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  Introduction
1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4

  
 Quality is permanent
Although no doubt many readers are already familiar with the opening moves, it seems sensible to open this work by noting that the Nimzo-Indian is reached after the moves 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4,
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  when Black creates the option of capturing on c3 and also gains control of the pivotal e4-square on account of his minor-piece pressure. In fact, the Nimzo-Indian enjoys a unique place among Black’s defence to 1 d4. Whereas the popularity of most defences fluctuates with swings in fashion and respective theoretical status, the Nimzo has constantly maintained its popularity over the years, not only at GM and super-GM level, but throughout every degree of playing standard. Whereas openings such as the King’s Indian Defence, the Semi-Slav, the Benko Gambit and the Grünfeld have all experienced periods where their very viability has been seriously called into question, the Nimzo has never suffered this humiliation.


  There are inevitably sharp lines where White has chances of pressing for an edge; however, in general these are less problematic than in other opening systems, principally because Black’s position is so flexible. In openings such as the Grünfeld and the Kings Indian, Black’s piece deployment is to some extent predetermined by the opening moves; in the Nimzo only the b4-bishop is really committed, and even this can be retreated to a5, d6, e7 or f8 (depending on the circumstances) or exchanged for the knight on c3 to gain time or damage White’s pawn structure. An interrelated corollary of this flexible piece development is the scope that Black enjoys for engineering pawn breaks. Black’s options are quite literally so broad that it is possible to instigate plans based upon the advance of each and every one of Black’s pawns, a quality which is not shared by any other modern mainstream opening.


  In summary, the unique flexibility in terms of both pawns and pieces provides Black with a far more extensive array of resources to deal with White’s attempts to fight for an edge than any other defensive set-up, and it is for this reason that the Nimzo consistently retains both a broad popularity base and an excellent theoretical status.

  

  How I came to play the Nimzo
When Byron Jacobs of Everyman Chess first came to me with the proposal for this book I initially had some reservations concerning whether I was really the correct person to undertake such a project. Although I do have a lot of experience in the Nimzo, this has been acquired primarily from White’s perspective (I have always been a 1 d4 player, and have literally tried everything to get an edge against the Nimzo, albeit with little success!). Over the years the Nimzo featured in my black repertoire from time to time, largely because I had the privilege of being coached by English GM John Emms for a period (who is of course something of a Nimzo guru); however, it is only in the last year that it has come to represent my main defence to 1 d4.


  Before I actually sat down and did some serious work on the Nimzo-Indian I would primarily rely on the Slav, the Semi-Slav and the Queen’s Gambit Declined as my defences to 1 d4. However, no matter how much work I invested in these lines the same problems would return to haunt me. In all of these systems the piece deployment and pawn structures are largely determined in the early stages of the game, and this gives rise to two consequences:


  1) With many of the parameters determined so early in the game, it is quite easy for White to force Black into long, forcing variations. There are then two ancillary points to this problem:


  i) Even if the long, forcing variations do not promise White an edge, they still permit White to play many moves without thinking. If the player with the white pieces is suitably prepared, they should be able to reach a position in which they can apply plans that have been considered before the game, so again they have a good idea of what they are looking for before they actually have to start thinking about the position from first principles. Of course an ancillary issue is that you actually have to spend the time learning all this theory in the first place, an obstacle which becomes all the more challenging if you have a full-time job as well as family and social commitments!


  ii) If the long, forcing variations do offer some promise of an edge, then you have an even bigger problem. Obviously you have to find some way to improve on established theory and thereby preserve the balance, but when your opponent is following the analysis of the likes of Shirov this can be easier said than done. In essence you only get around to playing your actual opponent in the second half of the game!


  2) If the pawn structure is determined in the earliest stages of the game then, especially with 1 d4 openings, it can be very easy for White to play sensible moves and reach a level position where Black has to work very hard indeed to generate winning chances. This can prove a real problem in open tournaments where you need to win as Black against slightly weaker opponents who are happy to play for two results against you.


  The flexible nature of the Nimzo means that there is far more opportunity to avoid prepared variations and forcing theory, which for my needs satisfies the problem in point 1. As regards the issue in point 2, the flexible pawn structure means that it is more difficult for White to simply develop his pieces in accordance with a standard plan or set formation. The problem White faces here is that Black retains the ability to change the fundamental nature of the position by adopting uncompromising pawn structures.

  

  If the Nimzo is so good, why would you play anything else?
It took me a long time to settle on the decision to adopt the Nimzo into my repertoire on a permanent basis, and even longer to iron out a repertoire that I was entirely happy with. It would have been (and still is) easy to find a suitable selection of systems that offer Black good chances of equal play, with some residual chances to play for the full point, and indeed this would satisfy most players. However, playing that kind of chess just doesn’t suit my style. I don’t for an instant subscribe to the theory that players should aim to draw with Black and win with White (at least not at any level below 2650) and I also take issue with the notion that, because White starts each game with slightly preferable chances, Black’s first objective should be to level the position and only then strive for more. In my opinion practical play is about solving problems at the board, and consequently the soundest method of striving for the full point is to keep setting your opponent exacting problems at every stage of the game. This may seem obvious, but it took me some time to fully grasp the broader implications of this theory. So if you will allow me a few paragraphs I would like to elaborate on this point a little.


  The starting point for me was to ask what a player’s chess rating represents (let’s call our fictional player Ben). The obvious answer is that a chess rating reflects Ben’s strength in relation to his fellow competitors; it provides some vague indication of how often he wins, draws or loses, and against what standard of opposition. Although this is one way of ‘reading the numbers’, in recent years I have found it very beneficial to adjust my thinking on this point, principally by taking the analysis one step further and asking the question ‘why does a rating reflect an indication of a player’s results?’ The answer, I would submit, is because the individual game results that will ultimately determine Ben’s rating are themselves determined by how often Ben finds the correct solutions to the problems he faces at the chessboard, which in turn suggests that a rating is (to some degree, at least) a reflection of how well and how frequently Ben correctly solves problems. Ergo, the more often Ben correctly solves problems, the higher his rating will climb.


  One flaw with this line of reasoning relates to the type of problems a player faces at the board. In many situations prior knowledge of positions (acquired via pattern assimilation, perhaps by learning opening theory or playing through instructive games) will improve a player’s ability to identify the correct solution. In this case the player is not so much finding the solution as connecting the dots or even recalling a memorised answer, and this effectively distorts the players rating – in essence the player appears stronger than he is because he knows the answer before he is even forced to think about it. Although this is a problem with the first stage of our analysis, it is not a problem for the theory overall, and we will return to this issue in a moment.


  Revisiting our problem-solving theory, if we now accept the hypothesis that ratings represent how well a player solves problems at the board then we have returned to our starting point: namely, that practical chess is about solving problems. However, having undertaken this analysis, there is now some justification for suggesting that the way to beat Ben is to keep setting him problems until he can no longer determine the solution in a practical setting (otherwise his potential rating would be potentially infinite). Obviously the stronger Ben is, the more problems you will have to set him before he makes a mistake. However eventually, if you keep setting him problems, he will make a mistake.


  Note: Another shortcoming of my theory is that I have framed it in terms of quantum rather than quality. Obviously there will be some situations where the number of problems is relatively insignificant when contrasted against the difficulty of, for example, one particularly exacting problem in a particular position. Although this analysis is intended only in a very general sense, I do believe that it is still possible to reconcile these two seemingly divergent strands: where a chess problem is particularly difficult it is normally because it consists of several smaller but interrelated problems, and consequently it should be viewed not as one problem but as several that just happen to crop up at the same stage of the game. When couched in these terms it seems reasonable to suggest that it is once again the number of problems which induces failure.


  If we now place this theory in a practical context, we can see that the way to beat Ben is to set him as many problems as possible throughout each stage of the game (this is because we know that his existing rating is propped up by the games he won through prior knowledge). Ben will probably try to avoid this scenario by aiming for middlegame positions in which he has some prior knowledge (via, e.g., opening preparation) and can therefore apply his faculties within a pre-determined conceptual matrix, thereby reducing the potential for mistakes. This is a practical incarnation of the problem we mentioned before: Ben will attempt to distort (or rather increase) his natural playing strength through memorizing not just sequences of moves, but also plans and methods for handling particular types of position. However, this is good news for us because we know that if we set Ben enough problems he will eventually exhaust his rating (for which read ‘problem solving’) abilities and he will blunder. Moreover, if we remove the safety net of Ben’s conceptual matrix, he is effectively solving problems without the aid of prior assistance, the bar is lowered even further and he immediately becomes weaker than his rating would suggest.


  This rather long-winded analysis brings us to the following conclusions:


  1) The way to beat Ben is to set him so many problems that the intensity of the problems reaches a level that exceeds his rating (i.e. problem solving) abilities.


  2) The earlier in the game Ben begins having to answer problems, the more likely it is that he will make a mistake (the harder you work at the board, the more energy and time you expend, and the harder it becomes to solve problems in the later stages of the game).


  3) If you drive Ben into a position where he genuinely has to think for himself, without the aid of prior familiarity with the type of position on the board, there is some likelihood that he will immediately become weaker than his rating.


  Taking points 2 and 3 together, the most logical course of action is to play an opening that attempts to force your opponent into a position in which he has to think for himself not just in terms of the individual moves, but also in terms of which middlegame plan is most appropriate. The more flexible the position, the more plans that are available, and this in turn means that there are more problems for your opponent to solve in the early stages of the game.

  

  Getting to the point
I appreciate that the above analysis is perhaps misplaced in an opening book. However, I feel (or rather hope!) that I can justify this on the basis that the repertoire I will be recommending was based on the aforementioned scheme of thinking. The reason it took me so long to settle on the Nimzo is because many of the other mainline openings lead to relatively simple positions. Although White has problems to solve, they tend to be of a relatively consistent and predictable nature. The repertoire I designed for myself (and which I have decided to share here) attempts to set White diverse and complex problems from the very earliest stages of the game. Built into this design was an objective to steer the game away from positions which would be considered typical of the variation White has chosen, and instead into territory where it is Black who can exploit a prior familiarity with the form of middlegame arising. Generally this is achieved by entering one system (for example, the Rubinstein or Classical Variation) and then executing a manoeuvre which immediately transforms the nature of the position on the board. In this way Black, from the very outset, determines the nature of the middlegame by forcing White into a particular kind of formation or pawn structure. I have always felt that forcing significant changes in a position, even if it does not bring an immediate edge, can inflict a certain psychological impact on the opponent because it quite literally makes them play by your rules.

  

  A Look at the Repertoire
Let’s take a brief look at the lines I’m recommending (further details can be found in the introductions to the individual chapters).

  

  Chapter 1

  The Classical Nimzo:

  Exploring the Romanishin Variation

  
 This is the first of two chapters dealing with the Classical Nimzo-Indian: 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 Qc2. The line I have decided to focus on is 4 ... d5,
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  which has been a consistently popular choice at GM level over the last 10 years, and has been used to particular effect by the likes of super-Grandmasters Viswanathan Anand and Michael Adams. White now has a choice of two moves: 5 cxd5 (considered in Chapter 1) and 5 a3 (considered in Chapter 2). After 5 cxd5 Black can choose between the ultra-sharp 5 ... exd5 and the more positional 5 ... Qxd5. My own preference is for 5 ... Qxd5, maintaining a flexible pawn structure and immediately giving the middlegame a rather unique flavour. Of course, it also helps that the theoretical stature of this line is presently second to none.

  

  Chapter 2

  The Classical Nimzo:

  White Preserves Tension with 5 a3!?

  
 In recent years White has been struggling to demonstrate a substantive edge with 5 cxd5, so attention has been progressively shifting to the less committal move 5 a3.


  [image: ]


  Play then continues 5 ... Bxc3+ 6 Qxc3 Ne4 7 Qc2, when Black has a choice of two main moves: 7 ... c5 or 7 ... Nc6. The latter has been under a cloud for the last few years, but may now be staging a comeback thanks to the efforts of Michael Adams. Nevertheless, I have decided to focus my efforts on 7 ... c5. It is the more popular option both at GM level and below, it represents the preference of Anand, Lautier and countless other super-GMs, and it also provides excellent winning chances whilst entailing comparatively less risk than the lines starting with 7 ... Nc6.

  

  Chapter 3

  The Rubinstein Variation versus the Romanishin-Psakhis System

  
 The Romanishin-Psakhis Variation is reached after the moves 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 e3 b6 5 Nge2 c5!?
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  and was initially popularised by, you guessed, Oleg Romanishin and Lev Psakhis (although nowadays this system enjoys a far broader base of popular support). This was quite possibly the most enjoyable chapter for me to write. The positions that can arise from the Romanishin-Psakhis System enjoy a unique flavour, with options to reach a broad range of pawn structures and attacking set-ups. In other Rubinstein lines it is very common for at least one set of minor pieces to be exchanged in the early stages, but in the Romanishin-Psakhis System Black maintains maximum material and maximum dynamic potential deep into the middlegame.

  

  Chapter 4

  The Rubinstein Variation versus the Classical Fianchetto System

  
 The Classical Fianchetto Variation occurs after the moves 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 e3 b6 5 Bd3 Bb7 6 Nf3 0-0 7 0-0 d5
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  when we reach a position more reminiscent of the Queens Gambit Declined, Tartakower Variation, than of the Nimzo-Indian. In this system in particular, a solid understanding of the relevant plans and positional themes is of far greater consequence than an in-depth knowledge of any particular theoretical variation. With that observation in mind, the approach taken in Chapter 4 is somewhat distinct from the format we follow before then. Instead of examining the lines one variation at a time, I have divided the material in terms of the particular plan that White employs in the illustrative game, and it is hoped that this will make the material both easier and more enjoyable to study.

  

  Chapter 5

  The Leningrad Variation

  
 The Leningrad Variation is one of those systems that appeals to very few players, but those players with whom it does strike a cord tend to retain it as an integral part of their repertoire throughout the duration of their careers.


  The opening moves of the repertoire against the Leningrad run 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 Bg5!? c5 5 d5 Bxc3+ 6 bxc3 d6 7 e3! Qe7!.
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  Now amongst the lines studied here are: 8 Nf3 e5 9 Nd2! h6 10 Bh4 g5! 11 Bg3 Bf5!; 8 Nf3 e5 9 Qc2!?; and 8 Bd3 Nbd7! 9 Ne2 exd5 10 cxd5 Qe5!.

  

  Chapter 6

  The 4 f3!? Variation

  
 The 4 f3 Variation is introduced by 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 f3!? and now the main line is reached via 4 ... d5! 5 a3 Bxc3+ 6 bxc3 c5 7 cxd5! Nxd5.
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  White now has three choices, of which only the latter represents any kind of a substantive challenge: 8 Qd2, 8 Qd3!? and 8 dxc5!?.

  

  Chapter 7

  The Sämisch Variation

  
 Against the Sämisch Variation (1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 a3 Bxc3+ 5 bxc3), I’m recommending the main line 5 ... c5 6 e3 Nc6 7 Bd3 0-0 8 Ne2 b6! 9 e4 Ne8! 10 0-0 Ba6 11 f4 f5!.
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 Chapter 8

  The Fianchetto Variation

  
 In the strictest terms the Fianchetto Variation is reached after the moves 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 g3.
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  However, this move order has fallen out of favour in recent years on account of the line with 4 ... 0-0 5 Bg2 d5, which essentially brings us to a quasi-Catalan position in which the knight is very often misplaced on c3.

  

  Chapter 9

  4 Nf3 0-0

  
 At this stage I should really take time out to bring a problem to the reader’s attention. Those players who remain consistently faithful to the Fianchetto Variation tend to rely on a move order with 4 Nf3, only playing g2-g3 once Black has already committed to 4 ... c5. Under my recommended repertoire it makes sense to meet 4 Nf3 with 4 ... b6, when 5 e3 leads us back into the channels of the Rubinstein Variation, Classical Fianchetto System, which is examined in Chapter 4. Unfortunately, White can also try 5 Bg5 or 5 Qb3, in either case transposing to sharp lines of the Queen’s Indian Defence. I thought about including an extra chapter or two on these lines, but I really had to draw the line somewhere, and it simply makes more sense to direct the reader to a text which deals with these lines exclusively. In this respect I would recommend The Queen’s Indian by Yrjola and Tella, although if you prefer the illustrative games format then Everyman Chess also have a book on the Queen’s Indian (by Danish IM Jacob Aagaard). However, for those unhappy to transpose to the Queen’s Indian Defence I have offered an independent solution in 4 Nf3 0-0
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  and Chapter 9 deals with this line.

  

  Chapter 10

  Early Deviations

  
 Against the Spielmann Variation (1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 Qb3!?)I recommend 4 ... c5! 5 dxc5 Nc6. Black has a few alternatives against the entirely harmless 4 Bd2!?; I’ve opted for 4 ... d5.

  

  A Concluding Note
When I envisaged how this project would take form, my original intention was to include a lengthy introduction describing traditional positional and structural themes that are common to a number of Nimzo variations. I eventually concluded that it made more sense to omit a separate section on ‘the basics’ and instead to deal with these issues within the written commentary to games as they arise throughout the book. The Nimzo is so rich in instructive themes that it would take far more space than can realistically be allocated in an introduction to provide suitable coverage, and in any case this area of the market is already very well catered for: in addition to Kosten’s fantastic book Mastering the Nimzo-Indian (Batsford) there is also Everyman’s equivalent Starting Out in the Nimzo-Indian by Chris Ward, as well as a variety of CDs, videos and DVDs aimed at a similar audience. With such a plethora of ‘basic’ resources there is really very little for me to add and, besides, my mandate was quite specifically to write ‘a repertoire book for Black’, so for once I will actually try to stick to the point!


  


  
    One of the most rewarding aspects of writing this book has been the opportunity to research, study and ultimately discuss such a broad range of aspects of the game. Indeed, I would go so far as to suggest that I have taken at least as much away from this project as I have given to it, and I sincerely hope that you the reader can find some enjoyment within these pages.

    

    Edward Dearing,

    London,

    November 2005

  


  
    


    

  


  Chapter One
The Classical Nimzo:

  The Romanishin Variation

  
 The Classical Nimzo-Indian commences after the moves 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 Qc2,
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  the point being to defend the c3-knight and maintain control over the e4-square, thereby preventing ... Ne4. White will follow up with 5 a3 and then recapture on c3 with the queen, in the process avoiding doubled pawns and gaining the bishop pair. This is clearly quite an ambitious treatment of the opening and consequently it is favoured by the world’s most aggressive 1 d4 players. In exchange for releasing the bishop pair, Black gains a solid position with a substantial lead in development and opportunities to exploit the slightly exposed position of White’s queen.


  The traditional main line of the Classical Nimzo runs 4 ... 0-0 5 a3 Bxc3+ 6 Qxc3 b6 7 Bg5. In these systems Black temporarily gives up much control of the centre in order to complete development and reach a super-solid set-up. Although this is an entirely valid way to play as Black, it has never really been my cup of tea. In general I am reluctant to concede my bishop pair in the early stages of the game (at least without gaining something quite concrete in return), and I am also not one to give up the fight for central control easily. Consequently the lines with 4 ... 0-0, whilst entirely acceptable to many players, are insufficiently dynamic to provide the type of game that suits my own style. Instead the move that I usually play is 4 ... d5 (from time to time I also play 4 ... c5, but this often has more to do with the opponent than any qualitative comparison) after which White has two tries: 5 cxd5 and 5 a3!?. The present state of theory suggests that the latter move (considered in Chapter 2) represents White’s most challenging approach to the position, but Black is generally doing quite well in both systems. After 5 cxd5 Black’s traditional response has been the automatic recapture 5 ... exd5. However, in 1993 the intensely creative Grandmaster Oleg Romanishin introduced a new system, starting with the move 5 ... Qxd5,
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  after which Black employs active piece play as a way of fighting for the centre. Many analysts were initially quite sceptical of Romanishin’s new concept; however, it has convincingly withstood the test of time and is now by far Black’s most popular recapture, with Anand, Adams and numerous other leading GMs employing the Romanishin System on a regular basis.


  White’s most common move is 6 Nf3, when Black replies with 6 ... Qf5!, offering an exchange of queens. White now has to either acquiesce in the queen exchange with 7 Qxf5 (Games 1-4) reaching a very interesting queenless middlegame, or move the queen to b3 (Games 5-6) or d1 (Game 7). Upon 7 Qb3 Black has two good choices: 7 ... c5 (Game 5; Black’s most popular choice in practice) and 7 ... Nc6 (Game 6; a popular sideline that has been put to convincing use by the likes of GM Nigel Short). In the event of 7 Qd1, Black can set the board alight with Beliavsky’s fantastic 7 ... e5!!?.


  If White wants to avoid 6 Nf3 Qf5, there is a popular alternative in 6 e3 (Games 8-12). After 6 ... c5 White then chooses between 7 Bd2 and 7 a3, when various middlegames can be reached in which White has the bishop pair but Black enjoys rapid development, a solid structure and good counterplay.

  

  Game 1
A.Beliavsky-O.Romanishin
Groningen 1993

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 Qc2 d5 5 cxd5 Qxd5 6 Nf3 Qf5!
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  Originally introduced by Ukrainian GM Oleg Romanishin, this clever little move has revolutionized the way that we think about the 4 ... d5 variation. By offering a queen exchange Black forces White to either enter a level endgame straight out of the opening or waste time moving his own queen again, in the process abandoning control of the e4-square for the time being.


  7 Qxf5


  By entering the endgame so early White places his hopes of a small edge on his slightly superior pawn structure. In principle, White’s pawn structure is indeed a little better (Black has doubled f-pawns, whereas White has two central pawns and an open c-file for a rook); however, in practice this assertion has proved more questionable. By recapturing on f5 with the e-pawn Black establishes a firm grip over the central light squares and has hopes of pressurizing White’s centre via ... c7-c5 or ... f5-f4.


  White’s alternatives to 7 Qxf5 will be considered in Games 5-7.


  7 ... exf5 8 Bd2!? c6 9 e3
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  9 ... Nbd7


  Perhaps the most natural move here is 9 ... Be6!?, but in this particular position 10 Ng5! causes Black some headaches (10 Bd3 Nbd7 11 0-0 Rd8 12 a3 Bxc3 13 Bxc3 Ne4 14 Bxe4 fxe4 15 Nd2 f5 16 f3 exf3 17 gxf3 was very comfortable for Black in Hoang Thanh Trang-J.Rigo, Hungarian League 1996). For example, 10 ... Bd5 11 Nxd5 Bxd2+ 12 Kxd2 Nxd5 13 Bc4 h6 14 Nf3 Nf6 15 Ne5 Ne4+ 16 Ke2 Nd6 17 Bb3 with an edge for White, Z.Azmaiparashvili-V.Korchnoi, Moscow 1995.


  10 Bd3


  The text is probably more sensible than 10 Bc4 which can be met by 10 ... Nb6! 11 Bb3 Be6! when Black has entirely resolved his opening problems, e.g. 12 Bxe6 fxe6 13 Ne2 (or 13 b3 a5 14 a4 0-0 15 Ke2 Ne4 and Black may even be slightly better, J.Bartos-J.Johansson, Liberec 2004) 13 ... Bd6 14 Nc1 Nbd5 15 Nd3 Ke7 16 Ke2 Rac8 17 Rhc1 Ne4 18 Rc4 Rc7 19 Be1 c5 20 dxc5 Nxc5 21 Nxc5 Bxc5 22 Rac1 Rhc8 23 g3 Bd6 24 Rxc7+ Rxc7 25 Rxc7+ ½-½ C.Olausson-H.Tikkanen, Swedish League 2003.


  10 ... Nb6 11 Ne2?!


  The text only serves to enhance Black’s position. However, alternatives have also brought White little in terms of success. Some examples:


  a) 11 Ke2 0-0 12 Rhc1 is equal according to Korchnoi.


  b) 11 0-0 0-0 12 Rac1 (12 Na4 Bd6! 13 Nc5 Nbd5 14 Rac1 a5 15 Rfd1 Re8 16 g3 h6 17 Bc4 g6 18 a3 a4 19 Nd3 Be6 20 Nc5 Bc8 21 Nd3 Be6 22 Nc5 was agreed drawn in Z.Azmaiparashvili-A.Yusupov, European Team Ch. 1997) 12 ... a5 13 a3 Bd6 14 Nh4 g6 15 f3 Be7!? 16 g3 Rd8 17 Ne2 Be6 18 e4 fxe4 19 fxe4 and now 19 ... Nfd7 was fine for Black in O.Kniest-V.Buturin, Pardubice 1995, although notably 19 ... Na4 may be even better, e.g. 20 b3 (20 Bc3 Ng4! keeps white under pressure) 20 ... Nb2 21 Bc2 a4 22 Bg5 axb3!.


  c) 11 a3! knocks the bishop back and prepares an expansion of White’s queenside pawns, so this is quite a logical treatment of the position.
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  Play has continued 11 ... Bd6 12 b4 (or 12 0-0 Be6 13 Rfc1 h6 14 Be1 a5 15 Nd2 0-0 16 e4?! fxe4 17 Ndxe4 Nxe4 18 Nxe4 Bf4! 19 Rc2 Rfd8 20 Bc3 Na4 21 Re2?! c5! – Black has a clear plus – 22 Bb5 Nxc3 23 bxc3 cxd4 24 cxd4 Rxd4 25 Nc5 Bd5 26 g3 Bd6 27 Rc2 Rc8 28 Rac1 Rxc5 29 Rxc5 Bxc5 30 Rxc5 Rd1+ 31 Bf1 b5 32 f4 Bc4 0-1 J.Ivanov-I.Cheparinov, Malaga 2004) 12 ... 0-0 13 0-0 (13 b5 c5 14 a4!? Be6 15 dxc5 Bxc5 16 Ng5 Rfd8 17 Nxe6 fxe6 18 Ke2 Rd7 19 Rhd1 Rad8 20 Be1 is a line given by Romanishin in Chess Informant 59, but he doesn’t include an assessment; overall I would assess the final position as balanced) 13 ... a6 14 Rfc1 Be6 15 Be1 Nfd5 16 g3 f6 17 Nd2 Kf7 18 Nxd5 Nxd5 19 Nc4 Be7 20 Rab1 Rfc8 21 Na5 Rc7 22 Nb3 b6 23 Rc2 Ke8 24 Be2 Kd7 25 Bf3 Rb8 26 Nc1 Bd6 27 Be2 b5 28 Ra1 Nb6 29 Bd3 g6 30 Rb2 h5 31 Nb3 Nc4 32 Rbb1 h4 33 Nd2 hxg3 34 hxg3 Nxd2 35 Bxd2 Bd5 36 Bf1 Be4 37 Rc1 Ke6 38 Bg2 Rh8 39 f3 Bd5 40 Kf2 Rch7 41 Rh1 ½-½ D.Collas-B.Macieja, Legnica 1994.


  11 ... Bd6 12 0-0 Ne4 13 Ba5 0-0 14 Rfc1 Re8 15 Nd2 Nxd2 16 Bxd2 a5!
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  Black is already slightly better according to Korchnoi, although notably Romanishin more conservatively assesses the position as equal, which seems closer to the truth.


  17 a3 Be6 18 f3 g6 19 Kf2 Bb3 20 h3 h5 21 g3 a4 22 e4? fxe4 23 fxe4 Bf8!
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  Black now intends to reroute the dark-squared bishop to g7, putting pressure on the weak d4-pawn. I think it is particularly instructive to acknowledge that White’s central pawn majority was converted from a strength to a weakness as soon as White attempted to advance it.


  24 g4 hxg4 25 hxg4 Bg7 26 g5 Nd7


  The text is solid, but also of interest is Romanishin’s suggestion 26 ... Rad8!? 27 Ba5 Rxd4!! 28 Nxd4 Bxd4+ 29 Kf3 Re5 30 Bxb6 Bxb6 31 Bc4 Bd4 32 Bxb3 axb3 33 Rd1 c5 34 Rab1 Rxg5 35 Rd3 when Black has excellent compensation for the exchange in the endgame.


  27 Bb4


  27 Ke3 can be answered with 27 ... Nf8 28 Nf4 Rad8 29 Bc3 Ne6 30 Nxe6 Rxe6 when Black is clearly better according to Romanishin.


  27 ... Rad8 28 Bd6


  28 Ke3 loses to 28 ... f5 29 e5 Bxe5! 30 dxe5 Nxe5.


  28 ... c5!
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  29 Rxc5


  The text is probably forced as 29 Bxc5 Nxc5 30 Rxc5 Rxd4 31 Bb5 Red8 is clearly better for Black.


  29 ... Nxc5 30 Bxc5 Re6 31 Ke3 f5! 32 gxf6 Bh6+ 33 Kf3 Rxf6+ 34 Kg3 Rc6 35 Be7 Re8 36 Bc5 Rd8 37 Be7 Rd7 38 Bb4 Bc4 39 Bxc4+ Rxc4 40 Bc3 Rf7 41 Rh1 Bg7 42 e5 Rf5! 43 Rh4? Rg5+ 44 Kh3 Rh5! 45 Rxh5 gxh5 46 Ng3 Bf8 47 e6 Bxa3 48 d5 Rxc3! 49 bxc3 Bf8 50 Nf5 a3 51 d6 Bxd6 52 Nxd6 Kf8 53 e7+ Kxe7 54 Nf5+ Kf6 55 Nd4 a2 56 Nc2 Ke5 57 Kh4 Kd6 0-1

  
 Game 1 Conclusions
In the context of modern opening theory this game is of relatively limited importance; however, several important themes were illustrated here, and in my opinion it is important to acknowledge that this was the game that brought 6 ... Qf5 to the forefront of opening theory, essentially shaping the development of Nimzo opening theory for a decade to come.


  The following points should be acknowledged:


  1) When Black plays 6 ... Qf5 White immediately faces a dilemma: either he must exchange queens, entering a level endgame straight from the opening and essentially abandoning much chance of an opening edge, or he must move his queen again, which loses time and surrenders control of the e4-square. In either case Black has managed to instigate a fundamental shift in the nature of the game, which on some level means that White will be playing the middlegame on Black’s terms.


  2) As the game went, White’s 8 Bd2!? promised very little. If White is going to kick the bishop back, then 8 a3 is a more sensible idea, which then allows the dark-squared bishop to be developed more actively on f4 or g5. These ideas are discussed in more detail in the games that follow.


  3) In this endgame Black’s ideal development pattern is usually ... Be6 and only then ... Nbd7. However, the notes to the game illustrate that Black should be wary of exactly when the bishop is developed to e6. The obvious example here is that 9 ... Be6!? can be answered with 10 Ng5!, picking up the bishop pair and with it a slight but enduring advantage in the endgame.


  4) The next important theme that we witnessed was the idea of playing ... Nb6, followed by ... a7-a5 (restricting White’s obvious plan of expanding on the queenside with a3 and b4), and then ... a4, clamping down on the light squares on White’s queenside.


  5) Finally, we must of course recall that Black won this game largely because White’s centre became unstable when he attempted to advance his e- and d-pawns. To my mind the first point to consider here is why White felt it necessary to advance his central pawns. After Black had established a pawn on f5 it was unlikely that that White would be able to make much progress on the kingside. Similarly, once Black had created a bind on the light-squares with ... a5-a4, it was also very difficult for White to make any progress on the queenside. Having been shut down on both wings of the board, the only remaining avenue of progress was to expand in the centre.


  6) Once White had achieved f3 and e4, Romanishin demonstrated an excellent method of adding pressure to White’s centre with his manoeuvre of ... Bb4-f8-g7(!). I suppose the final point to note here is that, having advanced his e-pawn one square in the centre, White would then like to mobilize his pawn centre. However, the reason that Black has good chances in these types of ‘hanging-pawn centre’ positions is because White cannot advance the e-pawn without weakening the d5-square and leaving the d4-pawn vulnerable, but similarly will struggle to play d4-d5 without inviting Black to clamp down on the dark-squares, placing a knight or bishop on e5, again leaving White’s central pawns potentially vulnerable.

  

  Game 2
Y.Seirawan-M.Adams
6th matchgame, Bermuda 2000

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 Qc2 d5 5 cxd5 Qxd5 6 Nf3 Qf5 7 Qxf5 exf5 8 a3!?
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  The text is White’s principal attempt to establish an advantage in the 6 ... Qf5 exchange variation. It is not in Black’s interests to concede the bishop pair at this stage, so White sensibly puts the question to the b4-bishop. Once the bishop has retreated to d6 or e7 White has a better idea of how Black’s pieces will be deployed and develops his own pieces accordingly.


  8 ... Be7


  This is my own preference and is probably Black’s best way of playing for an edge. The alternative 8 ... Bd6!? is something of a paradox: on the one hand the bishop may be better placed here, but on the other hand 8 ... Bd6 rather invites a timely Nc3-b5, when Black must concede the bishop pair. This is hardly a tragedy, and 8 ... Bd6 has recently proved popular with the likes of GMs Huzman, Iordachescu, Short and even Anand. Nevertheless, a problem that many of us will face in this context is that we aim to win with Black, and in the lines with Nb5xd6 it can be particularly difficult for Black to generate counterplay. We will take a more detailed look at the resources associated with 8 ... Bd6 in Game 4.


  9 Bg5


  9 e3 is discussed in Game 3. Alternatively:


  a) 9 b4!? c6 10 e3 Be6 (10 ... 0-0!? 11 Bd3 g6 12 Bb2 Nbd7 13 Na4 Nd5 14 Rc1 Bf6 15 0-0 N5b6 16 Nc5 Nxc5 17 bxc5 Nd5 was E.Arlandi-O.Romanishin, Torino 1998; White is a little better here, but it is not much and the game was drawn in 33 moves) 11 Bd3 Nbd7 12 Ng5 Nd5 13 Nxe6 fxe6 14 Bd2 g6 15 Ke2 Bf6 16 Rab1 Nxc3+ 17 Bxc3 e5 18 dxe5 Bxe5 19 Bd2 a6 20 h3 Nf6 21 f4 Bc7 22 g4 Ne4 23 Bxe4 fxe4 24 Bc3 0-0 gave rise to balanced chances in B.Alterman-H.Hamdouchi, Cap d’Agde 1994, although perhaps White was a bit better in the earlier stages of this game. Black eventually won this ending in 50 moves.


  b) 9 g3
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  This move has the dual qualities of activating the f1-bishop in a manner that enhances White’s control of the d5-square and, at the same time, preserving the option of developing the c1-bishop to f4 or g5. Although this is definitely a logical piece deployment, in practice White has failed to demonstrate even a slight advantage: 9 ... c6 10 Bg2 Be6 (10 ... h6!? and 10 ... Nbd7!? have also shown themselves to be satisfactory in practice, but by moving the bishop to e6 immediately Adams acknowledges that Nf3-g5, with a view to capturing on e6, does little to enhance White’s position; this perhaps suggests that these 10th move alternatives are unduly cautious by comparison with the text) 11 Bg5 (or 11 0-0 Nbd7 12 b4 Nd5 13 Nxd5 Bxd5 14 Ne5 Bxg2 15 Kxg2 Nxe5 16 dxe5 Kd7 17 Be3 Ke6 and if anything Black has an edge, Hoang Thanh Trang-M.Turov, Budapest 2004) 11 ... Nbd7 12 0-0 a5 (12 ... h6 13 Bxf6 Bxf6 14 Rfc1 0-0 15 b4 Nb6 was equal in L.Van Wely-A.Khalifman, Neum 2000) 13 b4 axb4 14 axb4 0-0 15 Rab1 (the immediate 15 b5!? may be better) 15 ... Ra3 16 Bxf6?! (16 Rfc1 Rfa8 is balanced according to Golod, although a part of me really feels that even here things have shifted in Black’s favour) 16 ... Nxf6 17 Rfc1 Ne4 18 Nxe4 fxe4 19 Ne5 e3! 20 f4 Bf5 21 Rb2 Ra4 was already slightly better for Black in L.Van Wely-M.Adams, Istanbul 2000, and White had to play with considerable accuracy to cling on for the half point.


  c) 9 Ne5!? is very rare but perhaps deserves further attention: 9 ... c6 10 g3 Nbd7 11 Nd3 Nb6 12 Bg2 0-0 13 0-0 Rd8 14 e3 Nbd5 15 Nxd5 Nxd5 16 Bd2 a5 17 Rfc1 Nc7 18 Nc5 a4 19 Rc4 and now instead of 19 ... Bxc5, as in J.Chabanon-P.Frendzas, Peristeri 1994, perhaps Black should have played 19 ... Be6 20 Nxe6 fxe6 (or 20 ... Nxe6) 21 Bb4 Bf6 which is a line given by Konikowski in his annotations for ChessBase Magazine 46, with the assessment that the final position is unclear.


  d) 9 Bf4!? is White’s main alternative to the game continuation and has been used by several of the world’s elite. Play has continued 9 ... c6 10 e3
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  and here Black has tried two lines of development:


  d1) 10 ... Nbd7!? has been Michael Adams’s choice here, after which White has a couple of continuations to choose from:


  d11) 11 Bc4 Nb6 12 Ba2 Be6 13 Be5! (or 13 Bxe6 fxe6 14 Rc1 – 14 Ng5 Kd7 is equal according to Dautov – 14 ... Nfd5 15 0-0 Nxf4 16 exf4 Bf6 17 Rfe1 Kf7 18 Ne2 Rhd8 19 Rc3 Nd5 20 Rb3 Rd7 21 g3 a5 22 Nc3 Ra7 ½-½ I.Sokolov-M.Adams, Wijk aan Zee 2004) 13 ... h6 14 Ke2 0-0 15 Bxf6 Bxf6 16 Rhc1 Rfc8 (Dautov assesses the line 16 ... a5!? 17 Bxe6 fxe6 18 b4 – 18 Rab1 Be7 – 18 ... axb4 19 axb4 Be7! 20 b5 c5 as equal; however, Black still seems to have some work to do) 17 Bxe6 fxe6 18 b4 a6?! (perhaps best would have been 18 ... a5!? 19 Rab1 [19 b5 c5 is equal] 19 ... axb4 20 Rxb4 Ra6 21 a4 (21 Rcb1 Nd5! 22 Nxd5 cxd5 is also level) 21 ... Be7 22 Rb3 Rc7 23 Rcb1 Nxa4 24 Nxa4 Rxa4 25 Rxb7 Rxb7 26 Rxb7 Ra2+ which Dautov assesses as equal; I have decided to include some more of this game because it offers a nice example of how White’s small edge can steadily be nurtured into something more tangible) 19 Rab1 Re8 (or 19 ... Nd7 20 Na4 b6 21 Ne5 Nxe5? 22 Nxb6 with a clear plus) 20 Nd1!
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  An excellent move; White now intends 21 Nb2-d3, establishing a firm grip on the e5-square and threatening to hop into c5, applying serious pressure to the b7- and e6-pawns. 20 ... e5 (20 ... Nd5 21 Nb2 a5 22 bxa5 Rxa5 23 Nc4 Ra7 24 Nd6 Re7 25 Nc8 is winning for White – Chekhov) 21 dxe5 Bxe5 22 Nxe5 Rxe5 23 Nb2 Re7 (23 ... a5 24 Nd3 Rb5 25 Rc5 Na4 26 Rxb5 Nc3+ 27 Kf3 Nxb5 would have still held the balance according to Dautov) 24 Nd3 Nd5 25 g3 Rd8 26 Rb3 Kf7 27 Rc4 Rd6 28 Nc5 g6 29 h4 Nb6 30 Rc1 Nd5 31 Rc4 Nb6 32 Rc2 Nd5 33 Kf3 Nf6?! 34 Rd3 Rxd3 35 Nxd3 Nd5 36 Nc5 Kf6 (36 ... g5!?) 37 Rc4 h5? 38 e4 fxe4+ (38 ... Nb6 39 Rd4) 39 Rxe4 with a clear advantage for White, Cu.Hansen-A.Maksimenko, Copenhagen 1996. Note that Black cannot capture on e4 because 39 ... Rxe4 40 Kxe4 Nc3+ 41 Kd3 Nd1 42 f3 is very close to winning for White.


  d12) 11 Nd2!?


