~

////////////
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This may just lead to the Main Line
Winawer after, for example, 5 a3
£xc3+ 6 bxe3 c5, but Black has then

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &\c3

avoided some of White’s normal 5th
move alternatives (Lines H41-H43).
The question is whether White can ex-
ploit the fact that Black doesn’t attack
White’s centre immediately.

5242

Since Black hasn’t attacked White’s
centre, White can take his time to
avoid doubled pawns. Otherwise:

a) 5 Wed HHF5 6 Hf3 &)c6!? 7 £43
h5 8 Wf4 &ce7!? 9 Hhd Hxhd 10
Wxh4 ¢5 11 a3 £xc3+ 12 bxc3 ¢4 13
£e2 5 = Delekta-Eingorn, Berlin
1994.

b) 5 a3 £xc3+ 6 bxc3 b6 (6...c5 —
4..c55a3 &xc3+ 6 bxc3 De7) 7 Yed
and now:

bl) 7..0-07! 8 Lg5! &Hd7 9 £d3
has given White promising attacking
chances in several games.

b2) 7..f8 is fairly solid but White
is better; e.g., 8 £h3 (intending &)f4-
h5) 8..4g6 9 a4 c¢5 10 a5 £La6 11
£xab Dxab 12 axb6 axb6 13 0-0
Spassky-Redgaard, Thessaloniki OL
1984.

b3) 7..8)f5 8 £b5+ c6 9 £d3 h5
10 Wh3 (threatening g4) 10...c5 11 &3
o4 (11...4c6 12 g4 &feT is probably
better but I prefer White) 12 &xf5
exf5 13 Wg3 &f8 14 h4 £ Unzicker-
Herzog, Graz 1984.

b4) 7..8g6 8 h4 h5 9 Wdl a6
(9...20xh4 10 g3 Dg6 11 Exh5 +) 10
£xa6 Dxa6 11 Lg5 Wd7 12 He2
with a critical position. Black needs
just a few moves of peace and quiet
to set up a fairly acceptable position.
White would like to open the position
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quickly, since right now Black’s pieces
are not coordinating well, and Black
has problems with his badly-placed
knight on a6 and potentially weak h-
pawn. Black has chosen between:

b41) 12..Wa4 13 Eh3!? He7 14
4 g6 15 Wd2 &d7 (on 15..5f5
White might try 16 f3 intending g4) 16
£.xe7! (a key idea in this line; White
removes the black knight before it has
a chance to become superior to White’s
bishop) 16...&xe7 17 Ef3 Eaf8 18 Hh3
¢5 19 g5 + Ivkov-R.Byrne, Varna
OL 1962.

b42) 12..%c6 13 0-0 De7 (13..508
14 Wd3 Hb8 15 Wf3!? HHbd7 16 a4 a5
17 Dg3 g6 18 Efel Wcd 19 Hf1 Hn7
20 £.d2 Wa6 21 He3 + Sadvakasov-
Zaja, Istanbul OL 2000) 14 £xe7!?
xe7 15 ad b8 16 Wd2 &f8 17 a5
e8 18 Efel Dd7 19 Df4 5Hf8 20 He3
is much better for White, Groszpeter-
Kelecevi¢, Lenk 2000.

b43) 12..40b8 13 0-0! De7 14 44
g6 15 &.xe7 Wxe7 16 c4 + Khalifman.

b44) 12..2e7 13 {f4 g6 14 LxeT!
Wxe7 15 Wd3 b8 16 c4 and White is
better, Adorjan-Farago, Hungarian Ch
(Budapest) 1968.

5...b6

5..c5-4..c55 £d2 De7.

6 Wea

This is White’s most aggressive
move. The more positional 6 &ce2
£.xd2+ 7 Wxd2 offers White very lit-
tle; e.g., 7...c5 8 D3 L.a6 9 g3 HHbco
10 ¢3 Ec8 with roughly equal play in
Hector-Timman, Malmo 1999.

6..Df5
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6..20g6 7h4 h5 8 Wg3 £a69 £xab6
&Hxa6 10 D3 Le7 11 Lg5 Hb4 12
0-0-0 £ I.Sokolov-Farago, Portoroz/Ro-
gaska Slatina 1993.

7 £.d3 h5 8 W4 g5!?

Or:

a) Black also has the option of
playing a queenless middlegame with
8...%h4 9 Wxh4 Hxh4, but 10 g3 HF5
11 b5 £xd2+ 12 ©xd2 Dab 13 De2
gave White an edge in Leko-Panno,
Buenos Aires 1994.

b) 8.4 c6 9 Df3 Hce7 10 Wes
£xc3 11 £xc3 a5 (Lutz-Dizdar, Aus-
trian Cht 1999) 12 0-0 £a6 13 £xa6
Hxa6 14 £d2 intending h3 and g4
ought to be a bit better for White.

9 WxgS WxgS 10 £xg5 Hxd4 11
0-0-0 27 12 hd ¢5

The chances are roughly equal,
Martinez Gonzales-Psakhis, Benasque
1995.

H4)
4..c5 (D)
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We now have:
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H41: 5%g4 240
H42: 5 dxc5 240
H43: 5 £d2 241
H44: 5 a3 244

There are lots of transpositions be-
tween lines H41, H42 and H43, and it
is not an easy job to categorize them as
they may arise from various move-
orders. I have tried to point out the dif-
ferent move-orders in the notes.

5 &f3 &c6 usually transposes to
H41 after 6 dxc5. Acs-Bunzmann, Bu-
dapest 1998 took a similar yet slightly
different course: 6 £b5 &ge7 7 dxc5
£.xc5 8 0-0 Dgb 9 Dad Le7 10 Le3
£d7 11 £xc6 £xc6 12 £c3 0-0 13
Hel We7 14 £d4 Hae8!? 15 He3 15,
and Black was doing well.

H41)

5 Weq

Compared to the sharp main lines
with 7 Wg4 (Chapters 12 and 13) this
early queen sally is riskier for White
with the unsettled centre.

5..5e7 6 D3 (D)

6 dxc5 Dbc67 £.d2 -5 8d2De76
dxc5 Dbc6 7 Ygd.

6...cxd4

This is the simplest way to equalize
(at least). Another possibility for Black
is 6..80bc6 7 £b5 Lxc3+!? 8 bxc3
Wa5 9 £xc6+ bxc6 10 0-0 £a6 which
led to a slight advantage for Black in
Zel¢i¢-Kindermann, Bad Worishofen
1994.