  [image: ]


  This clever move redirects the f3-knight to a5 or c5 via d2 and b3. Black must display some precision in order to neutralize this plan: 11 ... Nb6 12 Nb3 (12 Nc4 should be answered with 12 ... Nxc4! 13 Bxc4 Be6) 12 ... Ne4! (active defence from Khalifman, who is handling the black pieces in this example; instead 12 ... Nfd5!? 13 Nxd5 Nxd5 14 Be5! was slightly better for White in Golod-Psakhis, Tel Aviv 1999, GM Vitali Golod eventually grinding out the full point after 67 moves) 13 Nxe4 fxe4 14 Na5! 0-0 15 b4 Nd5 16 Bg3 Bd8 17 Rc1 Bxa5 18 bxa5 Bd7 19 Be2 (19 Bc4!? Be6 20 Kd2 is a little better for White according to Golod, although Black’s position remains solid) 19 ... Rad8 20 a6!? b6 21 0-0 Rc8 22 Rc2 Rfe8 23 Rfc1 h6 24 h4 Ne7?! (24 ... g6, intending to halt White’s kingside progress with 25 ... h5, does more to hold the balance) 25 h5 Be6 26 Bd6! Bd7 27 Kh2 Nd5 28 g4 Re6 29 Be5 Ree8 30 Kg3 was better for White in S.Shipov-A.Khalifman, Sochi 2004. The notes here are based on Golod’s annotations for ChessBase Magazine 101.


  d2) 10 ... Be6!
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  This is Black’s most natural course of development, particularly because it does more to directly challenge White’s queenside plans: 11 Bd3 (11 Ng5 can now be met by 11 ... Bb3! when it is not quite clear what that g5-knight is doing; however, an alternative that does merit consideration is Harikrishna’s 11 Nd2!?, e.g. 11 ... Nbd7 12 Nc4 b6?! 13 Nd6+!? Kf8 14 Nc4 Nh5 15 Be5 Nhf6 16 Rc1 with an edge for White, P.Harikrishna-S.Safin, Abu Dhabi 2004) 11 ... Nbd7 (or 11 ... h6 12 h3 Nbd7 13 Ne5 Nb6 14 0-0 0-0 15 Rae1 Rfd8 16 Bh2 Rac8 17 Ne2 Nbd5 18 b4 g6 19 Rc1 ½-½ Z.Tomicic-B.Kutuzovic, Djakovo 1994) 12 h3 (12 Ng5 Nh5 13 Nxe6 fxe6 14 Ne2 Nxf4 15 Nxf4 Kf7 16 Bc4 Nf8 17 0-0-0 Bd6 18 Nd3 Nd7 was perhaps a tiny bit better for White in A.Dreev-J.Lautier, China 2004, although the game was drawn in 30 moves) 12 ... Nb6 13 Ke2 0-0 14 Rhc1 g6 15 Nd2 Rfd8 16 Bh2 Nfd5 17 Nxd5 Bxd5 18 Bc7 Rd7 19 Bxb6 axb6 20 Nc4 Bxc4 21 Bxc4 b5 22 Bb3 Kf8 ½-½ Z.Gyimesi-G.Sax, Croatia 2004.


  9 ... c6 10 e3 Be6 11 Ne5!?


  This move appears threatening, but it is really just another way of implementing the 12 Nc4-a5 manoeuvre. A couple of alternatives have also been tried:


  a) 11 Bd3 was Kasparov’s choice in one of his Linares games with Kramnik. Play continued 11 ... Nbd7 12 0-0 h6 13 Bh4 a5 14 Rac1 0-0 15 Ne2 g5 16 Bg3 Ne4 17 Nc3 Nxc3 18 Rxc3 Nf6 19 Rcc1 Rfd8 20 Rfd1 Rac8 ½-½ G.Kasparov-V.Kramnik, Linares 1999.


  b) 11 Nd2!? is perhaps more challenging, e.g. 11 ... Nbd7 12 Nc4 a5 13 Be2 b5?! (13 ... Nd5! looks like a sensible equalizer) 14 Nd2 Nb6 15 Bxf6 Bxf6 16 Bf3 with a small plus, A.Kharlov-H.Olafsson, Cappelle la Grande 1999. Unless Black has completed his development and can obtain absolute control of the c4-square it rarely pays to advance the b7-pawn to b5.


  11 ... h6 12 Bh4 a5!
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  An excellent move from Adams, anticipating Nc4 by claiming control of the a5-square.


  13 Bc4 Bxc4 14 Nxc4 Nbd7 15 0-0?!


  Golod notes that White’s play can be improved at this point via 15 Bxf6 Nxf6 16 Ke2, although if White does have an edge here it really can’t be much.


  15 ... Nd5! 16 Bxe7


  After the text Black enjoys full equality; however, White had little choice but to acquiesce to this exchange as 16 Bg3 Nxc3 17 bxc3 b5! 18 Nd6+?! Bxd6 19 Bxd6 Nb6 is better for Black on account of his dominant control of the light squares and superior minor piece.


  16 ... Kxe7 17 Rfc1


  17 Nxd5+ cxd5 18 Nd2 Rhc8 19 Rfc1 is level.


  17 ... Rhc8 18 Rc2 Nxc3 19 Rxc3 a4 20 Rac1 Ra6 21 f3 Rd8!? 22 Kf2 c5 23 dxc5 Nxc5 24 Ne5 Ne6 25 R1c2 Rad6 26 f4?! g5! 27 Nf3
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  27 ... g4?!


  The text move secures complete control of the e4-square and guarantees Black at least a draw. However, Golod has suggested that Black missed the chance to press for more here with 27 ... gxf4!? 28 exf4 Nxf4 when Black is a pawn up. Notably 29 Rc7+?! achieves nothing in view of 29 ... R6d7 30 Ne5? Rxc7 31 Rxc7+ Kd6, dropping a piece.


  28 Ne5 Rd2+ 29 Kg3 R8d5 30 h3 Rxc2 31 Rxc2 f6 32 Nc4 Rc5 33 Rc3 b5 34 Nd2 Rd5 35 Rc2 gxh3 36 gxh3 Nc5 37 Nf3 Ne6 38 Kf2 Kd6 39 Ke2 Rc5 40 Rxc5 Kxc5 41 Kd3 Kd5 42 Nd4 Nxd4! 43 exd4 ½-½

  
 Game 2 Conclusions
We covered quite a lot of ground in this game, but many of the themes explored here were either examined in detail in Game 1 or are rather self-explanatory. There are, however, a couple of minor points that I would like to emphasize:


  1) After 9 Bf4!? Black should probably prefer 9 ... c6 10 e3 Be6! to 10 ... Nbd7!?, one nice point being that 11 Ng5 can now be met by 11 ... Bb3!, exploiting White’s voluntary weakening of the b3-square. It is then less than clear what the knight is actually doing on g5.


  2) In general 9 Bg5 should be respected, as it does set Black some tricky opening problems. Nevertheless, Mickey Adams shows a nice clean route to equality, and 15 ... Nd5!, instigating an exchange of dark-squared bishops, is a particularly noteworthy resource.

  

  Game 3
L.Van Wely-B.Gelfand
Monaco (rapid) 2004

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 Qc2 d5 5 cxd5 Qxd5 6 Nf3 Qf5 7 Qxf5 exf5 8 a3 Be7 9 e3!?
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  This timorous move acquired some popularity after the Dutch Grandmaster Loek Van Wely used it to gradually outplay Michael Adams a couple of years ago. Notwithstanding Van Wely’s fondness for 9 e3, I doubt such restrained play can realistically promise White anything more than equality, and its popularity is already in decline.


  9 ... Nbd7!?


  To me, at least, it feels slightly unnatural to place the knight on d7 before developing the c8-bishop; however, the text has been the choice of both Adams and Israeli GM Boris Gelfand so there is certainly nothing wrong with it! One way of looking at this position is to acknowledge that Black is probably going to develop to b8-knight to b6 via d7 (so that it can control the a4-, c4- and d5-squares), and the c8-bishop to e6 (because there really aren’t any other sensible squares for it!), so the actual order in which this occurs should not be of too much importance. Building on this analysis we should think about which squares are important for White. A theme which recurred throughout Games 1 and 2 was the manoeuvre Nf3-d2-b3 (Nc4 is also possible), with a view to leaping into the a5-square if possible, and the c5-square if not. One way of dealing with this is to get a knight to b6 as quickly as possible in order to take control of the c4-square. This would mean that Nd2-c4 is ruled out, and Nd2-b3 can be met with ... a7-a5, when Nb3-c5 doesn’t hit b7 or e6 because (having delayed ... Be6) the bishop remains on c8 for the time being. These points are probably not of enormous significance to the overall assessment of the position, but I think that the flexible nature of these endgames makes it useful to simply acknowledge these small points in case they become relevant in a related situation.


  Black has in fact also scored well with the other sensible moves in this position:


  a) 9 ... Be6 10 Bd3 10 ... h6 (also of interest was 10 ... Nbd7!? 11 Ng5 c5 12 Nxe6 [12 Nb5!?] 12 ... fxe6 13 Bc4 Kf7 14 d5 exd5 15 Nxd5 Ne5 16 Ba2 c4 17 Nxe7 Kxe7 18 Ke2 b5 19 Bd2 Ne4 20 Bb4+ Ke6 21 Rhd1 a5 22 Be1 Rhc8 with a clear plus for Black, V.Zakhartsov-D.Navara, Pardubice 2004) 11 0-0 Nbd7 12 Bd2 Nb6 13 Rfc1 c6 14 b4 0-0 15 Ne2 Nbd5 16 Ne5 Rac8 17 Be1 Rfd8 18 Bc2 Rc7 19 Nd3 Bd6 20 Bd2 Re7 21 Nc5 Bc8 22 Nc3
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  22 ... Nxc3 23 Bxc3 f4! 24 e4 (or 24 exf4 Nd5! 25 Bd2 Bxf4) 24 ... Bxc5 25 dxc5 Nxe4 26 Re1 Rde8 27 Bxe4 Rxe4 28 f3 Rxe1+ 29 Rxe1 Be6 30 Be5 g5 31 Kf2 Kh7 with a clear advantage for Black, Dao Thien Hai-N.Short, Yerevan Olympiad 1996.


  One point which I particularly like about these endgames is that White often reaches a comfortable position in the opening but then finds himself struggling for a plan in the middlegame. Black, by comparison, just keeps an eye on White’s obvious threats, develops sensibly and then sets about undermining the relevant weakness in White’s position.


  b) 9 ... c6 10 Bd3 (10 Bc4 appears active, but rarely achieves very much, e.g. 10 ... Nbd7 11 0-0 Nb6 12 Bd3?! a5 13 b3 0-0 14 Bd2 Be6 15 Ne5 Rfd8 16 Nc4 Nbd7! 17 Ne2?! Nc5! 18 Bc2 a4 19 Nb6 Ra6 20 Bb4 axb3 21 dxc5 bxc2 22 Rac1 Ne4 23 Rxc2 Nxc5 24 Nc4 Bf8 and Black won in Z.Popovic-M.Parligras, Sutomore 2004) 10 ... g6 11 Bd2 Be6 12 b4 Nd5 13 Ke2 Nxc3+ 14 Bxc3 Bd5 15 b5 cxb5 16 Bxb5+ Nc6 17 Ne5 f6 18 Nxc6 bxc6 19 Ba4 Kd7 20 Rhb1 Rhb8 21 f3 Rb6 22 Bc2 Rab8 23 a4 Bb4 24 a5 Rb5 25 Kd3 Bxc3 26 Kxc3 Kd6 27 e4 Be6 28 Rxb5 Rxb5 29 Bd3 Rb3+ 30 Kc2 fxe4 31 fxe4 Rb4 32 Kc3 c5 33 d5 Bd7 34 a6 Ra4 35 Rxa4 Bxa4 36 Kc4 Bd7 37 Be2 Bc8 38 Kb5 f5 39 e5+ Kxd5 40 Bc4+ Kxe5 41 Kxc5 Bd7 42 h4 f4 43 Bd5 Bb5 44 Bg8 Bxa6 45 Bxh7 Kf6 46 Kd4 Bb7 47 Bg8 Bxg2 48 Bc4 Bc6 49 Ba6 Bf3 50 Bd3 a5 51 Bc2 Bc6 0-1 M.Gagunashvili-S.Tiviakov, Dieren 2004.


  10 Bd3 Nb6 11 Bd2
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  11 ... h6!?


  Practice has also seen 11 ... a5 12 Ke2 0-0 13 Rhc1 c6 14 b3 Re8 15 Ne5 Be6 16 Na4 Nxa4 17 bxa4 Nd5 18 Rcb1 Ra7 19 g3 with a small plus for White, L.Van Wely-M.Adams, Wijk aan Zee 2004. In this game Black never fully equalized, so perhaps 12 ... a4 should be tried, thereby precluding Van Wely’s plan of b3 and Na4 with the intention of meeting ... Nxa4 with bxa4, when White can exert pressure via the b- and c-files. A recent encounter in this line continued 13 Rhc1 c6 14 Na2! Nfd5 15 Ne5 Be6 16 Nb4 g6 17 Nxd5 Bxd5 18 g3 Bd6 19 Bb4 Bxe5 20 dxe5 f6! 21 exf6 Kf7 22 Rg1 h5 23 h3 Be6 24 Rad1 Nd7 25 Bc2 Nxf6 26 Bc3 Bc4+ 27 Bd3 Bxd3+ 28 Rxd3 Rhd8 ½-½ A.Dreev-V.Filippov, Moscow 2004.


  12 Ke2 Be6 13 Rhc1 c6 14 b4 0-0 15 Rab1 Nc4! 16 a4 Na3 17 Ra1 Nc4 18 Rcb1


  Van Wely is playing for the full point; of course 18 Rab1 simply repeats the position.


  18 ... Rad8 19 Be1 Rfe8 20 g3 g6 21 Nd2 Nxd2 22 Bxd2 Bd6 23 f3 Kg7 24 Kf2 Bb8 25 Rc1 g5
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  26 f4?!


  I really don’t like this move; better was 26 b5! g4 27 bxc6 bxc6 with an unclear position in which both sides have their problems.


  26 ... Ng4+! 27 Ke2


  White has to surrender the h2-pawn as 27 Kg2 gxf4 28 gxf4 Bxf4! is very strong for Black.


  27 ... Nxh2 28 Rh1 Ng4 29 Raf1 gxf4 30 gxf4 Rxd4!?!
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  I am not quite sure that this plunge is really necessary, but this was a rapidplay game, and it is certainly a crowd pleaser!


  31 exd4 Bc4+ 32 Kf3 Bxd3 33 Re1 Rd8 34 Be3 Bd6 35 Rd1 Bc4 36 d5 Bxb4 37 dxc6 Rxd1 38 Rxd1 bxc6 39 Rc1 a5 40 Bb6 Kg6 41 Ne2 Bd5+ 42 Kg3 Nf6 43 Nd4 c5 44 Nf3 Nh5+ 45 Kf2 Nxf4 46 Ke3 Ne6 47 Ne5+ Kg7 48 Nd3 f4+ 49 Ke2 c4 50 Nxb4 axb4 51 a5 f3+ 52 Ke3 b3 53 Bd4+ Nxd4 54 Kxd4 b2 55 Rg1+ Kf6 56 Kc3 Bb7 57 Kxb2 Ke5 58 Kc3 Kf4 59 Rb1 Be4 60 Ra1 f2 61 a6 Ke3 62 a7 Ba8 63 Kxc4 Ke2 64 Ra2+ Kf3 0-1


  Game 3 Conclusions
This encounter provided us with a number of instructive points regarding play on the queenside in these endgames. In the illustrative game itself Van Wely tried to instigate a minority attack on the queenside by playing a3 and b4. Although this plan clearly makes a lot of sense and is certainly consistent with the structural layout of the position, it does risk leaving White’s queenside pawns overextended and weak. In particular, if Black plays ... a7-a5 at an appropriate moment, White can find that the a3-pawn suddenly becomes vulnerable because of the combined pressure of the bishop on e7 and the rook on a8. Another important point in this respect is that b2-b4 significantly weakens White’s control of the c4-square, thereby providing Black with the possibility of planting a minor piece there (as in fact Gelfand did in the game).


  In the notes to Black’s 11th move we considered the game Van Wely-Adams, Wijk aan Zee 2004, in which White tried this rather crafty idea of playing b2-b3 and then Na4, inviting ... Nxa4 with a view to recapturing with the b-pawn and then instigating play down the b-file.


  Another nice point to note is that White again struggled to find a constructive plan and again reverted to ideas of playing f2-f3 and e3-e4. One theme that we hadn’t seen before, however, was Gelfand’s idea of playing ... g7-g5-g4 with a view to dislodging the f3-pawn and seizing control of the e4-square. In general I would be quite cautious about playing this way myself (it does leave the f5-pawn very weak and also exposes a glaring hole on f4). However, in this game it was justified because White had already played g2-g3, so one way or another Black would be able to dislodge a pawn from f3 and thereafter seize control of the pivotal e4-square.

  

  Game 4
Zhu Chen-S.Tiviakov
Wijk aan Zee 2004

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 Qc2 d5 5 cxd5 Qxd5 6 Nf3 Qf5 7 Qxf5 exf5 8 a3 Bd6!?
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  When the 6 ... Qf5 line was first acquiring popularity the text move was quickly condemned as inferior to 8 ... Be7 on account of plans involving Nb5 followed by capturing on d6. Nowadays this assessment has been revised to take account of Black’s increased control of the e5-square (after ... cxd6) and the d5-square (because the knight is removed from c3), and the general consensus is that Black is now holding his own in this variation.


  9 Nb5


  The text perhaps represents White’s most principled continuation; however, alternatives have also received attention, and White’s lack of success in our main game may encourage more experimentation with these in the future.


  a) 9 e3 does nothing to challenge Black’s set-up, e.g. 9 ... Nbd7 10 Bd2 c6 11 Bd3 Nb6 12 b4 0-0 13 0-0 g6 14 b5 (14 Rfc1 Be6 is also equal according to GM Boris Alterman) 14 ... c5 15 a4 Be6 16 Rfc1 Rac8 ½-½ B.Alterman-N.Davies, Rishon Le Zion 1994.


  b) 9 g3!? is a sensible move that operates on the logical premise that White would benefit more from exchanging the c1-bishop (which exerts relatively little influence in these positions) for Black’s d6-bishop, rather than the b1-knight, which controls the important a4-, d5- and e4-squares. Play has continued 9 ... Be6! (in my opinion the text is most accurate; instead 9 ... c6 rather invites 10 Bf4! Bxf4 11 gxf4 Nbd7 12 Bg2
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  12 ... Nb6 13 Ne5 Be6 14 0-0 Nfd5 15 e3, as in A.Kharlov-J.Timman, Saint Vincent 2000, when White enjoys a slight but enduring positional edge) 10 Bg2 (10 Bf4!? Bxf4 11 gxf4 Nd5 12 e3 Nxc3 13 bxc3 c5! 14 Bb5+ Ke7 15 Rg1 g6 16 Rb1 Bd5 17 Nd2 cxd4 18 cxd4 Rc8 gave Black a comfortable position in M.Narciso Dublan-R.Soffer, Budapest 1999) 10 ... c6 (or 10 ... Nbd7 11 Ng5 c6 12 Nxe6 fxe6 13 0-0 Nb6 14 Rd1 ½-½ B.Gelfand-A.Yusupov, Vienna 1996) 11 Bf4 Bxf4 12 gxf4 Nbd7 13 0-0 Ke7 14 e3 a5 15 Rfd1 a4 16 Ne1 Bb3 17 Rd2 Rhe8 18 Nd3 Kf8 19 Ne5 Red8 20 Ne2 Ne4 21 Bxe4 ½-½ L.Van Wely-V.Anand, Wijk aan Zee 2004.


  c) 9 Bg5!? immediately threatens 10 Bxf6 crippling Black’s kingside pawn structure, so Black must react actively.
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  Two moves have been tried:


  c1) 9 ... Nbd7 10 e3 c6 (10 ... Nh5 11 Nb5 a6 12 Nxd6+ cxd6 13 Nd2 h6 14 Bh4 g5 15 Bg3 gave White an enduring advantage in L.Van Wely-S.Tiviakov, Dutch Ch. 2004; however, 10 ... a6 is sensible, e.g. 11 Bd3 h6 12 Bh4 g6 13 Nd2 g5 14 Bg3 Nb6 15 Bxd6 cxd6 16 h4 Rg8 with an edge for White at most, M.Gagunashvili-E.Lobron, Amsterdam 2004) 11 Bd3 h6 (11 ... g6 12 Ne2 a5 13 Rc1 Ne4 14 Bf4 Ke7 15 h4 Ndf6 16 Ne5 Rd8 17 f3 Bxe5 18 Bxe5 was clearly better for White, in P.Kiriakov-V.Iordachescu, playchess.com 2004) 12 Bh4 g6 13 Nd2 (or 13 0-0 0-0 14 Nd2 Kg7 15 Bg3 Bxg3 16 hxg3 Nb6 17 b4 a6 18 Nb3 Nfd5 ½-½ Y.Yakovich-E.Agrest, Stockholm 1999) 13 ... Be7 14 f3 Nd5 15 Nxd5 Bxh4+ 16 g3 Bxg3+ 17 hxg3 cxd5 18 Rc1 was perhaps a bit better for White in G.Kasparov-V.Kramnik, Moscow (blitz) 1998, although obviously White will have to play actively in order to convert his compensation into something more tangible.


  c2) 9 ... Ne4!? is a direct attempt to solve Black’s problems through active counterplay. White has now tried two moves:


  c21) 10 Nxe4!? fxe4 11 Nd2 f5 12 e3 (Golod has suggested that White may be able to maintain a slight edge with 12 Nc4!? Be7 – or 12 ... Be6 13 Nxd6+ cxd6 14 Rc1 – 13 Bf4 Be6 14 e3 on account of the superior pawn structure, and the excellent knight on c4 and bishop on f4) 12 ... Nd7 (12 ... Be6 13 g4! h6 14 gxf5 Bxf5 left Black with a shattered pawn structure in A.Baburin-J.Parker, British League 1999; however, 12 ... Nc6 13 Nc4 Be6 14 Bh4 Kd7 15 b4 a6 16 Bg3 Bxg3 17 hxg3 b5 18 Nd2 h5 19 f3 Bd5 20 fxe4 fxe4 21 Be2 g6 looked okay for Black in L.Van Wely-D.Bocharov, European Ch, Warsaw 2005) 13 f3 h6 14 Bh4 g5 15 Bf2 Nf6 16 fxe4 fxe4 with equality, A.Kharitonov-M.Parligras, Sozina 2004.


  c22) 10 Nb5 Be6 11 Rc1 Nc6 12 e3 f6 13 Bh4 g5 14 Bg3
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  Thus far we have been following A.Dreev-N.Short, Reykjavik 2004, and now rather than 14 ... Bxg3?!, GM Vitoli Golod points out that Black could have maintained the balance with 14 ... Kd7!? 15 Bxd6 (15 Bd3 a6 16 Nxd6 – 16 Nc3? runs into 16 ... Nxc3 17 Rxc3 f4! 18 exf4 g4 when the d4-pawn drops – 16 ... cxd6 17 Nd2 Nxd2 18 Kxd2 f4 19 exf4 Nxd4 20 Rc3 g4 is unclear) 15 ... cxd6 16 Bd3 Rac8 17 Ke2 when Black’s control of the e4- and e5-squares promises good play.


  9 ... Be6 10 Bd2


  Alternatively:


  a) 10 Nxd6+ cxd6 11 Bf4 Ke7 12 e3 (12 Rc1 Nbd7 13 g3 Rhc8 14 Bg2 Rxc1+ 15 Bxc1 Rc8 16 0-0 Nb6 17 Ng5 Bd5 18 f3 h6 19 Nh3 Rc2 was slightly better for Black in M.Regez-R.Ekstroem, Zurich 1999) 12 ... Nbd7 13 Bd3 Rac8 (13 ... Nb6!? made a good impression in its first outing: 14 Ng5 Rac8 15 Nxe6 fxe6 16 h3 Rhg8 17 Ke2 g5 18 Bh2 h5 19 Rac1 a6 20 Rxc8 Rxc8 21 f3 Nbd7 22 Rf1 h4 23 Bg1 Nd5 24 Bf2 f4 25 exf4 Nxf4+ with a clear plus for Black, G.Flear-S.Guedon, St Affrique) 14 Ng5 (14 Ke2 Bc4 15 Rac1 Bxd3+ 16 Kxd3 Ne4 17 Bg3 Ke6 also guarantees Black good play) 14 ... h6 15 Nxe6 fxe6 16 h3 e5 17 dxe5 dxe5
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  18 Bg3 e4 19 Bb5 a6 20 Be2 Rhd8 21 Bd1 Nc5 22 0-0 Nd3 with an obvious advantage for Black, Ki.Georgiev-S.Zagrebelny, Yerevan Olympiad 1996.


  b) 10 e3 Nbd7 (or 10 ... Nc6 11 Nxd6+ cxd6 12 Bd3 g6 13 Bd2 Rc8 14 0-0 Ne4 15 Rfc1 Nxd2 16 Nxd2 Ke7 17 g3 Na5 18 b4 ½-½ E.Moldobaev-S.Zagrebelny, Krasnodar 1998) 11 Bd2 Ke7 12 Bd3 Ne4 (12 ... g6 13 0-0 Rhc8 14 Rfc1 a6 15 Nxd6 cxd6 gave Black a reasonable position in G.Flear-B.Lepelletier, Toulouse 1996) 13 Rc1 Nxd2 14 Nxd2 c6 15 Nxd6 Kxd6 16 Nc4+ Bxc4 17 Rxc4 g6 18 Ke2 Rhe8 with an equal position, S.Matveeva-A.Matnadze, Antalya 2002. 11 Bd2 is White’s most popular continuation; however, it doesn’t promise much so perhaps 11 Bd3!? should be considered, e.g. 11 ... Ne4 12 0-0 0-0 13 Nd2 Nxd2 14 Bxd2 Nb6 15 Rfc1 Rfc8 16 Ba5 Bd7 17 a4 with an edge, I.Sokolov-R.Helgason, Dutch League 1995.


  c) 10 g3!? a6 11 Nxd6+ cxd6 12 Bh3 Nc6 13 0-0 was M.Illescas Cordoba-K.Spraggett, Cala Galdana 1999. Now instead of 13 ... g6?!, which left Black weak on the dark squares after 14 Bh6!, Golod recommends the line 13 ... h6! 14 Rd1 Nd5 15 Bg2 Kd7 16 Bd2 Rac8 17 Rac1 Nce7 as leading to a balanced position.


  10 ... Nc6


  The text is fine, but some players feel uncomfortable with the b5-knight hovering around and so force the issue immediately with 10 ... a6!? 11 Nxd6+ cxd6. Play has then continued 12 e3 Ke7 (12 ... Nc6 is also equal, and for that matter immediately led to a draw in N.Pedersen-A.Huzman, Bled Olympiad 2002; however, it is not entirely clear what the knight achieves on c6, especially given that the d6-pawn ensures control of the e5-square, and Yusupov prefers to bring the knight to b6, thereby enabling it to exert control over the a4-, c4- and d5-squares) 13 Bd3 Rc8 14 0-0 Nbd7 15 Rfc1 Nb6 16 Rxc8 Rxc8 17 Rc1
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  17 ... Nc4! 18 Rc2 b5 19 b3 Nxd2 20 Nxd2 Rxc2 21 Bxc2 b4! 22 axb4 Nd5 23 b5 axb5 24 Bd3 Bd7 25 g3 h6 26 h4 Kd8 27 Kf1 Kc7 28 Ke1 Kb6 29 e4 fxe4 30 Nxe4 Nb4 31 Bb1 Bf5 32 Kd2 Nc6 33 Bd3 Bxe4 34 Bxe4 Nxd4 35 Bd5 Kc5 36 Bxf7 b4 37 Kc1 Nc6 38 Kc2 Kd4 39 Be8 Ne5 40 Kd2 Nd3 41 f3 Nc5 42 Bf7 d5 43 Kc2 Nd7 44 Be6 Ne5 45 f4 Nf3 46 Bf7 Ke4 47 Bh5 Ke3 48 f5 Nd4+ 0-1 S.Mohr-A.Yusupov, Swiss League 2000. A very smooth performance by Yusupov and an excellent example of how Black can gradually extract the maximum from this position.


  11 Rc1


  In some games White has also delayed this move to preserve the option of swinging the h1-rook over to the c-file. Some examples: 11 e3 a6 12 Nxd6+ cxd6 13 Bd3 Ne4 (13 ... Ne7 14 Ng5 Bd5 15 f3 h6 16 Nh3 Rc8 17 Ke2 Bc4 18 Rac1 Bxd3+ 19 Kxd3 Kd7 was equal in J.Timman-A.Yusupov, Frankfurt 1998) 14 Ke2 (14 0-0 Rc8 15 Rfc1 Kd7 16 Be1 Ne7 17 Nd2 Nxd2 18 Bxd2 Rxc1+ 19 Rxc1 Rc8 is also equal, B.Alterman-L.Yudasin, Rishon le Zion 1996) 14 ... Kd7 15 Rhc1 Rhc8 16 Be1 Ne7 17 Ng1 b5 18 f3 Nf6 19 Bh4 Nfd5 20 Bxe7 ½-½ V.Kramnik-V.Anand, Frankfurt 1998.


  11 ... a6 12 Nxd6+ cxd6 13 e3 Ne4 14 Bd3 Kd7 15 Ke2 Bd5
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  Black has reached a very comfortable position in which White is already under some pressure.


  16 Rhd1


  Another idea would be for White to try and eject the e4-knight with something such as 16 Ne1?! and 17 f3. However, it is unlikely that weakening the e3-square is really in White’s interests, and even something such as 16 ... g6 and 17 ... Rhe8 contemplating a future ... Nxd4+ seems awkward for White.


  16 ... Rhe8 17 Kf1 Rac8
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  18 h4


  Golod has suggested that White would have had more chance of holding the balance with 18 Be1!? intending to exchange some pieces with 19 Nd2. Play might continue 18 ... Bb3! 19 Bc2 Bc4+!? (19 ... Bxc2 20 Rxc2 Ne7 21 Rdc1 is equal) 20 Kg1?! (20 Bd3 Bb3 is equal) 20 ... Be2 21 Rd2 Nxd2 22 Bxf5+ Kd8 23 Nxd2 (23 Bxc8? Nxf3+ 24 gxf3 Kxc8 is winning for Black as 25 d5 Re5! simultaneously hits the d5-pawn and threatens 26 ... Rg5+ and 27 ... Bxf3 mate) 23 ... Rb8 24 Ne4 g6 25 Ng3 Bb5 26 Bc2 Rc8 with an edge for Black.


  18 ... g6


  [image: ]


  19 Ng5?!


  19 Be1?! Bb3 20 Bc2 Na5 leaves White under serious pressure, as 21 Bxb3?! Nxb3 22 Rxc8 Rxc8 23 Rd3 Nc1 24 Rd1 Rc2 guarantees Black absolute dominance over the white forces. By way of improvements 19 Bc4!?, just trying to exchange some pieces, suggests itself.


  19 ... Bb3! 20 Bxe4


  Or 20 Bc2 Bxc2 21 Rxc2 Ne7! 22 Bc3 (22 Rxc8?! Rxc8 is better for Black) 22 ... Nd5 23 Rdc1 h6 24 Nxe4 fxe4 with an edge for Black.


  20 ... fxe4 21 Re1 h6 22 Nh3?!


  22 Rc3!? Ba2 23 Nh3 (23 Ra1? hxg5 24 Rxa2 gxh4 is worse) 23 ... Ne7 24 Rec1 Rxc3 25 Rxc3 Nd5 26 Rc1 is also better for Black; however, White has more chance of holding on because 27 Nf4 can be played next, and if the knights are exchanged the opposite-coloured bishop ending should be drawn.


  22 ... Ne7 23 Rxc8 Rxc8 24 Rc1 Bc4+


  Also of interest is 24 ... Rxc1+!? 25 Bxc1 Nf5 26 g3 b6
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  Black can play ... f6 and ... g5 to restrict the h3-knight and can wander the king into the white position via ... Kc6-d5-c4. Obviously converting these small advantages into something more tangible may be more difficult, but Black is definitely pressing for the full point.


  25 Ke1 Nf5 26 g3 b5 27 Ba5 f6 28 Nf4 Bf7?!


  28 ... g5 29 Nh5 Rf8 30 hxg5 fxg5 would have preserved a slight edge.


  29 Rxc8 Kxc8 30 Ne2 Bc4 31 Nc3 d5 32 f3! exf3


  Ultimately the alternatives 32 ... Nxg3 and 32 ... Nxe3 also lead to equality.


  33 Kf2 Kd7 34 Kxf3 Ke6 35 Bb4 Bb3 36 Bf8 h5 37 Kf4 Bc2 38 Bc5 Be4 39 Bf8 Bg2 40 a4 Kf7 41 Bb4 Ng7 42 e4 dxe4 43 axb5 axb5 44 Nxb5 Nf5 45 Nd6+ Nxd6 46 Bxd6 Ke6 47 Bc5 Kd5 48 b4 Kc4 49 Ke3 g5 50 Be7 gxh4 51 gxh4 f5 52 Bd6 ½-½

  
 Game 4 Conclusions
Keeping the bishop more actively posted with 8 ... Bd6!? is certainly an interesting idea, and notably it remains a favourite with Nimzo expert Sergei Tiviakov. However, I am more comfortable playing the white side of the positions that arise after 9 Bg5!?, and I also feel that it can be more difficult for Black to generate winning chances in the 8 ... Bd6!? line than in the more established systems with 8 ... Be7. Notwithstanding my preference for 8 ... Be7, many strong players continue to put their faith in 8 ... Bd6!?, and for an excellent example of how Black can play for a win in this system take a look at Mohr-Yusupov, Switzerland 2000, which is examined in the notes to Black’s 10th move.

  

  Game 5
A.Onischuk-N.Short
Wijk aan Zee 1995

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 Qc2 d5 5 cxd5 Qxd5 6 Nf3 Qf5 7 Qb3!?


  When it became clear that White was unlikely to achieve anything tangible by capturing on f5, Classical Nimzo exponents switched their attention to this logical repositioning of the queen: White sidesteps the queen exchange and puts the question to Black’s b4-bishop. Before proceeding with the game, I would just like to briefly mention one other line: 7 Qa4+!? Nc6 8 a3. This was originally suggested by Romanishin, but has never been played. I doubt it promises White much of an edge, but it is definitely worth considering.
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  7 ... c5


  The text is the main line; however, I have something of a soft spot for 7 ... Nc6!? and so this line is considered in Game 6.


  8 a3


  This represents White’s most challenging attempt. Alternatives have failed to really challenge Black’s set-up:


  a) 8 Bd2 Nc6 9 a3 (9 dxc5 Qxc5 10 e3 0-0 11 Rc1 e5 – 11 ... Qf5!? 12 a3 Be7 is equal according to Golod – 12 a3 Ba5 13 Qc2 Qe7 14 Bd3 Bg4 gave Black an excellent position in H.Pronold-P.Bensch, Bayern 1997) 9 ... Bxc3
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  with two possibilities:


  a1) 10 bxc3?! 0-0 11 e3 e5! 12 d5 (12 dxe5 Ne4! followed by 13 ... Nxe5 is already marginally better for Black, as is 12 dxc5 Rd8! 13 Qb1 Qxb1+ 14 Rxb1 Ne4 15 Bc4 h6 when Black intends 16 ... Nxc5 and 17 ... Bf5; White’s problem in this latter variation is that his dark-squared pawns obstruct the movement of his minor pieces, whilst at the same time leaving the light-squares horribly weak) 12 ... Ne7 13 c4 e4 (the text is good, but I also like playing 13 ... Ne8 followed by ... Nd6 with a view to expanding on the kingside with ... f7-f5 or the queenside with ... a7-a6 and ... b7-b5) 14 Nh4! (14 Ng1?! Ng4 15 Nh3 Nxh2! 16 Be2 Ng4 is better for Black) 14 ... Qg5 15 g3 Ng4 16 Bc3 Ng6 17 Qb2 N4e5 is definitely more comfortable for Black, and although it is still a little early to be speaking of a definite advantage, concrete problems for White cannot be far off.


  a2) 10 Bxc3 Ne4 11 Qc4 (11 dxc5 Qxc5! 12 e3 Nxc3 13 Rc1 0-0 14 Qxc3 is equal) 11 ... cxd4 12 Bxd4 e5! (or 12 ... 0-0!? 13 g4?! Qg6 14 h4 e5 15 Nxe5 Nxe5 16 Bxe5 Re8 17 h5 Qxg4 with an edge for Black – Golod) 13 Be3 Be6 14 Qa4 and now Black’s chances proved preferable after 14 ... Nf6 in A.Anastasian-M.Parligras, European Ch. 2004. However, Golod has suggested that Black has an even stronger alternative in 14 ... 0-0 15 g3 Bd5 16 Bg2 Qe6.


  b) 8 e3!? Nc6 (8 ... 0-0 9 Be2 Nc6 10 0-0 also looks reasonable) 9 Bb5 0-0 10 0-0 Rd8!? 11 Bxc6!? bxc6 12 Ne5 Ba6!? 13 Nxc6 Rd7 14 Re1 Bxc3 15 bxc3 (15 Qxc3? Ne4 16 Qc2 Bd3!) 15 ... Bb7! gives Black good compensation for his sacrificed pawn.
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  Play has continued 16 Ne5 (Kharitonov, in his annotations for ChessBase Magazine 56, points out that 16 Qa4? Qe4! is winning for Black, and 16 Na5?! Bd5 17 c4 Be4 18 f3 cxd4 19 fxe4? Qxa5 is also good for Black) 16 ... Ng4! 17 f3! (17 Nxg4 Qxg4 18 f3 Bxf3 19 Qc2 Be4 20 Qe2 Qg5 is clearly better for Black, as is 17 f4? Nxe5 18 dxe5 – 18 fxe5 Qe4 19 Qb2 cxd4 20 cxd4 Rc8 21 Re2 Rdc7 gives Black an enduring initiative – 18 ... Qe4 19 Qb2 Rad8) 17 ... Nxe5 18 dxe5 Qxe5 19 e4 Ba6 20 Be3 Rd3 21 Rac1 c4 22 Qa4 Qb5 23 Qxb5 Bxb5 with an equal position, A.Rychagov-S.Zagrebelny, Moscow 1996.


  8 ... Ba5
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  Black also has a respectable alternative in 8 ... Bxc3+, e.g. 9 Qxc3 (9 bxc3 b6 10 g3 Bb7 11 Bg2 Be4 12 0-0 0-0 is equal according to Dautov) 9 ... Nbd7 10 g3 (10 g4!? Qd5 11 Bg2 cxd4 12 Qxd4 was a bit better for White in I.Krush-A.Schenk, Oropesa del Mar 1999) 10 ... Ne4 (10 ... b6!? 11 Bg2 Ne4 12 Qe3 Bb7 13 Nd2 Ndf6 is given as equal – by transposition – in Bareev’s annotations for Chess Informant 60) 11 Qe3 b6! 12 dxc5 Ndxc5 13 b4 Na4 14 Bh3 (14 Bg2 Bb7 15 Nd2 Nd6 16 Bxb7 Nxb7 is equal) 14 ... Qd5! 15 Bg2 Bb7 16 Nd2! (16 Ng5?! 0-0-0 17 0-0 Qxg5 18 Qxg5 Nxg5 19 Bxg5 f6 20 Rac1+ Kb8 21 Be3 Bxg2 22 Kxg2 Rd6 gives Black an edge) 16 ... f5 17 Nxe4 fxe4 18 0-0 (E.Bareev-A.Beliavsky, Linares 1994) and now Bareev gives the line 18 ... Rc8 19 Bd2 0-0 20 Rfc1 with a balanced position.


  9 e3


  The text is natural but promises White little; consequently, alternatives must be considered:


  a) 9 Qc4! is probably White’s best try for an advantage.
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  For example, 9 ... Bxc3+ (9 ... Nc6?! 10 dxc5 Qd5 11 Nd2! was good for White in B.Alterman-L.Yudasin, Israel 1996, and 9 ... Nbd7 10 b4 cxb4 11 axb4, as in S.Atalik-P.Frendzas, Aegina 1996, was also quite distinctly favourable for White; finally, 9 ... 0-0 can also be met by 10 b4 – as in S.Atalik-G.Vlassis, Aegina 1996 – when Black faces similar problems) 10 Qxc3 (10 bxc3 Nbd7 11 e3 b6 12 Bd3 Ne4 13 0-0 Bb7 14 Ne1 Qd5 was very comfortable for Black in Hoang Thanh Trang-I.Hera, Budapest 1998) 10 ... Nbd7 11 g3 cxd4 (11 ... Ne4 12 Qe3 Ndf6 13 h3 0-0 14 Bg2 Rd8 was agreed drawn in J.Tisdall-N.Davies, Gausdal 1997; however, 15 dxc5 Nxc5 16 Nd4 looks a little better for White) 12 Nxd4 Qd5 13 Nf3 b6 14 Bg2 Ba6 15 0-0 Rc8 gave Black a very comfortable position in A.Chernin-K.Spraggett, Bern 1995;


  b) 9 Qb5+ Nc6 10 Qxc5 Qxc5 11 dxc5 Bxc3+ 12 bxc3 is also pretty level, as Black will recover a c-pawn but the open b-file and bishop pair compensates for White’s fractured pawn structure.


  c) 9 Bd2 Nc6 10 dxc5 Qxc5 11 e3 0-0 12 e4 Nxe4 13 Qc2 Bxc3 14 Bxc3 Nxc3 15 Qxc3 ½-½ Z.Azmaiparashvili-L.Yudasin, Moscow 1994.


  9 ... Nc6 10 Be2 cxd4 11 exd4
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  11 ... Qe4!?


  This tricky move was played for the first time by Short in this very game. However, like so many important discoveries in this variation, it was originally suggested by Romanishin in the Chess Informant notes that he published on his own games: 11 ... Qd5 12 Bc4 Qe4+ 13 Be3 0-0 (13 ... Nd5!? 14 0-0 Bxc3 15 bxc3 Nxe3 16 Rfe1 Qc2 17 fxe3 Qxb3 18 Bxb3 Na5 19 Ba2 b6 is equal according to Romanishin) 14 0-0 Bxc3 15 Qxc3 Bd7 resulted in a balanced position in A.Shabalov-O.Romanishin, Bonn 1994. Romanishin has also mentioned 11 ... 0-0 12 0-0 Bxc3 13 bxc3 b6 as giving rise to a balanced position.


  I am less convinced by 12 Qd1 Qd6 13 0-0 0-0, and indeed after 14 Bg5?! (14 Be3 is equal) 14 ... Rd8! 15 Qa4 Bb6 16 Rad1 Bd7! 17 Nb5 (17 Bxf6 gxf6 18 Ne4 Qf4 19 Qc2 Be8 20 g3 Qh6 is given by Petursson with the assessment that Black is clearly better) 17 ... Qe7 18 Qb3 Be8 19 Qe3 Rd7! Black enjoyed a comfortable advantage on account of White’s poor isolated queen’s pawn position, J.Kjeldsen-M.Petursson, Copenhagen 1995.


  12 Bd2


  12 Qd1, defending the e2-bishop so that White can castle, has been mentioned as an improvement. However, Romanishin points out that 12 ... Nd5 13 Qd2 Bxc3 (13 ... Nxc3 14 bxc3 e5!? looks rather tempting to me, e.g. 15 0-0 exd4 16 Bd3 Qe7 – 16 ... dxc3!? 17 Qc2 Qe7 18 Re1 Be6 – 17 Re1 Be6 18 Bb2 Qf6!? with some advantage) 14 bxc3 Na5! gives Black a good position.


  12 ... Bxc3 13 bxc3 0-0 14 Be3 Na5!
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  An excellent move; Black attacks White’s queen and at the same time clamps down on the c4-square, preparing to implement a strategy of permanent restriction of White’s hanging c3- and d4-pawns.


  15 Qb5 b6 16 Nd2?!


  16 h3!? Bb7 17 0-0 is probably better, and has been assessed as ‘unclear’ by GM Lars Bo Hansen; however, after something sensible such as 17 ... Nd5 Black’s position is very much preferable.


  16 ... Qg6 17 Qd3?!


  The hanging pawns aren’t so bad in the middlegame, but in the endgame they will be robbed of their dynamism and are likely to become a permanent weakness.


  17 ... Bb7 18 Qxg6 hxg6 19 0-0 Rac8 20 c4 Ba6 21 Rfc1 Rfd8 22 Rc2 Ne8! 23 Rac1 Nd6 24 g4


  A necessary precaution, preventing Black from switching the pressure from the c4-pawn to the d4-pawn with 24 ... Nf5.


  24 ... f6 25 Kf1 g5!


  Slowly but surely Short enhances his control over all areas of the board – in this instance by taking control of the f4- and h4-squares.


  26 a4 Nc6 27 Rb2 Nb7 28 c5?! Bxe2+ 29 Kxe2 Nxd4+ 30 Bxd4 Rxd4 31 a5!? Rxc5 32 Rxc5 Nxc5 33 axb6 axb6 34 Rxb6 Rxg4 35 Rc6 Nd7 36 Rxe6 Ne5
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  The dust has settled and Black is a pawn up, while White’s kingside pawns are shattered and Black’s pawns, despite being doubled, control a lot of important squares. Taken together these factors ensure that Black has good chances of securing the full point in this ending.


  37 Nf1 Re4+ 38 Ne3 Kf7 39 Ra6 Ng4 40 Ra7+ Kg6 41 Kf3 Rf4+ 42 Kg3 Ne5 43 Ra2 Rd4 44 h3 Nd3 45 Kh2 Rh4 46 Ng2 Re4 47 Kg3 f5 48 Rd2 f4+ 49 Kf3 Rd4 50 Ke2 Nc1+ 51 Ke1 Nb3 52 Rb2 Rd3 53 h4 f3 54 h5+ Kxh5 55 Ne3 g4+ 56 Nd1 Kh4 57 Ra2 Nd4 58 Ne3 g3 59 fxg3+ Kxg3 60 Nf1+ Kf4 61 Kf2 g5 62 Ng3 g4 63 Nh5+ Kg5 64 Ng3 Kh4 65 Rb2 Ne2! 66 Nf5+ Kh3 0-1

  
 Game 5 Conclusions
7 Qb3!? does not seem to promise White much against the standard 7 ... c5, and in general Black has enjoyed excellent results here. If White is going to offer Black a more serious challenge in this system then I suggest he investigates 9 Qc4 (considered in the notes), although even here Black appears to be holding his own with careful play.

  

  Game 6
A.Dreev-E.Bareev
Presidents Cup, Elista 1998

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 Qc2 d5 5 cxd5 Qxd5 6 Nf3 Qf5 7 Qb3!? Nc6!?
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  The text is perhaps a little less direct than the main line with 7 ... c5, examined in Game 5. However, there is certainly nothing wrong with it: Black develops a piece, protects the b4-bishop, adds pressure to the d4-pawn and prepares to break in the centre with ... e6-e5.


  8 g3!?


  White has the usual array of alternatives, but I thought that we would look at a different set-up in the main game. The aforementioned alternatives include:


  a) 8 Bd2!? 0-0 9 e3 a6! (9 ... Rd8!? 10 Be2 e5 11 Nxe5 Be6 12 g4 Qxe5 13 dxe5 Bxb3 14 exf6 Be6 15 f4 gxf6 16 0-0-0 was slightly better for White in V.Ivanchuk-V.Anand, Monaco [blindfold] 1996, although the game was ultimately drawn) 10 Be2 (10 Ne5? Bxc3 11 Bxc3 Nxe5 12 dxe5 Ng4 is good for Black) 10 ... Bd6 11 0-0 e5 is equal according to Dautov.


  b) 8 e3!? 0-0 9 Be2 and now:


  b1) 9 ... e5 (the most principled response) 10 d5 (10 0-0 exd4 11 Nxd4 Nxd4 12 exd4 Ba5 13 Be3 Be6 14 Qd1 Qg6 15 d5 Rfd8 16 Qa4 Bh3 17 Bf3 Bxc3 18 bxc3 Nxd5 19 Qh4 Be6 gave Black a clear plus in Hoang Thanh Trang-M.Turov, Budapest 2003) 10 ... Bxc3+ 11 bxc3 Na5 12 Qa4 b6 13 c4 Bd7 14 Qd1 c6 (or 14 ... e4!? 15 Nd4 – 15 Nd2 c6 – 15 ... Qg5 16 g3 c5 with an edge for Black) 15 Bb2 Rfe8 16 h3 cxd5 17 cxd5 Rad8 18 0-0
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  18 ... e4! 19 Ne5 Rxe5 20 g4! Qg5 21 h4 Qg6 22 Bxe5 Bxg4 23 Bg3 Nc4 (23 ... Rxd5!?) 24 Bxg4 Nxg4 25 Qe2 Nce5 with an obvious advantage for Black, H.Nakamura-V.Tkachiev, Santo Domingo 2002, although 25 ... Ngxe3 also looks strong.


  b2) Black also has a number of respectable alternatives. For example, 9 ... a5 10 0-0 e5 11 dxe5 Nxe5 12 Nh4 Qe6 (12 ... Qg5!? also looks good) 13 Qc2 Bd7 14 Bd2 Bc6 15 a3 led to a draw in A.Maksimenko-O.Romanishin, Koszalin 1998, and 9 ... a6!? 10 0-0 Bd6, intending 11 ... e5, guarantees Black equality according to Dautov.


  c) 8 a3!? is probably the best of White’s alternatives. Play has continued 8 ... Ba5 9 e3 0-0 10 Qb5 (or 10 Be2 e5 11 dxe5 Nxe5 12 0-0 Be6 with perhaps an edge for Black, D.Ippolito-J.Friedman, Framingham 2001) 10 ... e5! 11 Bd3 (11 dxe5 Ne4 12 Bd3 [12 Bd2 Nxd2 13 Nxd2 Rd8 with an edge] 12 ... Nxc3! 13 Bxf5 [relatively best is 13 Qxa5 Nxa5 14 Bxf5 Nb3!, but Black still has a clear plus] 13 ... Nxb5+ with a winning position is a line noted by English IM Malcolm Pein in his annotations for ChessBase Magazine 72) 11 ... Qg4 12 0-0 a6 13 Qb3 Bxc3 14 Qxc3 (or 14 bxc3 e4 15 Ne5 Nxe5 16 dxe5 exd3 17 exf6 Rd8 with a clear plus for Black) 14 ... e4 15 Ne5 Nxe5 16 dxe5 Nd5 17 Qd4 exd3 18 Qxd5 Be6 (18 ... Qe2 19 f3 Be6 20 Qa5 Rfd8 21 Rf2 Qd1+ 22 Rf1 Qb3 23 Bd2 b6 24 Qc3 c5 as suggested by Pein, may be even stronger) 19 Qxd3 Bc4 20 Qd1 Be2 21 f3! Bxd1 22 fxg4 Bxg4.
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  The complications have been resolved and Black can now look forward to gradually exploiting his structural advantages in the endgame. Given that this is an opening book I suppose I should really stop here; however, I myself found Short’s handling of this ending particularly instructive, so I have decided to include the game in full, albeit with only brief annotations: 23 Bd2 Rfd8 24 Bc3 c5! (an important move, taking control of the d4-square and thereby preserving Black’s control of the d-file) 25 Rac1 Rd3 26 Kf2 Rad8 27 Ba5 R8d5 28 Bb6 Rb3! 29 Bxc5 Rxb2+ 30 Kg3 Be6 31 Rcd1 h5! (another excellent move from Short: by advancing the h-pawn Black hopes to exchange it for White’s g2-pawn or to provoke a weakness; there is also the small matter that Black now threatens 32 ... Rxc5!) 32 Bd4 h4+! 33 Kf3 Rb3 34 a4 Ra5 35 Ra1 Bd7 36 Rfc1 Bc6+ (36 ... Rxa4 37 Rxa4 Bxa4 38 Rc7 Bc6+ 39 Kg4 Bxg2 40 e6 fxe6 41 Rxg7+ Kf8 42 Kg5 appears to give White counterplay but 42 ... e5! 43 Bxe5 Rxe3 should win) 37 Kg4 Rb4 38 Kxh4 Rxe5 39 g4! Rd5 40 a5 Rbb5 41 Bc3 Rd3 42 Bd4 Rd2 43 Kg3 Rg2+ 44 Kh3 Rf2 45 Rg1 f6 46 Bc3 Rb3 47 Rac1 g5 48 Bd4 Kf7 49 Rc5 Ra3 50 Ra1 Rf3+ 51 Kg2 Rfxe3+ 52 Kf2 Rf3+ 53 Kg1 Rad3 54 Bf2 Rd2 55 Bg3 Rb3 56 Rf5 Rg2+ 57 Kf1 Rbb2 58 Rf2 Rbxf2+ 59 Bxf2 Rxg4 60 Ra3 Kg6 61 Bb6 Rf4+ 62 Kg1 Rc4 63 Ra2 f5 64 Bd8 Rc1+ 65 Kf2 Rh1 66 Ke3 f4+ 67 Kd3 Kf5 68 Rd2 g4 69 Bc7 Be4+ 70 Kd4 Rc1! 71 Bd6 Rc6 72 Bb8 Rc8 73 Bd6 Rd8 74 Kc3 Bf3! 75 Rd4 Rxd6! 76 Rxd6 g3 77 Kd4 0-1 A.Beliavsky-N.Short, FIDE World Ch., Las Vegas 1999.


  8 ... 0-0


  The text is good, but another move which has a certain comedy value to it is 8 ... Qd5!?, again offering an exchange of queens, but also potentially threatening to capture on d4 if White is careless: 9 Qxd5 exd5 10 Bd2 (10 a3 Bxc3+ 11 bxc3 Ne4 12 Bf4 – 12 Bb2 Na5 is already rather awkward for White – 12 ... Nxc3 13 Bxc7 Nb5 gives Black a preferable position according to Golod) 10 ... Bg4 11 Nb5?! (11 0-0-0 0-0 12 Ne5 is better, when a complex middlegame/endgame position is reached)
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  Now 11 ... Bxf3?! 12 exf3 Bxd2+ 13 Kxd2 0-0-0 led to a balanced endgame in Z.Azmaiparashvili-A.Huzman, Bugojno 1999. However, Golod has suggested that Black could have secured an advantage at this stage with 11 ... 0-0, e.g. 12 Bg2 (12 Nxc7? Rac8 13 Nb5 a6 14 Bxb4 – 14 Nc3? Bxf3 15 exf3 Nxd4 – 14 ... Nxb4 15 Na3 Bxf3 16 exf3 Nc2+ 17 Nxc2 Rxc2 is clearly better for Black) 12 ... Bxd2+ 13 Kxd2? (13 Nxd2 Nb4 limits the damage) 13 ... a6 14 Nc3 (14 Nxc7? Rac8) 14 ... Bxf3 15 Bxf3 Nxd4 with a definite advantage for Black.


  9 Bg2 e5!?


  9 ... Qd5!? 10 Qxd5 exd5 11 Bf4 Bg4 is level according to Golod; the text strives for more.
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  10 d5!?


  10 dxe5?! Be6 11 Qa4 (11 Qd1?! Rad8 12 Bd2 – or 12 Nd2 Qxe5 with a clear plus – 12 ... Bxc3 when Black is clearly better after either 13 bxc3 Ne4 or 13 exf6 Bxf6) 11 ... Ne4 12 Bd2 Nc5 13 Qd1 Rad8 gives Black an edge.


  10 ... Bxc3+ 11 bxc3 Na5 12 Qa4 b6 13 Nd2


  13 Nh4?! Qh5 14 Ba3 Bd7 15 Qc2 Rfe8 is slightly better for Black according to Golod.


  13 ... Qh5! 14 h3 Bd7 15 Qb4?!


  15 Qc2!? Rad8 16 g4 Qg6 17 Qxg6 hxg6 18 Rb1 leads to a level endgame.


  15 ... e4! 16 c4 e3!
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  17 fxe3!


  White is already in serious trouble. For example, Golod notes the variation 17 Nb3?! Nxb3 18 axb3 exf2+ 19 Kxf2 Rfe8 20 Bf3 Qe5! and now:


  a) 21 Bf4? Qd4+ 22 Kg2 (22 e3? Qb2+ 23 Be2 Ne4+ 24 Kf3 Nc3! 25 Bd3 – 25 Rhe1 Nxe2 26 Rab1 Qc2 – 25 ... Bf5! 26 Rhb1 Be4+! wins) 22 ... Nxd5 23 Bxd5 Rxe2+ 24 Kf3 Qd3+.


  b) 21 Ra2 Ne4+ 22 Bxe4 Qxe4 when Black is clearly better and very close to holding a decisive advantage.


  17 ... Rfe8!
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  18 e4?


  An easy error to make, underestimating the weakness of White’s dark squares. In fact, White may still have been able to hold the balance with 18 Qc3!, e.g. 18 ... c6 (18 ... Nb7!? intending to come to c5 or d6 with a view to hopping into e4 or f5 and exploiting White’s fractured structure) 19 Bb2 cxd5 20 cxd5 Rac8 21 Qd4.


  18 ... Qe5!
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  Now Black holds a clear advantage.


  19 Kf2


  Or 19 Rb1?! Qxg3+ 20 Kf1 Bg4! 21 Nf3 Rxe4 22 Qe1 Qxe1+ 23 Kxe1 Bh5.


  19 ... Nh5! 20 Qa3 Qd4+! 21 e3 Qe5! 22 g4?


  This loses; however, 22 Bb2!? Qxg3+ 23 Kg1 is also very bad for White.


  22 ... Qf6+ 23 Bf3 Qh4+ 24 Kg1 Nxc4! 25 Qd3 Qg3+ 26 Bg2 Nf4! 27 Qf1 Qxe3+ 28 Kh2 Nxd2 29 Qd1 Nxg2 30 Bxd2 Qxe4 31 Kg3 Ne3 32 Kf2 0-1

  
 Game 6 Conclusions
Black enjoys excellent prospects after 7 Qb3!? Nc6!?, provided always that he seeks active play in the centre before White can complete his kingside development and castle. As a Classical Nimzo player myself, this is the line that ultimately made me drop 7 Qb3!? against the Romanishin Variation.

  

  Game 7
S.Ivanov-A.Khalifman
Russian Team Championship 2004

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 Qc2 d5 5 cxd5 Qxd5 6 Nf3 Qf5 7 Qd1!?
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  When it was becoming clear that White was struggling to demonstrate an edge with both 7 Qxf5 and 7 Qb3, some players began to experiment with 7 Qd1, simply retreating the queen to its starting post. When I first saw this move alarm bells started ringing: such passive play simply cannot be correct! Nevertheless, many strong players have used 7 Qd1 from time to time, so it deserves to be treated with respect, even if it does look like complete rubbish!


  7 ... e5!!?
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  This fantastic novelty was introduced by Beliavsky in 1996 in a game against Igor Jelen that was published nearly everywhere. Amazingly, people didn’t seem to take 7 ... e5!? seriously, relying instead on the less challenging alternative 7 ... c5, until the 1999 FIDE World Championship, where English GM Michael Adams used 7 ... e5 to defeat Russian GM Alexey Dreev. After that game the popularity of 7 Qd1 plummeted and has never quite recovered since!


  8 Bd2


  A novelty, but certainly not an impressive one. However, it is quite clear that White has been struggling to find a respectable antidote to 7 ... e5 for some time now. Thus far White has also tried the following alternatives:


  a) 8 d5 0-0 9 e3 Rd8 is already clearly better for Black according to Beliavsky.


  b) Beliavsky also notes the line 8 Nxe5? Ne4
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  9 Nd3 (9 Qa4+ Nc6 10 Nxc6 Bxc3+ 11 bxc3 Qxf2+ 12 Kd1 Nxc3+ is winning for Black) 9 ... Nxc3 10 Qb3 Nxe2+ and now Black keeps a big plus after either 11 Nxb4 11 ... Nxd4 or 11 Qxb4 Nc6 12 Qc5 Nexd4.


  c) 8 dxe5 is obviously a critical test of Black’s idea. Beliavsky then gives the continuation 8 ... Ne4! 9 Bd2 Nc6 10 e3 (10 Rc1 Nxd2 11 Qxd2 0-0 – 11 ... Nxe5? 12 Qe3 f6 13 Nd4 Qg6 14 f4 Qh6 15 Nc2 is winning for White) 12 a3 Rd8 13 Qc2 Bxc3+ 14 Qxc3 Be6 gives Black good compensation for the sacrificed pawn according to Korchnoi; Beliavsky also notes the line 10 Nxe4 Qxe4 11 Bxb4 Nxb4 12 Rc1 Bf5 13 Nd4 0-0-0 14 e3 Rxd4 15 Qxd4 Nc2+ 16 Rxc2 Qxc2 but does not provide a concluding assessment – in any case Black is at least equal here) 10 ... Nxd2 11 Qxd2 Nxe5 12 Qd4 (12 Be2 0-0 13 0-0 Nxf3+ 14 Bxf3 c6 is given by Beliavsky with the assessment that Black holds the initiative) 12 ... Nxf3+ 13 gxf3 Bxc3+ 14 Qxc3 and now 14 ... 0-0 15 f4 Be6 (15 ... c6 16 Rg1 f6 17 Bd3 Qh5 with a solid position) 16 Rg1 f6 17 Bd3 Qh5 18 Qxc7 Rf7 19 Qd6 was better for White (Junior 6.0-Gambit Tiger 1.0, Spain 2001), so perhaps Black should try 14 ... Be6 when 15 Rg1 0-0-0 appears to be very comfortable for Black, while after 15 Qxc7?! 0-0 Black’s excellent lead in development is rapidly increasing, providing excellent compensation.


  d) 8 e3!? was Dreev’s choice when he faced Adams in this line: 8 ... exd4 (8 ... Ne4 9 Qa4+ Nc6 10 Bb5 Bd7 gave Black a decent position in C.Schaeffner-G.Seuffert, Germany 1998) 9 Nxd4 Bxc3+ 10 bxc3 Qa5 11 Qc2 0-0 12 Be2 (12 Bd3 may seem more natural, but Korchnoi has noted that this would allow Black to hassle the d3-bishop with ... Nb8-d7-e5 with a good position) 12 ... c5 13 Nb3 Qc7 14 c4 b6 15 Bb2 Nbd7 16 0-0 Bb7 17 Qc3 Rfe8
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  At this stage I would say the position is balanced; however, it is easy to see how things could potentially get a lot worse for White over the next ten moves or so. The first problem White faces is that his queenside pawn structure is inferior, so most endgames will favour Black. The second problem is that the knight is rather misplaced on b3, but at the same time it is not easy to see how White can constructively improve its placement. Finally, whereas Black can gradually improve his position and look to implement favourable exchanges, it is really quite difficult to discern a sensible plan that would constructively enhance White’s position. Faced with these difficulties Dreev loses patience and lashes out on the kingside: 18 f4!? Re7 19 Rae1 Ne8 (19 ... Nf8!? is also sensible, although 20 f5 would probably give White an improved version of the game) 20 Nd2 Ndf6 21 f5 Rd8! 22 Bf3 Red7. With masterful technique, Adams gradually increases his positional dominance of the central files: 23 Rf2 Bxf3 24 gxf3 Rd3 25 Qc2 Qd7 26 Nf1 Qxf5 27 Ng3 and now instead of 27 ... Qd7?!, which was the actual continuation of A.Dreev-M.Adams, FIDE World Ch, Las Vegas 1999, Korchnoi proposes 27 ... Qe6! 28 e4 Qh3! with a clear plus for Black.


  e) 8 g4!?
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  This was the amazing response which Beliavsky had to face when he originally unleashed 7 ... e5. I have never had much faith in this move, but it has some followers and is recommended by Burgess and Steffen Pedersen in Beating the Indian Defences and by the collaborative team that put together NCO, so I suppose it deserves to be treated seriously. But not too seriously, as I am about to demonstrate how it can be thoroughly clobbered! 8 ... Nxg4 (8 ... Bxc3+ was the move actually played in I.Jelen-A.Beliavsky, Bled 1996, but Beliavsky considers it to be inferior to the text) 9 Qa4+ Nc6 10 d5 Bd7 11 dxc6 Bxc3+ 12 bxc3 Bxc6.


  [image: ]


  This position is assessed as unclear by Burgess and Pedersen, but I have confidence that Black is at least equal here. White now has two moves that must be considered and we will consider each in turn:


  e1) 13 Qd1 Rd8 14 Bd2 e4 (14 ... 0-0!?) 15 h3 Nxf2 16 Kxf2 exf3! (16 ... 0-0 is the move recommended by theory, after which it is clear that Black is at least equal; however, I have never been able to work out why the text is anything short of winning for Black!) 17 exf3 (17 e3 is met by 17 ... Qd5, while after 17 e4 Qc5+ 18 Kxf3 f5 is even worse) 17 ... Rxd2+ 18 Qxd2 Qxf3+ 19 Ke1 Qxh1 and Black wins.


  e2) 13 Qc4 Bxf3! (13 ... e4? 14 h3 is good for White) 14 Rg1 (14 exf3 Qxf3 15 Bd2 h5! is winning) 14 ... Rd8! (14 ... Nxh2 is supposedly bad on account of Jelen’s 15 Qh4 Nxf1 16 Rg5!, but 15 ... Qc2 16 Bd2 Rd8 17 Rd1 Nxf1 18 Rxf1 Bc6 looks clearly better, if not winning for Black; alternatively 14 ... 0-0-0 also seems like a logical try that goes unmentioned in Jelen’s analysis)
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  After 14 ... Rd8 White can try several moves:


  e21) 15 Bh3? Qc2! 16 Bg5 Qb2 and Black wins.


  e22) 15 Rg3 Nxh2! 16 Bh3 (16 exf3 Nxf3+ 17 Ke2 e4! gives Black a strong attack; 16 Rxf3 Nxf3+ 17 exf3 Qxf3 also looks good for Black) 16 ... Qc2 17 Bg5 Qb2 18 Rd1 is equal according to Jelen; however, I much prefer Black after 18 ... Rxd1+ 19 Kxd1 Qb1+ 20 Kd2 Bc6, when Black threatens to force an exchange of the trapped knight with 21 ... Nf1+. Nevertheless, this position remains enormously complicated, so handle with care!


  e23) 15 exf3 Qc2 (15 ... Qxf3 16 Qa4+ c6 17 Rxg4 Qxc3+ is unclear according to Jelen, although even here White is walking a tightrope!) 16 Be3 (16 Be2?? Rd1+ 17 Bxd1 Qxf2 mate) 16 ... Nxe3 17 Qb5+ Rd7 18 Qxe5+ Kd8 and Black wins.


  e24) 15 h3 Qd7! 16 Bg5 f6 17 exf3 fxg5 18 Qe2 is unclear according to Jelen; however, 18 ... Nf6!? 19 Qxe5+ Qe7 20 Qxe7+ Kxe7 21 Rxg5 Rhe8 is at least slightly better for Black on account of White’s terrible pawn structure. Alternatively 18 ... Nh2!? also looks good, if a little more risky, e.g. 19 Qxe5+ Kf8 20 Qc5+ Qd6 21 Qxd6+ Rxd6 22 Be2 (22 Bg2?? Kf7) 22 ... Kf7 23 Rg2 (or 23 Rxg5 Re8 24 Rf5+ Kg6 25 Rf4 Rde6 26 Re4 Nxf3+ 27 Bxf3 Rxe4+ 28 Bxe4+ Rxe4+, winning) 23 ... Re8 with a clear advantage for Black.


  8 ... Bxc3 9 Bxc3 e4 10 Ne5 e3!
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  After this one White will struggle to develop his pieces to active squares. Black has at least equalized and, in my opinion, already possesses the better practical chances.


  11 f3 0-0 12 g3 Nc6


  Black also has a sensible alternative in 12 ... Nbd7!?.


  13 Bg2


  13 Nxc6 bxc6 upsets Black’s perfect structure but also opens the position up for Black’s active pieces.


  13 ... Nd5 14 Qd3 Nce7 15 Qxf5 Bxf5 16 0-0 f6 17 Nc4 Rfe8 18 Rac1 Rad8
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  Now Black has a definite edge.


  19 Rfd1 g5 20 Be1 h5 21 Na5 b6 22 Nc6 Nxc6 23 Rxc6 Kg7 24 h4 Bd7 25 Rc2 gxh4 26 gxh4 Bf5
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  It seems that the harder White struggles, the worse his position becomes!


  27 Rc6 Rd7 28 Kh2 Kh7 29 Bh1


  An inevitable consequence of having the pawns fixed on e2 and f3 is that White’s light-squared bishop is constantly gasping for air. In this position White would like to force an exchange of bishops with 29 Bh3?; however, this is of course out of the question on account of 29 ... Bxh3 30 Kxh3 Nf4+, picking up the e2-pawn. It seems that 29 Bg3!, pressurizing the c7-pawn and taking control of the f4-square, is a better attempt. Nevertheless, even here Black holds the advantage, e.g. 29 ... Rg7! 30 Bh3?! Bxh3 (30 ... Kg6!? heading for the f5-square is also interesting) 31 Kxh3 Reg8.


  29 ... Rg7 30 Bg3 Ree7 31 Rg1 Kg8 32 Rcc1 Kf8!
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  Keep an eye on this king as he is going to play an important role in his army’s victory! Black is definitely better at this stage, although actually breaking through White’s defences will require patient probing and the gradual provocation of further weaknesses in White’s fortress.


  33 Bg2 Ke8 34 a3 a5!


  As usual it is in Black’s interests to restrict White’s pawn advance on the queenside.


  35 Rgd1 Rg8 36 Rg1 Kd7 37 Bh1 Rg6 38 Bg2 Rgg7 39 Bh1 Kc8 40 Bd6 Rxg1 41 Kxg1 Re8 42 Kh2 Kb7 43 Bg3 Ka6!
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  Now Black is threatening to invade on the queenside via ... Kb5-a4-b3 when White will simply lack sufficient defenders to hold the balance.


  44 a4


  Note that 44 Bxc7? loses to 44 ... Rc8.


  44 ... Re7 45 Bg2 Kb7


  Having induced a weakening of the b4-square and forced the a-pawn to a light square (thereby making it potentially vulnerable to Black’s light-squared bishop), the black monarch returns to the kingside to reinforce his army’s standing in that district.


  46 Bh1 Re6 47 Bg2 Kc8 48 Bh1


  So why didn’t White exchange bishops with 48 Bh3 now? One reason is that removing the light-squared bishops will ultimately grant Black’s king access to the f5-square, whilst another concern is that Black’s f-pawn is then free to advance to f4 at a timely moment, thereby restricting the scope of the g3-bishop.


  48 ... Kd8 49 Bg2 Re7 50 Bh1 Nb4 51 Be1 Nd5 52 Bg3 Ke8 53 Bg2 Kf7 54 Bh1 Ke8 55 Bg2 Kd7 56 Bh1 c6 57 Bg2 Re8 58 Bh1 Ra8 59 Bg2 Ra7 60 f4 Ra8 61 Bxd5 cxd5 62 Rc3 Re8 63 Kg2 Re4 64 Rd3 Bg4 65 Kf1 Ke6 66 Ke1 Kf5 67 Bh2 Bh3 68 Bg1 Kxf4 69 Bh2+ Kg4 70 Bg1 Kf4 71 Bh2+ Kg4 72 Bg1 Kxh4 73 Rxe3 Rxe3 74 Bxe3 Kg3 75 Bf2+ Kg4 76 Bg1 Kg3 77 Bf2+ Kg4 78 Bg1 Bg2 79 Bh2 h4 80 Kf2 Be4 81 Bc7 f5 82 e3 h3 83 Bf4 Bc2 84 Bc7 Be4 85 Bf4 Bd3 86 Bc7 Bc2 87 Bxb6?
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  87 ... f4!!


  A nice finishing touch. Now 88 exf4? loses to 88 ... Be4 89 Kg1 Kg3 because White no longer has 90 Bc7+.


  88 Bc7 f3 89 Kg1 Bd3 90 Kf2 Bc2 91 Kg1 Kf5 92 Bxa5 Ke4 93 Be1 Kxe3 94 a5 Bd3 95 Bf2+ Ke2 96 Bg3 Ba6 97 b4 f2+ 98 Bxf2 h2+ 0-1

  
 Game 7 Conclusions
I have never for even a moment believed that 7 Qd1!? could represent a serious challenge to the Romanishin Variation, and furthermore I have complete confidence that Beliavsky’s tremendous move 7 ... e5!? yields Black excellent prospects. Indeed, it is actually quite frightening how quickly White has to start looking for a way to equalize, and even this is not an easy task to achieve!

  

  Game 8
S.Ivanov-E.Solozhenkin
St Petersburg 2003

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 Qc2 d5 5 cxd5 Qxd5 6 e3!?
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  This little move was popular with the world’s elite in the first half of the 20th century, and was even used by Alekhine in his second world championship match with Euwe. In light of the fine history of 6 e3, it is surprising that it took so long for those handling the white pieces to begin using it to sidestep Romanishin’s 6 Nf3 Qf5!? variation.


  6 ... c5!


  In my opinion the text is definitely Black’s best. Romanishin prefers 6 ... 0-0, and Short has also played this way on occasion; however, I don’t feel that this really does enough to challenge White’s control of the centre.


  7 Bd2 Bxc3 8 bxc3


  To my mind at least, it has always made more sense to reach this structure by playing 7 a3 Bxc3+ 8 bxc3, as I am really not convinced that the bishop achieves much on d2. Nevertheless, several strong players have employed the text, the foremost among them being Russian super-GM Evgeny Bareev, so Black needs to be well prepared! 8 Bxc3!? is the main line, and we will examine this in Games 9-11.
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  8 ... b6 9 Nf3 Nbd7 10 Be2


  Bareev has also enjoyed some success with 10 c4!? Qd6 11 Be2 Bb7 12 Rd1 (12 0-0 Ng4! 13 g3 Ngf6 is fine for Black according to Golod, who notes that Black’s probing ... Ng4 manoeuvre has enhanced the scope of the b7-bishop considerably) 12 ... Rc8 (the text may be slightly inaccurate according to Golod, who instead proposes that 12 ... cxd4 13 exd4 Ne4 14 0-0 – 14 Be3?! Qb4+ gives White some problems with his king – 14 ... Nxd2 15 Rxd2 Rc8 gives Black equality; I would feel quite comfortable playing the black pieces here because the reduced material enhances the likelihood of generating effective counterplay against White’s hanging pawns) 13 0-0 Qc7 14 dxc5!?
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  A startling concept: Bareev ruins his central structure but in return opens up the board for his bishop pair and obtains control of the d4-square for his knight. 14 ... Nxc5 15 Nd4 0-0 16 f3 Rfd8 17 Be1!. It may feel more natural to place the bishop on c3, where it exerts influence over the a1-h8 diagonal; however, this reasoning is a little vague so Bareev instead creates the option of developing the bishop to g3 (where it can hassle the c7-queen) or h4 (where it can make itself a nuisance on the h4-d8 diagonal). 17 ... Qe7 18 Bh4 Bc6 (18 ... e5!? 19 Nf5 Qe6 20 Rxd8+ Rxd8 21 Rd1 Rd7 with a balanced position is better) 19 Nb5! h6 20 Rxd8+ Rxd8 21 e4 Bxb5 22 cxb5 e5 23 Rd1 Ne6 24 Rxd8+ Qxd8 25 Qc1 Qd6 26 Bf2 Nd7 27 Bc4 Nd4 28 h3 Nc5 was about level in E.Bareev-V.Topalov, Wijk aan Zee 2003, the dominant position of Black’s knights being offset by White’s excellent bishop pair.


  10 ... Bb7 11 0-0
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  11 ... 0-0


  Previously Black had played 11 ... Rc8 12 c4 Qe4!? (this provokes Bareev into blasting open the centre and generating a furious initiative, so perhaps it would have been better to play 12 ... Qd6 13 Bc3 Bxf3 14 Bxf3 cxd4 15 Bxd4 e5 16 Bb2 when the chances are balanced, White’s bishop pair being offset by Black’s structural superiority) 13 Bd3 Qg4 14 d5!
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  14 ... exd5 15 cxd5 Bxd5 (15 ... Nxd5 16 Bf5 Qh5 17 Qe4+ Kd8 18 g4 Qh6 19 Bxd7 Kxd7 20 Ne5+ is clearly better for White according to Ftacnik) 16 e4! Bb7 17 h3 Qh5 18 e5 and now 18 ... Nd5?! left Black in serious trouble after 19 Rae1 Nb4 20 Bxb4 cxb4 21 Qd2 Bxf3 22 e6!! in E.Bareev-V.Ivanchuk, Wijk aan Zee 2003. However, Ftacnik suggests that Black could have held the balance with 18 ... c4 19 exf6 (19 Bf5 g6!) 19 ... cxd3 20 fxg7 (20 Qxd3 0-0 21 Qxd7 Bxf3 22 gxf3 Rcd8 is better for Black) 20 ... Rg8 21 Rfe1+ Kd8 22 Bg5+ Qxg5 23 Qxc8+ Kxc8 24 Nxg5 Rxg7 25 Ne4.


  12 Rfd1!?


  Korchnoi has suggested that this natural move may in fact be a mistake, proposing instead that White should have tried 12 a4!? Rac8 13 Qb2 with some potential pressure against Black’s queenside structure. The only practical example to have reached this position continued 13 ... c4 14 Ne1 e5 15 f3 e4 16 Qb5 Qe6 17 f4 a6 18 Qg5 Nd5 19 f5 Qe7 20 Qg3 b5 21 Nc2 ½-½ Dao Thien Hai-R.Mascarinas, Vung Tau 2000.


  12 ... Qc6 13 c4?


  This turns out to be a serious positional error, but one that is very instructive for our purposes. Korchnoi suggests that 13 Qb2 was necessary, after which 13 ... e5!? (there is a risk that opening the position up for White’s bishops at this stage will prove premature, so Black should also consider other sensible developing moves) 14 dxe5 Nxe5 15 c4 Nxf3+ 16 Bxf3 is assessed by Korchnoi as equal. However, I think it is important to note that 16 ... Qc7 17 Bxb7 Qxb7 18 Bc3 is better for White, so Black has to try 16 ... Ne4!? 17 Bc3 Qg6 when Black is equal because White’s forces are just a little too slow to maintain the initiative.