7 Dxd4 HHg6 8 £.d2 0-0 9 D3 D6
10 0-0-0 £5 11 exf6 Wxf6

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &c3
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=/ Movsesian-Shaked, Zagan jr
Wch 1997.

H42)

5 dxc5 Dc6 6 D3

6 Wod Nge7 7 £d2-5 Ld2De76
dxc5 Dbc6 7 Wgd.

6...20ge7

6...d4 might be premature; e.g., 7
a3 £a5 8 b4 HHxb4 (8...dxc3 9 bxa$
Wxdl+ 10 &xdl, as in Gallagher-
Knott, London GLC 1986, is probably
better but I would prefer White owing
to the bishop-pair) 9 axb4 £xb4 10
£b5+! £d7 11 0-0 £xc3 12 Ebl and
White was better in Soltis-Cappello,
Reggio Emilia 1971/2.

7 £d3 (D)

7...d4

7..8)g6 allowed White an advantage
in Hodgson-Adams, Haringey 1989
after 8 2xg6! fxg6!79 £€30-0100-0
£xc3 11 bxc3 Wc7 12 Ebl Ha5 13
Hel £d7 14 £d4 .

8 a3 £as

Not 8...Wa5? 9 axb4 Wxal 10 Hb5
+.
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9 b4 2xb4 10 axbd £xbd 11 0-0
£xc3 12 Ebl

This position has occurred several
times. One example is 12..h6!? 13
Ad2 £xd2 14 £xd2 £d7!? 15 Exb7
£.¢6 with counterplay, Gomez Baillo-
Giaccio, Trelew 1995.

H43)
5£d2 (D)

%4 & 1 W %4
Bﬂx% Akl

%

////////////////////////

This is the most popular of White’s
alternatives to 5 a3.

5..2e7

Black has three alternatives:
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a) 5..8c6 6 Db5 £xd2+ 7 Wxd2
Hxd4 8 Hxd4 cxdd 9 f4 is slightly
better for White; e.g., 9...2e7 10 HDf3
Who 11 0-0-0 £c6 12 hd hS 13 Eh3
g6 14 &bl £d7 15 Hg5! a6 16 Eb3
Wa7 17 a4!? £ Movsesian-Hochgrife,
Hamburg 1997.

b) 5..cxd4 6 bS5 Le77 @g4 ®f8
8 A3 &)c6 9 Hbxd4 Wb6 10 £b3 £5
11 ¥4 5h6 12 £d3 £ Al Modiahki-
Barua, Balaguer 1997.

c) 5..5h6!7 6 £d31? H)c6 7 HDHF3
and now:

cl) 7..cxd4 8 De2! Lxd2+ 9 Wxd2
0-0 10 Hexd4 6 11 Hxcb bxco 12
We) + 1 eko.

c2) 7..c4 8 £F1! &5 9 He2 Le7
10 c3 h5 11 g3 b5 12 £g2 a6 13 h3
£b7 14 Wc1! with a slight advantage
for White, Leko-A.Rabinovich, Sze-
ged U-16 Wch 1994,

c3) 7..f6!7 8 exf6 Wxf6 and now 9
a3 £xc3 10 bxc3 c4 11 £.g5 W7 12
£xh6 cxd3 13 £e3 dxc2 14 Wxc2 0-0
was fine for Black in de la Villa-Al
Modiahki, Ubeda 1998, but 9 dxc5
looks more critical.

After the text-move (5...2e7), we
shall look at two main lines for White:
H431: 6 b5 242
H432: 6 dxc5 243

White has two other ideas:

a) 6a3 £xc37 £xc3b6!? (intend-
ing ...£.a6) 8 £b5+ Abc69 4 £d7 10
£d3!7cxd4 11 £d20-0 12 Hf3 16 13
0-07! (13 We2 fxe5 14 fxe5 &f5 15
0-0-0 is probably better, with an un-
clear position) 13...h6!? 14 We2 Wc7 15
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Hfel fxe5 16 fxeS &fS F Costantini-
Naumkin, Montecatini Terme 2000.

b) 6 f4 Hec6!? (this is slightly un-
usual; 6... 25 is more common) 7 dxc5
(7 &HbS £xd2+ 8 Wxd2 0-0 9 HHf3
could be tried; one point of Black’s
last move is that after 7 &f3 cxd4 8
&Ab5 £.c5 White would have 9 b4 if the
black knight were on 5, but not now)
7..8)d7 8 &f3 0-0 9 £d3 6 10 We2
&xc5 and Black was doing well in
Prasad-Harikrishna, Indian Ch (Mum-
bai) 2000.

H431)
6 b5 (D)

////////
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A consistent continuation. White
exchanges the dark-squared bishops
and intends to bring the knight in on
the dark squares.

6...2xd2+ 7 Wxd2 0-0 8 c3

Other moves promise little:

a) 8 f4 Nbc6! (the most accurate
move-order; on 8...a6 9 £\d6 cxd4 10
&3 §bc6 White has attacking pros-
pects after 11 £d3) 9 &3 (9 dxc5 is

,,,,,,,

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &\c3

perhaps best met by 9...b6!? with ex-
cellent compensation for Black) 9...a6
10 &d6 £xd4 (this is what makes the
difference; exchanging knights mini-
mizes White’s hopes of an attack) 11
Nxd4 cxd4 12 £d3 (12 Wxd4 6 F)
12..%b6 13 0-0 £d7 14 f2 5 15
Ph1 Hc8 16 Dxc8 Haxc8 17 c3 £b5!
£ Dean-Vaganian, Groningen 1999.

b) 8 dxc5 Ad7 (8...2bc6!? 9 HHF3
and now either 9...b6 or 9...6 is possi-
ble) 9 f4 Hxc5 10 Hd4 b6 11 0-0-0
£d7 12 Dgf3 Efc8 and Black had no
problems in Karpov-Nogueiras, Rotter-
dam 1989.