  13 ... cxd4 14 exd4 e5!
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  An excellent move, destroying White’s structure. Now White’s natural retort would be to advance the d-pawn, but this is not possible here because 15 d5 allows 15 ... Nxd5, winning a pawn. In fact, even if 15 d5 were possible, this too could prove awkward for White because Black could simply play 15 ... Qd6 and then commence play against White’s hanging pawns, which have been robbed of their inherent dynamism on account of their prematurely advanced positions.


  15 Bc3


  15 dxe5 Nxe5 16 Bc3 Rfe8 17 Bxe5 Rxe5 18 Bf1 Rc5! 19 Nd4 Qc7 gives White serious problems with his c-pawn, as well as the threat of 20 ... Ng4.


  15 ... exd4 16 Rxd4 Rfe8 17 Rad1 Qe6 18 Bf1?


  This allows Black to compromise White’s kingside pawn structure, after which White is already close to lost. Korchnoi has noted that White’s best option was to try and hold things together with 18 Kf1!, but even here Black’s chances must be preferred.


  18 ... Bxf3 19 gxf3 Ne5 20 Bg2 Rac8 21 f4 Nc6!


  A nice touch. The c4-pawn is not going anywhere, so Black ensures that it is captured under the optimum circumstances. Instead 21 ... Nxc4 gives rise to complications after 22 Re1!.


  22 R4d2 Ne7
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  23 Qd3 Qxc4 24 Qxc4 Rxc4µ 25 Bxf6 gxf6 26 Rd7 Ra4 27 R1d2 Ng6 28 Bc6 Re1+ 29 Kg2 Ra3 30 f3 Nxf4+ 31 Kg3 Ne6 32 Re7 f5 33 Rdd7 f4+ 34 Kf2 Rae3 35 Bb5 Rb1 36 Bd3 Rb2+ 37 Kf1 Rxf3+ 38 Kg1 Re3 39 Bf1 Ng5 40 Bg2 Rb1+ 41 Kf2 Rb2+ 0-1

  
 Game 8 Conclusions
The line with 6 e3 c5! 7 Bd2 Bxc3 8 bxc3 can be potentially dangerous for Black if White is provided with an opportunity to either open the position up for his bishop pair, or to mobilize his central pawn majority. In order to prevent White from achieving these goals Black needs to develop a keen sense of when and how to resolve the central tension. In general it seems to be a good idea to delay the capture on d4 as long as possible, thereby keeping the position closed and restricting the scope of the dark-squared bishop. In order to generate activity White very often will have to play c3-c4, inviting ... cxd4, exd4, when we reach a position with hanging central pawns which Black can seek to undermine. In this respect Solozhenkin’s 14 ... e5! makes a particularly strong impression.


  In the event that White does not play c3-c4 in the early stages of the middlegame, Black can aim to achieve ... e6-e5 imposing serious pressure on White’s pawn centre.

  

  Game 9
A.Schenk-E.Van den Doel
Bundesliga 2004

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 Qc2 d5 5 cxd5 Qxd5 6 e3 c5 7 Bd2 Bxc3 8 Bxc3 cxd4 9 Bxd4!?
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  In the last few years this line has emerged as a serious challenge to Black’s set-up, and it is only very recently that Black has found the correct paths to a comfortable game.


  9 ... Nc6 10 Bxf6!?


  The text compromises Black’s kingside structure and is consequently a logical continuation of White’s play so far. However, practice has shown that this line of play promises White no advantage whatsoever, so most exponents of 8 Bxc3 prefer to preserve the bishop pair with 10 Bc3, hoping for a slight but enduring advantage. This line is considered in Games 10 and 11.


  10 ... gxf6 11 Ne2!
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  Given the freshly weakened position of Black’s kingside it makes sense to develop the knight to e2, thereby preserving the option of playing Ng3/f4-h5, or Nc3-e4, in either case with a view to harassing the f6-pawn. 11 Nf3 Bd7 12 Be2 (12 a3 Rc8 13 Qd2 Qxd2+ 14 Nxd2 Ne5 15 Be2 Rg8 16 f4 Ng4 17 Bxg4 Rxg4 18 g3 Rc2 19 Rb1 Bb5 20 b4 Ke7 21 Rg1 Rg8 22 Rg2 Rd8 0-1 K.Allen-A.Jackson, Port Erin 2001) 12 ... Rc8 13 Qd2 Qxd2+ 14 Kxd2 Ke7 15 Rac1 Rhd8 16 Rhd1 Nb4 was equal in E.Ibanez-S.B.Hansen, Badalona 1995.


  11 ... Bd7!


  The text is best according to Anand, but recently some players have been experimenting with 11 ... Qe5!?, after which play has continued 12 Nc3 Bd7 13 Be2 f5 (or 13 ... Rd8 14 0-0 0-0 15 Rfd1 Bc8 16 Qa4 a6 17 Qh4 ½-½ R.Leitao-G.Milos, Brazil 2004) 14 Rd1 Ne7 15 Bf3 Bc6 16 Bxc6+ Nxc6 17 0-0 0-0 18 Rd7 Rab8 19 Rfd1 Rfd8 20 Qa4 Rxd7 21 Rxd7 b5 22 Qh4 b4 23 Na4 Rc8 24 Qg5+?! Qg7 25 Qxg7+ Kxg7 26 Nc5 Kf6 27 Nb3 Na5! 28 g4 Nxb3 29 axb3 fxg4 30 Rxa7 Rc2 31 Rb7 Rxb2 32 Rxb4 h5, A.Belozerov-E.Solozhenkin, Sochi 2004. Black eventually won this ending, although at this stage a draw looks like a more probable result. In any case I think this game is more a case of White pressing too hard for an edge that isn’t really there and ending up worse as a consequence.


  12 a3


  White takes a precaution to prevent 12 ... Nb4, as 12 Nc3 Nb4! is very comfortable for Black, e.g. 13 Qc1 Qg5 14 a3 Nc6 15 Ne4 Qe5 16 Bd3 0-0-0 17 f4 Qd5 18 Qc2 f5 19 Nc5 Rhg8 20 Rg1 Qd6 21 Kf2 Kb8 22 Rgd1 Qe7 23 Bb5 Ne5 24 Nxd7+ ½-½ E.Bareev-V.Anand, Monaco (blindfold) 2003.


  12 ... Qe5


  12 ... Na5!? 13 Rd1 Qe5 14 b4 Rc8 15 Qd2 Ba4 16 f4 Qc7 17 Rc1 Nc4 18 Qa2 b5 19 Nd4 0-0 20 Qf2 Qd6 21 Bd3 Nxe3 22 Bxh7+ Kxh7 23 Qh4+ Kg7 24 Qg3+ Kh7 25 Qh4+ ½-½ was Zhu Chen/Yasser Seirawan-Zhao Xue/Nigel Short, Yong Chuan 2003.


  13 Nc3 Nd4!?
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  The text was originally proposed by the commentators to a 1995 Kasparov-Anand game that reached the position after move 13. Anand rejected 13 ... Nd4 because ultimately the knight will have to retreat to f5, and during the game he had decided to put a pawn on f5, controlling the e4-square. That encounter continued 13 ... f5!? 14 0-0-0 0-0-0 15 g3 Kb8 16 Be2 (16 Qa4 Qa5 17 Qf4+ Qe5 maintains the balance for Black, and 16 Bg2 should be met by 16 ... Ne7! 17 Qd3 – 17 Rd4 Bc6 is equal – 17 ... Qc7 18 Qd6 Qxd6 19 Rxd6 Bc6 again with a level position) 16 ... Ne7 17 Qd3 Qc7 (17 ... Bc6? 18 Qxd8+ Rxd8 19 Rxd8+ Kc7 20 Rhd1 Nd5 21 R8xd5 exd5 22 Rd4 is actually very awkward for Black on account of his weak pawn structure, despite the fact that he is a queen for rook and bishop up!) 18 Qd6 Bc6 19 Qxc7+ Kxc7 20 Rhe1 Rxd1+ 21 Rxd1 Rd8 22 Rxd8 Kxd8 23 Kd2 and White was a tiny bit better in G.Kasparov-V.Anand, PCA World Ch. (Game 2), New York 1995, on account of the fact that Black’s kingside pawns are doubled and on light squares. Nevertheless, Black should hold a draw here without too much trouble, and indeed the players soon agreed to split the point.


  14 Qd1


  The other games to have reached this position continued 14 Qd3!? Nf5 (14 ... Nb3 15 Rd1 Bc6 16 Nb5 Nc5 is an interesting alternative, assessed by Tsesarsky as giving rise to a level position) 15 e4!? (15 Be2 0-0-0 was also pretty balanced in E.Bareev-B.Gelfand, Novgorod 1997) 15 ... Ne7 16 0-0-0 0-0-0 17 Qe3 Kb8 18 f4 Qc7 19 Bd3 h5!
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  It is important for Black to make use of his semi-open file on the kingside to create some pressure. 20 Rd2 h4 21 Rhd1 Bc6 22 Kb1 a6 23 Bc2 ½-½ E.Bareev-M.Adams, Enghien les Bains 2003.


  14 ... Nf5 15 Qc2


  15 Bd3 Bc6 and 15 Be2 Nh4 16 g3 Bc6 17 0-0 Rd8! are both very comfortable for Black.


  15 ... 0-0-0
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  16 Bb5?!


  Exchanging bishops is time consuming and promptly lands White in a heap of trouble. It would be more sensible to find some shelter for the white king via 16 0-0-0! after which Golod gives the continuation 16 ... Bc6 17 Bd3 Bxg2!? (17 ... Nd6 18 Kb1 Kb8 19 Qe2 is equal) 18 Rhg1 Bh3 (18 ... Bf3!? 19 Bxf5 exf5 20 Rxd8+ Rxd8 21 Rg3 Bc6 22 Qe2 Be4 23 Rh3 Bd3 24 Qf3 Be4 25 Qe2 is again equal) 19 Ne4+ Kb8 20 Kb1 h5 21 Qe2! Rh6 22 Bc2! Rc8 23 Rd7 a6! 24 f4 Qa5 25 Rxf7 Qb6! 26 Nxf6 Rxf6!! 27 Rxf6 Nxe3 28 Bd3 Bg4 29 Rxg4 (29 Qf2? Qd4 30 Bh7 Rh8! 31 h3 Qxf6 32 Qxe3 Rxh7 33 hxg4 hxg4 is clearly better for Black) 29 ... hxg4 with a big mess which he considers to be objectively level.


  16 ... Bxb5 17 Nxb5+ Kb8 18 Nc3 Rhg8
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  19 g3?!


  This protects the g-pawn but also gives rise to a chronic weakening of the light squares. White’s last chance to hold the balance lay in 19 Rd1! Rxd1+ (19 ... Nh4!? is also interesting) 20 Qxd1 a6 21 0-0 Nh4 22 g3 Qf5 23 f3 when the reduced material means that White can hold on.


  19 ... Nd4 20 Qd1


  20 Qa4? Nf3+ 21 Ke2 Qh5 22 Qf4+ Ne5+ 23 Kf1 (23 f3 Ka8! frees the e5-knight to cause White problems) 23 ... Rg5! 24 Qxf6 Rc8 25 Qe7 Qh3+ 26 Ke2 (26 Ke1 Rf5) 26 ... Qf5 27 Qd6+ Ka8 28 Rhc1 Rgg8! with the threat of 29 ... Qh5+ gives Black a dangerous attack according to Golod.


  20 ... Nb5


  20 ... h5!? 21 0-0 Nb5 22 Qb3 Nxc3 23 bxc3 h4! enhances Black’s pressure on the kingside.


  21 Qc2 Nxc3 22 bxc3 h5


  Now that White’s queenside structure has been weakened it makes sense to go after the c3-pawn with 22 ... Rc8!, for example 23 0-0 (23 Rc1 h5 24 0-0 h4 25 Rfd1 hxg3 26 hxg3 Rh8 give Black a big plus) 23 ... h5 (23 ... f5!? 24 Rac1 h5 25 Rfd1 h4 26 Rd7 Rc7 27 Qd3 hxg3 28 hxg3 Rgc8 is slightly better for Black according to Golod) 24 c4 (Golod notes that 24 Rad1?! Rxc3 25 Qh7 Rgc8 26 Qxf7 Rxa3 27 Rc1 Rac3 28 Rxc3 Rxc3 29 Rb1 b6 and 24 Rac1 h4 25 Rfd1 hxg3 26 hxg3 Rh8 are both good for Black) 24 ... Rg4 25 Rac1 h4 when White is in some trouble.


  23 0-0 h4 24 Rfd1! Rc8 25 c4!?


  Vitoli Golod has pointed out that it would have been easier to hold the balance with 25 Rd4! hxg3 26 hxg3 Rh8 27 Rb1 Qh5 (or 27 ... b6 28 Qd3 Qh5 29 Rh4 Qf3 30 Rbb4!) 28 Rxb7+!.


  25 ... hxg3 26 hxg3 Rg4 27 Rac1 Rh8 28 Qd2 Rgg8 29 Qd6+ Qxd6 30 Rxd6 Rd8 31 Rcd1 Rxd6 32 Rxd6


  With best play this rook ending should obviously be drawn; however, White’s shattered queenside pawns give Black slightly better chances of pulling something out of the hat.
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  32 ... Kc7 33 Rd4 Kc6 34 Kg2 f5 35 Kf3 a5 36 g4 Rh3+ 37 Kg2?!


  Moving the king toward the centre with 37 Ke2 was better.


  37 ... fxg4 38 Rxg4 Rh5 39 Rg7 Rf5 40 f4?


  This drops the c4-pawn and consequently loses. In fact White could probably have held on with 40 Rg8 b5 41 cxb5+ Kxb5 42 Rg4!.


  40 ... Kc5 41 Kf3 Kxc4 42 e4 Rf6 43 Kg4 Kd4 44 Kg5 Rg6+! 45 Rxg6 fxg6 46 e5 b5 47 Kxg6 b4 48 axb4 axb4 49 f5 b3 50 fxe6 b2 51 e7 b1Q+ 52 Kg7 Qg1+ 53 Kf7 Qf1+ 54 Kg7 Qg2+ 55 Kf7 Qf3+ 56 Kg7 Qh5 57 Kf8 Qf5+ 0-1

  
 Game 9 Conclusions
The line with 6 e3 c5 7 Bd2 Bxc3 8 Bxc3 cxd4 9 Bxd4!? has proven very popular in practice; however, meeting 9 ... Nc6 with 10 Bxf6!? is definitely not the way for White to strive for an advantage. Although 10 Bxf6!? gxf6 compromises Black’s pawn structure, this is of only very limited significance. The black king has a comfortable home on the queenside, the g-file can be made use of by a rook, and the doubled f-pawns can in some cases be used to control the e4-square via ... f6-f5.


  If White is really going to play for an edge in this system then 10 Bc3!, preserving the bishop pair, is the way to challenge Black’s set-up, and this is examined in Game 10.

  

  Game 10
S.Shipov-N.Short
Monarch Assurance Open, Port Erin 1999

  
 1 d4 e6 2 c4 Nf6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 Qc2 d5 5 cxd5 Qxd5 6 e3 c5 7 Bd2 Bxc3 8 Bxc3 cxd4 9 Bxd4 Nc6 10 Bc3!
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  Very often those defending the black side of this variation have underestimated the strength of this quiet, rather unassuming retreat, and have paid dearly for their nonchalance. With proper preparation Black should be fine after 10 Bc3, but it is important to be aware of why White’s position is dangerous, and how the latent power of the bishop pair can be unleashed in the middlegame. In light of this necessity I have decided to devote this game to the illustration of White’s ideas, and then to deal with Black’s best defensive methods in Game 11.


  10 ... 0-0


  Another move which has proved common in practice is 10 ... Qc5; however, in general White seems to be doing well here, e.g. 11 Rc1 (note that with the queen on d5 White could not have moved this rook at present because of the threat to the a2-pawn) 11 ... 0-0 (or 11 ... Bd7 12 a3 Rc8 13 Nf3 Ne7 14 Bd3 Ned5 15 Bd2 Qxc2 16 Bxc2 0-0 17 0-0 Nb6 18 Ne5 Bb5 19 Rfe1 Rfd8 20 Ba5 with an edge for White, Ki.Georgiev-T.Shaked, FIDE World Ch, Las Vegas 1999) 12 b4 Qe7 13 a3 a6 14 Nf3 e5 15 Be2 Bg4 16 0-0 Rfe8 17 h3 Bh5 18 Rfd1 h6 19 Bb2
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  19 ... e4 20 Nd4 Nxd4 21 Rxd4 Bxe2 22 Qxe2 Rac8 23 Rdc4 Rxc4 24 Qxc4 was clearly better for White in A.Beliavsky-D.Komarov, Vrnjacka Banja 1999 because White’s major pieces control the open c-file, and the advanced position of Black’s e-pawn leaves the a1-h8 diagonal vulnerable to White’s b2-bishop. A further point is that the pawn on e4 is more of a weakness than a strength because, as the material on the board is reduced, it becomes increasingly difficult for Black to remain active whilst still defending this pawn.


  11 Nf3
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  11 ... b6!?


  Short keeps his defences tight; however, in the early days of this variation there was a tendency to grasp space in the centre with 11 ... e5!?. In general terms this seems like a sensible idea, but in practice Black has struggled with this plan. For example, 12 Be2 Bg4 and now:


  a) 13 h3!? (this pushes the bishop back to h5, thereby introducing the additional possibility of ... Bh5-g6, harassing White’s queen; perhaps for this reason many players have preferred 13 0-0) 13 ... Bh5 14 0-0 Rac8 15 Rfd1 Qc5 16 Qb3 Qe7 (16 ... e4? runs into 17 Bxf6! exf3 18 Rd5! with a clear plus) 17 Qa4 a6 18 g4! Bg6 19 Nh4 Rc7 20 Nxg6 hxg6 21 Qa3!
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  Although an exchange of queens will double White’s a-pawns, the strong bishop pair will more than compensate for this in the endgame. 21 ... Qxa3?! (now Black has very little chance of fighting for the full point; instead 21 ... Qe6!? was necessary, although White’s position remains preferable) 22 bxa3 Ne4 23 Bb2 Rfc8 24 Rac1 Kf8 25 Kg2 f6? 26 Bd3 Nd6 27 Bxg6 with a substantial white advantage, I.Stohl-M.Suba, Halkidiki 2002.


  b) 13 0-0 e4?! 14 Nd4 Nxd4 15 Bxd4 Rfc8 16 Bc3 Qe6 17 Bxg4 Nxg4 18 Rfd1 with an edge for White, B.Gelfand-J.Speelman, FIDE World Ch, Las Vegas 1999. 13 ... e4 is dubious, but both 13 ... Bh5 14 Rfd1 Qc5 15 Qb3 Qe7 16 Qa3!? Qxa3 17 bxa3 (as in D.Bronstein-V.Smyslov, Parnu 1947) and 13 ... Rfe8!? 14 Rfd1 Qc5 15 Rac1!? (as in V.Kramnik-V.Anand, Frankfurt 1999) were still marginally better for White.


  12 Be2 Bb7 13 0-0 Rac8 14 Rfd1 Qe4!? 15 Qxe4 Nxe4 16 Be1
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  We have now reached an endgame that is actually quite typical of the Classical Nimzo-Indian. Black has more space and very little by way of weaknesses; however, in practice White scores excellently in these types of endings. I have been struggling for some time to come up with a way of explaining why this is the case (beyond simply pointing to the two bishops and calling them a pair!), but it is not an easy phenomenon to account for (it is not a phenomenon, but calling it one makes me feel better for doing a lousy job explaining why White is better!).


  I would guess that the best way of thinking about these positions is to consider each side’s scope for improvement. It is not easy for Black to create inroads into White’s position, and nor is it easy to really suggest major improvements to Black’s position; however, quite the contrary is true of White’s set-up. For starters White can think about moving the f3-knight and then playing f2-f3 (to knock Black’s e4-knight back) and e3-e4 (to limit the scope of Black’s b7-bishop). White can then consider bringing the e1-bishop to c3, f2, g3 or h4, in each case enhancing its scope considerably. White can also consider advancing the a- and b-pawns to create some pressure on the queenside, as well as bringing the king into the centre to enhance its influence when a pair of rooks come off. In general, so long as White preserves his bishop pair, he will have the better chances because the bishops control (or have the potential to control) far more squares than the knights. The knights often require obvious structural weaknesses to play against; however, here White’s structure is impeccable, which is another reason why Black will struggle to generate counterplay.


  Individually none of these points is particularly hazardous for Black, but taken together it is easy to see how they can give rise to enduring endgame difficulties. A final point to consider is that it is very unpleasant to play these positions as Black, because you generally have to defend for several hours with little prospect of playing for a win.


  16 ... Rfd8 17 Rxd8+ Rxd8 18 Rc1 a5 19 Bb5 Rd6?!
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  Golod notes that Black would have more chance of holding a draw with 19 ... Na7 20 Rc7 Nc5 21 Be2 Rc8 22 Rxc8+ Nxc8 23 Nd4, although even here White’s chances remain preferable.


  20 Kf1!


  Having improved the position of the light-squared bishop White sets about centralizing the king.


  20 ... f6!


  A good move, which Black intends to follow up with ... e6-e5, restricting the movements of White’s knights and taking control of the d4-square.


  21 Ke2 e5 22 a3 Kf8 23 Nd2 Nxd2 24 Bxd2 h6 25 f3!


  White takes control of the e4-square and blunts the scope of the b7-bishop on the long diagonal. Note that for the time being White holds back on playing e3-e4 so that the c6-knight does not suddenly acquire an awkward outpost on d4.


  25 ... Ke7 26 b4!


  Having centralized the king, removed the knight from e4 and improved the position of his bishops, White now sets about advancing his pawns on the queenside, opening the a-file and creating fresh problems for Black.


  26 ... axb4 27 axb4 Kd8 28 Bd3!


  An excellent move, which contemplates 29 b5 or 29 Be4, in either case just gradually squeezing the life out of Black’s position.


  28 ... Ne7 29 b5
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  29 ... e4?


  Finally the pressure becomes too much for Black and he lashes out, trying to resolve the tension by tactical means. There is no reason why this sacrifice should work and, conveniently, it doesn’t. Golod has proposed that Black should try and keep things solid with 29 ... Nd5 30 g3 Nc7 31 e4 Ne6 32 Bb4 Nd4+ 33 Ke3 Rd7 34 f4, although even here things are still very uncomfortable for Black. One point that I would like to emphasize is that Black’s kingside pawns are all fixed on dark squares and this will make them vulnerable to White’s b4-bishop.


  30 fxe4 Re6 31 Rc4 Nc8 32 Rd4+ Kc7?! 33 Be1!
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  Now the bishop will come to g3, exploiting the king’s position on c7.


  33 ... Nd6 34 Bg3 Kd7 35 Bc4 Re5 36 Bxe5 fxe5 37 Rd2 Bxe4 38 Bd5 Bxd5 39 Rxd5 Ke6 40 Rd3 Nxb5 41 Rb3 Nd6 42 Rxb6 e4 43 g4 g6 1-0

  
 Game 10 Conclusions
I included this game to demonstrate just how dangerous the system with 6 e3 c5 7 Bd2 Bxc3 8 Bxc3 cxd4 9 Bxd4 Nc6 10 Bc3 can be. If one considers the standard positions that arise in this variation on a purely superficial level, then it is by no means clear why White should be better. The pawn structure is roughly symmetrical, and in addition Black has no obvious weaknesses, is ahead in development and enjoys some space advantage to boot! However, a more insightful analysis would take into account the fact that it is actually very difficult for Black to make progress in these positions. White’s position also lacks weaknesses, but he has the comparative advantage of the bishop pair which enjoy enormous latent power.


  If Black is to equalize against 10 Bc3 then much care is needed, and to this end we examine Anand’s latest formula in Game 11.

  

  Game 11
T.Nyback-V.Anand
Keres Memorial (rapid), Tallinn 2004

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 Qc2 d5 5 cxd5 Qxd5 6 e3 c5 7 Bd2 Bxc3 8 Bxc3 cxd4 9 Bxd4 Nc6 10 Bc3 0-0 11 Nf3


  GM Alexander Chernin recently delayed this move in favour of 11 a3!?, but Black seemed to equalize smoothly: 11 ... Rd8 12 Nf3 Ne4 (also sensible would have been 12 ... Qe4!? with a similar position to the one Anand reaches in the main game) 13 Be2 Nxc3 14 Qxc3 Bd7 15 0-0 Rac8 16 Rfd1 Qa5 17 Rac1 Qxc3 18 Rxc3 Kf8 19 Kf1 Ke7 20 Rdc1 ½-½ A.Chernin-P.San Segundo Carrillo, Spain 2004.


  11 ... Rd8 12 Be2 Qe4!
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  An excellent move that disrupts White’s development. Note that it is very important for Black to offer this exchange before White has castled as now 13 Qxe4 Nxe4 cannot be met by 14 Be1. White will therefore have to let the c3-bishop be exchanged, after which the position is dead level.


  13 Rc1


  The young Finnish GM acquiesces to an exchange of queens, but in fact achieves nothing in the ensuing endgame. In previous games that have reached this position White’s universal choice has been 13 Qb3 and after 13 ... Nd5! several moves have been tried:


  a) 14 a3 Nxc3 15 Qxc3 Qg6 16 0-0 Qf6!? (16 ... Bd7 is equal) 17 Qxf6 gxf6 18 Rfd1 Bd7 19 Nd2 Kf8 20 Ne4 Ke7 21 Nc5 Rab8 22 Nxd7 Rxd7 23 Rxd7+ Kxd7 24 Rd1+ Ke7 25 Rc1 was a tiny bit better for White in A.Karpov-G.Vescovi, Brazil 2004, although the game ended in a draw.


  b) 14 0-0 Nxc3 15 Qxc3 Qb4 16 Qc2 Qe7 17 a3 Bd7 18 Rfd1 (18 Rac1 Rac8 19 Qe4 Be8 20 b4 a6 21 h4 h6 22 Rc5 Na7 23 Rfc1 Rxc5 24 Rxc5 Bb5 25 Bxb5 Nxb5 26 a4 Nd6 with a level position, O.Touzane-V.Anand FIDE World Ch, Moscow 2001) 18 ... Rac8 19 Qb3 Be8 20 Rxd8 Nxd8 21 Rd1 Nc6 22 Qc3 Qf6 23 Qxf6 gxf6 ½-½ A.Karpov-V.Anand, Brazil 2004.


  c) Preserving the bishop pair with 14 Bd2 is probably White’s most principled response,


  [image: ]


  after which Black has tried two moves:


  c1) 14 ... b6!? was Israeli GM Boris Gelfand’s choice in a blindfold game with Ivanchuk in 2001. It hasn’t been played since, and is consequently not as popular as the alternative 14 ... Qg6, although it is not quite clear why, as Black reached an entirely respectable position: 15 Bd3 (15 Qc4 Nf6!) 15 ... Qg4 16 0-0 Bb7 17 h3 Qh5 18 Qb5!? (V.Ivanchuk-B.Gelfand, Monaco [blindfold] 2001) and now John Emms has pointed out that Black can equalize cleanly with 18 ... Ncb4! 19 Bxb4 a6! 20 Qa4 Nxb4.


  c2) 14 ... Qg6 is Black’s most reliable response, and has been Kramnik preference in this position. Play has continued 15 0-0 e5 16 Rfd1 e4 17 Ne1 Qf5 18 Bc3 Rb8 19 g4!? Qe6 20 Ng2 Nxc3 21 Rxd8+ Nxd8 22 Qxc3 Nc6 23 Rd1 (23 b4 Qe5 24 Qxe5 Nxe5 25 h3 Be6 is a little better for Black according to Golod) 23 ... Qe7 24 Nf4 Be6! 25 b4 (25 Nxe6 Qxe6 26 Qc4 Qe7 27 Bf1 Re8 is equal) 25 ... Qxb4 26 Qxb4 Nxb4 27 Nxe6 fxe6 28 Bc4 Kf7 29 Rd4 Nd3 30 Rxe4?! (G.Kasparov-V.Kramnik, Moscow [rapid] 2001). The players agreed to a draw here, but Golod has pointed out that Black could have pressed for more with 30 ... Nc5 31 Rd4 b5!. Instead White should have played 30 Bxd3 exd3 31 Rxd3 with a dead draw.


  Also of interest is 16 ... Nb6!? 17 Rac1 (or 17 Bc3 Be6 18 Qb5 f6 19 a4 Qf7 20 a5 Bc4 21 Bxc4 Qxc4 22 Qxc4+ Nxc4, I.Sokolov-P.H.Nielsen, Bundesliga 2002) 17 ... Bh3 18 Ne1 Be6 19 Qa3 e4 20 Bc3 Nd5, K.Sasikiran-D.Sadvakasov, Moscow 2004; both games ended in draws.


  13 ... Qxc2 14 Rxc2 Nd5
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  White cannot preserve his bishop pair so Black now enjoys comfortable equality.


  15 a3


  15 0-0 Nxc3 16 Rxc3 ½-½ was the uninspiring course of A.Onischuk-V.Anand, Bastia 2000. Note that 15 Bd2 can be met by 15 ... Ndb4 (15 ... f6!? is similar to Anand’s play in the main game) 16 Rc4 Nd3+ 17 Bxd3 Rxd3 18 Ke2 Rd8 when White has a little bit of pressure but the opposite-coloured bishops mean that it will be difficult to ever create anything substantial.


  15 ... f6


  15 ... Nxc3 is of course the easy way to draw; however, Anand wants to press for the full point notwithstanding White’s bishop pair.


  16 Bd2 e5
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  17 Bc4


  Now 17 e4 is probably necessary, but as we saw in Game 10, White should rarely play this move so early unless he can guarantee control of the d4-square. In his annotations for New In Chess, Anand explains that 17 ... Nc7 18 0-0 Be6 is fine for Black, although White is presently in no danger.


  Note that 17 0-0 can be met by 17 ... Bf5! which forces the c2-rook to move again, and leaves the d2-bishop protected only by the f3-knight. White’s whole set-up is starting to look rather fragile.


  17 ... Bf5! 18 Rc1 Kh8 19 Ke2?!


  It is natural to want to keep the king in the centre, but White’s central control and development is so poor that the king would be better running for the hills than marching into battle! Anand notes the line 19 0-0 Nb6 20 Ba2 Na4!, when White still has some problems to solve.


  19 ... Nb6 20 Bb5 Rd5!
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  Now White really is in trouble. Black intends to swing the a8-rook over to d8, doubling up on the d-file, and threatening to invade with moves like ... Bd3+. If the light-squared bishops come off Black’s b6-knight will then be able to join in the attack with moves such as ... Na4.


  21 Bxc6 Bd3+ 22 Ke1 bxc6 23 b3


  23 Rxc6 Rad8 with moves such as 24 ... Nc4 or 24 ... Be4 to follow is clearly better for Black because it will be some time before White can get his king to a safe position and release the h1-rook, and in the meantime Black is whipping up a ferocious attack in the centre.


  23 ... c5 24 Bc3 c4 25 Nd2 cxb3 26 Nxb3 Nc4 27 a4 Rad8 28 Bd2 Rb8 29 Rc3 h6 30 f3 Nxd2 31 Nxd2 Rb2 32 Rc1 Ba6 33 Rd1 Rd3 0-1

  
 Game 11 Conclusions
The opening stages of this system require some precise play from Black; however, Anand’s 12 ... Qe4! provides excellent chances of equalizing. Once the queens come off Black can always diffuse White’s pressure with a timely ... Nd5 followed by a capture on c3 to remove the bishop pair. For those who would like to play for the full point with Black, then the plan of playing ... f6 and ... e5, and then bringing the light-squared bishop to f5 to disrupt White’s forces and seize control of the d3-square, appears to be the most suitable method.

  

  Game 12
S.Agdestein-P.Motwani
Isle of Lewis 1995

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 Qc2 d5 5 cxd5 Qxd5 6 a3!?


  A slightly unusual move order, although the game quickly transposes to the 6 e3 line. One other option that White has is to recapture on c3 with the queen via 6 e3 c5 7 a3 Bxc3+ 8 Qxc3. After 8 ... Nbd7 9 Nf3 Black has tried two moves:
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  a) 9 ... cxd4!? is Black’s most popular response, after which White has a choice of three recaptures:


  a1) 10 exd4?! b6 11 Bc4 Qe4+ 12 Qe3 Bb7 forced a queen exchange and left Black with an excellent isolated queen’s pawn ending in J.Dobias-P.Trifunovic, Prague 1937.


  a2) 10 Qxd4 Nc5 11 Bc4 Qxd4 12 Nxd4 (12 exd4 Na4 13 Ne5 Nb6 14 Be2 Nbd7 is equal, S.Flohr-M.Botvinnik, Hastings 1934) 12 ... Bd7 13 Bd2 Nfe4 14 Bb4 a5 15 Bxc5 Nxc5 16 Ke2 Ke7 17 Rac1 Rhc8 18 Rhd1 Na4 was equal in M.Euwe-E.Grünfeld, Amsterdam 1936.


  a3) 10 Nxd4 0-0 11 f3 Nb6 12 e4 Qd8 13 Be2 e5 14 Nc2 Re8 15 0-0 Be6 16 Rd1 Qc8 17 Qxc8 Raxc8 (V.Kramnik-V.Anand, Frankfurt 1998) was also level.


  b) 9 ... 0-0 10 Bc4 cxd4 (10 ... Qd6 11 0-0 b6 12 dxc5 Qxc5 13 b4 Qh5 14 Be2 Bb7 15 Nd4 ½-½ I.Nikolaidis-M.Parligras, Athens 2004) 11 Qxd4 Qxd4 12 Nxd4 Nb6! (in an earlier game against the French GM Etienne Bacrot, Nigel Short had tried 12 ... Ne5 but had never quite managed to equalize; Adams plays with greater precision) 13 Be2 e5! 14 Nf3 Re8 15 b3 Ne4 16 Nd2 Nxd2 17 Bxd2 Be6 18 Rb1 Rac8 19 Bf3 Nd5 20 0-0 Nc3 21 Bxc3 ½-½ I.Sokolov-M.Adams, Reykjavik 2003.


  6 ... Bxc3+ 7 bxc3 c5 8 e3 0-0
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  9 Bb2


  It is slightly unusual to place the bishop on b2 so early, although there is nothing wrong with this move per se. More common is 9 Nf3 b6 after which play has continued:


  a) 10 Be2 cxd4 11 cxd4 Ba6 12 0-0 Rc8 13 Qa2 Ne4 14 Qxd5?! (14 Bxa6!? Nxa6 15 Bd2 is better, although even here Black’s position is very comfortable) 14 ... exd5 15 Bxa6 Nxa6 16 Bd2 Rc2 17 Rfd1 Rac8 18 Be1 f6 with a clear plus for Black, R.Grau-A.Alekhine, Carrasco 1938.


  b) 10 c4 Qc6 11 Bd3 (11 Ne5 Qd6 12 Bb2 Bb7 13 Bd3 h6 14 0-0 Nc6 15 Rad1 cxd4 16 exd4 Nxe5 17 dxe5 Qc6 18 f3 Nd7 was equal in A.Alekhine-O.Trompowsky, Buenos Aires 1939) 11 ... Bb7 12 e4 cxd4 13 e5 Nfd7 14 Bxh7+ Kh8 15 h4 Qc5 16 Be4
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  16 ... d3! 17 Qxd3 Nxe5 18 Qe2 Bxe4 19 Qxe4 Nbd7 20 0-0 Qxc4 21 Qe3 Nxf3+ 22 Qxf3 Qxh4 and Black won in N.Pert-J.Parker, British League 1999.


  9 ... Nbd7 10 f3 Nb6
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  11 c4


  Ftacnik has pointed out that 11 e4 Qg5 gives Black good counterplay on the basis of the weak e3-square.


  11 ... Qc6 12 Rc1!


  An important move, over-protecting the c4-pawn and anticipating 12 ... Na4, which can now be met by 13 Ba1.


  12 ... Bd7 13 Bd3 Rac8 14 Nh3?!


  It is slightly unusual to develop the knight to h3 in these formations. Keeping the knight more central with 14 Ne2 would be a more logical course of development.


  14 ... Rc7 15 Kf2?!


  Another strange decision from the Norwegian grandmaster, especially given the somewhat offside position of the h3-knight. It would be more sensible to simply castle.


  15 ... Rfc8 16 Qb1 Qd6 17 Rhd1 Ba4!
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  Now White is in serious trouble. Note that 17 ... Qxh2 rather invites something like 18 dxc5 Rxc5 19 Rh1 Qc7 20 Nf4 when Black’s kingside is coming under direct attack.


  18 dxc5 Qxc5 19 Bxf6 gxf6 20 Bxh7+ Kg7
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  White has a pawn, but he has no immediate threats and his attacking resources have been almost entirely exhausted. Black, on the other hand, is just getting ready to lay into White on the queenside and in the centre. ‘Mr Mo’ may be a mild-mannered Scot in public, but let him loose on the chessboard and he is a real tiger!


  21 Rd4 f5 22 Ng5 Rd7 23 Qa1 e5 24 Bxf5


  24 Rxd7 Bxd7 25 f4 f6 is winning for Black.


  24 ... exd4 25 Bxd7 Bxd7 26 Ne4 Qe5 27 exd4 Qf4 28 d5+ f6 29 Qd4 Qe5!
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  Black has held it together, banked the material on offer, and now goes into an endgame in which the extra bishop is clearly superior to White’s three pawns.


  


  
    30 Qxe5 fxe5 31 Nd6 Rc7 32 Rb1 Kf8! 33 h4 Ke7 34 Nxb7 Rxc4 35 d6+ Kf6 36 h5 Rc2+ 37 Kg3 Nd5 38 Nd8 Ne3 39 Rb7 Rxg2+ 40 Kh4 Rh2+ 41 Kg3 Nf1 mate (0-1)

    
 Game 12 Conclusions
These ideas of playing a2-a3 and then capturing on c3 with the queen or b-pawn all have some merit, but in essence they tend to parallel the systems we examined earlier in this chapter. Objectively speaking Black has very little to fear from the a3 systems.

    

  


  


  

  

  Chapter Two
The Classical Nimzo:

  Preserving Tension with 5 a3
1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 Qc2 d5 5 a3

  
 The undeniable success of the Romanishin Variation has led to an increase in the popularity of 5 a3, attempting to preserve the central tension for the moment. Play usually sees 5 ... Bxc3+ 6 Qxc3 Ne4 7 Qc2 c5 8 dxc5 Nc6


  [image: ]


  White can then try 9 e3, 9 cxd5 or 9 Nf3!?. In Game 13 we examine White’s most natural continuation, 9 Nf3!?; however, after 9 ... Qa5+ 10 Bd2!? Qxc5 11 e3 Nxd2 12 Nxd2 d4! Black is in excellent shape.


  Games 14-15 deal with 9 Nf3 Qa5+ 10 Nd2!? Nd4!, and now 11 Qd3 e5! is already very dangerous for White (Game 14). Overall, it seems that White does better to try the almost counterintuitive retreat 11 Qd1!?; however, in this instance both 11 ... Bd7!? and 11 ... Nxc5!? appear to promise Black good play (Game 15).


  Game 16 deals with the modest 9 e3, which aims for a slight but comfortable edge. Black needs to play quite accurately in order to reach an equal game, but Gelfand’s 9 ... Qa5+ 10 Bd2 Nxd2 11 Qxd2 dxc4! seems to do the trick.


  White’s most testing approach is examined in Game 17, where we discuss the line 9 cxd5 exd5 10 Nf3 Bf5 11 b4 d4!? (11 ... 0-0 is also playable), which has recently been employed effectively by the likes of Anand, Lautier and Zhang Zhong. In general the positions that arise in this system are highly unclear and particularly volatile, but Black appears to be holding his own here quite nicely.

  

  Game 13
G.Forintos-T.Wedberg
Malmö 1988

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 Qc2 d5 5 a3 Bxc3+ 6 Qxc3 Ne4 7 Qc2 c5 8 dxc5 Nc6 9 Nf3!?


  This move has proven very popular in practice, but theory has now evolved to the point where it is unlikely Black has much to fear from this variation. It should of course be noted that if White could play 9 b4, defending c5, he would enjoy a significant advantage. Fortunately in this position 9 b4 would run into 9 ... Qf6, winning.


  Preparing b2-b4 with 9 Rb1 has been tried before; however, 9 ... e5 10 e3 0-0 11 Nf3 Bf5 12 Bd3 Bg6 13 0-0 Nxc5 14 Bxg6 hxg6 15 cxd5 Qxd5 gave Black a very comfortable position in P.Williamson-T.Dickinson, British League 1997. White has a sound alternative in 9 e3, which is examined in Game 16, but the main line, and White’s only truly testing approach, is 9 cxd5 exd5 – this is the topic of Game 17.


  9 ... Qa5+ 10 Bd2!?
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  White achieves very little with this move. Far more testing is the rather unnatural retreat 10 Nd2!?, preserving the bishop pair at the cost of slipping behind in development. This idea is discussed in Games 14 and 15.


  10 ... Qxc5


  10 ... Nxd2 is possible, but I prefer the text.


  11 e3 Nxd2 12 Nxd2


  12 Qxd2 dxc4 13 Qc3 Qa5! (13 ... 0-0 14 Qxc4 Qe7 15 Be2 e5 16 0-0 Be6 17 Qa4 Rfd8 18 Rfd1 f6 was also comfortable for Black in B.Toth-R.Gerber, Swiss League 1995) 14 Bxc4?! Qxc3+ 15 bxc3 Bd7 16 0-0-0 Rc8 17 Kb2 Ke7 18 Bb5 Rc7 and Black has an edge, D.Werner-I.Foldi, Budapest 1990.


  12 ... d4!


  Also of interest is 12 ... dxc4 13 Nxc4 (13 Bxc4!?) 13 ... Ne5!? 14 b4 Qc7 15 Rc1 Bd7 16 Qb2 Rc8 17 f4 Ng6 18 Bd3 b5 19 Qxg7 Ke7 with a black advantage, H.Gerenski-R.Kholmov, Italy 2001.


  13 Nb3 Qe5 14 0-0-0


  This is the only way for White to keep his pawn structure intact. Another game in this line continued 14 Qd2 dxe3 15 fxe3 0-0 16 Rd1 b6 17 Nd4 Nxd4 18 Qxd4 Qa5+ 19 Qd2 Qg5 20 Bd3 Bb7 21 0-0 Rad8 22 Qf2 Bxg2 23 Bxh7+ Kxh7 24 Qxg2 Qxe3+ with a clear plus for Black, S.Kakadelis-T.Vasilevich, Korinthos 2002.


  14 ... dxe3 15 Re1 Qg5 16 Rxe3 e5!? 17 h4 Qh6 18 Qd2 0-0 19 Rd3 Qxd2+ 20 Rxd2 a5!
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  After this excellent move the balance shifts in Black’s favour. Black now threatens 21 ... a4, when White has to deal with the dual threats of ... Na5, ... Be6 and ... Rfc8, ganging up on the c-pawn, and ... Nd4, when the dark steed assumes a dominating role in the middlegame.


  21 a4?!


  I can see why White was driven to play this move, but fixing his queenside pawns on light squares (the same colour as the remaining bishops) and surrendering complete control of the b4-square is ultimately unforgivable.


  21 ... Nb4 22 Nc5 b6 23 Ne4 Bb7 24 Nc3 Rfd8 25 Rxd8+ Rxd8 26 Rh3 Rd4 27 Re3 f6
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  Although Black lacks any definite path to gain material here, all of his pieces enjoy superior positions and it will just be a matter of time before White succumbs to the pressure.


  28 g3 Bc6 29 Nb5 Rd8 30 Be2 Be8 31 Nc3 Bg6 32 h5 Bf7 33 b3 Kf8 34 Nb5 Na6 35 Kc2 g6 36 Kc3 Nb4 37 h6 g5 38 Bd3 Bg6 39 Bxg6 hxg6 40 g4 Kg8 41 Rh3 Kh7 42 Nc7 Rc8 43 Ne6 Re8 44 Nc7 Rc8 45 Ne6 Nd5+ 46 Kc2 Nf4 47 Nxf4 gxf4 48 f3 Re8 49 b4 axb4 50 Kb3 Rd8 51 Kxb4 Rd3 52 c5 bxc5+ 53 Kxc5 e4 54 Kc4 Ra3 55 Kd4 exf3 56 Rh1 f2 57 Kd5 Rxa4 0-1

  
 Game 13 Conclusions
After 5 a3 Bxc3+ 6 Qxc3 Ne4 7 Qc2 c5 8 dxc5 Nc6 White can play 9 e3, 9 cxd5 or 9 Nf3!? (which was the focus of this game). It is interesting that although 9 Nf3!? may appear to be White’s most logical developing move it is quite clear that Black was never under pressure. After 9 ... Qa5+ 10 Bd2 Black’s best seems to be 10 ... Qxc5 when 11 e3 Nxd2 12 Nxd2 d4! already puts White under pressure.

  

  Game 14
E.Bareev-V.Ivanchuk
Novgorod 1994

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 Qc2 d5 5 a3 Bxc3+ 6 Qxc3 Ne4 7 Qc2 c5 8 dxc5 Nc6 9 Nf3 Qa5+ 10 Nd2!?
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  10 ... Nd4!


  Having given up a pawn and the bishop pair in the opening Black must now aim for maximum activity to exploit his slight lead in development. Instead 10 ... Nxd2 11 Bxd2 Qxc5 12 e3 gives White a small but definite advantage on account of the bishop pair, e.g. 12 ... dxc4 13 Qxc4 Qxc4 14 Bxc4 Bd7 15 Bc3, S.Reshevsky-J.Capablanca, AVRO, Holland 1938.


  11 Qd3


  Keeping the queen centralized is White’s most obvious way of continuing. However, interestingly 11 Qd1!? has recently acquired some followers and will be examined in Game 15.


  11 ... e5!
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  12 b4


  12 cxd5? loses almost immediately to 12 ... Nxc5 when 13 Qc4 Ncb3 gives Black a decisive advantage.


  12 ... Qa4
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  13 Ra2!


  This precautionary move is a definite necessity here. The natural continuation would be to try 13 Nxe4?; however, 13 ... dxe4 14 Qd1 Nc2+ 15 Kd2 e3+!
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  presents White with some serious problems: 16 Kc3 (or 16 fxe3 Bf5) 16 ... Bf5 17 Bxe3 (17 Ra2?? drops material to 17 ... Rd8 18 Qxc2 Bxc2 19 Rxc2 exf2, C.Maderna-A.Pazo, Argentina 1936) 17 ... Rd8 18 Bd2 was V.Makogonov-A.Sokolsky, Leningrad 1938 and now 18 ... Qd7 gave rise to a tense and ultimately unclear position. Instead 18 ... Rxd2! 19 Kxd2 (19 Qxd2 Nxa1) 19 ... Ke7! is very strong for Black, e.g. 20 Kc3 Rd8 21 Qc1 Nxa1, winning.


  13 ... Nxd2!?


  This turns out well for Black in this game, but interestingly most advocates of this system have declined to follow Ivanchuk’s example, instead preferring 13 ... Bf5


  [image: ]


  White has now tried two moves:


  a) 14 cxd5 Nxc5 15 Qc3 Ncb3! 16 Nxb3 Qxb3 17 Qxb3 Nxb3 18 Bd2 (18 Be3!?) 18 ... Be4 is equal.


  b) 14 Nxe4!? Bxe4 15 Qc3 with two options:


  b1) 15 ... 0-0-0!? 16 f3 Nc2+ 17 Kf2 d4 18 Qb2 Bg6 19 g3 (Chekhov suggests 19 e4!? dxe3+ 20 Bxe3 as a possible improvement, although I doubt Black has anything to worry about after 20 ... Nxe3 21 Kxe3 Rd4!) 19 ... Kb8 20 Bg2 f6 21 Bd2 d3!
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  22 Rc1 Nd4 23 e3 Ne2 24 Rb1 Bf7 and Black went on to win in A.Galliamova-K.Lerner, Rostov 1993.


  b2) 15 ... Nc2+! is Black’s latest try: 16 Rxc2 (White is actually committed to sacrificing the exchange here as 16 Kd2? loses to 16 ... 0-0-0 when White surprisingly does not have a satisfactory way to deal with the threat of 17 ... dxc4+) 16 ... d4! (16 ... Qxc2?! 17 Qxc2 Bxc2 18 cxd5 gives White excellent compensation for the sacrificed exchange) 17 Qg3 Qxc2 18 Qxe5+ Kf8 19 Qf4. Thus far we have been following V.Burmakin-A.Markarov, St Petersburg 2000, and now instead of 19 ... Re8, Golod suggests that Black can establish a slight edge via 19 ... Bg6 20 Qd2 Qxc4 21 e4 Qc3 22 f3 (22 Bd3? Bxe4 23 Bxe4 Re8 24 f3 f5 25 0-0 Qxd2 26 Bxd2 fxe4 27 fxe4+ Ke7) 22 ... a5 23 Bb2 Qxd2+ 24 Kxd2 axb4 25 axb4 Ra4.
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  14 Rxd2?!


  An understandable attempt to demonstrate some deeper justification for 13 Ra2; however, it would have been better to get the queen off the h7-b1 diagonal with 14 Qxd2. Then 14 ... dxc4 15 e3 Nb3 16 Qc3 Be6 17 Bxc4 Bxc4 18 Qxc4 Nxc1 19 Qxc1 a5 was level in D.Bronstein-I.Boleslavsky, Saltsjobaden 1948. Although White is temporarily a pawn ahead, it will now prove impossible for him to keep his queenside pawn structure intact.


  14 ... Bf5 15 Qe3


  15 Qc3 dxc4 is clearly better for Black according to Bareev.


  15 ... 0-0-0!


  An excellent move, keeping the initiative alive. The more obvious 15 ... Nc2+?! is of course met by 16 Rxc2! Qxc2 17 cxd5 when White’s pawns provide him with excellent compensation.


  16 g4


  The text looks like a definite sign of desperation; however, things are pretty bad anyway! 16 cxd5 Rxd5 is clearly better for Black, and 16 Qxe5 is also difficult, e.g. 16 ... Nc2+ (16 ... dxc4 is also very strong according to Ftacnik: 17 Rxd4 Rxd4 18 Qxd4 Rd8 19 Qxd8+ Kxd8, winning) 17 Rxc2 Qxc2 18 Bf4 Qb1+ 19 Kd2 dxc4+ gives Black a decisive advantage (L.B.Hansen).


  16 ... Qc2!!
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  After this fantastic move White is firmly on the ropes!


  17 Rxd4


  This essentially loses; however, the alternatives are also bad:


  a) 17 gxf5?? Qxc1+ 18 Rd1 Nc2 mate leads to a sweet if somewhat abrupt conclusion to the game.


  b) Dautov notes the variation 17 Rxc2 Nxc2+ 18 Kd2 dxc4+ 19 Kc3 Nxe3 20 Bxe3 Bxg4 when Black wins.


  c) Finally, Lars Bo Hansen notes the line 17 Qxd4 Qxc1+ (17 ... exd4 18 Rxc2 Bxc2 is ‘only’ a clear advantage) 18 Rd1 Qxa3 19 Qxe5 when both 19 ... Bc2 and 19 ... Qxb4+ should be winning for Black.


  17 ... exd4 18 Qd2 Qxd2+ 19 Bxd2 Be4!


  This excellent move keeps everything under control. Bringing the game to a decisive conclusion is now only a matter of technique.


  20 f3 Bg6 21 cxd5 Rxd5 22 Bg2 f6 23 Kf2 h5 24 Bf4 Bc2 25 h4 Re8 26 Rc1 Ba4 27 gxh5 Rxh5 28 Bg3 Re3 29 Rc4 Rd5 30 Bd6 Rc3 31 f4 Rxd6! 0-1


  White resigned on account of 32 Rxc3 dxc3 33 cxd6 c2 when it would have been impossible to stop the c-pawn queening.

  

  Game 14 Conclusions
Bareev’s idea of meeting 7 Qc2 c5 8 dxc5 Nc6 9 Nf3 Qa5+ with 10 Nd2!? gives the appearance of being somewhat artificial, and indeed after 10 ... Nd4!? 11 Qd3 e5!, preparing ... Bf5, White is dangerously behind in development. White’s play in this game is certainly open to improvement (14 Rxd2?! is definitely an error); however, the black forces enjoy tremendous activity in any case, and consequently I would opine that the best White can hope for here is to diffuse Black’s initiative and reach a level position.

  

  Game 15
S.Ivanov-V.Yemelin
St Petersburg 1998

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 Qc2 d5 5 a3 Bxc3+ 6 Qxc3 Ne4 7 Qc2 c5 8 dxc5 Nc6 9 Nf3 Qa5+ 10 Nd2 Nd4 11 Qd1!?


  It may seem strange to retreat the queen to d1 having already moved it three times in the opening; however, as Game 14 illustrated, 11 Qd3 is probably good for Black, so White may actually have little choice in the matter!


  11 ... Bd7!?


  The only move to have been tried in practice, although a range of alternatives have been considered in the context of theoretical commentaries:


  a) 11 ... Qxc5?! 12 e3 Nc6 13 b4 Qe7 14 Nxe4 dxe4 15 Bb2 is clearly better for White according to Sergey Ivanov.


  b) 11 ... dxc4!? is Black’s most obvious try, and indeed after 12 e3 Nb3 13 Rb1 Nbxd2 14 Bxd2 Nxd2!? 15 Qxd2 Qxc5 16 Qc3 0-0 17 Bxc4 Black enjoys equal chances. However, White has a far more challenging attempting in the form of Sergey Ivanov’s suggestion 13 Bxc4, when 13 ... Nbxd2 14 b4! is clearly better for White, and 13 ... Nxa1 14 b4 Nc3 15 bxa5 Nxd1 16 Kxd1 Bd7 17 Bb2 Ba4+ 18 Kc1 Nc2 19 Bb3 is actually winning for White because the Black knight on c2 cannot be saved.


  c) 11 ... Nxc5!? rather invites 12 b4, but Black appears to be okay after 12 ... Qa4 13 Ra2! (13 Qxa4+ Nxa4 14 Ra2 Nc3 15 Rb2 Na4 16 Rb1 Nc3 is equal) 13 ... Qxd1+ 14 Kxd1 Na4 15 Bb2!? Nxb2+ 16 Rxb2 dxc4 17 Nxc4 Ke7 with an entirely viable position in which Black enjoys equality (Sergey Ivanov).


  12 b4
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  The text is essentially forced as 12 e3? Ba4 13 b4 Bxd1 14 bxa5 Nc2+ 15 Kxd1 Nxa1 16 Nxe4 (16 cxd5?? Nc3+ 17 Ke1 Nc2 mate brings the game to an abrupt but pleasing conclusion) 16 ... dxe4, intending ... 0-0-0, is winning for Black (Golod).


  12 ... Qa4 13 Nxe4!
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  After this move White is forced to wander his king into the centre, but he was correct not to be tempted by the opportunity to get the queens off with 13 Qxa4? as 13 ... Bxa4 14 Nxe4 Nc2+ 15 Kd2 Nxa1 16 cxd5 (16 Nd6+ Ke7 17 Bb2 Nb3+ 18 Ke3 b6 is clearly better for Black, as is 16 Nc3 Nb3+ 17 Kc2 Nxc5+! 18 Kb2 d4!) 16 ... Nb3+ 17 Kc3 Nxc1 18 Nd6+ Ke7 is better for Black (Ivanov).


  13 ... Nc2+! 14 Kd2 Nxa1 15 Nd6+
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  15 ... Ke7?!


  A slight inaccuracy according to Golod, who instead proposes that Black should have given the king more cover with 15 ... Kf8!? after which it is doubtful that White can create much by way of substantive pressure, e.g. 16 cxd5 exd5!? 17 Nxb7 Nb3+ 18 Ke1 a5 19 Nxa5 (19 Qxd5? axb4) 19 ... Rxa5! 20 bxa5 Qxa5+ 21 Bd2 Nxd2 22 Qxd2 Qxa3 23 f3 (23 Qxd5 Qc1+ 24 Qd1 Qc3+ 25 Qd2 Qa1+ is a perpetual) 23 ... Qxc5 24 e3 when despite the isolated d-pawn Black enjoys equal chances.


  16 Qxa4!?


  Although this works out well in the game, perhaps the immediate 16 cxd5!? would have been stronger, when the position remains extremely complicated and difficult to assess.


  16 ... Bxa4 17 cxd5!? Nb3+ 18 Kc3 Nxc1 19 e4 a5!
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  After this excellent move White suddenly finds himself under some pressure.


  20 Bc4


  20 Nxb7? is a little too greedy, e.g. 20 ... axb4+ 21 axb4 Na2+ 22 Kc4 Rab8 23 c6 Rhc8 24 Kc5! Rxb7 (24 ... Nc3!? also looks good) 25 Ba6 Rbb8 26 Bxc8 Rxc8 27 Ra1 Nc3 with an obvious plus for Black.


  20 ... b5!?


  Also of interest is 20 ... axb4+!? 21 axb4 (21 Kxb4! limits Black to a slight edge) 21 ... b5! 22 Rxc1 (22 Nxb5? loses to 22 ... Na2+ 23 Bxa2 Bxb5) 22 ... bxc4 23 Kxc4 Bd7!, which is clearly better for Black according to Golod.


  21 Nxb5


  21 Rxc1 axb4+ 22 axb4 bxc4 23 Kxc4 Bd7! is obviously good for Black, but 21 Bxb5 is more complicated. Sergey Ivanov analyzes the variation 21 ... axb4+ 22 axb4 Bxb5 23 Nxb5 Ne2+ 24 Kc4 Ra2, coming to the conclusion that the correct assessment of the position remains unclear.


  21 ... Na2+! 22 Kb2
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  22 ... Bxb5?


  A serious error in a critical position. This move throws away Black’s advantage, when in fact there were at least two decent alternatives:


  a) 22 ... axb4! is Golod’s recommendation. Now 23 Kxa2 (23 d6+ Kf6!) 23 ... Bxb5 24 Bxb5 Rxa3+ 25 Kb2 Ra5 is clearly better for Black.


  b) Sergey Ivanov, in his extensive annotation for Chess Informant 72, shows 22 ... exd5! to also be at least equal for Black. Without getting too bogged down in detail, the gist of it runs 23 exd5 Bxb5 24 d6+ Kf6 25 Bxb5 axb4 26 Kxa2 Rxa3+ 27 Kb2 Ra5 28 d7 (28 c6? Rxb5 29 c7 Ke6 and 28 Kb3 Rxb5 29 Kc4 Ra5! 30 c6 Ke6 are winning for Black) 28 ... Rxb5 29 Re1! Rxc5 (29 ... Rd8 30 c6 Rd5 31 Kb3 R8xd7 32 cxd7 Rxd7 33 Kxb4 Rd2 34 Rf1 is equal) 30 Re8 Rd5 31 Rxh8 Rxd7 32 Rxh7 Rd2+ 33 Kb3 Rxf2 34 g3 g5 35 Kxb4 Kg6 36 Rh8 Kf5 37 Kc5 Kg4 38 Kd6 Re2 with a winning advantage. Ivanov in fact attributes credit for some of this analysis to his opponent Yemelin, but I am not entirely sure who was responsible for which bits.


  23 d6+! Kf6 24 Bxb5 axb4 25 Kxa2 Rxa3+ 26 Kb2 Ra5 27 c6 Rxb5 28 c7
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  28 ... Rc8?


  Another unfortunate slip, this time giving White the chance to play f2-f4, threatening e4-e5 cementing the position of the advanced c- and d-pawns. Instead 28 ... Rb7!? may have allowed Black to hold the balance, e.g. 29 Rc1 Ke5 30 d7 Rxc7 31 Rxc7 Rd8 32 f3 Kd6 33 Rb7 Rxd7 34 Rxb4.


  29 Rc1 Rbb8 30 f4! Ra8?


  Too careless. Black is not yet lost but something more dramatic was necessary in order to hold the balance. Golod suggests 30 ... e5!? which may well be sufficient because 31 cxb8Q Rxb8 seems unlikely to yield more than equality for White, and 31 f5 can be answered by 31 ... g6!, when Black intends to meet 32 g4 with 32 ... Kg5 creating counterplay via the threat of 32 ... Kf4.


  31 h4! e5? 32 f5
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  Now it is all over. White’s pawns constitute an irresistible force, restricting the mobility of all of Black’s major pieces and threatening to advance at any moment.


  32 ... h5 33 Rc6 g6 34 d7+ Ke7 35 dxc8Q Rxc8 36 fxg6 Kd7 37 Rc5 fxg6 38 Kb3 Rxc7 39 Rxc7+ Kxc7 40 Kxb4 Kd6 41 Kb5 g5 42 g3! 1-0

  
 Game 15 Conclusions
Ivanov’s idea of answering 7 Qc2 c5 8 dxc5 Nc6 9 Nf3 Qa5+ 10 Nd2 Nd4!? with 11 Qd1!? certainly seems safer than the lines with 11 Qd3 which we examined in Game 14; however, White’s play still seems rather unconvincing here. Ivanov’s recommendation of 11 ... Nxc5!? appears to offer Black good chances of equality with minimal risk, although personally I rather liked the game continuation 11 ... Bd7!?, when Black has the option of bailing out to equality at a later stage in the game with Golod’s suggested improvement 15 ... Kf8!?. All in all, Black has every reason to feel very comfortable facing 9 Nf3.

  

  Game 16
V.Kramnik-B.Gelfand
Monaco (rapid) 1999

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 Qc2 d5 5 a3 Bxc3+ 6 Qxc3 Ne4 7 Qc2 c5 8 dxc5 Nc6 9 e3!?
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  This quiet continuation enables White to play it safe for the time being, avoiding the intense complications of the main line with 9 cxd5 and instead aiming for a small positional edge. Nevertheless, provided Black handles the next ten moves or so with some care, White is unlikely to gain more than equality.


  9 ... Qa5+ 10 Bd2 Nxd2 11 Qxd2 dxc4!


  In my opinion recapturing the c4-pawn immediately is Black’s cleanest route to equality. 11 ... Qxc5 is also very common, but thus far results have not been encouraging.


  12 Bxc4


  12 Qxa5?! Nxa5 13 Rc1! (White’s most challenging approach is to pursue the c4-pawn before Black has time to complete development; instead 13 Nf3 Bd7 14 Nd2 Rc8 promises White absolutely nothing: 15 Nxc4 Nxc4 16 Bxc4 Rxc5 17 Bd3 Ke7 18 Ke2 Rhc8 19 Rad1 ½-½ V.Hort-M.Taimanov, Leningrad 1967) 13 ... b5!
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  If it were not for this resource Black would be in serious trouble. Play continues 14 cxb6 Bb7! 15 Nf3 Ke7 16 bxa7 (16 Nd2 Rhc8 17 Be2 axb6 18 0-0 b5 gave Black a slightly better endgame in Dao Thien Hai-V.Loginov, Budapest 1994) 16 ... Bxf3!.


  It may seem somewhat counterintuitive to give up this fantastic bishop for the f3-knight, but there are concrete justifications for this concession. The principal justification is necessity: White was threatening 17 Nd2, intending 18 Nxc4 picking up yet another pawn and with it an indisputable advantage. The secondary justification for 16 ... Bxf3 is that it actually speeds up Black’s development, giving him time to capture on a7 and then double rooks on the b-file, targeting the vulnerable b2-pawn. Returning to the position at hand, play has now continued 17 gxf3 Rxa7 18 Rg1 (18 Bxc4? Rc8! suddenly hands Black the initiative, the point being that 19 b3 runs into 19 ... Nxb3! when White is in serious trouble) 18 ... Rb8.
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  We now have two practical examples to work with:


  a) 19 Rxg7 initiates forcing variations that appear to lead to mass simplifications: 19 ... Rxb2 20 Bxc4 (20 Rxh7? Nb3 21 Rxc4 Rxa3 is winning for Black) 20 ... Rc7!? (the easiest route to equality is probably 20 ... Nxc4! 21 Rxc4 Rxa3 22 Rc1 Raa2 23 Rg2 Kf6 when the doubled rooks on the seventh prevent White from making any progress whatsoever) 21 Rxf7+ Kxf7 22 Bxe6+ Kxe6 23 Rxc7 h5 24 Kf1 Nb3 25 Kg2 Nd2 26 h4 Rb5 27 Rc6+ Kf7 28 Rc2 Nb1 29 a4 Ra5 30 Rc4 Nd2 31 Rb4 Ra6 32 Rb5 Kg6 33 Rd5 Nb3 34 Rb5 Nd2 35 Rd5 Nb3 36 Rb5 ½-½ A.Baburin-J.Emms, Copenhagen 1996. The notes here are based on Mikhalevski’s annotations for ChessBase Magazine.


  b) 19 Rc2 Rab7 20 Rg5 (20 Bxc4 Rxb2 21 Rxb2 Rxb2 22 Bd3 g6! gives White no winning chances – Mikhalevski) 20 ... Rxb2! 21 Rxb2 Rxb2 22 Rxa5 Rb1+ 23 Ke2 Rb2+ 24 Ke1 Rb1+ 25 Ke2 ½-½ G.Kaganskiy-A.Mikhalevski, Tel Aviv 2002. White cannot escape the perpetual check without giving up the f1-bishop.


  12 ... Qxc5 13 Rc1 Qa5!?


  Although it has never been played in practice, 13 ... Qb6 intending ... 0-0 and ... Rd8 also guarantees Black equality according to Golod.


  14 Rc3


  14 Nf3 Bd7 15 Qxa5 Nxa5 16 Be2 Ke7 17 b4 was also level in V.Lazarev-P.San Segundo Carrillo, Elgoibar 1999, and indeed the players agreed to share the point at this stage.


  14 ... 0-0 15 Nf3 Rd8 16 Qc2 Ne5!
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  Black instigates a further exchange of pieces and in the process secures complete equality.


  17 Nxe5


  White is more or less obliged to exchange knights as otherwise 17 Be2 Bd7 permits Black to complete his development seamlessly.


  17 ... Qxe5 18 Bd3 f5 19 0-0 Bd7 20 Rc1


  Golod points out that the alternative way to play: 20 Qb3 Bc6 21 Bc4 Rd6 22 Rd1 Rxd1+ 23 Qxd1 Re8 also promises balanced chances.


  20 ... Bc6 21 b4 Rd7 22 Rc5 Rd5 23 Be2 Rxc5 24 Qxc5 Qxc5 25 Rxc5 Rd8 26 f3 Kf8 27 Kf2 Ke7 28 Ke1 Kd6 ½-½

  
 Game 16 Conclusions
It would appear that 9 e3!? is a good option if White wants to play a low-risk game; however, there is nothing in the annotations to this game that suggests that Black should struggle in this line. Nevertheless, I would like to emphasise that the notes to White’s 12th move deserve particular attention, and in this respect it is especially important for those defending the black side to be familiar with the motif initiated by 13 ... b5!.

  

  Game 17
V.Belov-J.Lautier
Aeroflot Open, Moscow 2004

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 Qc2 d5 5 a3 Bxc3+ 6 Qxc3 Ne4 7 Qc2 c5 8 dxc5 Nc6 9 cxd5 exd5 10 Nf3 Bf5 11 b4 d4!?


  This challenging central advance is surprisingly rare in practice; however, recently it has been the preference of both Anand and Lautier, so there is definitely a lot to be said for it. The standard move in this position is 11 ... 0-0 when 12 Qb2 d4 transposes to the present game, but White also acquires the extra option of 12 Bb2. After 11 ... d4, the move 12 Bb2 is bad on account of 12 ... Ng3, picking up the h1-rook. It is perhaps also worth mentioning that the tempting move 11 ... Ng3?, simultaneously hitting the queen and the rook, actually fails on tactical grounds in this position: 12 Qb2! Nxh1 13 Qxg7 Rf8 14 Bh6! Qe7 15 Qxf8+ Qxf8 16 Bxf8 Kxf8 17 g3 and White will recover the h1-knight and emerge with a stable advantage (Emms).


  For those interested in exploring 11 ... 0-0 it is important to be familiar with the following points, which represent the latest word in the theory of this variation: 12 Bb2 Re8!? 13 Rd1 b6 14 e3 bxc5 15 Bb5 Re6! 16 0-0 (16 Bxc6?! is out of the question because of 16 ... Rxc6 17 Nd4? cxd4! 18 Qxc6 Rc8 19 Qb5 Nxf2! 20 0-0 – 20 Kxf2 Rc2+ 21 Kg1 Rxb2 intending 22 ... Be4 is very good for Black – 20 ... Nxd1 21 Rxd1 Rc2 with a clear advantage) 16 ... Bg4! 17 Rfe1 (or 17 Be2 cxb4 18 Qb3 bxa3 19 Rxd5 Qxd5! 20 Qxd5 axb2) 17 ... Bxf3 18 gxf3 Ng5 19 Qf5 Ne7 (19 ... Ne5!?) 20 Qg4 (20 Qxg5? Rg6 21 Qxg6 Nxg6 22 Bc6 Rc8 23 Bxd5 Qg5+ 24 Kf1 cxb4 25 axb4 Qh4 is slightly better for Black) 20 ... Rg6 21 Kf1 Ne6 (or perhaps 21 ... f5!? 22 Qf4 Nh3 23 Qe5 Rg1+ 24 Ke2 Rg2 25 Rf1) 22 Qh4 Rh6 23 Qg3 Rg6 24 Qh4 Rh6 25 Qg3 Rg6 ½-½ J.Lautier-Zhang Zhong Taiyuan 2004. The comments here are based on Golod’s annotations for ChessBase Magazine 102.


  12 Qb2


  The text is undoubtedly White’s most natural continuation, but it does not take Black long to generate a dangerous initiative, so perhaps even at this stage it is necessary to look elsewhere for an advantage. One surprising try, that has been employed by both Kramnik and Topalov (both against Anand), is 12 g4!? making use of the fact that the f5-bishop is presently tied to the protection of the e4-knight.
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  After 12 ... Bg6 13 Qc4 Black quickly found himself worse following 13 ... Qe7 14 Bg2 Rd8 15 0-0 h5 16 g5 h4 17 h3 Bf5 18 Bf4 in S.Furman-Y.Averbakh, Moscow 1948. Realizing the need to generate dynamic counterplay Anand instead tried something more dramatic: 13 ... d3! 14 Be3! (14 Bg2 Qf6 15 Ra2 Ne5 16 Qb5+ Nc6 17 Qc4 Ne5 18 Qb5+ Nc6 ½-½ was V.Kramnik-V.Anand, Dortmund 1999) 14 ... Qf6 15 Rd1 Rd8 16 g5 Qf5 (Emms has suggested that 16 ... Qc3+!? 17 Qxc3 Nxc3 may be stronger, although 18 Rxd3!? Bxd3 19 exd3 gives White definite compensation for the exchange) 17 Bg2 d2+ 18 Nxd2 Nxd2 19 Bxd2 0-0 20 Qf4 Qe6 21 Bxc6 bxc6.
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  White has an extra pawn, but this is offset by Black’s superior piece activity and development, safer king position, and the various structural weaknesses within the white camp. Another relevant point is that the presence of the opposite-coloured bishops enhances Black’s attacking chances in the middlegame, but is also likely to guarantee good prospects of holding a draw even if White were able to reach an endgame with an extra pawn. Thus far we have been following V.Topalov-V.Anand, Bastia 2003, which concluded 22 Rc1 f6 23 Rg1 fxg5 24 Qc4 Rd5 25 Rxg5 Re8 26 Be3 Be4 27 Rxd5 Bxd5 28 Qd4 h6 29 Rc3 Qg6 30 f3 Qh5 31 h4 Re6 32 Kf2 Kh7 33 a4 a6 34 Qf4 Rf6 35 Qg3 Rg6 36 Qf4 Rf6 37 Qg3 Rg6 ½-½.


  12 ... 0-0


  This exact position could of course have been reached via the move order 11 ... 0-0 12 Qb2 d4, but that would have allowed White the extra option of 12 Bb2, as mentioned above.
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  13 b5!?


  With the text White further delays development in order to offer a direct and immediate challenge to Black’s set-up. A more restrained approach is 13 e3 d3 14 Qb3 and now 14 ... Qf6? 15 Bb2 d2+ 16 Nxd2 Nxd2 17 Kxd2 Qh4 18 Ke1 gave White a clear plus in A.Baburin-C.Ward, Port Erin 1996. Golod has suggested that 14 ... a5 is an improvement that promises Black decent counterplay, but I much prefer Emms’s suggestion 14 ... Ne5!?. Play might then continue 15 Nd2 (15 Nxe5?? d2+ is obviously winning for Black) 15 ... Qf6 16 Nxe4 Bxe4 17 Ra2 Rad8 when White has managed to hold onto his extra pawn but at the cost of falling miles behind in development. Black enjoys excellent chances in this position.


  White also has another alternative in the form of 13 g3?, which is a similarly solid move that simply proves too time consuming. After 13 ... Re8! White has several moves to choose from


  a) 14 Bd2 Nxd2 15 Qxd2 d3, intending (among other things) 16 ... Qf6, is very dangerous for White.


  b) 14 Nh4 Qf6 is better for Black because 15 Nxf5? Qxf5 16 Bf4 fails to 16 ... g5! 17 f3 Nc3.


  c) 14 Bf4? Nc3 15 Bd6 (15 b5 runs into 15 ... Qd5!, when 16 bxc6 loses to 16 ... Nxe2! 17 Bxe2 Qxf3 18 0-0 Rxe2 19 Qxe2 Qxe2 20 cxb7 Re8 21 b8Q Rxb8 22 Bxb8 Qf3 23 Rfe1 h5! intending 24 ... Bh3 with mate on g2 to follow shortly) 15 ... Be4 16 Bg2 Nxe2 17 Kxe2 Qf6!.


  d) 14 Bg2 Nc3 15 e3 Bd3 16 Bd2?! Qf6 and Black was clearly better in V.Popov-E.Romanov, St Petersburg 2004.


  13 ... Qa5+ 14 Bd2 Nxd2
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  15 Nxd2


  The text is forced as 15 Qxd2 Qxb5 is good for Black, largely because of 16 e4 dxe3!, although 16 ... Qb3!? 17 exf5 Rfe8+ 18 Be2 d3 may be even stronger (Emms).


  15 ... Qc3!?


  This excellent move perpetuates Black’s initiative into the endgame, but it is possible that White’s play can be improved upon, and indeed Golod has suggested that 15 ... Ne5!? may also be promising. After 16 Qxd4 Golod gives the following lines:


  a) 16 ... Rfe8!? 17 e3 (17 e4? just loses to 17 ... Bxe4!) 17 ... Bd3! 18 Qb4 (18 Bxd3? Rad8! wins) 18 ... Qc7 19 Nb3 Rad8 20 Nd4 Bxf1 21 Kxf1 Nd3 22 Qc4 Nxc5 is unclear according to Golod, although personally I prefer White here. Obviously Black is well developed and enjoys some lead in development, but White’s position is very solid and he remains a pawn ahead for the time being.


  b) 16 ... Rfd8 17 Qb4 Qc7 and now 18 e3 Bd3 19 Nb3 Rd5 intending 20 ... Rad8 gives Black some initiative, and 18 g3? just loses to 18 ... Nd3+! 19 exd3 Qe5+ picking up the a1-rook with check. White does, however, have a more sensible move. 18 Rc1 Rac8 19 e4 Be6 20 Be2 (18 e4 Be6 19 Be2 Rac8 20 Rc1 transposes) 20 ... Qd7 21 a4! keeps the Black forces restrained, although Golod still believes that Black enjoys some compensation after 21 ... Ng6! intending 22 ... Nf4. Also of interest is 20 ... Qd6!. Now 21 Nf3 Nd3+ 22 Bxd3 Qxd3 23 Ne5 Qd4! is problematic for White because 24 Qxd4 Rxd4 25 f3 f6 enables Black to recover his sacrificed material.


  16 Qxc3 dxc3 17 Nb3?!


  A serious error according to Emms, who instead proposes that 17 bxc6! promises White some chances of an advantage, e.g. 17 ... cxd2+ 18 Kxd2 Rfd8+! 19 Ke3! (19 Kc3 Rac8!) 19 ... bxc6 20 Kf4! Be6 21 e4 Rd2 22 Ke3 Rc2 23 Bd3 Rxc5 24 Rhc1 and White’s superior pawn structure and centralized king position guarantee a definite endgame advantage.


  17 ... Be6!
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  18 bxc6


  Alternatively:


  a) 18 e4 Bxb3 19 bxc6 bxc6 20 Rc1 Rfe8 21 f3 c2 22 Bd3 Re5 23 Bxc2 Rxc5 24 Kd2 Rd8+ 25 Bd3 Ra5 leads to an equal endgame (Golod).


  b) 18 e3!? Bxb3 19 bxc6 bxc6 20 Rc1 Rfd8!? looks nice for Black, but Golod has pointed out that White has the daring resource 21 Rxc3 Rd1+ 22 Ke2 Rb1 23 Kf3 Rd8! 24 g3 Rdd1 25 Bg2 Rxh1 26 Bxh1 Bd5+ 27 e4 Bxe4+ 28 Kxe4 Rxh1 when he enjoys slightly better chances in the endgame.


  18 ... Bxb3 19 cxb7 Rab8 20 Rc1?


  A serious error which hands Black the initiative. Instead White had to try 20 c6 when 20 ... Ba4 (or 20 ... Bd5) 21 Rc1 Bxc6 22 Rxc3 Bxb7 leads to an ending in which Black’s advanced development offsets White’s extra pawn, the most likely result being a draw (Emms).


  20 ... c2 21 e3


  Now 21 c6? is refuted by 21 ... Rbd8! 22 f3 Rd1+ 23 Kf2 Rxc1 24 c7 Be6 25 b8Q Ra1.


  21 ... Rxb7 22 Bd3 Ba4!
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  23 Be4?


  Another inaccuracy. Golod notes that White’s last chance to hold the balance lay in 23 Ke2!? Rb2 24 h4 Rc8 25 h5!? g5 26 hxg6 hxg6 27 Rh4 Bb3 28 Rb4 a5 29 Rb6 Rxc5 30 a4 Rb1 31 Rxb1 cxb1Q 32 Bxb1 Bxa4.


  23 ... Rb2?


  Black returns the favour, missing 23 ... Rb5! 24 c6 Rc5 25 Bf3 (or 25 Ke2 Rd8 26 g4 Bb5+ 27 Kf3 Rd2 28 h4 Bxc6 29 Bxc6 Rxc6 30 Rhf1 Ra6) 25 ... Rd8 when 26 h4 Rd3! 27 h5 Rxa3 28 Kd2 Ra2 gives Black a definite advantage (Golod).


  24 Kd2 Rc8 25 c6 f5!? 26 Bxf5?! Rxc6 27 Be4? Rd6+ 28 Ke2?!


  White’s last chance was 28 Kc3!, although even here 28 ... Rb8 29 Bf3 a5 30 Rhe1 Rb3+ 31 Kc4 (or 31 Kxc2 Rbd3+ 32 Kb2 Rb6+ 33 Ka2 Bd7! 34 Rc4 Be6 35 Rec1) 31 ... Rxa3 32 Bd5+ Kf8 is much better for Black.