8...2bc6 9 f4 a6 10 H\d6 cxd4 11
cxd4

Timman has had good results with
White from this position, but theoreti-
cally Black need not worry:

a) 11..9f5 12 Hxf5 exf5 13 HHf3
£e6 14 £e2 Ec8 15 Hcl Wb6 16 22
f6!? (Vaganian gives 16...4a5 17 b3
Excl 18 Excl Ec8 19 Exc8+ £xc8 as
equal; this is an important assessment
for the whole line, because if Black
has no problems in this type of ending,
White has no chance of an advantage
in this variation) 17 exf6 gxf6 18 Ec3
££7 19 Ehcl Hce8 with counterplay,
Timman-Vaganian, Linares 1985.

b) 11..£6 12 H)f3 H)g6!? (threaten-
ing ...2xf4) 13 Hxc8 (13 g3? fxe5 14
dxe5 Pgxe5 is much better for Black)
13...fxe5 14 dxe5 Exc8 (Agdestein also
suggests the interesting 14...Exf4 15
&d6 Exf3 16 gxf3 HcxeS, which he
assesses as unclear after 17 &xb7,
Black indeed seems to have splendid
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compensation) 15 g3 Wb6 16 £h3
&h8! and Black cannot be dissatisfied
with the opening, Timman-Agdestein,
Taxco/Montetaxco IZ 1985.

H432)
6 dxc5 2bc6 7 Wed (D)
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This sharp set-up might win games
if Black is unprepared. On the other
hand, if Black is prepared his chances
shouldn’t be worse.

7...0-0

7..%X5 is a playable alternative.
Leko-Hertneck, Moscow OL 1994 led
to a mess after 8 £f3 £xc59 £d3 h5
10 W4 Hce7! 11 Hh4!1? d4!1? (also
possible is 11...2g6 12 Hxg6 fxgb 13
0-0-0 0-0) 12 Had Dd5 13 Wed 2b4
14 Dxf5 L£xd2+ 15 &xd2 exf5 16
Wxd4 Wo5+ 17 e2 Dfa+ 18 Lel
£.d7 when Black has clear compensa-
tion.

80-0-0 (D)

This has been White’s choice re-
cently. After other moves Black can
reach a satisfactory position:

243

a) 83 £59 exf6 Exf6 10 Wh5 e5
11 0-0-0 £xc3!?, Van der Veen-Bar-
sov, Haarlem 1999, 12 £xc3 Ef5 13
Wh4 (13 Dg5? rebounds on White due
to 13...h6 14 h4 8!, intending ...g6
and White’s knight is lost) 13...Ef4 14
We3 Hed 15 Wh3 Hg6 (McDonald).
Black has a pleasant position.

b) 8 £d3!? g6 (8..£5!7) 9 D3
£xc5 10 Wh5 9b4 11 g5 h6 12 D3
Axd3+ 13 cxd3 Wes! 14 d4 £e7 and
Black was doing fine in Al Modiahki-
Tukmakov, Erevan 1996.

N
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8..f5

An interesting idea is 8...b6!? 9 &3
(9 cxb6 axbb6 gives Black compensa-
tion) 9...bxc5 10 £d3 Hg6 11 Wh5
and now rather than 11...%a5 12 &g5
h6 13 Hxf7 Exf7 14 Wxg6, which
looked speculative but went well for
Black in Chapman-B.Martin, Mel-
bourne 2000, Black could also try
11...%e8!? when both 12 £)b5 c4! and
12 g5 h6, with the point 13 Dxf7(?)
&gxes!, look good for Black.

9 exf6 Exf6 10 £.d3 Wr8!?
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10...e5 11 ¥h5 h6 12 g4 gives White
a strong attack.

11 Df3

Now Black should try 11...&xc5.
Instead, 11...e5 12 Wh4 h6 13 Hxe5!
Hxe5 14 Wxbd Hxd3+ 15 cxd3 Hco
16 ¥b3 £e6 and Black’s compensa-
tion for the two pawns is probably not
sufficient, Sutovsky-Cu.Hansen, Essen
2000.

H44)

5a3 £xc3+

The only real alternative to this and
the Armenian Variation (5...&a5 -
Chapter 15) is 5...cxd4. It is acommon
turn of moves that we also see in the
Nimzo-Indian but here it has never been
very popular. A key game is Nunn-
Eingorn, Reykjavik tt 1990, which
went 6 axb4 dxc3 7 Df3 (7 Wg4!? is
not bad either) 7...2e7 8 £d3 Hd7
(on 8...%c7, Nunn gives 9 Ea3! cxb2
10 £xb2 as good for White) 9 0-0
Ac6 10 Hel Hxb4 (f 10...cxb2 11
£xb2 Dxb4 12 La3! Hxd3 13 cxd3
Black is in trouble because his king is
caught in the centre and the opposite-
coloured bishops work greatly in
White’s favour) 11 bxc3 &xd3 12 cxd3
0-0 13 Ea4! with good compensation
for White as the rook is about to swing
over to the kingside.

6 bxc3 (D)

Now we consider three moves for
Black:
H441: 6..%Wa5 244
H442: 6..Wc7 245
H443: 6..0e7 247

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &3
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H441)

6..%a57 £d2 Waq

This old idea has become topical
recently — Black immediately block-
ades the queenside. Unfortunately, it
is the queen who acts as the key block-
ader. Amongst others, Psakhis plays
this line with great expertise.

8 Wed

This looks like the most dangerous
for Black. Another idea is 8 Wbl c4,
and now:

a) 9h4 Hc6 10h5h6 11 De2 Dge7
with roughly equal chances, Nijboer-
P.Nikoli¢, Rotterdam 1997.

b) 9 &Hh3 Hc6 10 g3 £d7 11 &HHf4
0-0-0 12 £h3 (12 h4 is also interest-
ing, but then Black can maybe break
with 12...f6) 12...h5 (12...f5!? deserves
attention) 13 ¥d1 h4 14 g4 {6 150-0 is
slightly better for White, Kruppa-Kri-
voshei, Nikolaev 1995.

8...g6

8...&f8 is probably best met by 9
Wdl1, although 9 c4!? &c6 10 dxc5
Wxc2 11 DF3 Hxe5 12 Wg3, Vogt-Kri-
voshei, Leutersdorf 1998, also looks
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interesting. White has good compen-
sation.
9 Wd1 (D)

A typical manoeuvre. White has in-
duced weaknesses on Black’s kingside
and does not mind the wasted tempi.

9...b6!