  28 ... Rd1 29 Re1 Bb5+ 30 Kf3 Rxe1 31 Rxe1 Be2+!!
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  A beautiful stroke by the French super-GM.


  


  
    32 Kg3 Bd1 33 Bxc2 Bxc2 34 Re2 a5 35 Rd2 Ra2 36 Rd8+ Kf7 37 Rd7+ Kf6 38 Rd6+ Ke5 39 Rd7 Kf6 40 Rd6+ Ke7 41 Rc6 a4 42 Rc7+ Kf6 43 Rc6+ Ke5 44 Rc7 Kd6 45 Rxg7 Rxa3 46 Kf4 Ra1 47 e4 a3 48 Ra7 Bb3 49 e5+ Kc6 0-1

    
 Game 17 Conclusions
At present 5 a3 Bxc3+ 6 Qxc3 Ne4 7 Qc2 c5 8 dxc5 Nc6 9 cxd5 exd5 10 Nf3 Bf5 11 b4 is White’s only real try for an advantage in this variation; however, the positions that arise after 11 ... d4!? are wildly unclear, and thus far there is little indication that White should be able to claim an edge here. In practice Black’s results in this system have been excellent.

  


  
    


    

  


  Chapter Three
The Rubinstein Variation:

  The Romanishin-Psakhis System


  The Rubinstein Variation (4 e3) has traditionally been White’s most popular method of meeting the Nimzo-Indian, and is particularly favoured by players who enjoy solid, semi-closed positions, where the game is of a more positional than tactical nature. After 4 e3 I have opted for set-ups with 4 ... b6!?
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  because these lines can give rise to positions which are distinctly uncharacteristic of the Rubinstein Variation, with both sides enjoying flexible pawn structures and multiple development options. After 4 ... b6 White must choose between 5 Nge2 (considered in this chapter) and 5 Bd3 Bb7 6 Nf3 (or 5 Nf3 Bb7 6 Bd3), which is discussed in Chapter 4. White can also try less popular options such as 5 f3!? or 5 Bd3 Bb7 6 Nge2, sacrificing the g2-pawn to accelerate development, and these are discussed in the final game of Chapter 4.


  5 Ne2 c5!?
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  I really like this move; however, for a long time I was not entirely convinced by it. On some level, blocking the b4-bishop’s retreat route just looks too dangerous. It would be one thing if Black could meet 6 a3 by capturing on c3 and doubling White’s pawns, but here the e2-knight ensures that White can recapture with the knight.


  In fact Black has another idea in mind: to meet 6 a3 with 6 ... Ba5!, when the b6-pawn defends c5 (preventing 7 dxc5 from being a problem) and the c5-pawn prevents 7 b4, trapping the a5-bishop. This strategy is highly provocative, and most White players will go straight after the a5-bishop, so it is by no means unreasonable to pose the question: ‘What has Black gained by playing ... b6, ... c5 and ... Ba5?’ Indeed on first appearances it may seem as though the a5-bishop is so short of squares now that its only option will be to eventually capture on c3 before White can achieve b2-b4. In the abstract this is a very difficult question to answer, but hopefully the advantages of Black’s set-up will become more obvious as we go through some games together. For now, let me give you some background on the traditional interpretations of the 4 ... b6 5 Nge2 systems.


  The line with 4 ... b6 5 Nge2 Ba6 has traditionally been the main line here.
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  This system is known as the Fischer Variation; however, it has also been used with good results by Keres, Smyslov, Bronstein and Korchnoi, as well as countless other grandmasters. Characteristically, Black captures on c3 (either because he has been provoked by 6 a3, or because the capture doubles White’s c-pawns for the time being) giving up the two bishops, but in return gaining time to complete development and reach a solid and durable position. In general I think that the line with 6 a3 Bxc3+ 7 Nxc3 d5 is fully playable for Black, but a little better for White on account of the two bishops and slight space advantage. For the record, 8 Qf3 presently seems like one of White’s most challenging options.


  The other system that is popular here is 5 ... Ne4!? which has been used to good effect by GMs such as Adams, Korchnoi, Ward and Curt Hansen. Emms also recommends 5 ... Ne4 in his excellent book Easy Guide to the Nimzo-Indian.
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  I genuinely like this system, and it is certainly not easy for White to prove an edge here. However, what puts me off 5 ... Ne4 is simply 6 Qc2 Bb7 7 a3 Bxc3+ 8 Nxc3 Nxc3 9 Qxc3, when Black’s early burst of activity has led to a series of exchanges, dissolving much of the tension in the position.


  Having summarized the alternatives to 5 ... c5, I am now in a better position to point to the benefits of this move. If we look at the position after 5 Nge2, White’s forces seem somewhat congested, and it is clear that he will have some difficulty developing the bishops and getting castled. In both the 5 ... Ba6 and the 5 ... Ne4 systems White deals with this problem by playing a2-a3 at some point, forcing Black to capture on c3, and in the process acquiring the two bishops and freeing the f1-bishop. By playing 5 ... c5 and then meeting 6 a3 with 6 ... Ba5, Black is essentially saying to White, ‘What’s next? You have to get your bits out but you can’t move half of them! If you try to free the f1-bishop by playing 7 Ng3, then I can capture on c3 doubling your pawns, and thereby negating the whole purpose of 5 Nge2. On the other hand, if you play 7 g3 to fianchetto your bishop, I’ll beat you to it with 7 ... Bb7! hitting your rook on h1.’


  This is yet another example of setting White problems right from the very earliest stages of the game. If White is going to prove an advantage against Black’s set-up then he will need to play very ambitiously indeed, and this gives rise to tense and highly dynamic positions, with both sides having the opportunity to enrich the complications on each move.


  Our first opportunity to put this system under the microscope comes in Game 18, where we take a look at the line 6 a3! (this is the main line, although other 6th move alternatives are also examined at this stage) 6 ... Ba5 7 g3 Bb7 8 d5. Now the main line is 8 ... b5 (Game 19); however, 8 ... exd5!? 9 Bg2 Ba6!? (Game 18)
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  gives rise to a fantastically complicated middlegame in which Black enjoys excellent chances of fighting for an advantage. All in all, 7 g3 is not very promising for White.


  We begin Game 20 by taking a look at some minor 7th move alternatives for White, but the main focus is on 7 Ng3 after which Black plays 7 ... Bb7 8 Bd2 0-0 9 Bd3 cxd4 10 exd4 Bxc3 11 bxc3?! (11 Bxc3! d5 12 c5! is better, although even here Black enjoys equal chances) 11 ... d5 12 0-0 dxc4 13 Bxc4 Nc6! with at least equal chances.


  Game 21 investigates the lines arising after 6 a3 Ba5 7 Bd2!? 0-0! 8 d5 (8th move alternatives are also considered here) when 8 ... d6 9 Ng3 exd5! 10 cxd5 leads to volatile middlegame play in which Black enjoys his full share of the chances and has scored well in practice.


  The main line of the Romanishin-Psakhis Variation runs 6 a3 Ba5 7 Rb1! Na6!. Game 22 sees White experimenting with 8 f3!? 0-0 9 d5 exd5 10 cxd5 b5 with a quasi-Benoni position in which Black enjoys good counterplay, particularly on account of White’s weakened dark squares.


  Game 23 is one of my all time favourites for this variation. After 7 Rb1 Na6 8 Ng3 Bb7 9 Bd3!? Black lashes out on the kingside with 9 ... h5!?, exploiting the slightly uncomfortable position of the g3-knight.


  [image: ]


  Although this encounter ultimately ends in a draw, Black missed some excellent opportunities to secure the full point.


  In Game 24 White directly pursues Black’s a5-bishop with 6 a3 Ba5 7 Rb1 Na6 8 Qa4!?, threatening 9 b4, so this is definitely a serious test of Black’s opening set-up. However, Black now has a fantastic resource in 8 ... Bb7! 9 b4 Bc6! 10 b5 Be4! when the attack on White’s rook severely disrupts his initial plan, and indeed after 11 Rb2 cxd4 12 exd4 Nc7 13 Bd2 Bb7! the tables have turned: Black’s pieces all occupy excellent positions, whereas White is lagging behind in development and struggling to coordinate his forces to any effect.


  Game 25 is our final example on this topic, and here we analyse what currently represents the main line of the Romanishin-Psakhis Variation, namely 6 a3 Ba5 7 Rb1 Na6 8 Bd2 0-0 9 Ng3 Bb7 10 Bd3 cxd4!? 11 exd4 Bxc3 12 bxc3 d5 13 cxd5 Qxd5!.
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  Now White can choose between 14 Qe2 and 14 f3, although Black seems to be in good shape in either case.

  

  Game 18
Ki.Georgiev-A.Wojtkiewicz
Odorheiu Secuiesc 1995

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 e3 b6 5 Nge2 c5!? 6 a3!


  This is by far White’s most common move. Alternatives have also been tried occasionally, but shouldn’t be too challenging:


  a) 6 Ng3 Bb7 7 a3 can be answered with 7 ... Ba5, transposing to Game 20. However, Black also has the extra option of playing 7 ... Bxc3+ 8 bxc3 when the position rather resembles those that we will encounter in the Sämisch Variation (see Chapter 7). After 7 ... Bxc3+ 8 bxc3, A.Gamundi Salamanca-O.Romanishin, Zaragoza 1996 continued 8 ... d6!? (8 ... 0-0 intending 9 f3 Nc6 10 e4 Na5 or 10 ... Ne8!? 11 f4 f5 by analogy with the Sämisch variation, also looks like a sensible approach for Black.) 9 f3 Nbd7 10 e4 Qc7 11 d5 0-0-0 12 Be2 Kb8 13 Bf4 e5 14 Be3 Ng8 15 a4 a5! with a pretty balanced position. Perhaps White is a little better at this stage (Black has to reorganize his minor pieces), but the closed nature of the position ensures that it is not much of an edge.


  b) 6 d5!? has been played a few times. Black should clarify the situation in the centre immediately by playing 6 ... exd5 7 cxd5, and now 7 ... Bb7 threatening to capture on d5 is similar to the line 6 a3 Ba5 7 d5, which is considered in the notes to Game 20, and indeed transposes to that line after 8 a3 Ba5. Alternatively, Black could also consider interfering with White’s plans to castle kingside via 7 ... Ba6 which was recommended by GM Ivan Sokolov in his annotations for Chess Informant 46.


  6 ... Ba5
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  This is probably the unofficial starting position of the Romanishin-Psakhis Variation.


  7 g3


  The text is quite popular these days, but White has a whole host of alternatives here: 7 Ng3, along with White’s other 7th move alternatives, is considered in Game 20; 7 Bd2 has traditionally been one of White’s more popular tries, and this is considered in Game 21; 7 Rb1 is the main line of the Romanishin-Psakhis Variation, and this will be examined in Games 22-25.


  7 ... Bb7 8 d5 exd5!?


  The text has only been played twice, but on both occasions Black has emerged from the opening with an advantage, and White has been a 2600+ grandmaster! Nevertheless, the main line, and I suppose my main recommendation, is 8 ... b5!?, undermining White’s pawn centre at its base. We will take a look at 8 ... b5 in Game 19.


  9 Bg2 Ba6!?
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  10 b4!


  Wow – now things are really heating up! The text is an improvement over the only earlier game with 8 ... exd5!? – 10 cxd5 Bxc3+ and now:


  a) 11 bxc3 0-0 12 0-0 d6 gives Black a level position with smooth development. If White could establish a protected pawn on c4 he would be better because the a6-bishop would be excluded from the game and the a1-h8 diagonal would be opened up for White’s dark-squared bishop. Fortunately Black’s pressure on the a6-f1 diagonal makes this very difficult for White to achieve, and if ever White does threaten c3-c4 (e.g. after 13 Qc2) Black can play ... Bc4!, obstructing the c-pawn and putting pressure on the d5-pawn.


  b) 11 Nxc3 0-0 12 b4?! (White has some problems castling, and Shirov attempts to solve these by advancing on the queenside and threatening 13 b5; this turns out to be too loosening, so instead Ivan Sokolov suggests 12 f4 intending to castle by hand with 13 Kf2 etc.) 12 ... Bc4!


  With this move Sokolov puts a permanent thorn in Shirov’s side! Note that if the b-pawn were still on b2, White would have to option of driving the bishop back with 13 b3. Play continued 13 f4 d6 14 bxc5 (Now 14 Kf2 can be met with 14 ... Nbd7 when Black intends to open up the queenside with 15 ... b5 and 16 ... a5. Two points to note about this plan: firstly, Black should play ... b5 before ... a5, otherwise White may close the queenside with 16 b5, when the c4-bishop is looking a little stranded; the second point is that, one way or another, Black is aiming to gain access to the c5-square for his d7-knight. Once a knight arrives on c5 White will have real problems with his light squares, in particular b3, d3 and e4) 14 ... bxc5 15 Kf2 Nbd7 16 Re1 Rb8 17 e4 Qa5 18 Re3 Bb3 19 Qe2 Nb6 20 g4 Bc4 21 Qf3 (21 Qd1 Ba6! intending 22 ... Nc4 is nice for Black)
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  Thus far we have been following A.Shirov-I.Sokolov, Pardubice 1994, in which Black let White off the hook a little by exchanging knights with 21 ... Na4?!. The c3-knight is a problem piece for White, so this exchange really helps to relieve some of Black’s pressure. Instead Sokolov suggests that Black should wait for White to commit some more of his pieces, in the meantime playing 21 ... Rfe8! to add pressure to e4 and discourage an e4-e5 advance, and then follow up with 22 ... Ba6 and 23 ... Nc4 when Black has the advantage and still maintains complete control.


  10 ... cxb4 11 axb4 Bxb4 12 Bxd5 Nxd5 13 Qxd5
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  Okay, so Black has a choice between losing the a8-rook or playing 13 ... Nc6 and dropping the a6-bishop. Also note that the tactics with 13 ... Qf6? fail to 14 Qe4+ Kd8 15 Rxa6 Bxc3+ 16 Nxc3 Qxc3+ 17 Bd2 (Dautov), and trying for a cheeky b7-fork with 13 ... Qc8 is also bad for Black on account of 14 Qe4+ Kf8 15 Qxa8 Bb7 16 Qxa7 Bxh1 17 Qxb6!.


  I bet there are few readers out there who are presently looking back to the position after 5 ... Ba6 and thinking: ‘Okay, it’s not “dynamic” or anything, but at least I am not a rook down after 13 moves!’ Come on guys, where’s your sense of adventure?


  13 ... 0-0!


  See, we didn’t lose the rook. It was a sacrifice. Honest.


  14 Qxa8!


  Of course, if White is nice enough not to grab our rook, then 14 0-0 Qf6! 15 Bd2 Qc6 is clearly better for Black (Marin).


  14 ... Qf6
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  15 Bd2


  This turns out badly for White, so we should consider the alternatives:


  a) 15 Bb2 is bad on account of 15 ... Nc6! 16 Qxf8+ Bxf8 17 Rxa6 Nb4 18 Ra4 Nd3+ 19 Kd2 Nxb2 and Black wins (Marin).


  b) 15 0-0 is the move that most authorities focus on. Now 15 ... Nc6 16 Qxf8+ Kxf8 17 Rxa6 Bxc3 18 Nxc3 Qxc3 is given as equal by Ftacnik, although I rather prefer Black here; e.g. 19 Ba3+ Ke8! 20 Rc1 Qd3 when White’s pieces coordinate poorly and Black has ideas of playing moves like ... f6, ... Ne5 and ... Qe4, and invading on the weak light squares around White’s king (in this respect throwing ... h5-h4 is a good idea), or even playing ... d7-d5 at some point, exchanging the c-pawn so that those queenside pawns can get rolling. By way of improvement Carsten Hansen suggests 18 Rd1 which he assesses as slightly better for White without further analysis. I think that the weakness of the d5-square dictates that this is definitely an improvement because ideally White should not exchange the e2-knight, but rather bring it round to d5 via f4. 18 ... Ke8 (18 ... Be5!? 19 Ba3+ – 19 Rxd7 Qf5! – 19 ... Ke8 20 Nd4 Bxd4 21 exd4 Kd8 transposes to the text) 19 Ba3 (19 Nf4 Ba5! gives White some serious problems extracting his a6-rook) 19 ... Be5! (it is important to control the f4- and d6-squares) 20 Nd4 Bxd4 21 exd4 Kd8 22 d5 Na5 (or 22 ... Qf3!? 23 Re1 Nd4 24 Rxa7 Ne2+ 25 Kf1 Nxg3+ [Black gets mated after 25 ... Nd4? 26 Re8+! Kxe8 27 Ra8] 26 hxg3 Qh1+ 27 Ke2 Qe4+ 28 Kd2 Qd4+ 29 Kc2 Qxc4+ 30 Kb2 Qd4+ is a draw by perpetual check) 23 Rxa7 (23 Re1!?) 23 ... Qf3 24 Rd4 (24 Ra1 Nxc4 is unclear) 24 ... Qxa3 25 d6 Qf3 26 Rd5 Kc8 27 Re5 Kb8 (27 ... Kd8!? 28 Rd5 is equal) 28 Rxd7 Kc8 29 Ra7 Kb8! looks like a draw, as 30 Ree7? Qd1+ 31 Kg2 Qxd6 is good for Black.


  15 ... Nc6 16 Qxf8+ Bxf8!


  16 ... Kxf8 may feel more natural, but as we shall see, it is important for Black to free up the b4-square for the c6-knight.


  17 Rxa6
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  17 ... Ne5?


  An unfortunate error. Instead GM Mihail Marin has suggested that Black can establish a decisive advantage with 17 ... Nb4! 18 Ne4 (or 18 Nd5!? Nd3+ 19 Kd1 Nxf2+ [19 ... Qb2!?] 20 Ke1 Nd3+! 21 Kd1 Qc6!) 18 ... Nd3+ 19 Kd1 Qb2 (Black now threatens 20 ... Qb3 mate, but 19 ... Qf3! may be even stronger) 20 Be1? (20 N2c3! is stronger, when White appears to have most things covered) 20 ... Qb3+ 21 Kd2 Qxc4 and Black wins.


  18 Rxa7?


  White returns the favour. Instead Dautov notes that 18 Nd4! is the move White should have played, e.g. 18 ... Nxc4 19 Nd1 (or 19 Rxa7 Nxd2 20 Kxd2 Qxf2+ 21 Nce2) 19 ... Nxd2 20 Kxd2 h6 21 Rxa7 with a clear plus for White.


  18 ... Nd3+ 19 Kd1 Nxf2+ 20 Kc2 Nxh1
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  Finally the complications have settled down and Black has emerged with a decisive advantage.


  21 Nd4 Qf1! 22 Rc7 Nf2 23 Rc8 Qd3+ 24 Kc1 f6 25 Rd8 Qxc4 26 Rxd7 Qf1+ 27 Kb2 Nd3+ 28 Kc2 Nc5 29 Ra7 Qd3+ 30 Kc1 h5 31 Ra8 Kf7 32 Ra7+ Kg6 33 Ra8 Bd6 34 Kd1 Be5 0-1

  
 Game 18 Conclusions
1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 e3 b6 5 Nge2 c5!? is highly provocative and gives rise to intensely volatile positions. White should probably flick in 6 a3! Ba5 before proceeding with a more concrete middlegame plan. The knight on e2 obstructs White’s development, so going for a kingside fianchetto with 7 g3 would be very logical if it were not for 7 ... Bb7, disrupting White’s development. Now 8 d5 is more or less forced, when only 8 ... exd5!? 9 Bg2 prevents White from losing the d5-pawn immediately. However, the move that really gives Game 19 a special flavour is 9 ... Ba6!?, interfering with White’s development and giving rise to insurmountable complications. The text of the main game seems sound for Black (despite having to sac a rook in the opening!), and particular attention should be paid to the notes to White’s tenth move, where Black meets 10 cxd5 Bxc3+ 11 Nxc3 0-0 12 b4?! with 12 ... Bc4!, exploiting the light-squared weaknesses in White’s queenside to prevent him from castling, and also keeping the d5-pawn under pressure.


  Understandably the wild complications that follow 8 ... exd5!? will not be to everyone’s taste, and for this reason I shall also examine the more common move 8 ... b5!? in our next game.

  

  Game 19
I.Ibragimov-G.Serper
St Petersburg 1994

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 e3 c5 5 Nge2 b6 6 a3 Ba5 7 g3 Bb7


  Although this is Black’s most obvious choice, the creative German GM Graf experimented with 7 ... Nc6!? a couple of years ago. Play continued 8 Bg2 Ba6! 9 Qa4 Bxc3+ 10 Nxc3 Na5! 11 b4 (11 Nb5!? looks more testing) 11 ... Bb7 12 Bxb7 Nxb7 13 0-0 0-0 with a reasonable position, B.Jobava-A.Graf, Batumi 2002.


  8 d5 b5!?
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  9 Bg2 bxc4 10 e4


  After this move we reach a position in which White has an isolated d-pawn. Delaying 10 e4 in favour of 10 0-0 often transposes, but can have some independent significance. 10 ... 0-0 (10 ... exd5 11 Nxd5 Nc6 is unclear according to Serper and deserves further attention) 11 e4 (White can grab a pawn here with 11 dxe6, but surrendering the centre to Black only leads to trouble, e.g. 11 ... Bxg2 12 exf7+ Rxf7 13 Kxg2 d5 14 Nf4 Bxc3 15 bxc3 Nc6 with some advantage for Black, T.Molina-M.Mchedlishvili, United Arab Emirates 2003) 11 ... d6
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  White has now tried four moves:


  a) 12 Bg5!? is White’s most obvious choice. Now:


  a1) 12 ... Nbd7?! 13 dxe6 is obviously not what Black is looking for.


  a2) My first thought when looking at this position was to play 12 ... e5 intending something like ... Nbd7, ... Ba6 (to secure the c4-pawn) and then ... Rb8 and ... Qb6 (or even ... Rb3, ... Qb6, ... Rfb8) with an extra pawn and good play on the queenside. 13 f4 is given as slightly better for White in Chess Informant 63, but I am not convinced that this is too scary.


  a3) 12 ... exd5 has only been played once but perhaps deserves further attention, e.g. 13 Nxd5 Bxd5! 14 Bxf6 Qxf6 15 e5! (15 Qxd5 Nd7 16 Qxc4 Qxb2 is an edge for Black) 15 ... Qxe5 16 Bxd5 Nd7 17 Bxa8 Rxa8 18 Qa4 Qxe2 19 Qxd7 Qxb2 20 Qxd6 Qd4! 21 Rad1 Qxd6 22 Rxd6 Bc3 23 Rc1 Bb2 24 Rxc4 Bxa3 25 Ra4 Bb4 26 Rxa7 Re8 with a plus for White, Z.Izoria-A.Volokitin, Batumi 2003, although Black managed to hold on after 57 moves.


  a4) 12 ... h6! is Black’s most popular choice: 13 Bxf6 Qxf6 14 Qa4 Bxc3 15 Nxc3 (15 bxc3 exd5 16 exd5 Bc8! 17 Rab1?! Bf5 18 Rb7 Bd3 was good for Black in E.Zayac-N.Kosintseva, Kazan 2004) 15 ... e5 (15 ... exd5 16 exd5 – 16 e5!? – 16 ... Qd8 is unclear) 16 Rfc1 Qd8 17 Nd1 Nd7 18 Ne3 Nb6 19 Qa5 Bc8 with an equal position, Z.Novoselski-S.Cvetkovic, Yugoslavia 1995.


  b) 12 Qa4 exd5 (12 ... Bxc3 13 Nxc3 exd5 14 exd5 Nbd7 15 Bf4 Nb6 16 Qd1 Qd7 17 h3 was also comfortable for Black in M.Stojanovic-M.Milenkovic, Nis 1995) 13 exd5 Nbd7 14 Qxc4 Ne5 15 Qa4 Ba6!? (15 ... Bb6 intending ... Qd7 and ... c4 looks sensible) 16 b4 Bxe2 17 Nxe2 Bb6 18 bxc5 Bxc5 19 Nd4 Qb6 20 Be3 Rab8 21 Nf5 Bxe3 22 Nxe3 was pretty level in Ooi Chern Ee-Cao Sang, Budapest 1997.


  c) 12 h3 has been played a few times.
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  Now:


  c1) 12 ... exd5 13 exd5 Nbd7 14 Bf4 has been played twice. On one occasion Black reached a messy but reasonable position after 14 ... Ne5 15 Bxe5 dxe5 16 Qa4 (G.Kacheishvili-A.Shariyazdanov, Roque Saenz Pena 1997) when Carsten Hansen likes both 16 ... Ba6 and 16 ... Qb6. However, nobody has tried 14 ... Nb6. Perhaps this leaves the a5-bishop a little short of squares, but it is not in any immediate danger, and Black is gradually building pressure against the d5-pawn. Note that 15 Nb5 Bxd5 16 Bxd6 Re8 is fine for Black; also note the idea 15 g4 Re8 16 Rc1 Rxe2!? (a bit premature, but I am just using this line to illustrate an idea) 17 Qxe2 Bxc3 18 bxc3 Bxd5 when Black has a good pair of knights and an influential central pawn mass as compensation for the exchange.


  c2) 12 ... Bxc3!? 13 Nxc3 exd5 14 exd5 Nbd7 15 Bf4 Qb6 16 g4 Qxb2 17 Ne4 Qd4!? (17 ... Nxe4 18 Bxe4 Qd4 looks great for Black) 18 Bxd6 was Y.Shulman-B.Itkis, Nikolaev 1995, and now Black played 18 ... Rfe8 and went on to lose, but I can’t work out why he didn’t just take on e4: 18 ... Nxe4 19 Qxd4 cxd4 20 Bxf8 (or 20 Bxe4 Rfe8 21 f3 Nf6) 20 ... Nd2 21 Rfd1 Nb3 with a clear plus for Black.


  d) 12 Bh3 is slightly tricky, e.g. 12 ... exd5 13 exd5 Nbd7 (13 ... h6 avoids the forthcoming trick, although in this position it is actually not necessary) 14 Bg5 h6 15 Bxd7 hxg5. White has succeeded in making Black compromise his kingside pawn structure, but in this particular position this is more of a problem for White than Black, e.g. 16 Bb5 Qc8 17 Bxc4 Qh3 18 f3 Rfe8 and Black is clearly better, J.Ovchinikova-D.Jakovenko, Nizhnij Novgorod 1998.


  10 ... exd5 11 exd5 0-0 12 0-0 d6 13 Bf4!
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  This is a common theme in Modern Benoni lines: White puts pressure on the d6-pawn so that Black cannot play 13 ... Nbd7.


  13 ... Nh5!?


  This is inaccurate according to Serper, who instead suggests 13 ... Na6!? intending to put pressure on White’s d5-pawn with 14 ... Nc7. One other nice point to having the knight on c7 is that Black can play 15 ... a6 with the idea of 16 ... Nb5 and maybe even ... Nd4 at some point.


  A year after this game was played Ibragimov faced the move 13 ... Qb6 after which play continued 14 Qa4 Bxc3 (14 ... Nbd7 15 Bxd6 Qxd6 16 Qxa5 is White’s idea) 15 Nxc3 Nbd7 16 Rfd1 Rfe8 17 Qxc4 (I.Ibragimov-M.Cebalo, Bled 1995) and now 17 ... Ne5 was probably the correct move, when Black’s position is quite comfortable. Personally I am not convinced that 13 ... Nh5 is so bad.


  14 Be3


  Serper mentions the line 14 Bd2!? Nd7 (this allows White to introduce some tactics, so it probably makes more sense to play 14 ... Re8 or even 14 ... Nf6, just asking White what the bishop is really doing on d2) 15 Nb5! Bxd2 16 Nxd6 Bh6 17 Nxb7 Qb6 18 d6 Rab8 19 Nc3 Nhf6 20 Nd5 Nxd5 21 Qxd5 Qxb2 with the conclusion that the position is unclear.


  14 ... Nd7
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  15 Ne4


  15 g4!? Nhf6 16 Bf4 Ne5?! 17 Bxe5 dxe5 18 h3 was A.Iljushin-D.Bocharov, Ufa 2000, and now Black could have considered playing 18 ... Ne8-d6, although in general I prefer White here. However, 16 ... Ne5 is not my cup of tea at all. What’s wrong with simply 16 ... Nxg4 here? After 17 Bxd6 Re8 things are very messy, but Black is still a pawn up, White’s d-pawn is still under pressure (and will come under more now that the d-file is semi-open), and White is now missing a g-pawn.


  15 ... Qb6?!


  This gives White a chance to blast the position open with some nice tactics. Instead Serper suggests the more modest 15 ... Qc7!? when Black simply intends to regroup with 16 ... Nhf6. White has a bit of an initiative, but I don’t think Black is really worse here.


  16 Nd4!!
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  Oops!


  16 ... Nhf6


  16 ... cxd4? runs into 17 Bxd4 and 18 Qxh5, and 16 ... Bxd5?! fails to 17 Nf5 Bxe4 18 Bxe4 Rae8 19 Nxd6.


  17 Nf5 Nxe4 18 Qg4


  18 Bh6!? gxh6 (18 ... g6!? is unclear) 19 Qg4+ Ng5 20 Nxh6+ is winning for White according to Serper, but I can’t see what is wrong with simply 20 ... Kh8 21 Qxg5 (21 Qxd7 Bc8 22 Qe7 Qd8) 21 ... Qd8 when Black is winning. Probably best is 18 Bxe4 Nf6 19 Bg2 g6 20 Bg5! with a clear plus for White (Serper).


  18 ... g6 19 Ne7+


  19 Qxe4? loses to 19 ... gxf5 20 Qxf5 Ne5.


  19 ... Kh8! 20 Qxd7


  20 Qxe4!? is probably stronger, e.g. 20 ... Rae8 21 Qh4! with a definite advantage.


  20 ... Nf6 21 Qa4 Rfe8 22 Bg5 Kg7 23 Qxc4! h6! 24 Bxf6+ Kxf6 25 Nc6 Bxc6 26 dxc6 Kg7 27 Rab1?!


  27 Rad1 Rad8 is probably better, when White retains a slight edge. After the text Black gets back on his feet and starts punching.


  27 ... Qc7 28 b4?! cxb4 29 axb4 Bb6 30 Rfe1 Re5 31 Re2?! Rae8 32 Rbe1 Qd8 33 Kf1?


  33 Rxe5 Rxe5 34 Rxe5 dxe5 would keep things level.


  33 ... Qf6 34 Qf4 Rf5!?


  34 ... Qxf4 leads to a drawn ending.


  35 Rxe8 Rxf4 36 gxf4 Qxf4 37 R8e2 Qxb4 38 Rc1?! Qf4 39 Rec2?


  39 Rcc2 was better.


  39 ... Bxf2!
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  40 c7 Bb6+ 41 Ke2 Qe3+ 42 Kd1 Qg1+ 43 Ke2 Qe3+ 44 Kd1 Qg1+ 45 Ke2 Qxg2+ 46 Kd3 Qf3+ 0-1

  
 Game 19 Conclusions
Although 8 ... b5 appears rather disruptive, the resulting middlegames are generally quite positional, in many respects resembling the type of positions we would more commonly encounter in the fianchetto variations of the Modern Benoni. In the game itself Black faced very few problems in the opening stages, but 13 ... Qb6 would have been even stronger, after which White would have had no advantage whatsoever.

  

  Game 20
J.Levitt-L.Psakhis
Moscow 1988

  
 1 d4 e6 2 c4 Nf6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 e3 c5 5 Nge2 b6 6 a3 Ba5
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  7 Ng3


  This is one of those moves that is neither popular nor rare. It is a natural move so it pops up every now and again, and whilst Black doesn’t have much to fear here, it’s a good idea to have knowledge of the positions to aim for in which White’s knight will be somewhat misplaced on g3.


  White also has some minor alternatives:


  a) 7 f3 0-0 8 d5 Ba6 9 Ng3 exd5 10 cxd5 Bxf1 11 Rxf1 b5 12 Kf2 a6 13 e4 d6 14 Kg1 Nbd7 gave Black a reasonable position in V.Milov-M.Agopov, Oslo 2002.


  b) 7 Nf4 is a sensible move, after which Black has a couple of tries:


  b1) 7 ... Nc6!? 8 Bd3 (or 8 Be2 Ne4 9 Bd2 Bxc3 10 Bxc3 Nxc3 11 bxc3 Ba6 12 0-0 Na5 with an edge for Black, G.Kleiser-F.Hoelzl, Vienna 2003) 8 ... e5 9 Nh5 0-0 10 0-0 Bxc3 11 bxc3 Re8 12 Nxf6+ Qxf6 13 Qc2 h6 with an equal position, O.Rodriguez Vargas-M.Rivas Pastor, Cala Galdana 1994.


  b2) 7 ... Bxc3+ 8 bxc3 Nc6 9 Bd3 d6 10 0-0 0-0 11 a4 Re8 12 Nh5 Ba6 13 f4 Na5 and Black has an edge, Nguyen Huynh Minh Huy-Nguyen Anh Dung, Vietnam 2003.


  c) 7 d5 exd5 8 cxd5 Bb7 9 d6?! (9 Rb1 Na6 10 Bd2 0-0 is more sensible, with a balanced position) 9 ... Ne4! 10 f3 Nxc3 11 bxc3 Qh4+ 12 Kd2 0-0 with a definite plus for Black, R.Vogel-R.Slobodjan, Germany 1996. 7 ... exd5 is good, but Black also has a couple of decent alternatives: 7 ... 0-0 8 Bd2 Ba6 9 Qa4 Bxc3 10 Nxc3 exd5 11 cxd5 Bxf1 12 Kxf1 d6 13 g3 Nbd7 14 Kg2 a6 was already a little nicer for Black in M.Mancini-V.Inkiov, France 2001. Also of interest is 7 ... Bb7 8 Rb1 Na6 9 Bd2 0-0 10 e4 exd5 11 cxd5 Re8 12 f3 c4 13 Kf2!? Nc5 14 Ng3 b5 15 Be3 Bb6 (D.Pavlov-A.Shestoperov, Samara 2002) when White was once again under serious pressure.


  d) 7 Qa4
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  This attempts to exploit the position of the a5-bishop by preparing 8 b4. After 7 ... Nc6 (7 ... Na6 has also been played, but the knight is rather offside on a6, and both Romanishin and Psakhis prefer the text) we have a couple of options to consider:


  d1) 8 g3 Ne4 9 Bg2 Nxc3 10 Nxc3 Bxc3+ 11 bxc3 Bb7 12 0-0 (12 dxc5?! Ne5! 13 0-0 [13 Bxb7? Nd3+ 14 Kf1 Nxc5] 13 ... Bxg2 14 Kxg2 with a clear advantage for Black, S.Webb-Casafus, correspondence 1995) 12 ... Qc7 13 Rd1 0-0 14 e4 e5 was equal in V.Dydyshko-L.Psakhis, Minsk 1986.


  d2) 8 Bd2
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  Black now has a few options:


  d21) 8 ... cxd4!? 9 exd4 (9 Nxd4 Nxd4 10 exd4 Bxc3 11 Bxc3 Ne4 is level) 9 ... Bxc3 10 Bxc3 Ne4 (10 ... 0-0!? 11 Ng3 Bb7 intending 12 ... d5 looks very comfortable for Black, largely because the queen, the c3-bishop and the g3-knight would all prefer to be on different squares) 11 d5 Nxc3 12 Nxc3 Ne5 13 Qb4?! (13 dxe6 fxe6 14 Be2 0-0 15 0-0 is unclear according to Romanishin) 13 ... d6! 14 Ne4 (or 14 dxe6 Bxe6 15 0-0-0 Qg5+! 16 Kb1 0-0 with an edge for Black) 14 ... 0-0 15 Qxd6 exd5 16 Qxd5 Qe7!
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  17 Qd6 (17 Qxa8 Be6 18 Qxf8+ Kxf8 19 0-0-0 f5 20 Nd6 Ng4 21 Rd2 Nxf2 is equal – Romanishin) 17 ... Qe6! 18 Qxe6 Bxe6 19 Nd6 Rad8 20 Rd1 Rd7 21 f4 Ng4!? (21 ... Ng6 22 f5 Rfd8 23 fxe6 fxe6 24 Be2 Rxd6 25 Rxd6 Rxd6 26 Rf1 Ne5 is again equal) 22 f5 Bxf5 23 Nxf5 Re8+! 24 Be2 Rxd1+ 25 Kxd1 Nf2+ 26 Ke1 Nxh1 and Black must be better here, I.Zaja-O.Romanishin, Hrvatska 1993.


  d22) 8 ... a6!? is Romanishin’s latest contribution to this line: 9 d5 b5!? 10 Qc2 Ne5 11 cxb5 axb5 12 Ng3 b4 (12 ... Nc4!? 13 Bxc4 bxc4 14 Nce4 exd5 15 Nxf6+ Qxf6 16 Bxa5 Rxa5 17 Qd2 Rb5 18 Qxd5 0-0 may be a touch better for Black) 13 Nce4 0-0 14 Nxf6+ Qxf6 15 f4 Ng4 16 axb4 Nxe3 17 Qb3 Nxf1 18 Rxf1 cxb4 19 f5 exd5 20 Kd1 Ba6 21 Rxa5 Bxf1 22 Rxa8 Rxa8 23 Nxf1 Ra1+ 24 Ke2 Qa6+ 0-1 I.Zaja-O.Romanishin, Kastel Stari 1997.


  7 ... Bb7
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  8 Bd2


  Also possible is 8 f3 0-0 9 Bd2 (9 Bd3 d5 10 0-0 cxd4 11 exd4 Bxc3 12 bxc3 dxc4 with an edge for Black, F.Sideif Sade-V.Telman, Simferopol 1989) 9 ... d5 10 cxd5 cxd4 11 exd4 Bxc3 12 bxc3 Qxd5 13 Bd3 Ba6 (or 13 ... e5!? 14 0-0 exd4 15 Nf5 Re8 16 c4 Qd8 17 Re1 Nbd7 18 Rxe8+ Nxe8 19 Be1 Nc5 20 Bf2 Nd6 21 Nxd4 Nxd3 22 Qxd3 Ba6 and Black was clearly better, V.Neverov-Z.Gyimesi, Bled Olympiad 2002)
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  After 13 ... Ba6, White has now tried three moves, although none has yielded an advantage:


  a) 14 Bc2?! Nbd7 15 Kf2 Rac8 16 Re1 Qc6 17 Rc1 Bc4 (Black is already slightly better) 18 Kg1 Nd5 19 Ne4 Rfd8 20 Bb1 b5 21 Qc2 f5 22 Nf2 N7b6 23 Re5 Nd7 24 Ree1 N7b6 25 Re5 Qd6 26 Qb2 Na4 with a definite plus for Black, V.Kalin-A.Shariyazdanov, Perm 1997.


  b) 14 Bxa6 Nxa6 15 0-0 Nb8 16 Re1 Nbd7 17 Ne4 Rac8 18 Nxf6+ Nxf6 19 Re5 Qc4 20 Qe1 Nd5 and Black was better in A.Glenzer-J.Adamski, Aachen 1993.


  c) 14 Be4!? Nxe4 15 fxe4 Qc4 16 Kf2 Nc6 17 Re1 Rad8 18 Kg1 f6 19 Kh1 Rf7 20 Nh5 Kh8 21 Qg4? e5! 22 d5 Rxd5! and once more Black is doing well, K.Sasikiran-A.Graf, Calcutta 1997.


  8 ... 0-0 9 Bd3 cxd4


  Interestingly Black can almost forcibly transpose to the note to 8 f3 above via 9 ... d5!? 10 cxd5 cxd4 11 exd4 Bxc3 12 bxc3 Qxd5 13 f3 Ba6!. Given that this line has scored so well for Black, it should be considered as a tempting alternative to the continuation of the main game.


  10 exd4 Bxc3 11 bxc3?!


  In anticipation of Black playing 11 ... d5, English GM Jonathan Levitt captures with the b-pawn, thereby avoiding any risk of being left with an IQP. In fact, this may be inaccurate, and two years later Levitt changed tack, preferring 11 Bxc3!, the point being to meet 11 ... d5 with 12 c5! (Pliester suggests 12 b3, but Carsten Hansen’s 12 ... dxc4 13 bxc4 b5! 14 cxb5 Bxg2 15 Rg1 Bd5 looks fine for Black). Play then continued 12 ... Ne4 13 Qc2 Qh4 14 0-0 f5 15 Nxe4 dxe4 (15 ... fxe4!?) 16 Bc4 Bd5 17 Bxd5 exd5 18 Qb3 Qd8 19 cxb6 axb6 20 Bb4 Rf7 21 Rac1 h6 22 Rc2 Na6 23 Bd2 ½-½ J.Levitt-O.Romanishin, Groningen 1990.


  11 ... d5 12 0-0 dxc4 13 Bxc4 Nc6!


  Although it is often sensible to exchange pieces when White has hanging pawns, instigating exchanges with 13 ... Ne4?! is a mistake: 14 Nxe4 Bxe4 15 Qg4 Bg6 (15 ... Bb7? 16 Bg5! Qc7 17 Bh6) 16 Qf3 Nd7 17 Rfe1 was slightly better for White in R.Knaak-O.Romanishin, Yerevan 1988, although Black’s position remains solid and he eventually won.


  14 Qe2 Na5 15 Ba2 Rc8 16 Rfc1 h6!
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  Now that Black is sufficiently developed he just takes a move to cut out any annoying Bg5 and Nh5 ideas.


  17 Rab1 Qd7 18 c4!?


  This weakens White’s pawns; however, Black was already setting about clamping down on the light squares and creating play against the hanging pawns.


  18 ... Nc6 19 d5 exd5 20 cxd5 Nd4!


  Black has a clear advantage now.


  21 Qd3 Bxd5! 22 Rxc8


  Or 22 Qxd4 Bxa2.


  22 ... Rxc8 23 Rb4 Nc6 24 Ne4 Nxb4 25 Nxf6+ gxf6 26 axb4 Be6 27 Qg3+ Kh8 0-1

  
 Game 20 Conclusions
There is not too much to say here, primarily because 7 Ng3, as well as White’s other 7th move alternatives, is considered relatively harmless for Black. This game does, however, provide a nice example of Black’s thematic method of dissolving the central tension via, e.g. 9 Bd3 cxd4 10 exd4 Bxc3 11 bxc3?! d5 12 0-0 dxc4 13 Bxc4 Nc6! intending 14 ... Na5 with good play against White’s hanging pawns. This almost procedural series of exchanges will be encountered time and again throughout this chapter, and represents a key resource in Black’s defensive arsenal.

  

  Game 21
J.Granda Zuniga-L.Psakhis
Aruba 1992

  
 1 d4 e6 2 c4 Bb4+ 3 Nc3 Nf6 4 e3 b6 5 Nge2 c5 6 a3 Ba5 7 Bd2!?
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  7 ... 0-0!


  White’s previous move set up the rather annoying trap 7 ... Bb7?! 8 b4! cxb4 9 Nb5, winning material.


  8 d5


  A logical and challenging advance that defines the pawn structure before Black has a chance to do so. White has also tried the usual range of alternatives:


  a) 8 Nf4 Bb7 (8 ... Bxc3!? 9 Bxc3 Ne4 10 Qc2 Nxc3 11 Qxc3 cxd4 12 Qxd4 Nc6 13 Qc3 Ba6 – this is equal – 14 b4 Bb7 15 Be2 Qg5 16 Bf3 Rac8 17 h4 Qe7 18 Rh3?! d6 19 Rg3 Ne5 and Black was better in D.Chevallier-L.Psakhis, Metz 1994) 9 Be2 d5 (9 ... Bxc3 10 Bxc3 Ne4 11 Rc1 d6 12 dxc5 Nxc3 13 Rxc3 dxc5 with a level position, D.Dumitrache-D.Rogozenko, Iasi 1999) 10 cxd5 cxd4 11 exd4 Bxc3 12 bxc3 Nxd5 13 Nd3 Nc6 14 0-0 Rc8 15 Rc1 Re8 gives Black a very comfortable position with easy play against White’s hanging pawns, A.Othman-E.Ghaem Maghami, Dubai 2004.


  b) 8 Ng3 Bb7
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  9 Bd3!? offers Black the g2-pawn in return for an attack down the g-file. Obviously chopping on g2 is very risky, so Black should prefer 9 ... d5 10 cxd5 cxd4 11 exd4 Bxc3 12 bxc3 Qxd5 13 f3 Ba6 when we are back in the territory of Game 20.


  c) 8 g3 cxd4 (8 ... Bb7 9 d5 exd5?! 10 Bg2 ensures that White recovers the d5-pawn with a slight positional edge) 9 exd4 Bxc3! 10 Nxc3 d5 (also of interest is 10 ... Nc6!? 11 Bg2 Bb7 12 0-0 Na5 13 Bxb7 Nxb7 14 b4 Rc8 15 Qf3 Nd6 16 c5 Nf5 17 Qd3 d6! with an edge for Black, F.Handke-M.Gongora, Havana 2003) 11 Bg5 Nbd7 12 cxd5 Bb7 13 Bg2 h6 14 Bxf6 Nxf6 15 Qb3 Nxd5 16 Nxd5 Bxd5 17 Bxd5 exd5 18 0-0 ½-½ A.Delchev-A.Wojtkiewicz, Odorheiu Secuiesc 1995.


  d) 8 Qc2
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  and now we have the following possibilities:


  d1) With the knight still on e2 it makes some sense to target the c4-pawn; on the other hand, there is nothing wrong with the more obvious 8 ... Bb7, e.g. 9 0-0-0 d5 10 cxd5 exd5 11 Rg1 Nbd7 12 f3 Rc8 13 g4 b5! 14 dxc5 b4! 15 axb4 Bxb4 16 g5 Ne8 17 Nd4 Nxc5 with a nice position for Black, H.Kallio-M.Rytshagov, Vantaa 1996.


  d2) 8 ... Ba6!? 9 dxc5 bxc5 10 Ng3 d5 (10 ... Nc6 11 Be2 Rb8 12 0-0 was comfortable for Black in G.Kuzmin-O.Romanishin, Tbilisi 1978, although instead of then playing 12 ... d5?!, which left the c-pawn weak after 13 cxd5! Bxe2 14 Nxe2, Black should probably prepare this central break with 12 ... Qe7) 11 Be2 Bxc4! (Black allows his structure to be compromised, but in compensation gains an extra pawn and control of the d3-square for the time being) 12 Bxc4 dxc4 13 0-0?! (13 Nce4! Nc6 14 0-0 Nxe4 15 Nxe4 Qd3 16 Qxd3 cxd3 17 Bxa5 Nxa5 18 Nxc5 Rfd8 19 Rfd1 d2 20 b4 Nc4 21 Ra2 is equal – Bagirov) 13 ... Qd3!
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  14 Rfc1 Rd8 15 Be1 Nbd7 16 Qa4 Bxc3 17 Rxc3 Nb6! with a clear plus for Black, V.Bagirov-O.Romanishin, Riga 1981.


  e) 8 f3 d5 9 Na2 Bxd2+ 10 Qxd2 Ba6 11 cxd5 exd5 12 Ng3 Bxf1 13 Kxf1 Nc6 14 Kf2 Re8 gave Black a nice position in L.Konings-A.Dgebuadze, Haarlem 1999.


  f) 8 Qa4 Na6 9 Rb1 transposes to the main lines with 7 Rb1, considered in Games 22-25; however, Black can also try 8 ... Bxc3 9 Bxc3 Ne4 with a comfortable position, e.g. 10 d5 d6 11 g3 e5 12 Bg2 f5 13 Qc2 Nxc3 14 Nxc3 Nd7 15 f4 Qe7 16 0-0 Nf6 17 Rae1 e4 18 b4 Bd7 19 bxc5 bxc5 20 Rb1 Rfb8, G.Demir-M.Marin, Istanbul 2003.
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  8 ... d6


  For the time being Psakhis chooses to delay the exchange on d5 and to continue with typical quasi-Benoni moves. Black has also tried a few alternatives:


  a) 8 ... exd5 is the most obvious choice: 9 cxd5 (9 Nxd5 Nxd5 10 cxd5 Bxd2+ 11 Qxd2 Ba6 is equal, D.Gurevich-J.Murey, Beer Sheva 1982) 9 ... Ba6 10 g3 (10 Nf4 Bxf1 11 Kxf1 d6 12 h4 Nbd7 13 g4 looks dangerous, but White’s attack isn’t going anywhere fast: 13 ... Qe7 14 Rh3 Ne4 15 Rc1 Nxd2+ 16 Qxd2 Ne5 17 g5 b5 with an edge for Black, U.Adianto-E.Torre, Kuala Lumpur 1993) 10 ... Re8 11 Bg2 Bxc3 12 Bxc3 Ne4 13 0-0 Nxc3 14 bxc3 d6 15 Re1 Nd7 16 Qa4 Bd3 17 Qd1 Bc4! gave Black nice play in B.Zueger-T.Welin, Lugano 1989.


  The bishop is of course well situated here on a6; however, it is also possible to gain space on the queenside immediately with 9 ... a6!? 10 g3 b5 11 Bg2 d6 12 0-0 Nbd7 13 Nb1?! Bb6! 14 Bc3 a5 15 b3 Bb7 when White is already under some pressure. Play has continued 16 e4 Re8 17 Nd2 b4 18 Bxf6 Nxf6 19 a4 Ba6 20 Re1 c4 21 bxc4 Ng4 22 Rf1 Qf6 23 Bf3 Ne5 24 Nf4 Nxc4 25 Nxc4 Bxc4 26 Re1 Qd4 with a clear plus, A.Yashtylov-A.Obukhov, Orsk 2000.


  b) 8 ... Ba6!?
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  This is logical because, in Benoni structures generally, the light-squared bishop is Black’s worst piece (it usually has very little to take aim against, and consequently obstructs the coordination of Black’s other forces). Therefore it makes some sense to exchange this piece as early as possible. 9 Nf4 Re8 10 Bd3 Bxc3 11 Bxc3 exd5 12 Nxd5 Nxd5 13 cxd5 Bxd3 14 Qxd3 Qg5 15 0-0 d6 16 f4 Qg6 17 e4 Nd7 18 Rae1 f6 19 Qh3 was perhaps a little better for White in M.Illescas Cordoba-P.Wells, Linares 1995, although it really isn’t much, and if Black can keep the centre under control and then generate some activity on the queenside, he can easily end up better here.


  c) The creative Russian IM Alexander Obukhov has tried a groovy idea which is reminiscent of the Blumenfeld Gambit: 8 ... a6!? 9 Ng3 b5!? 10 dxe6 fxe6 11 cxb5 Bb7! 12 bxa6 Nxa6.
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  Suddenly Black controls the centre and all of his pieces are in the game! As well as the obvious plan of 13 ... d5 and 14 ... d4, Black also has tricks down the f-file and pressure on the a8-h1 diagonal: 13 Nb5 d5 14 Bxa5 Qxa5+ 15 Qd2 Qxd2+!? (this works out well for Black, but my first instinct would be to play 15 ... Qb6; White’s king is still in the centre, the g3- and b5-knights are offside, while the f1-bishop and the rooks are still to make an appearance, so it makes some sense to keep the queens on for the time being) 16 Kxd2 c4! 17 f3 Nc5 18 Kc2 Bc6 19 Nc3 Rfb8 20 Be2 Kf8 21 f4 Ra7 22 Rhf1 Ba4+! 23 Nxa4 Nxa4 24 Rfb1 Rab7 25 Bd1 Nd7 26 Kc1 Ndc5 27 Bxa4 Nxa4 28 Ne2 Rb3 29 Nc3 Nxc3 30 bxc3 Rxc3+ 31 Kd2 Rxb1 32 Rxb1 Rxa3 and Black won in J.Galianina Ryjanova-A.Obukhov, Orsk 2000. This is a really beautiful idea, and definitely one that deserves further tests.


  9 Ng3


  9 Nf4 has only been played once, when Black reveals a nice point to delaying ... exd5: 9 ... Bxc3!? 10 Bxc3 e5 11 Nd3 Ne4! 12 Rc1 Ba6 13 Bd2 b5 14 cxb5 Bxb5 15 b4?! Qh4!
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  16 g3 Qf6 17 f3 Nxd2 18 Qxd2 cxb4 19 Be2 e4 20 fxe4 Bxd3 21 Bxd3 bxa3 and Black was doing very well in M.Voiska-G.Sax, Budapest 1996.


  9 ... exd5!


  The correct moment to capture on d5. Delaying further with 9 ... Bb7?! runs into problems because of 10 e4! exd5 11 exd5! (A.Aleksandrov-A.Maksimenko, Nikolaev 1993) when suddenly Black’s bishops look terrible.


  10 cxd5


  10 Nxd5 Bxd2+ 11 Qxd2 Bb7 is pretty level.


  10 ... Bb7!?


  The text is sensible enough, and is justified on account of tactical nuances that are particular to this position. However, in general, I am not convinced that I would want my bishop on b7 just yet. It does a good job on c8 keeping the g3-knight out of f5, and on b7 it usually ‘bites on granite’ (i.e. the d5-pawn, although, as we shall see, in this particular position White’s d5-pawn is actually quite vulnerable). Having the bishop on b7 can also interfere with Black’s own counterplay (often ... Ra7-e7 can be a good idea), and it will be difficult for Black to strike back at White’s centre with f7-f5 without the bishop on c8 to support this advance. Please note that these are just a few general and thematic points about Benoni structures to bear in mind.


  On that note, let me just show you a nice game that illustrates some more of Black’s attacking themes in the Benoni structure: 10 ... a6!? 11 Be2 b5 12 0-0 Nbd7 13 b4!? (in the Modern Benoni this queenside pawn break is quite common, and serves the purpose of preventing Black playing ... b5-b4 or establishing a knight on c5) 13 ... Bb6! 14 e4 cxb4!? 15 axb4 Ra7 16 h3 Ne5 17 Rc1 Re8 18 Qb3 h6 19 Qb1 Nh7! 20 Nd1 Qh4!
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  Another Benoni theme: Black drops the h7-knight back to h7, and then throws the queen into h4. Black now has ideas of creating an attack with moves such as ... Nh7-g5 and ... Bxh3, when Black’s minor pieces generate many threats. Another idea is to open up the kingside with ... g7-g5-g4, although Black has to be careful with this plan as it is very weakening to both Black’s kingside structure and the f5-square: 21 Be3 Bxe3 22 Nxe3 g6 23 Kh2 Bxh3! 24 Rh1 (24 gxh3 Ng5 25 Kg1 Qxh3 is game over) 24 ... Bd7+ 25 Kg1 Qf4 26 Kf1 Nf6 27 Bd1 h5 with a clear advantage for Black, A.Kharlov-C.Garcia Palermo, Canete 1994.


  11 e4
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  Psakhis notes the line 11 Bc4 Nbd7 12 0-0 (trying to keep the knight out of e5 with 12 f4 is dangerous on account of 12 ... Bxc3 13 Bxc3 b5! when White has problems defending the d5-pawn) 12 ... Ne5 13 Ba2 Ba6 with a black edge.


  11 ... Re8 12 Bb5


  Securing the e4-pawn with the obvious 12 f3 actually drops a pawn here to 12 ... Bxc3 13 Bxc3 Nxd5.


  12 ... Nbd7
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  13 0-0!?


  After 13 f3 Black can still gobble the d5-pawn, but this time it is a bit more risky: 13 ... Bxc3 (13 ... a6 14 Be2 b5 looks a lot less dangerous to me, and also promises Black good play) 14 Bxc3 Nxd5 15 Bxg7!? Kxg7 16 Nf5+ Kf8 (16 ... Kh8 17 Nxd6 Qc7! looks better) 17 Nxd6 (17 Qd2!? Re6 is winning for Black according to Psakhis; however, 18 Bc4! complicates matters) 17 ... Qc7 18 Nxe8 Rxe8 with an edge for Black (Psakhis).


  13 ... Bxc3 14 Bxc3 Nxe4
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  Okay, so we have succeeded in winning the e4-pawn, but now all hell is about to break loose on the kingside!


  15 Bxg7!?


  Alternatively:


  a) 15 Qg4?! Ndf6! keeps everything under control on the kingside.


  b) 15 Nf5! is best according to Psakhis. One point that I have so far failed to emphasize sufficiently is that Black’s kingside structure is more vulnerable in these lines than in the standard Modern Benoni. In the Modern Benoni Black usually plays ... g6, ... Bg7 and ... 0-0 in the opening. The g7-bishop then controls the dark squares around Black’s king, whereas the g6-pawn keeps White’s knights out of the f5- or h5-squares. Obviously in the Romanishin-Psakhis Variation Black’s dark-squared bishop is either on a5 in the opening, or is exchanged early for White’s c3-knight. This reduces the number of pieces protecting Black’s king and, just as importantly, largely precludes Black from playing ... g7-g6 to keep White’s knights out of f5 and h5 on account of the inevitable weakening of the kingside dark squares.


  Anyway, returning to the position at hand ... Play continues 15 ... g6! (15 ... Nxc3 16 bxc3 leaves Black’s kingside a little bare and the d6-pawn vulnerable; note that the trick 16 ... Qf6 17 Bxd7 Red8 fails to 18 Qa4) 16 Nh6+ Kf8 17 Qf3 Qe7!? 18 Bc6!? (18 Rfe1? Bxd5) 18 ... Bxc6 19 dxc6 Ndf6 20 Rfe1 d5 21 Bxf6 Qxf6 22 Rxe4! Qxf3 23 Rxe8+ Rxe8 24 gxf3 f5! 25 b4! Kg7 with a messy and unclear position (Psakhis).


  15 ... Kxg7 16 Qg4+ Kh8


  [image: ]


  17 Qxd7


  17 Bxd7? Nf6! is a nice trick that wins for Black, while 17 Nxe4 is an obvious choice, but 17 ... Bxd5! 18 Ng5 (18 Qxd7 Qxd7 19 Bxd7 Rxe4 20 Rad1 Rd8! is very good, while 18 Nxd6 Ne5! is winning) 18 ... Rg8 19 f4 f6 or 19 ... Nf6!? is fine for Black (Psakhis).


  17 ... Qxd7 18 Bxd7 Nxg3 19 fxg3 Re7
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  20 Bg4?


  The text loses. Relatively best according to Psakhis is 20 Ba4!? Bxd5 21 Rfd1 (21 Rad1 Bc4) 21 ... Bb7 22 Rxd6 Re2 23 Bc6 Bxc6 24 Rxc6 Rd8 25 Rf1! with a level position. However, even here I think Black can press for the full point: 25 ... Kg8! 26 Rcf6 (or 26 Rc7 Rdd2 27 Rfxf7 Rxg2+ 28 Kf1 Rxh2 29 Kg1 Rdg2+ 30 Kf1 Rxb2 31 Kg1 Rbg2+ 32 Kf1 Ra2 33 Kg1 Rhg2+ 34 Kf1 Rxg3) 26 ... Rdd2 27 R6f2 Rxb2 etc.


  20 ... Bxd5 21 Rad1 Bc4 22 Rf4 d5 23 Bf3 Rae8! 0-1

  
 Game 21 Conclusions
Black has to be careful when facing 7 Bd2!? because the natural 7 ... Bb7?! loses immediately to 8 b4! cxb4 9 Nb5!. The correct move is of course 7 ... 0-0! when 8 d5 is the only way for White to really challenge Black. Instead of 8 ... d6, I am quite impressed by both option ‘a’ (8 ... exd5 9 cxd5 Ba6), and also option ‘c’ (8 ... a6!?), while I would also like to draw the reader’s attention to the notes to Black’s 10th move, where there is some discussion of the merits of avoiding putting the light-squared bishop on b7 too early, and also a nice illustrative example of Black engineering a potent kingside attack by keeping the light-squared bishop on c8, dropping the a5-bishop back to b6 (to exert pressure down the a7-g1 diagonal) and then swinging the queen over to h4 (a manoeuvre which is largely possible because White’s knight is already committed to g3).


  Another point which I would just like to re-emphasize is that, with the dark-squared bishop committed to the queenside, Black’s kingside is potentially quite fragile, a problem which is accentuated by the knight on g3, which of course can hop into f5 or h5 to add pressure to the vulnerable g7-pawn. This was illustrated vividly (albeit ultimately unsuccessfully) when White played 15 Bxg7!? Kxg7 16 Qg4+ in the main game.

  

  Game 22
A.Aleksandrov-G.Milos
FIDE World Cup, Shenyang 2000

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 e3 b6 5 Nge2 c5 6 a3 Ba5 7 Rb1!
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  This is the main line and a direct test of Black’s set-up. By threatening 8 b4 White forces Black to take preventative measures, thereby disrupting his usually smooth course of development. In a way it’s ‘tit for tat’: Black played 6 ... Ba5 to interfere with White’s development, so White plays 7 Rb1 to do the same to Black.


  7 ... Na6!


  7 ... Qe7 is also possible, but most of the leading exponents of the Romanishin-Psakhis Variation prefer the text. Perhaps the reason for this is because Black definitely wants to get his queenside developed as quickly as possible, whereas it is not yet clear whether the queen really ‘wants’ to be on e7. On the other hand, it is not very likely that the knight wants to be on a6, but that is the price of playing 6 ... Ba5!.


  8 f3!?


  The flexible nature of the position means that White has an enormous range of alternatives. I think the best way to deal with this is to examine pawn moves this game, knight moves (e.g. 8 Nf4 and 8 Ng3) in the Game 23, queen moves (8 Qa4 and 8 Qc2) in Game 24 and then deal with the ultimate main line (8 Bd2) in Game 25. On that note, let’s take a look at White’s other pawn moves:


  a) 8 g3 is of course quite similar to the lines we looked at in Games 18 and 19.
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  The fact that Black’s knight is already committed to a6 probably favours White: it prevents the light-squared bishop developing to a6, makes it harder to play ... a6 and ... b5, and also reduces the knight’s influence over the centre. Against these problems we should weigh the fact that White has spent a move putting the rook on b1, where it does relatively little to improve White’s position or development. The cumulative effect of all this is that Black’s pieces are not on their optimal squares, but because his development has been slightly enhanced he has a little more time to get them to good squares: 8 ... Bb7 (8 ... Ne4?! 9 Bg2 Bb7 10 d5 Bxc3+ 11 Nxc3 Nxc3 12 bxc3 was an edge for White in A.Muir-C.Ward, Plymouth 1989) 9 d5 b5! (9 ... exd5 has also been played, but this falls in with White’s plans and is far less dynamic) 10 Bg2 bxc4 11 0-0 Bxc3 12 Nxc3 Nxd5 13 Nxd5 exd5 14 Bxd5 Qb6 15 Qf3 (15 Bxb7 Qxb7 16 Qd6 Qe4!, hitting the b1-rook and intending 17 ... Qe6, gives Black good play) 15 ... Bxd5 16 Qxd5 0-0 (16 ... Nc7!? 17 Qxc4 d5 18 Qa4+ Nb5 19 Qc2 0-0 20 b4 was Bu Xiangzhi-P.Carlsson, Athens 2001 and now 20 ... Rfc8! 21 bxc5 Rxc5 is just a shade better for White on account of the isolated d5-pawn; Carsten Hansen recommends 16 ... Qc6 17 Qxc4 – 17 Qxc6 dxc6 18 Bd2 intending 18 Rfc1 is obviously better for White – 17 ... d5 18 Qd3 as equal, which it is, but I have no idea why he thinks White shouldn’t just capture on c6) 17 Qxc4 (or 17 Qxd7 Rfd8 18 Qa4 Qe6, when 19 e4 Nb8! is equal while 19 b4 cxb4 20 axb4 c3 is an edge for Black – Rashkovsky) 17 ... Qe6 18 Qxe6 fxe6 19 e4 d5 20 Rd1 Rfd8 21 exd5 exd5 22 Bg5?! (22 Bf4!? c4 23 b4 is unclear) 22 ... Rd7 23 Rbc1 Rb8 24 Rc2 (24 b4! cxb4 25 Rc6 Rb6 26 Rxb6 axb6 27 axb4 is equal – Rashkovsky) 24 ... Rb3 and Black was slightly better in M.Gurevich-N.Rashkovsky, USSR 1986.


  b) 8 d5!? tends to be used for transpositional purposes. For example 8 ... Bb7 9 Bd2 transposes to the lines with 8 Bd2 0-0 9 d5 and 9 g3 b5! transposes to the line we just considered.
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  8 ... 0-0


  8 ... Bb7 has also been played, but I think it is probably better to hold back on this one for the time being. By playing f2-f3 White has indicated that he probably wants to set up a strong centre with pawns on d5, e4 and f3, in which case the b7-bishop will be biting on the granite d5-pawn. A much more logical approach here is to ask Black which moves he definitely wants to play. Black definitely wants to castle, but it is not yet clear where he will want to develop the c8-bishop, so the former should be preferred.


  Nevertheless, 8 ... Bb7 is of some independent significance, so we should have a look at how play has continued:


  a) 9 Bd2 Qe7 10 Ng3 h5!? is quite a common idea when White has a knight on g3. Given the chance, Black will now weaken White’s kingside with ... h5-h4-h3. 11 Bd3 Bxc3 12 Bxc3 h4 13 Ne4 Nxe4 14 Bxe4 Bxe4 15 fxe4 h3 16 g3 Qg5 17 Qf3 Qh5 gave Black good play in G.Mann-I.Borocz, Hungary 1996.


  b) 9 e4 0-0 10 d5 exd5 11 cxd5 Re8 12 g3?! (12 Kf2!? c4 13 Ng3 b5 14 Nf5 is slightly better for White according to Wells; note how useless the bishop on b7 has become) 12 ... b5! 13 Bg2 b4 14 axb4 Nxb4 15 0-0 Ba6! (now Black is generating some counterplay, but note that it is only because the bishop has been repositioned on a6, taking control of the a6-f1 diagonal) 16 g4 d6 17 Bg5 Bd3 18 Ra1 Bb6 19 Kh1 c4 20 Qd2 ½-½ Y.Shulman-L.Nisipeanu, Yerevan Olympiad 1996. Although the players signed the peace here, Black could have considered playing on for the full point.
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  9 d5


  Or:


  a) 9 Nf4 d5 10 Be2 dxc4 11 Bxc4 cxd4 12 exd4 Bxc3+ 13 bxc3 Nc7 14 0-0 Ba6 15 Bxa6 Nxa6 with perhaps a very slight edge for Black, Nguyen Anh Dung-Z.Gyimesi, Hungarian League 1998.


  b) 9 e4 d5!? 10 e5 Ne8 11 Be3 Nec7
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  This position is curious in that White cannot resolve the central tension without improving the position of Black’s pieces: 12 Kf2 dxc4 13 Ne4 Nd5 14 dxc5 Nxe3 (14 ... Qh4+!?) 15 Kxe3 Nxc5 16 Qxd8 Rxd8 17 Nd6 b5 18 Nd4 Bb6 19 N4xb5 Nd3+ 20 Kd2 Nxe5 21 f4 Ng4 22 Kc3 Nf2 23 Rg1 a6 0-1 G.Mann-Cao Sang, Hungarian League 1996.
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  9 ... exd5


  In the game Black exchanges on d5 and goes for queenside counterplay immediately; however, also of interest is 9 ... d6 10 e4 exd5 11 cxd5 b5! (11 ... Nh5 12 g4 Qh4+ 13 Kd2 Nf6 14 Qe1 Qxe1+ 15 Kxe1 Nd7 16 Kf2 Ne5 17 Nb5 Rd8 18 Ng3, as in the encounter A.Aleksandrov-O.Romanishin, Nikolaev 1995, gave Black a very difficult ending on account of White’s strong knights and the misplaced bishop on a5) 12 Ng3.
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  There are now three moves that require consideration:


  a) 12 ... b4?! is thematic, but looks premature: 13 axb4 cxb4 14 Nb5 b3+ 15 Bd2 Bxd2+ 16 Qxd2 Qb6 17 Ra1 Re8 18 Be2 Rb8 19 Qd4 Nc5 20 Nc3 Bd7 21 0-0 with an edge for White, B.Avrukh-G.Sax, Istanbul Olympiad 2000.


  b) 12 ... c4!? is a logical Benoni-type move that opens the a7-g1 diagonal and also frees up the c5-square for Black’s a6 knight. The real worry here is that ... c4 is quite a committal move that surrenders control of the d4-square and potentially leaves Black’s queenside pawns rather rigid (it is now more difficult to organize ... b5-b4 under favourable circumstances and without leaving the c4-pawn weak). Nevertheless, White is a long way behind in development, so maybe it is justified here; 13 Be3 Bd7 14 Qd2 was E.Zayac-L.Saunina, Elista 2000, and now instead of 14 ... Qc7?! which allowed 15 Bd4! threatening 16 Bxf6 and forcing 15 ... Qd8, Wells suggests that Black should play 14 ... Nc5! 15 Be2 Bb6 with good counterplay based on the threat of 16 ... Nb3.


  c) 12 ... Rb8! is probably the sensible way to engineer the ... b4 break and create queenside counterplay. 13 Bd2 (a recent Romanishin effort went 13 Be3 b4 14 axb4 Rxb4 15 Bd2 Rb8 16 Be2 Nc7 17 0-0 a6 18 Kh1 Bb4 19 Ra1 Re8 20 Qc2 Bd7 ½-½ A.Ushenina-O.Romanishin, Alushta 2004) 13 ... b4 14 axb4 cxb4. Now 15 Nb5 runs into 15 ... Nxd5!? (15 ... Bb6!?) 16 Ra1 (16 exd5 Re8+!) 16 ... Ne7 17 Nxa7 Nc5 18 Nxc8 Rxc8 when Black enjoys decent counterplay (Wells). Instead there is 15 Na4!? b3 16 Bc4 Nb4! 17 0-0 Bd7 18 Nc3 (18 Bxb3 Bb5 19 Re1 Nd3 20 Re3 Bxa4 with an edge for Black – Wells) and now rather than 18 ... Qb6?!+, as in B.Avrukh-O.Romanishin, Istanbul Olympiad 2000, Wells suggest that Black should play 18 ... Nc2! with good counterplay.


  10 cxd5 b5
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  11 Kf2


  Or 11 e4 and now:


  a) 11 ... b4 12 axb4 cxb4 13 Nb5 Qb6 14 Nbd4 b3+ 15 Kf2 Nc5 16 Ng3 Bb7 17 Be3 gave White a good position in A.Aleksandrov-B.Sambuev, St Petersburg 1998. Note that the root of Black’s problems was again playing ... b4 prematurely, recapturing with the c-pawn (thereby giving up control of the d4-square) and allowing White to establish a knight on b5.


  b) 11..Re8 12 Ng3 (12 Kf2 b4 13 Nb5! Qb6 14 Ng3 c4+ 15 Nd4 bxa3 16 Bxc4 is unclear – Wells) 12 ... b4 13 axb4 cxb4 14 Nb5 b3+ 15 Bd2 (15 Kf2? is obviously rubbish: 15 ... Bb6+ 16 Be3 Bxe3+ 17 Kxe3 Nb4 18 Bc4 Qb6+ 19 Ke2 Ba6 20 Qxb3 Nfxd5 0-1 J.Oms Pallise-S.Del Rio Angelis, Santa Clara 1999) 15 ... Nxd5 16 Bc4! (16 Nd6?! Re6 17 Nxc8 Rxc8 18 Bd3 Ne3 is winning for Black, L.Johannessen-R.Zelcic, Bled Olympiad 2002) 16 ... Bxd2+ 17 Qxd2 Nb6 18 Bxb3 Nc5 19 Ba2 (19 Bd5!? goes unmentioned, but may be better) 19 ... d5 20 0-0 is some analysis by Wells, who concludes that White might be a little better here, but the position is still very complicated. I think that Black is actually in reasonable shape, e.g. 20 ... Ba6 21 Rfc1 Nxe4 (21 ... Bxb5 22 Rxc5 Bc4!?) 22 fxe4 Bxb5 23 exd5 Qd6.


  11 ... b4 12 Nb5 d6
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  Black’s latest try in this variation is 12 ... Qb6!? 13 axb4 Bxb4 after which play has continued 14 Nec3 d6 15 Na3 Rb8 16 e4 Qd8! 17 Bc4 Nd7 18 Bf4 Qf6!, which is an excellent idea. White has concentrated his pieces with a view to containing Black on the queenside, so Black brings the queen over to the kingside where it can cause problems on the h8-a1 diagonal: 19 Qd2 Ne5 20 Be2 Nc7 21 Nc4 Nxc4 22 Bxc4 Ba6 23 Bxa6 Nxa6 24 g3?! c4 25 Be3 Bc5 26 Rhd1 Bxe3+ 27 Qxe3 Nc5 28 Kg2 Nd3 and Black was very well placed in N.Mohota-E.Ghaem Maghami, Calcutta 2004.


  13 axb4


  Or 13 e4 Qb6 14 axb4 Bxb4 15 Nec3 Ne8?! 16 g4!? (taking control of the f5-square) 16 ... Nac7 17 Na3 Ba6 18 Qa4 Rb8 19 Bxa6 Qxa6 20 Qxa6 Nxa6 21 Bf4 with a clear white plus, A.Aleksandrov-E.Agrest, Ohrid 2001. The move 15 ... Ne8?! feels wrong, or at least inaccurate. From e8 the knight can only go to c7, but the a6-knight can come here if need be. 15 ... Nd7 looks preferable, as 16 Bf4 can be answered with 16 ... Ne5 because capturing on e5 would leave White chronically weak on the dark squares.


  13 ... Nxb4 14 Nec3?!


  According to Ftacnik 14 e4 would have been better.


  14 ... Bb6 15 Bc4 Nd7!? 16 Ne4


  Grabbing the d6-pawn with 16 Nxd6 gives Black time to whip up an attack against White’s king: 16 ... Ne5 17 Nxc8 Rxc8 18 Be2 (or 18 b3 Nxc4 19 bxc4 Qh4+ 20 g3 Qxc4) 18 ... c4 19 Kf1 Ned3 20 Bxd3 Nxd3 21 Qe2 f5 with a clear advantage for Black (Ftacnik).


  16 ... Ne5 17 b3


  17 Be2? a6 (17 ... c4!? and 17 ... Bf5!? also look good for Black) 18 Nbxd6 (or 18 Nbc3 f5 19 Ng3 c4) 18 ... f5 19 Nxc8 Rxc8 20 Nc3 c4 gives Black a tremendous attack.


  17 ... f5
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  The text is good, but Black is spoilt for choice. The more measured 17 ... Bc7 also looks sensible, and Ftacnik notes the line 17 ... a6!? 18 Nbc3 (18 Nbxd6? f5 19 Nxc8 fxe4 20 Nxb6 exf3 21 Nxa8 fxg2+ 22 Kg1 Qh4 and Black wins) 18 ... f5 when Black is clearly better.


  18 Nexd6


  After 18 Ng3 Black keeps a large advantage after 18 ... a6 19 Nc3 Qh4.


  18 ... a6! 19 Nxc8 axb5 20 Nxb6 Qxb6 21 Be2 Rfd8
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  22 f4


  Or 22 Qf1 Rxd5 23 Bxb5 Ra2+ 24 Kg1 Qd6! and White’s position is terrible. Ftacnik notes that 22 Bb2!? Rxd5 23 Bxe5 Rxd1 24 Rhxd1 is clearly better for Black, whilst 22 e4 fxe4 23 fxe4 c4+ 24 Be3 Rf8+ 25 Bf3 Ra2+ is simply losing for White.


  22 ... Rxd5 23 fxe5


  White gives up the queen and tries to cling on, but his position is already terminal.


  23 ... Rxd1 24 Rxd1 Qe6 25 Bxb5 Ra2+


  Ftacnik notes that 25 ... Qxe5! 26 Bb2 Qe4 27 Rbc1 f4 28 exf4 Ra2 29 Bc4+ Kf8 30 Rb1 Qc2+ would have concluded matters even more quickly.


  26 Bb2? Qxb3! 27 Rd8+ Kf7 28 Rd7+ Ke6 29 Rd6+ Ke7 30 Rd7+ Kf8 31 Rd8+ Kf7 32 Rd7+ Kg6! 33 Rd6+ Kg5 34 h4+ Kxh4 35 Be2 Kg5 36 Rd2 Nd5 37 Rbd1 Qxe3+ 38 Kf1 Qf4+ 39 Kg1 Qe3+ 40 Kh1 Ra4 41 Bc1 0-1

  
 Game 22 Conclusions
This is the first game in which we consider 6 a3 Ba5 7 Rb1!, which is widely considered to be White’s most challenging treatment of the Romanishin-Psakhis Variation. Black’s standard response is 7 ... Na6!, and then 8 f3!? is the move which really gives this game a distinct flavour. As with many of the other games in this chapter, we quickly reach a quasi-Benoni structure. However, with the knight still on e2 Black has time to initiate immediate counterplay on the queenside with ... b6-b5!, and because White has already committed his pawn to f3, Black gains the additional option of playing ... c5-c4 (or ... b5-b4, and meeting axb4 with ... cxb4) and ... Bb6 or even ... Qb6, when White has some problems on the dark squares.

  

  Game 23
A.Vaisser-G.Serper
Novosibirsk 1993

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 e3 c5 5 Nge2 b6 6 a3 Ba5 7 Rb1 Na6 8 Ng3
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  8 Nf4!? has never received much attention, but is a logical enough try. Play has continued 8 ... 0-0 9 Bd3 and now:


  a) 9 ... d6 10 0-0 Bxc3 11 bxc3 Bb7 12 f3 e5!? 13 Ne2 (13 Nd5!?) 13 ... e4! 14 fxe4 Bxe4 15 Ng3 Qe7 16 Rf4 Bxd3 17 Qxd3 Rae8 is perhaps a shade better for White, A.Groszpeter-J.Adamski, Copenhagen 1989.


  b) 9 ... Bb7 10 0-0 Bxc3 11 bxc3 Be4 12 f3 Bxd3 13 Nxd3 Qc8 14 Qa4 Nb8 15 e4 was A.Groszpeter-D.Gurevich, Bourgoin Jallieu 1982. I was under impression that this position is better for White, but Carsten Hansen claims that GM Dmitry Gurevich has given 15 ... d6 16 Bf4 Ne8! ‘with chances for both sides’. I haven’t seen this analysis myself, but it is sketchy in any case as 17 Rxb6! axb6 18 Qxa8 cxd4 19 cxd4 Qxc4 20 Qxb8 Qxd3 21 Qxb6 leaves Black under some pressure. Black may be able to hold on, but that shouldn’t change the fact that White is the one pressing for the advantage at this stage.


  8 ... Bb7 9 Bd3!?


  White often plays 9 Bd2, which actually transposes to a position which we will consider under the main line with 7 Bd2.