This is much safer than 9...cxd4 10
Ebl! d3 11 £xd3 Wxa3 12 D3 Wcs
13 h4 h6 14 0-0 &Hd7 15 Eel, when
White was better in Anand-P.Nikoli¢,
Groningen FIDE 1997.

10 h4 h5

The immediate 10...£.a6 is also in-
teresting.

11 3 2a6 12 £xa6 Wxa6 13
£g59d7 14 Wd3 Wxd3 15 cxd3 Ec8
16 &d2 De7

The position is about equal, Chan-
dler-N.Pert, British League (4NCL)
2000/1.

H442)

6..Wc7!?

Depending on which line you in-
tend to play as Black and which lines

245

your opponent plays, this can be quite a
clever move-order. Now Black threat-
ens 7...cxd4, which rules out moves
like 7 a4 and 7 h4, which are both seen
frequently against 6...%e7.

7 Wg4 (D)

7 &Xf3 is the other try, when Black
cannot really take advantage of the
move-order, and consequently does
best to play 7..20e7 — 6...20e7 7 &)f3
We7.

Xasiieiak
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7..£5

Or:

a) 7..cxd4? 8 Wxg7 Wxc3+9 &dl
Wxal 10 Wxh8 &8 11 £d3 is very
bad for Black.

b) 7.7 -6..De7 7 W4 Y7

¢) 7...f6 seems more in the French
spirit but is very risky. White has two
options:

cl) 8 f3 c4 9 Wg3 Wf7 10 hd h5
11 a4 Hc6 12 £a3 £d7 13 Wf4 0-0-0
14 g3 £ Djurhuus-Johannessen, Oslo
1997.

c2) 8 £b5+ is the most common,
as Black should move his king:
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c21) 8..40c6 9 D3 W7 10 £xc6+
bxc6 11 0-0 De7 12 dxc5 Dgb 13 el
0-0 14 Wg3 was very good for White
in Oll-Ermolinsky, Sverdlovsk 1987.

c22) 8..2f8 9 HHF3 a6 (9...c4?! 10
a4 a6? 11 £a3+ De7 12 £.46 Wds 13
exf6 gxf6 14 W4 +) 10 £d3 cxd4 11
0-0 dxc3 12 a4 f5 13 £a3+ He7 14
Wh5 Hbc6 15 g4!? and White had a
strong attack in Kindermann-Mobhr,
Altensteig 1989.

c23) 8..&f7 9 &3 (9 £d3? cxd4
10 De2 fxe5 11 Wh5+ f8 looks very
good for Black) 9...c4?! (a consistent
attempt but unfortunately not very
good) 10 Wh5+! (10 Dg5+ fxg5 11
Wf3+ 5)f6 12 exf6 g6 13 Lxg5 a6 14
h4 h5 15 ££4 Wa5 16 Wg3 e5 17
£xe5 £f5 won material for Black in
Djurhuus-Johannessen, Gausdal 1999)
10...g6 11 Wha 512 g5 +.

8 Wh5+

Other moves:

a) 8 exf6 is rarely played. After
8..0xf6 9 We3 the inferior 9...We7
was chosen in Shirov-Short, Sarajevo
2000. Even though Short might have
been OK later on in that game, it still
remains to be answered what Shirov
would have done against the more nat-
ural 9...Wa5! 10 £d2 0-0 T, which has
given Black good results in several
games.

b) 8 Wg3 and now:

bl) 8..20e7 9 Wxg7 Eg8 10 Wxh7
cxd4 11 2d1!? (11 De2 Dbeb 12 4
dxc3 13 Wh3 247 14 Wxc3 0-0-0 =
R.Byrne-Botvinnik, Monte Carlo 1968)
11..2d7 12 &3 Wxc3 13 bl Lad

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 #\c3

14 Hel Wc7 15 hd Dbco 16 L£.g5
0-0-0 17 £f6! Ed7 18 f4 Eg3 19 Eh3
Exh3 20 gxh3 d3 21 £xd3 d4 22 £.xe7
Dxe7 23 Bb4 HHd5 24 Wes+ Wds 25
Wxe6 &)xb4 26 axb4 + Winsnes. How-
ever, | have a feeling that Black should
be alright in this line with an improve-
ment somewhere around move 17-20.

b2) 8..cxd4 9 cxd4 De7 10 £d2
0-0 11 £d3 b6 12 He2 Lab6 13 H)f4
Wd7 14 h4 £xd3 15 Wxd3 Ec8! (a
tiny improvement over the more com-
mon 15...8bc6) 16 Eh3 Ec4 17 Eg3
Abc6 18 c3 Lh8 19 We2 Ha5 20 Wd1
Bc6 21 &fl Hcd 22 Lcl b5 gave
Black good counterplay in Svidler-
Cu.Hansen, Esbjerg 2000.

8..g6 9 Wd1

White has lost time with his queen
over the last three moves but he has
also succeeded in provoking weak-
nesses on the black kingside.

9..2d7

9..cxd4 10 cxd4 Wc3+ 11 £d2
Wxd4 12 D3 Wed+ 13 Le2 4)c6 14
0-0 needs to be investigated but it is
clear that White has compensation in
the form of better development and the
bishop-pair.

10 &Hf3 (D)

10...cxd4!

10...2a4 is a typical French idea
where Black aims to blockade the
queenside, which will hopefully give
him a reasonably safe shelter for his
king and to some extent limit the
power of White’s bishops. Then Chan-
dler-Kinsman, British League (4NCL)
1997/8 went 11 dxc5!? d7 12 Wd4
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xc5 13 £d3 h6 14 0-0 He7 15 Le3
b6 16 Wha £,

11 cxd4 £a4 12 £d2

12 £d3 Wc3+ 13 £d2 Wxd3 14
cxd3 £xd1 15 &xd1 h6 16 hd &c6 17
&e2 Hge7 has arisen in several games,
amongst others Stefansson-Short, Rey-
kjavik 2000. Black has no problems
and may even have reasonable pros-
pects of playing for a win if White be-
comes overambitious.

12..5¢c6

Now:

a) 13 £d3 h6 14 h4 0-0-0 15 &f1
&b8 16 Eh3 Ec8 gave Black at least
equality in J.Polgar-Short, Dos Her-
manas 1997. White needs an improve-
ment in this line. Otherwise, it looks
very simple for Black to equalize.

b) One idea is 13 h4 h6 14 Wb1!?,
perhaps aiming for a quick c4.

H443)

6..2e7 7 Wed

White has several other 7th moves.
7 &Hf3, 7 a4 and 7 h4 are examined in
Chapter 14.

247

7..2f8 (D)

Here we examine only this slightly
unusual but perfectly playable way of
defending the pawn. 7...0-0 is Chapter
13 and 7...¥c7 is Chapter 12.

,,,,,,,,,,,,
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8 h4!?

This straightforward move intends
to bring the rook into an attack on the
black king with Zh3, but other moves
should also be considered. In particu-
lar, 8 £d2 has attracted some strong
players lately. One idea is to discour-
age ...Wa5-a4. Black has then tried:

a) 8..%Wa5 9 a4!? Hbc6 10 Df3
Wb6 11 dxc5 Wxc5 12 £d3h6 13 0-0
Who6 14 Efel £d7 15 c4 Wc7 16 cxd5
exd5 17 Wf4 2e6 18 h4 and White
was better in Short-P.Nikoli¢, London
Intel rpd 1994.

b) 8..Wb6 9 dxc5 Wc7 10 HF3
ANd7 11 Le2 Dxe5 12 Dxe5 Wxe5 13
0-0 h5 14 W3 + Kamsky-Ljubojevié,
Monte Carlo Amber blindfold 1995.

c) 8..%c79 £d3b6 10 Hh3!? (10
&3 £a6 11 dxc5 bxc5 12 £xa6 Hxab
13 c4 Wc6 14 cxd5 exd5 15 0-0 h6 16
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Bfel We6 17 Wad with an edge for
White, Timman-P.Nikoli¢, Pula Echt
1997) 10...£.2a6 11 0-0 £xd3 12 cxd3
Ad7 (12...8bc6 13 dxc5 bxcs 14 Efel
& g6 15 d4 £ Gdanski-Socko, Polish
Ch (Warsaw) 2001) 13 &f4! Wc6 14
£h5 g6?! 15 Lh6+ el 16 Dg7+
&d8 17 Wh4 +- Vallejo Pons-No-
gueiras, Havana 2001.

8..Wa5

8..Wc7 was employed in the fa-
mous game Kasparov-P.Nikoli¢, Hor-
gen 1994, which continued 9 Wd1!
(White must defend against ...cxd4,
and 9 £d2 cxd4 10 cxd4 Wxc2 11 Ecl
Wed+ 12 Wxe4 dxed 13 f3 exf3 14
&xf3 isn’t necessarily enough com-
pensation) 9...cxd4 10 cxd4 Wc3+ 11
£.d2 Wxd4 12 D3 Wed+ 13 Le2 b6
14 0-0 £.a6 15 c4! with adequate com-
pensation for White.

9 £d2 Wad 10 En3! (D)

ine

P /4&// %
_
% /4/&@;7
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There is no need to take time to de-
fend the c-pawn since 10...%xc2 would

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &\c3

now be too risky in view of 11 £d3
Wh2 12 Eb1 Wxa3 13 g3 g6 14 YWr4.
10...2bc6 11 h5 h6

11..2xe5? 12 ¥f4 followed by 13
h6 would again be too dangerous for
Black.

12 ¥f4 b6

After this Black’s knight becomes
very passive on d8. An interesting and
possibly better option is 12...£.d7!?
which intends to cover f7 with ...£.e8.
A major advantage of this is that the
knight is kept on c6 to maintain the
pressure on White’s centre. Hracek-
Bobrowska, Koszalin 1999 continued
13 Ef3 £e8 14 Ebl b6 15 g4!? Wxc2
(15...cxd4 16 £.d3 gives White com-
pensation) 16 £d3 Wad4 17 g5 c4 18
£e2 (18 gxh6!? Exh6 19 We4 Ehg 20
Hg3 g6 21 hxgb fxg6 22 Wxe6 cxd3 23
23+ Of5 24 Yo+ g8 =) 18... Wc2
19 Ecl hxg5 20 Wxg5 Wh7 21 Eh3
&\g8, intending ...f6 with a dynami-
cally balanced position.

13 Ef3 5)d8 14 dxc5 Wxf4 15 Exf4
bxc5 16 £.e3

16 c4!?.

16...c4 17 Eb1 Hdc6 18 Hf3 g519
hxg6 Dxgé 20 Eg4

Now:

a) 20..g7 21 Hh4! £d47 22 HHxgb
fxg6 23 Eb7 Ehd8 24 £e2 and White
is better, Atlas-Psakhis, Geneva 1992.

b) 20...2cxe5 21 Hxe5 Hxe5 22
£.c5+ Le8 23 Hg7 gives White com-
pensation according to Gelfand and
Atlas.



17 Rare Third Moves for

Black

1ed e62d4d53Hc3 (D)
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There are a variety of relatively rare
third moves for Black that need a men-
tion. None of these are established lines
for Black but the following three aren’t

3 \\

particularly bad:
A: 3..8e7 249
B: 3..a6 251

C: 3..%0¢6 251

Other moves are very rare, and eas-
ily lead to an advantage for White:

a) 3...f5 4 exf5 exf5 (compare this
to the Dutch line 7 d4.f5 2 9c3 d5, and
I am sure you wouldn’t mind having
the pawns swapped as White) 5 £f4
c6 6 Wh5+! g6 7 We2+ &f7 8 H)f3

D6 9 He5+ g7 10 £3 h6 11 0-0-0
a6 12 g4 + Perdomo-A.Georghiou,
Elista OL 1998.

b) 3..8e7 4 Df3 dxed 5 Dxed HFS5
6 £d3 £e7 7 0-0 0-0 8 c3 b6 9 We2
£b7 10 £f4 Hd7 11 £a6 + T.Geor-
gadze-Gurgenidze, USSR 1956.

c) 3..c54 exd5 exd5 5dxc5d4 6
Lb5+ D67 We2+1? £e6 8 Ded D6
9 2g5 Wa5+ 10 £d2 Wds 11 Hg5
Wd5 12 Dxe6 fxeb 13 DF3 Lxcs5 14
0-0 + Rausis-Tarira, Lisbon 1999.

A)

3..8e7

A number of strong players like this
as an offbeat try once in while. Like
3...a6, Black argues that White’s next
move is going to have certain draw-
backs with respect to White’s set-up
later on.

4 53

This is White’s most natural. Obvi-
ously, Black can now transpose to the
Rubinstein Variation with 4...dxe4.
White has two ways to avoid this:

a) 4 e5!? and now:

al) 4...c55Wg4 ©f8 6 dxc5 £c6 7
&3 Lxc58 £d3 Hge79 0-0 Db4 10
£e3 Hxd3 11 cxd3 £b6 12 He2 £d7
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13 9 g3 h6 14 h4 + Gofshtein-Efimov,
Genoa 1998.

a2) 4..b6 is also seen, but I have
my doubts about it. In the Winawer
line 3...2b4 4 5 b6 5 a3, Black usu-
ally retreats the bishop to f8, to make
room for ...Z)e7, or exchanges it on 3.
Now the bishop occupies the knight’s
square. Babula-Dietz, Bad Mergent-
heim 1989 continued in White’s fa-
vour: 5 h4!? h5 6 &3 &h6 (possibly
this is questionable and Black should
play 6...&a6 immediately) 7 £.g5 £.a6
8 &b5!? Wd7 9 a4 Hf5 10 £d3 +.

b) 4 £d3 and then:

bl) 4..dxe4 5 &xe4 +.

b2) 4..5f6 5 e5 &fd7 6 Hce2 c5
7 c3 is very good for White. In the
Shirov/Anand Variation (3...2)f6 4 e5
&fd7 5 Dce2) White would obviously
be very happy to have his bishop al-
ready on d3.

b3) 4...b6 5 exd5 exd5 6 W3 &6
7 £.85c6 8 Dge2 0-0 9 h3 £.a6 10 g4
Be8 11 0-0-0 and White is better, Yak-
ovenko-Riazantsev, Moscow 2000.

b4) 4...c5 5 exd5 exd5 6 dxc5 D6
7 Bge2 £xc5 8 0-0 £e6 9 £g5 H)cb
10 &4 £ Galkin-Nikolenko, Moscow
1998.

b5) 4..8c6 5 D3 Hbd 6 Le2 (6
£b5+ c¢6 7 Le2 can also be consid-
ered; even 6 0-0 is interesting) 6...dxe4
7 Dxed Xf6 8 Dxfo+ £.x£6 9 0-0 0-0
10 ¢34d5 11 Eel b6 12 He5 £b7 13
£f3 £ Ibragimov-Atalik, Athens 1995.

4..%6 (D)

4..dxed 5 Dxed — 3...dxed 4 Dxed
Le759)3.

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &c3
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After 5 e5 Black has a choice be-
tween:

a) 5..Dfd7 - 3..5)f6 4 €5 Ofd7 5
9f3 fe7 L.

b) 5..8e4 6 £d3 Dxc3 7 bxc3 b6
intending ...2a6 gives Black chances
of equality.

5...c5

Other moves:

a) 5...dxe4 6 Dxed Dbd7 — 3...dxed
4 Dxed Dd7 5 Df3 Dgft 6 Ld3 Le7
+

b) 5..b6 6 e5 Dfd7 - 3...5)f6 4 €5
A7 5 9Vf3 Le7 6 £.d3 b6 *.

6 exd5 cxd4

6...exd5 offers White a pleasant
choice:

a) 7 dxc5 &bd7 8 0-0 0-0 9 £¢5
Axc5 10 £e2 £ Kaminski.

b) 70-0c4 8 £e20-09 He5 a6 10
213 8e6 11 Hel He8 12 £f4 is also
better for White, Timoshenko-Piskov,
Belgrade 1995.

7 £b5+ 2d7 8 £xd7+ Hbxd7

Instead, 8...%xd7 9 dxe6 Wxe6+ 10
De2 b4+ 11 £d42 £c5 12 0-0 was
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very good for White in Lukin-Rom-
anishin, USSR 1978.

9 Hxd4 Hxd5 10 Hxd5 exds 11
0-0

* Christiansen-Seirawan, USA Ch
(Chandler) 1997.

B)
3..a6 (D)

— V77

,,,,,,,,

4 £d3

The other main line is 4 £f3 &f6.
Now:

a) 5e59fd76 £d3c57 dxcSisa
type of position that Ian Rogers likes
to play as White. Here White can even
argue that he has an extra tempo com-
pared to the line 3...2Y6 4 e5 &fd7 5
&3 ¢5 6 dxc5, because Black’s ...a6 is
not very useful.

b) 5 £d3 £b4 (perhaps the alter-
native 5...c5, which Prié has played, is
better; then 6 exdS exdS 7 dxc5 is a
type of position that is probably slightly
better for White) 6 e5 D4 7 £.d2 £xc3
8 bxc3 Dxd2 9 Wxd2 ¢5 10 0-0 £.

4...c5

251

Alternatives are:

a) 4..9)f6 5 e5 Dfd7 6 Hce2 +.

b) 4..4c6 5 Df3 &b4 6 0-0!? (6
2e2) 6..9f6 (6...dxed 7 Dxed LeT *
Glek) 7 e5 &d7 8 Dg5! Dxd3 9 cxd3
£e7 10 Wh5 g6 11 Who £8 12 Wh3
* Glek-Liogky, Dubai 1993.

5 dxc5 £xc5 6 exd5 exd5 7 Hxd5!
L.xf2+ 8 oxf2 Wxds 9 Wf3 HHf6 10
Wxds Hxd5 11 DHF3 0-0 12 £.d2

White is slightly better due to his
bishop-pair and three-vs-two majority
on the queenside, Rantanen-Kovace-
vi¢, Palma de Mallorca 1989.

C)
3..%¢6 (D)

//ﬁ.\!/ 24K
w /,,,,,/l/&/i //‘/‘é‘
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&M&%// %gm
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4e5

This is very logical. White argues
that Black’s knight is misplaced on c6,
and gains space while Black cannot at-
tack White’s centre with ...c5. White
also has tried many other things here.
Another line that seems to give White
good chances of an advantage is 4 &)f3
&\f6, and now:



252

a) 5e5 De4!?6 £d3 £b4 7 £d2
Nxd2 8 Wxd2 f6 9 a3 £xc3 (9...8e7
10 exf6 £xf6 11 £b5 0-0 12 £xcb
bxc6 13 Da4 £ Stefansson-Hjartar-
son, Reykjavik 1992) 10 ¥xc3 fxe5
11 dxe5 £d7 12b4!? a6 13 h4 We7 14
&f1 £ Kuczynski-Bany, Warsaw 1990.

b) 5 £g5 8e7 6 £d3!? dxed 7
Nxed Dxed (7...4b4 should be con-
sidered) 8 £xe7 and now:

bl) 8..Wxe7 9 £xed Wb4+7! (this
is too ambitious; Black should resign
himself to a slightly inferior position
after9...£d7) 10 ¢3 Wxb2 11 0-0 Wb5
12 Ebl Wh5 13 Wa4 0-0 (13...2d7 14
Bfel Was5 15 W2 gives White a strong
initiative — Vukovié) 14 £xc6 bxc6 15
&e5 * Vukovié-Vlat.Kovadevié, Senec
ECC 1998.

b2) 8..5xf2 9 £xd8 Hxdl 10
L£xc7 Dxb2 11 Le2 Dad 12 2d2
&d7 13 £.g3 Le7 14 c4 Bd8 15 Le3
&\b6 16 Ehcl £6 17 Habl and White
has excellent compensation for the
pawn, Nataf-Short, New Delhi FIDE
2000.

4..Dge7

Black has also tried 4...f6 but then
White has achieved very good results
with 5 £b5 £d7 6 &f3. After 6...a6
White has two options:

THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 #c3

a) 7 &xc6 L.xc6 8 exf6 gxf6 9 0-0
Wd7 10 £14 He7 11 Eel 0-0-0 12
Wd3 g6 13 .3 £d6 14 Eabl Ehes
15 b4 e5 was unclear in Movsesian-
Lipka, Slovakian Cht 1997.

b) 7 £d3 We7 8 0-0 fxe5 9 dxe5 gb
10 Hel £g7 11 a3 Hh6 12 £.g5 Wf7
13 h3 0-0 14 ¥d2 is slightly better
for White, Lanc-Lipka, Slovakian Cht
1997.

55f3b6 (D)

X2 WeE X

- b
/4 7% B & &
A A 7 | 4 T4

%Q%l% _

" m w

/
%”@ oD
ARA HAK

Vol V. %2
= / V224
i 2wgo H

6 a3

This avoids the bishop getting ha-
rassed by ...Z2\b4 after White plays £d3.
Now Dolmatov-Riazantsev, St Peters-
burg 2000 continued 6...£b7 7 £d3
Wd7 8 0-0 h6 9 b4 0-0-0 10 De2 and
White was better.




Index of Variations

Chapter Guide

1 ed4 e6
2 d4 ds
3 N3

Now:

A: 3..dxed

B: 3..5f6

C: 3..2b4

Other moves — Chapter 17

A)
3 . dxed
4 PDxed

Now:

a) 4..8d7 - Chapter 1

b) 4...4)d7 — Chapter 2

¢) Other moves — Chapter 1

B)
3 .. (]
4 £g5

4 e5 and now:

a) 4..8)d7 5 f4 c5 6 Df3 &c6 7

£e3 — Chapter 7

b) 4..8)fd7 5 Hce2 — Chapter 8

c) All other lines — Chapter 6
4 .. fe7
4...2b4 — Chapter 11

4...dxed 5 Dxed KeT (5...0bd7 -

Chapter 3) 6 £xf6 and now:
a) 6...gxf6 — Chapter 4

b) 6...£xf6 — Chapter 5

5 e5
Other moves — Chapter 9
5 .. ofa7

Other moves — Chapter 9
Now (after 5...2Mfd7):

a) 6 £.xe7 — Chapter 9
b) 6 h4 — Chapter 10

C)
3 . £b4
4 e5
Other moves — Chapter 16
4 .. c5
Other moves — Chapter 16
5 a3
Other moves — Chapter 16
5 .. £xc3+

5...£a5 — Chapter 15

Other moves — Chapter 16
6 bxc3 ael

Other moves — Chapter 16
7 Weq

Other moves — Chapter 14

Now (after 7 Wg4):

a) 7..%c7 — Chapter 12

b) 7...0-0 — Chapter 13

¢) 7..&f8 — Chapter 16

1: Rubinstein Variation: 4...£.d7
and others

1ed 62 d4d5 35 c3 dxed 4 Hxed 8
A: 4. %458
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B: 4..2e7 10

C:4..946 11

D:4..8d7 115543 £.¢6 6 £d3 12
D1:6..2xed 13

D2: 6..\d7 14

2: Rubinstein Variation: 4...\d7
1ed e62 d4 d5 3 Hc3 dxed 4 Hxed
Nnd7 17

A:5g317

B: 5 O3 19 5..5\gf6 19

B1:6 £d3 /9

B2: 6 Dxf6+ 21 6...5)xf6 21

B21: 7 £g521

B22:7 £d3 25

C:5£d330

3: Burn Variation: 5...2\bd7
1ede62ddd53 He3 964 285
dxed 5 Hxed Dbd7 34 6 D3 34
A: 6...h6 34

B: 6...2e7 35 7 Dxf6+ £x£6 35
B1: 8 Wd2 35

B2: 8 £xf6 36

B3:8h4 38

B31: 8..h6 38

B32: 8...0-0 39

4: Burn Variation: 6...gxf6é
1ede62dd4d53HDc3 5f64 2g5
dxed 5 Dxed L.e7 6 £.xf6 gxf6 41
A:7 8cd 4]

B:7g342

C:7Wd3 45

D: 7 9f3 46

D1:7..£5 46

D2: 7..8d7 50

D3:7..b6 51

D4:7...a6 53

5: Burn Variation: 6...2xf6
1ede62dd4d53%Nc3 564 g5
dxed 5 Dxed 27 6 2xf6 £xf6 577
9Nf3 57

A:7..0-0 58

Al:8c3 58

A2: 8 Wd2 59

A3: 8 Wd31? 60

A4: 8 £.c4 60

B: 7..2)d7 61

B1:8 2¢4 62

B2: 8 Wd2 63 8...0-0 9 0-0-0 63
B21:9...8e7 63

B22:9...b6 64

6: Steinitz Variation: Introduction
led e62d4 d53 Nc3 464 e567
A: 4..%5e4 67

B: 4..5d7 68

B1: 5 &f3 69

B2:5f4705..c56 D3 706...a6 71
7 8e371

7: Steinitz Variation: Main Line
(7 £e3)

1ede62d4 d53Dc3 56 4 e5
DEA7 5 £4 5 6 DE3 Hc6 7 L3 74
A:7..8e7 74

B: 7..%b6 75 8 Dad Wa5+ 9 c3 75
B1:9...cxd4?! 75

B2:9...c4 76

B3:9..b6!? 78

C:7...a6 80

D: 7...cxd4 83 8 Dxd4 83

D1: 8...20xd4 83

D2: 8...%bh6 84

D3: 8...2c5 879 Wa2 87
D31:9...8xd4 87

D32:9...0-0 90
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8: Shirov/Anand Variation

(5 Hce2)

1e4 €62 d4d53 D3 56 4 e5
Nfd7 5 Dee2 97 5...¢5 6 ¢3 97
A: 6..5c6 977 £4 97
Al:7..b5 98

A2:7.. b6 99 8 D3 £6 99
A21:9 g3 99

A22:9a3 102

B: 6...cxd4 104

9: Classical Variation

1ed e62d4d5 3 %c3 &6 4 285
27 106 5 e5 Dfd7 6 Lxe7 Wxe7 7
4 107

A:7...0-0 108 8 D3 ¢5 108

Al:9 £d3 108

A2: 9 Wd2 109

A3:9dxc5 110

A31:9..85¢c6 111

A32:9..Wxc5 113

B:7...a6 117 8 &Hf3 ¢5 9 dxc5 Hc6
10 Wa2 718

B1:10..2xc5 118

B2: 10..WxcS5 119

10: Chatard-Alekhine Attack
1ede62ddd5 3 %c3 56 4 2.g5
f2e75e55fd7 6 hd 121
A:6..0-0 122

B: 6...a6 124

C:6..c5 127

D: 6...£xg5 130 7 hxg5 Wxg5 130
D1: 8 &h3 131

D2: 8 Wd31? 133

11: MacCutcheon Variation
1ed 62 d4 d5 3 D3 96 4 £.g5
&b4 134

A:5exd5 135

B:5e51375..h6 137

B1: 6 £.e3 1386...0e4 7 Wgd 138
B11:7...g6 138

B12:7..f8 140

B2: 6 £d2 142 6...82xc3 142
B21:7 £xc3 142

B22: 7 bxc3 144 7...0e4 8 Wed 144
B221: 8...g6 145

B2211:9 &cl 145

B2212: 9 &d3 146

B222: 8...&f8 148

12: Main Line Winawer:

7 Weq Wc7

lede62d4d53%Dc3 2b44e5c5
5 a3 2xc3+ 6 bxe3 De7 7 Weq We7
152

A:8 2d3 152

B: 8 Wxg7 154 8...Hg8 9 Wxh7 cxd4
154

B1:10 &d1 155

B2: 10 He2 157 10...20bc6 11 f4
£.d7 12 Wd3 dxc3 157

B21: 13 23 158

B22: 13 Bbl 160

B23: 13 Wxc3 162

B24: 13 &xc3 165

13: Main Line Winawer:

7 Wed 0-0

lede62d4d53Nc3 2bd4e5c5
5 a3 2xc3+ 6 bxe3 De7 7 Wed 0-0
170

A: 843 170

B:8 £d3 173

B1:8..2M\d7 173

B2: 8...2bc6 175

B3:8..%a5 179



256 THE MAIN LINE FRENCH: 3 &\c3

B4: 8...f5 182 9 exf6 Exf6 10 £g5
Hr7 11 Wh5 g6 12 Wd1! Dbe6 13
&3 185

B41: 13.. Wa5 186

B42: 13..Yf8 187

14: Modern Main Lines: 7 £f3,
7 ad and 7 h4
lede62d4d53%Hc3 2b44e5c5
5 a3 £xc3+ 6 bxe3 De7 189

A: 7 D3 190

Al: 7..%\bc6 190

A2:7..Wa5 19]

A3:7..8d7 192

A4:7..b6 194

B:7 a4 198

Bl: 7..%Wc7 199

B2: 7..%a5 200 8 £d2 Hbc6 9 HHF3
£.d7 200

B21: 10 £b5 200

B22: 10 £e2 201

C:7h4 202

Cl: 7.. a5 202

C2:7..%c7 203

C3: 7...%bc6 205

15: Armenian Variation (5...£.a5)
led4e62d4ds3%c3 £bd4e5c5
5 a3 2a5 207

A: 6 £d2 207

B: 6 Wgd 209

C:6b42126...cxd4 212

Cl1: 745212
C2:7Wg4 216

16: Winawer: Early Deviations
1ede62d4d53%c3 2b4 220
A: 4%a3 220

B: 4 Wed 222

C:4 £d3224

D: 4 De2 225

E: 4 2d2 227

F: 4 a3 229

G: 4 exdS 231

H:4e5233

Hl1: 4..%d7 234

H2: 4..b6 235

H3: 4...5e7 238

H4: 4...c5 239

H41: 5 Wed 240

H42: 5 dxc5 240

H43: 5 2d2 241 5...De7 241
H431: 6 Db5 242

H432: 6 dxc5 243

H44: 5 a3 244 5...2.xc3+ 6 bxc3 244
H441: 6.. a5 244

H442: 6..Wc7 245

H443: 6...%2e7 247

17: Rare Third Moves for Black
1ed e62 d4d5 3 Hc3 249
A:3..8e7 249

B: 3..a6 251

C: 3..%¢c6 251



The French Defence is one of the most popular chess openings amongst players
of all levels. While it is a sound and resilient defence, it has also been favoured
by great fighting players, such as Lasker, Botvinnik and Korchnoi. Current
adherents include Short, Shirov, Morozevich and Khalifman.

By playing 3 Nc3, White confronts the French head-on. The upshot is often a
ferocious battle as Black tries to destroy or damage White’s central pawn
phalanx. Some of the variations, such as the notorious Winawer Poisoned Pawn,
are among the sharpest in opening theory. However, both sides have quieter,
more positional, options at their disposal, so there is truly something for everyone
in the Main Line French.

This book, the first of two volumes by Pedersen on the French, covers all lines
after 3 Nc3, including the Winawer (Nimzowitsch), Classical (including the
Steinitz) and MacCutcheon Variations. There is also a full discussion of 3...dxe4,
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