  9 f3 is of some independent significance. 9 ... 0-0 and now:


  a) 10 e4 was played in J.Ulko-M.Sorokin, Nizhnij Novgorod 1998. Black tried to explode the position with 10 ... d5, but 11 cxd5 exd5 12 e5 was better for White because the a6-knight and a5-bishop are out of play and cannot exert sufficient influence on White’s centre. Better would be 10 ... d6 (Carsten Hansen), keeping things flexible for the time being.


  b) 10 Bd2 d5!? (10 ... cxd4 is also possible, but the text is stronger)
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  White now has two options:


  b1) 11 cxd5!? cxd4 12 exd4 Bxc3 13 bxc3 exd5 (13 ... Qxd5 14 Bd3 transposes to the absolute main line, considered in Game 25) 14 Kf2 (14 Bd3 Re8+ 15 Kf2 Nc7 is unclear – Psakhis) 14 ... Nc7 15 h4 Nce8 16 h5 Nd6 17 Bd3 Rc8 18 Qa4 a6 19 Rbe1 Nc4 20 Bc1 Bc6 gave Black a reasonable position in V.Neverov-R.Kholmov, Pardubice 2001.


  b2) 11 b4!?
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  11 ... cxb4 12 Na4!? (12 Na2!? b3 13 Rxb3 Bxd2+ 14 Qxd2 Rc8 15 c5 Nb8 is equal – Psakhis) 12 ... Qe7! 13 c5! (13 cxd5? Nxd5 is good for Black, e.g. 14 Qb3 Rac8 15 e4 Nc3!) 13 ... bxa3 14 Bxa5 bxa5 15 Bxa6 Bxa6 16 Qb3
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  16 ... e5! 17 Qxa3 Nh5!! (as Psakhis mentions in his annotations for ChessBase Magazine 57, 17 ... exd4!? 18 Nf5 Qe5 is fine for Black; however, Sax has something more exciting in mind) 18 Nxh5 exd4 19 Nf4 Rfe8 20 Rd1 and now instead of the awful blunder 20 ... Qg5??, Psakhis points out that Sax should have played 20 ... Qe5! protecting d4 and threatening to take on f4. Then 21 g3 (21 Nh3? Qf6 22 Kf2 dxe3+ 23 Kg1 Qh4) 21 ... g5! 22 Ng2 (22 Nh5 Qf5) 22 ... dxe3 23 Nc3 d4 24 Ne4 g4! and Black is winning in all lines.


  9 ... h5!?
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  I really like this move, although launching the h-pawn down the board in the opening is understandably not to everyone’s taste, and no doubt some people are curious about chopping that g2-pawn. 9 ... Bxc3+ 10 bxc3 Bxg2 is the obvious test of White’s idea. Play has then continued 11 Rg1 Bb7 12 e4 d6 13 Nh5 (13 f4 g6! is an edge for Black – Korchnoi) 13 ... Nxh5 14 Qxh5 Qf6 and now:


  a) 15 Rg3?! e5 16 d5 was V.Korchnoi-J.Timman, Ubeda 1997, and now rather than 16 ... h6, which weakens Black on the kingside, I rather like Korchnoi’s suggestion 16 ... Nb8!? intending 17 ... Nd7, bringing the knight back into the game. Obviously the position is still very complicated, and White has some compensation for the pawn, but Black’s position is solid and there are no immediate dangers.


  b) 15 e5 dxe5 16 dxe5 g6 (16 ... Qf3 17 Qxf3 Bxf3 18 Rxg7 0-0-0 19 Bc2 Rhg8 is given as slightly better for Black by Korchnoi, but 20 Rg3! Rxg3 21 fxg3 appears to be more comfortable for White) 17 exf6 gxh5 18 Bh6 gives White good compensation for the sacrificed pawn – Psakhis.


  10 d5!?
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  If White blocks the h-pawn with 10 h4 then I think that 10 ... Bxg2 11 Rg1 Bb7 is quite sensible. The important difference, by comparison with Korchnoi-Timman (above), is that White cannot play Ng3-h5, exchanging knights and bringing the queen into the game. Another important point is that Black now has some control over the g4-square, so it may be possible to play ... Nf6-g4, blocking the g-file. Notably, when the f6-knight moves Black’s queen attacks the h4-pawn, so White has yet another concern to address. On the other hand, if White just ignores Black’s kingside lunge and completes development with 10 0-0?! then GM Curt Hansen has pointed out that 10 ... Bxc3 11 bxc3 h4 12 Ne2 h3 is already better for Black.


  10 ... exd5 11 Nf5!


  Obviously 11 cxd5 Nxd5 is a bit of a problem!


  11 ... Qb8!


  11 ... Kf8 is the obvious alternative, but it is vital for Black to maintain control of the d6-square.


  12 cxd5


  12 Nxg7+ Kf8 13 Nf5 dxc4 14 Bxc4 d5 is unclear according to Serper, although 14 ... Bxg2 15 Rg1 Be4! looks very good for Black.


  12 ... g6 13 Ng3
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  13 ... Nxd5


  Curt Hansen notes the weird line 13 ... h4!? 14 Nge4 Nxe4 15 Bxe4 Qe5 16 Bf3 Bxc3+ 17 bxc3 h3 18 g3 Nc7 19 c4 Qc3+ 20 Qd2 Qxc4 21 Bb2 Rh5 22 e4 which he assesses as clearly better for White. However, perhaps Black’s play can be improved via 18 ... Qxc3+!? 19 Kf1 Qc4+ 20 Kg1 Rh5 (20 ... 0-0!?) 21 Bxh5 Qe4 when it’s Black who is better.


  14 Bd2?


  White hesitates at the critical moment and gives Black time to re-engage his forces. According Serper White had to throw more wood on the fire with 14 0-0! when 14 ... Bxc3 15 e4! gives rise to a pretty critical position.


  [image: ]


  Black has several possibilities, but two in particular stand out:


  a) According to Serper, 15 ... Bg7 16 exd5 0-0 17 Nxh5! is pretty dangerous for Black, but I am not convinced that things are so bad, e.g. 17 ... gxh5 18 Qxh5 f5 19 d6!? Qxd6 20 Bc4+ Bd5 21 Bxa6 Qc6 gives Black an edge. Instead 19 Bxf5 Rxf5 20 Qxf5 Qe5 21 Qxd7 Qxd5 22 Qxd5+ Bxd5 is tricky to assess: Black’s two bishops are good, but the a6-knight is offside and White does have three connected passed pawns on the kingside! I would still prefer Black here, but in practice this ending could prove pretty nerve-racking!


  b) 15 ... Be5!? is Serper’s main recommendation here, after which play continues 16 exd5 h4 17 Ne4! (trying to be clever with 17 Qe2 backfires on account of 17 ... hxg3 18 hxg3 0-0! 19 Bxa6 Bxd5) 17 ... Nc7! with an unclear position.


  14 ... Nxc3 15 bxc3
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  15 ... Qe5?


  Black drops the ball at the critical moment! Instead Serper points out that 15 ... h4! 16 Ne4 f5 (16 ... c4 17 Bc2 f5 looks even stronger) 17 Ng5 h3 18 Bxa6 Bxa6 19 Nxh3 Qd6 gives Black a decisive advantage. Black is still better after 15 ... Qe5, but there is a lot more work to do before there will be any signing of the score sheets.


  16 f4 Qe7 17 Qe2?


  17 0-0 was better, although Black retains a clear advantage.


  17 ... h4! 18 Bxa6 Bxa6 19 Qxa6 hxg3 20 h3 Qe4 21 0-0 Bxc3!


  Now it should be lights out for White, but somehow he hangs on.
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  22 Bxc3 Qxe3+ 23 Kh1 Qxc3 24 Qe2+ Kf8 25 f5 Re8 26 Qg4 gxf5 27 Qxf5 Re7 28 Rbd1 Qc4 29 Qf6 Qh4 30 Qd6 Qg5 31 Rf3 Qe5 32 Qd3 Qe2


  32 ... d5 33 Rxg3 d4 may have been better.


  33 Rxg3 Qxd3 34 Rgxd3 Ke8 35 Kh2 Rh6 36 a4 Rhe6 37 Rg3 d6 38 Rg8+ Kd7 39 Ra8 Kc6 40 h4? Re4 41 Rc8+ Kd7 42 Rh8 Rxa4 43 h5 f5 44 g3
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  44 ... f4??


  An awful blunder that lets White get the kingside pawns rolling and create some counterplay. Instead 44 ... Rae4!? 45 h6 Rf7 46 h7 Re8 47 Rxe8 Rxh7+ is game over.


  45 g4 Re3 46 Rh6! Ra2+ 47 Kg1 Rg3+ 48 Kf1 Rxg4 49 Rdxd6+! Ke7?


  The wrong way! 49 ... Kc7, heading for the hills, would have still given Black good chances of securing the full point.


  50 Rhe6+ Kf7 51 Rf6+ Ke7 52 h6 Rh2 53 Rfe6+ Kf7 54 Rf6+ Ke7 55 Rfe6+ Kf7 56 Rf6+ Kg8 57 Rd8+ Kh7 58 Rd7+ Kh8 59 Rxa7


  Now White should be able to hold the draw.


  59 ... b5 60 Rc7 c4 61 Rb6 Rg3 62 Rb8+! Rg8 63 Rbb7! Rxh6 64 Rxb5 f3!? 65 Rbc5! Rh1+ 66 Kf2 Rh3 67 Rc8 ½-½

  
 Game 23 Conclusions
White’s strategy of rapid development via 6 a3 Ba5 7 Rb1 Na6 8 Ng3 Bb7 9 Bd3!? makes a solid impression, especially given that by capturing on g2 Black would invite hazardous complications. Fortunately Black does have 9 ... h5!?, an excellent move that exploits a number of interrelated factors: the knight on g3 is vulnerable to the threat of ... h5-h4; the g2-pawn is still vulnerable, especially when combined with the threat of hitting the knight on g3 with ... h4, capturing on g2 with the bishop, and then consolidating the bishop’s position with ... h4-h3; and finally there is the fact that if White now castles then 10 ... h4 11 Nge2 h3! leaves White’s kingside light squares particularly vulnerable.


  All in all this is a fantastic game, notwithstanding the errors of both sides. The quality that particularly appeals to me about this game is that it provides such a vivid example of the sheer dynamic potential inherent in Black’s formation.

  

  Game 24
L.Popov-V.Nasybullin
Roslavl 1989

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 e3 c5 5 Nge2 b6 6 a3 Ba5 7 Rb1 Na6 8 Qa4!?


  This dangerous queen lunge renews the threat to the a5-bishop by preparing 9 b4. This line became popular largely on account of the French GM Joel Lautier’s use of it to defeat GM Alexander Beliavsky. Although Lautier won quite convincingly, Beliavsky was in uncharted territory without a map, and it did not take long for advocates of the Romanishin-Psakhis Variation to cook up some good ideas for Black!
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  8 ... Bb7!


  Preventing 9 b4 with 8 ... Qe7 remains quite popular today, and is actually played by a number of strong GMs. The strange thing is, White actually isn’t really threatening 9 b4 yet. It looks like he is, and the move is certainly playable, but in fact Black has some neat tactical resources which ensure that he obtains good play. We’ll come to that in a second; however, I want to return briefly to the move 8 ... Qe7. White’s best move is now supposed to be 9 dxc5! when Black has to throw in 9 ... Bxc3+ and then recapture on c5 with the pawn or the knight. Opinions differ as to whether Black can obtain equality in this line, but I really don’t see any point in getting involved in the debate as 8 ... Bb7! is more than satisfactory for Black.


  9 b4


  Okay, so White played 9 b4 anyway. You still can’t have your money back. Fortunately it’s not too good, but before we have a look at why I should really mention a couple of White’s alternatives.


  a) 9 f3!? has been played a few times, but is not really consistent with White’s previous couple of moves. 9 ... Rc8 10 Bd2 Bc6 11 Qc2 (11 Qd1 d5 [11 ... 0-0!?] 12 cxd5 exd5 13 Ng3 Bxc3 14 Bxc3 c4 15 b3 b5 16 bxc4 bxc4 17 Kf2 0-0 18 Be2 Re8 19 Re1 Nc7 20 Qc2 Nb5 21 Bb4 Nd6 22 Bc5 Qd7 23 Bd1 h5 24 h4 g6 gave both sides their chances in D.Gurevich-O.Romanishin, New York 1989) 11 ... 0-0 12 Ng3 cxd4 13 exd4 Bxc3 14 Bxc3 Nc7 15 b4?! (15 Bd3 d5 16 b3 is equal – Carsten Hansen) 15 ... b5!


  This queenside pawn thrust is quite common in Nimzo, Queens and Bogo-Indian structures, and is sometimes even played as a positional sacrifice. Once the c4-pawn is removed Black obtains excellent control of the light squares and, in particular, the d5-square, which serves as an excellent outpost for a black knight. With the d4-pawn immobilized White’s dark-squared bishop often finds itself performing the role of a spectator rather than a player. 16 c5 Nfd5 17 Bd2 f5 18 Ne2 Qf6 19 f4 Qh4+ 20 Kd1 Nf6 and Black was close to winning in B.Sambuev-A.Shariyazdanov, St Petersburg 2001.


  b) 9 Bd2 is probably the main line of these Qa4 systems, and genuinely does threaten 10 b4.
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  Black has now tried a couple of moves:


  b1) 9 ... Bc6 is considered inaccurate by some sources, but has recently been used by some of the chief exponents of this system:


  b11) 10 Qd1 has been tried once by GM Viktor Gavrikov. That game continued 10 ... d5 11 cxd5 exd5 12 Ng3 Bxc3 13 bxc3 Nc7 reaching a position in which White enjoys slight structural superiority, but has some problems coordinating his pieces and completing development. Gavrikov eventually won, but the game was messy and unclear at various points. Even so, in general I thought that White’s chances were a little better throughout, and consequently I am going to recommend steering clear of established theory and just playing 10 ... 0-0. The game should then develop along similar channels to after 10 Qc2.


  b12) 10 Qc2 0-0 11 Ng3 (11 Nf4!? should be answered with 11 ... Bb7) 11 ... Bb7! (Black drops the bishop back in anticipation of White trying to establish a strong centre with 12 d5. Before the text became popular practice had seen 11 ... Qc8?! and 11 ... cxd4 12 exd4 Bxc3, but neither move had produced positive results.) 12 d5 (12 Be2 d5 13 cxd5 cxd4 14 exd4 Bxc3 15 bxc3 Qxd5 16 Bf3 Qd7 17 Bxb7 Qxb7 18 0-0 Rac8 19 Qd3 Nb8 20 Rfe1 Qa6 21 Qxa6 Nxa6 with a black edge, Hua Lefong-T.Roussel Roozmon, Montreal 2003) 12 ... Bxc3 13 Bxc3 exd5 14 cxd5 Nxd5 15 Nf5 Nxc3 16 Qxc3 Qg5 17 Nd6 Nc7! gave rise to a messy position in which Black is holding his own, V.Babula-G.Sax, Pula 2001.


  b2) 9 ... Qe7! is the main line, and Black’s most reliable response.
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  White has tried a couple of moves:


  b21) 10 f3!? is relatively unexplored, but has scored quite well for White. Play continues 10 ... 0-0 11 b4 cxb4 12 Nb5 bxa3 (or 12 ... Rfc8!? 13 Ng3 bxa3 14 Bxa5 bxa5 15 Qxa5 a2 ½-½ S.Volkov-A.Lastin, Elista 2000) 13 Bxa5 bxa5 14 Nec3 (14 Qxa5 a2 15 Qxa2 Nb4 16 Qd2 a5 gave Black a reasonable position in A.Lastin-A.Obukhov, St Petersburg 2000) 14 ... Qd8 (14 ... e5!?) 15 Be2 was N.Khurtsidze-N.Dzagnidze, Tbilisi 2004, and now rather than forcing White to play 16 Qxa3 with 15 ... Bc6, Black could have made things very awkward with 15 ... Nb4! 16 0-0 d6 17 Nxa3 (17 Qxa3? loses to 17 ... a6) 17 ... Bc6 18 Qd1 Rb8 when the position is a real mess and quite unclear.


  b22) 10 Ng3 is the established move. 10 ... 0-0! (10 ... Bxc3?! 11 Bxc3 cxd4?! 12 exd4 0-0 13 Bd3 Nc7 14 0-0 with a clear white plus was J.Lautier-A.Beliavsky, Belgrade 1997) 11 d5 (11 Bd3 Bxg2 12 Rg1 Bc6 13 Qd1 g6!? 14 d5 Bb7 15 Kf1 Ne8 16 e4 Ng7 17 Qf3 b5 18 h4 gave White some compensation for the pawn in S.Conquest-S.Fedorchuk, Ohrid 2001. However, I am not convinced it is really enough. Nonetheless, being on the receiving end of this type of play from GM Stuart Conquest is no fun whatsoever!)
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  Going back to 11 d5, Black has now tried a couple of moves:


  b221) 11 ... Rfc8!? 12 Be2 exd5 13 cxd5 c4! 14 Bxc4 Nb4!!
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  15 Be2? Nbxd5 16 Nxd5 Bxd2+ 17 Kxd2 Bxd5 with a clear advantage for Black, K.Terrieux-S.Fedorchuk, Belgium 2004. 15 axb4 Rxc4 is obviously quite nice for Black, but I am not sure what Fedorchuk intended after 15 Qb3.


  [image: ]


  If I had this position over the board I would give 15 ... Rxc4! 16 Qxc4 Ba6 a whirl, as both 17 Nb5 Rc8 18 Qxc8+ Bxc8 19 axb4 Bxb4 and 17 Qh4 Nd3+ 18 Kf1 Nxb2+ 19 Kg1 Qxa3 certainly look like fun!


  b222) 11 ... Bxc3 is the move for those of us who have at least one foot on the ground! 12 Bxc3 Nc7 (12 ... d6 13 Bd3 Nc7 14 dxe6 fxe6 15 0-0 was pretty level in H.Hoffmann-W.Fademrecht, correspondence 1998) 13 Bd3 (13 Bxf6 Qxf6!? 14 Qxd7 Rac8 gives Black compensation – Wells) 13 ... b5 14 Qa5 d6 (14 ... Rfc8! looks better as now Black can answer 15 Bxf6 with 15 ... Qxf6). Thus far we have been following L.Heinimaki-J.Taivainen, Tampere 1997, and now Wells suggests that 15 Bxf6!? gxf6 16 dxe6 fxe6 17 cxb5 is slightly better for White, although the position remains very messy.


  9 ... Bc6!
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  This clever move hits the queen and forces White to either block on b5, or retreat the queen and drop the b4-pawn.


  10 b5


  Or:


  a) 10 Nb5 cxb4 11 Bd2 (Black is better after both the line 11 axb4 Nxb4 12 Rxb4 a6! 13 Nd6+ Ke7 14 Qa3 Kxd6, A.Mitenkov-O.Nikolenko, Moscow 2000, and 11 f3 0-0 12 Bd2 bxa3 13 Bxa5 bxa5 14 Qxa3 Nb4 15 Kf2 Bxb5 16 cxb5, M.Tataev-B.Fradkin, Moscow 1992) 11 ... bxa3 12 Qxa3 Bxd2+ 13 Kxd2 Ne4+ (13 ... Bxb5 14 Rxb5 Nc7 15 Rb2 d6 is a clear plus for Black) 14 Ke1 Bxb5 15 cxb5 Nc7 16 f3 Nf6 17 Nf4 Qe7!? (17 ... d6 may be stronger) 18 Qxe7+ Kxe7 with an edge for Black, H.Zoebisch-S.Testor, Austrian Ch. 2002.


  b) 10 Qb3?! cxb4 11 axb4 Nxb4 12 Ng3 d5 13 Bd2 0-0 14 f3 dxc4 15 Bxc4 Nbd5 16 Kf2 Bxc3 17 Bxc3 Ba4! 18 Qa3 Rc8 19 Bxd5 Nxd5 20 Rhc1 b5 gave Black a obvious advantage in Bu Xiangzhi-V.Akopian, Las Vegas 2001.


  10 ... Be4!


  This move hits b1 and, because of the a5-bishop’s pin on the c3-knight was renewed by 10 b5, Black now threatens to win the exchange outright!


  11 Rb2 cxd4 12 exd4 Nc7 13 Bd2 Bb7!
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  14 Nf4


  Or 14 h4 0-0 15 h5 h6 16 Rh3 a6! 17 bxa6 Bxa6 18 Nb1 Bxd2+ 19 Nxd2 d5 20 Rxb6 Bxc4 21 Qb4 Nd7 22 Rc6 Na6 23 Qd6 Nab8 24 Rxc4 dxc4 25 Nxc4 Ra6 and Black is winning, D.Gimenez-Z.Gyimesi, correspondence 1999.


  14 ... 0-0


  The text is safe and sensible, but alternatives are also promising:


  a) 14 ... Qe7 15 Nd3 a6 16 bxa6 Rxa6 17 Nb4 Ra8 18 Bd3?! (18 Bf4!?) 18 ... Qd6! 19 Ne2 Bxg2 20 Rg1 b5! 21 cxb5 Qxh2, M.Myc-M.Walach, Biala Podlaska 1994.


  b) 14 ... a6 15 bxa6 Bxa6 16 Be2 0-0 17 0-0 d5 18 Qb3 dxc4 19 Bxc4 Qxd4, A.Aleksandrov-A.Graf , Frunze 1989. In both case Black has a clear plus.


  15 Bd3 d6!?


  Black is introducing a new plan whereby he will put his pawns on dark squares and use them to establish a greater presence in the centre. Whilst this works out okay in the game, I actually prefer Black’s traditional plan of breaking open the queenside with 15 ... a6!?.


  16 0-0 e5 17 Nfe2 Ne6
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  18 Nd5!?


  18 d5 Nc5 led to an immediate draw in C.Garcia Palermo-A.Grosar, Bad Wörishofen 1993. White will play 19 Qc2 after which the blocked nature of the position will make it difficult for either side to make much progress.


  18 ... exd4?!


  This allows White to take on a5 and complicate matters. I don’t understand why Black didn’t just play 18 ... Bxd2! as 19 Rxd2 runs into 19 ... Nxd5 20 cxd5 Bxd5 when Black is clearly better as 21 dxe5?! gets a head shot from 21 ... Bxg2!.
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  Also note that 19 Nxf6+? is bad on similar grounds: 19 ... Qxf6 20 Rxd2? Qg5. Hey, even 18 ... e4!? looks pretty nice for Black!


  19 Bxa5 bxa5 20 Rd1?!


  20 Qc2 targeting h7 was probably better, e.g. 20 ... h6 21 Ndf4! with an unclear position.


  20 ... Nxd5 21 cxd5 Bxd5 22 Nxd4 Qg5! 23 Bf1 Nf4 24 f3 Rfe8 25 Qc2 g6 26 Qd2 Rac8 27 Rc2 Rxc2 28 Qxc2 Re3! 29 a4


  29 Kh1 Rxa3 intending 30 ... Ra2 is even worse.


  29 ... Bxf3 30 Nxf3 Rxf3 31 Kh1 Ra3 32 Rxd6 Qe5 33 Rd1 Kg7 34 g3 Ne6 35 Bc4?! Rc3 36 Qe2 Re3!?


  36 ... Qxe2 37 Bxe2 Ra3 is also good.
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  37 Qg2??


  This loses, although 37 Qd2 Qe4+ 38 Kg1 Ng5 is also pretty nasty for White.


  37 ... Re1+ 38 Rxe1 Qxe1+ 39 Bf1


  Sad but necessary as 39 Qf1 Qxf1+ 40 Bxf1 Nc5 picks up the a4-pawn, and with it the game. Now White can hardly move his pieces and the rest is straightforward.


  39 ... Qa1 40 Qf2 Qd4 41 Qe1 Nc5 42 Qxa5 Nxa4 43 Qc7 Nb2 44 h3 Qf2 45 Bg2 Nd1 46 Qe5+ Kh6 47 Bc6 Ne3 48 Qb8 Nf5 49 Qf8+ Kg5 50 Qd8+ f6 51 Bg2 Nxg3+ 52 Kh2 Ne2 53 Qd5+ Kh4 54 Qd1 h5 55 Kh1 f5 56 Qa4+ f4 0-1

  
 Game 24 Conclusions
In this example we again saw Black fighting blow for blow from the very earliest stages of the game. White’s plan of following up 6 a3 Ba5 7 Rb1 Na6 with 8 Qa4!?, single-mindedly pursuing a5-bishop, is very dangerous. Fortunately Black has an excellent riposte in 8 ... Bb7!, meeting 9 b4 with 9 ... Bc6! 10 b5 Be4! when White’s queenside attack has been entirely neutralized and suddenly the black bishops are the best pieces on the board.


  Another nice point to note about this game is that Black displayed an acute sense of structural niceties. Once the initial tactical skirmishes had been resolved, and White’s pawn structure largely determined, Black did not fall into the trap of playing the more obvious central pawn break with ... d7-d5, but instead exploited the weakness of the c5-square by forcing the removal of the d4-pawn via ... d6 and ... e5. In many respects it is this inherent flexibility that imbues Black’s position with such explosive potential.

  

  Game 25
A.Graf-L.Psakhis
Moscow 1992

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 e3 b6 5 Nge2 c5 6 a3 Ba5 7 Rb1 Na6 8 Bd2 0-0
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  9 Ng3


  This is essentially the main line of the Romanishin-Psakhis Variation. Although White is struggling to prove even a slight edge at present, alternatives promise little:


  a) 9 dxc5 bxc5 10 Nf4 Bb7 (10 ... Bc7!? 11 Bd3 d5 12 0-0 d4 13 Ne4 Bb7 14 Nxf6+ Qxf6 15 Nh5 Qh4 16 Ng3 f5 17 f4 Rad8 with a black edge, R.Sherbakov-Nguyen Anh Dung, India 2003) 11 Bd3 d5 12 cxd5 exd5 13 0-0 (or 13 Bxa6 Bxa6 14 b4 Bc7! 15 Nfe2 d4 16 Na4 Bb7 and Black was better in M.Poulsen-T.Roussel Roozmon, Budapest 2004) 13 ... Bc7 14 Nce2 Qd6 15 Ng3 g6 gave rise to an unclear position in O.Dzuban-G.Serper, Azov 1991. White has a solid position with long-term plans of creating pressure against Black’s hanging pawns, but Black enjoys active piece development and good chances of generating counterplay in the centre and on the kingside.


  b) 9 Nf4 has been tried by some good players, but has never really established itself.
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  Play has continued:


  b1) 9 ... Bxc3 10 Bxc3 Ne4 11 Rc1 Bb7 12 Be2 Qg5 13 Bf3 Nxc3 14 Rxc3 Bxf3 15 Qxf3 ½-½ G.Timoscenko-L.Psakhis, Sverdlovsk 1987.


  b2) 9 ... Bb7 10 Bd3 cxd4 11 exd4 Bxc3 12 bxc3?! (12 Bxc3 d5 13 cxd5 Nxd5 14 Nxd5 Qxd5 is better, as in Z.Gyimesi-G.Sax, Budapest 1995; nevertheless, Black is fine here, and the players promptly agreed to share the point) 12 ... Be4 13 0-0 Qc8 14 Qa4 Bxd3 15 Nxd3 Ne4 was at least equal for Black in J.Tisdall-S.Brynell, Skei 1995 on account of his superior pawn structure.


  b3) 9 ... cxd4 10 exd4 Bxc3 11 Bxc3 d5 12 Qf3 (Black was better after 12 Nh5?! Bb7 13 cxd5 Nxd5 14 Qg4 g6 15 Bd2 f5 16 Qg3 f4 17 Nxf4 Nxf4 18 Bxf4 Qxd4 19 Be3 Qe4 20 Rd1 Rad8 21 Be2 Rxd1+ 22 Bxd1 Qxg2 in I.Sokolov-C.Gabriel, Bad Godesberg 1999) 12 ... Nc7 13 b3 Bb7 14 Qe3 Ne4 15 Bb2 dxc4 16 bxc4 Qg5 17 Bd3 Qa5+ 18 Ke2 f5 with equal chances, A.Pyhala-M.Rytshagov, Finland 1995.


  c) 9 d5 d6!
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  As with most of these Romanishin-Psakhis lines, the flexible nature of Black’s position provides a very wide range of playable alternatives. However, the text has scored very well for Black and appears entirely satisfactory. For example:


  c1) 10 Nf4 Bxc3 11 Bxc3 e5 12 Ne2 Ne4 13 f3 Nxc3 14 Nxc3 Nc7 15 Qd2 f5 16 f4 Bd7 17 Be2 exf4 18 exf4 Qh4+ 19 g3 Qh3 is very comfortable for Black, who intends to meet 20 Kf2 with ... Ne8-f6 and ... Rae8 (G.Kasparov-O.Romanishin, Minsk 1979).


  c2) 10 f3 exd5 (10 ... Bxc3 11 Nxc3 exd5 12 cxd5 Nh5 13 g3 f5 14 Bd3 Nc7 15 0-0 Nf6 16 Qc2 Qd7 was comfortable for Black in M.Sosnicki-A.Volzhin, Koszalin 1998, as was 10 ... Nh5 11 h4 f5!? 12 dxe6 Bxe6 13 b3 Qe7 14 Kf2 Rad8, E.Hedman-Z.Medvegy, Czech Republic 2002) and now both 11 cxd5 Nh5 12 g3 f5 13 Bg2 Bd7 14 0-0 b5 15 b4 cxb4 16 axb4 Bb6 17 Kh1 Nc7 (A.Onischuk-Y.Pelletier, Cap d’Agde 2002) and 11 Nxd5 Nxd5 12 cxd5 Bxd2+ 13 Qxd2 Nc7 14 Ng3 f5 15 b4 Qf6 (S.Guliev-A.Shariyazdanov, Tula 1999) led to equal positions.


  c3) 10 e4!? exd5 11 cxd5 Bxc3!? 12 Nxc3 Nxe4! 13 Nxe4 Re8 14 Bd3 (or 14 f3? Rxe4+ 15 fxe4 Qh4+ 16 g3 Qxe4+, A.Watanabe-C.Horvath, Budapest 1996) 14 ... f5 15 Qa4 b5!
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  16 Qxb5 fxe4 17 Bc4 Nc7 18 Qb3 Bf5 19 Qe3 a5 20 0-0 a4 with a level position, A.Chevallier-B.Spassky, French League 1991.


  c4) 10 g3 exd5 11 cxd5 Bxc3 12 Nxc3 Nc7 13 Bc1!? Re8 14 Bg2 Ba6! 15 f3 Bc4! 16 f4 Qd7 17 b3 Ba6 18 h3
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  18 ... Nb5! 19 Nxb5 Bxb5 20 Qc2 Re7 21 Kf2 Rae8 and Black is doing very well, Z.Gyimesi-P.Petran, Budapest 1995.


  c5) 10 Ng3 and now:


  c51) 10 ... Bxc3 11 Bxc3 exd5 12 cxd5 Nc7 13 e4 (13 Bc4 b5 14 Ba2 was M.Cebalo-Z.Gyimesi, Croatia 2003, and now instead of 14 ... a5 Pliester suggests 14 ... Bb7, whilst Carsten Hansen proposes 14 ... c4 15 e4 Re8 16 Bxf6 Qxf6 17 0-0 Bd7 when Black is close to equality) 13 ... Re8 14 Bxf6 Qxf6 15 Be2 Bd7 16 0-0 Bb5! 17 Bxb5 Nxb5 18 Qd3 Nd4 gave Black a very comfortable position in J.Lautier-O.Romanishin, Polanica Zdroj 1991, and the players agreed to a draw a few moves later.


  c52) Also sensible is 10 ... exd5 11 Nxd5 Nxd5 12 cxd5 Bxd2+ 13 Qxd2 Nc7 14 Be2 a5!? (14 ... Bd7 15 0-0 Qg5 16 Rbd1 f5 17 f4 Qe7 18 Bf3 Rae8 was level in I.Jelen-A.Grosar, Maribor 1994) 15 0-0 a4 16 e4 f5 17 exf5 Bxf5 18 Nxf5 Rxf5 19 Bg4 Qg5! 20 Qxg5 Rxg5 21 Bd7 Rd8 with an edge for Black, P.Haugli-B.Ostenstad, Oslo 1991.


  9 ... Bb7
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  The text is the main line, but the relatively unexplored move 9 ... d5!? has also scored well for Black in practice.


  10 Bd3


  White also has a few alternatives:


  a) 10 b4? attempts to make use of Black’s rather congested queenside piece mass; however, Psakhis demonstrates that everything is under control with the variation 10 ... cxb4 11 Nce2 Qe7 12 Qb3 bxa3! 13 Bxa5 bxa5 when 14 Qxb7? fails to 14 ... Rab8, making use of the a6-knight’s protection of b8 and picking up the b1-rook.


  b) 10 d5 Bxc3 (10 ... Re8!? 11 d6 Rf8 12 Nb5 Bxd2+ 13 Qxd2 Ne8 14 b4 f5 15 f3 Nb8 16 bxc5 bxc5 17 Be2 Nc6 18 0-0 Rb8 19 Rb2 Ba8 20 Rfb1 a6 gave Black good play in S.Gligoric-A.Beliavsky, Novi Sad 2000) 11 Bxc3 exd5 12 cxd5 (or 12 Bxf6!? Qxf6 13 cxd5 Qe5 with an edge for Black – Psakhis) 12 ... Nxd5! 13 Bxg7 Kxg7 14 Nf5+ Kh8 15 Nd6 Bc6! 16 Bxa6 Qe7 and Black is undoubtedly better, E.Magerramov-L.Psakhis, Klaipeda 1988.


  10 ... cxd4!?


  Most commentators agree that chopping on g2 immediately with 10 ... Bxg2 is too risky in light of 11 Rg1.
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  11 ... Bb7 12 d5 is now the recommended continuation, but interestingly Vietnamese Grandmaster Nguyen Anh Dung, who is an expert on this system, played into this position quite recently against the Russian Grandmaster Vladimir Epishin, and Epishin decided to avoid 12 d5 in favour of 12 b4!? cxb4 13 Nce4. After 13 ... Bxe4 14 Nxe4 bxa3 15 Bxa5 bxa5 16 Nxf6+ Qxf6 17 Qh5 Rfb8! Black was better and went on to win, V.Epishin-Nguyen Anh Dung, Qingdao 2002. The real question, therefore, is what Nguyen Anh Dung had in mind against 12 d5 and why Epishin chose to avoid the theoretical recommendation. For the record, the only game to have tested 12 d5 ran 12 ... b5!? (with this active thrust Black seeks immediate counterplay in the centre by undermining White’s central pawn structure; instead 12 ... g6!?, taking control of the h5 square, and 12 ... Qe7 are also sensible) 13 Nh5 (13 Nxb5 Bxd2+ 14 Qxd2 looks better) 13 ... g6 14 cxb5 Nc7 15 d6 Ncd5 16 b4 cxb4 with a real mess in which I would prefer to be Black, although the position remains both tense and unclear, A.Watanabe-K.Haznedaroglu, Istanbul Olympiad 2000.


  Although 10 ... cxd4 is popular, the same position can be reached via the move order 10 ... d5 11 cxd5 cxd4 12 exd4 Bxc3 13 bxc3 Qxd5 when 14 f3 or 14 Qe2 returns us to the course of the main game. White can also try to exploit Black’s move order with 11 0-0, but 11 ... cxd4 12 exd4 dxc4! (12 ... Bxc3 13 bxc3 dxc4 is also sensible) 13 Bxc4 Qxd4 14 Bxa6 Bxa6 15 b4 Rad8 16 Be1 Qe5 17 Qb3 Bxf1 18 Nxf1 Bxb4 19 Qxb4 Rd3 is better for Black according to Carsten Hansen.


  11 exd4
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  11 ... Bxc3


  Psakhis notes that 11 ... Bxg2 is now close to losing on account of 12 Rg1 Bb7 13 Nh5 Nxh5 (13 ... g6 14 Bg5) 14 Bxh7+! Kxh7 15 Qxh5+ Kg8 16 Rxg7+!.


  12 bxc3


  White can also consider playing 12 Bxc3, e.g. 12 ... d5 (12 ... Bxg2? is even more risky here as White’s bishops are already aiming at Black’s kingside and d4-d5 will open the position) 13 b3 when 13 ... Qd6 14 0-0 dxc4 15 bxc4 Qxa3 16 Rb3 gives rise to an unclear position in which Black is a pawn up but the a6-knight is offside and all of White’s forces are taking aim against Black’s kingside. In general, therefore, I would rather avoid this possibility by employing the move order with 10 ... d5.


  12 ... d5 13 cxd5


  White again follows the main line; however, two other moves also deserve consideration:


  a) 13 0-0 dxc4 14 Bxc4 Nb8!? (14 ... Rc8 15 Qe2 Nb8 16 Bd3 Re8 17 Rfe1 Nbd7 gave Black equality in N.Edzgveradze-Zhu Chen, Kishinev 1995 according to Lautier) 15 Re1 Qd6 16 a4 Nbd7 17 Bd3 Rac8 18 a5 Rfe8 19 axb6 axb6 20 Nh5 e5 21 Nxf6+ Nxf6 22 Bb5 Bc6 23 Bxc6 Qxc6 24 Rxe5 ½-½ was the game R.Knaak-L.Psakhis, Baden-Baden 1992.


  b) 13 c5!? Nb8 14 Bg5 Nbd7 15 Bb5 Qc7 16 Bxd7 Nxd7 17 Be7 Rfe8 18 Bd6 provided White with an enduring initiative in R.Knaak-C.Gabriel, Altensteig 1993 after 18 ... Qd8. However, Carsten Hansen has pointed out that Black’s play can be improved with 18 ... Qc6, maintaining the pressure on the c5-pawn, taking the a4-square away from White’s queen and preparing 19 ... Ba6 with the better game.


  13 ... Qxd5!
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  14 Qe2


  The text has been White’s most popular choice in practice; however, 14 f3 may be more challenging. Play has then continued 14 ... e5!? (14 ... Nc5 15 Bc2 Ncd7 16 0-0 Ba6 17 Re1 Rac8 18 Ne4 Qc6 19 Rc1 Bc4 gave Black a very comfortable position in N.Mohota-L.Ravi, Calcutta 2002)
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  15 Bg5 (15 Be4 Nxe4 16 fxe4 Qd8 17 0-0 exd4 18 Qg4 Bc8 19 Nf5 Bxf5 20 exf5 Qd7 gave Black equality in R.Graf-Zhu Chen, Singapore 1995. Lautier notes that the lines 15 Rb5 Nc5! 16 Bxh7+ Nxh7 17 dxc5 Bc6, 15 Ne4 Nxe4 16 Bxe4 Qd7 and 15 Qe2 exd4 16 Bxa6 Rfe8 are all nice for Black. That just leaves 15 Nf5 which has also been shown to be fine for Black, e.g. 15 ... Rfe8 16 0-0 exd4 17 Nxd4 Nc5, V.Radomsky-G.Kastanieda, Moscow 1998.) 15 ... exd4 16 Bxf6
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  Now 16 ... Qe6+ 17 Qe2 Nc5 18 Bxh7+ Kxh7 19 Qxe6 fxe6 20 Bxd4 was good for White in V.Epishin-P.Vezzosi, Saint Vincent 2001. However, Carsten Hansen has shown that Black has an acceptable alternative in 16 ... gxf6!? 17 Be4 (or 17 cxd4 Rfe8+ 18 Kf1 Rad8 and now both 19 Ne2 Nc5! 20 dxc5 Ba6! and 19 Nf5 Nc5! 20 Nh6+ Kg7 21 Nf5+ Kh8 are better for Black) 17 ... Qe6 18 cxd4 f5 19 d5 Bxd5 20 Qxd5 fxe4 21 Qxe6 fxe6 22 Nxe4 Rad8 with a balanced endgame ahead.


  14 ... Nb8!
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  14 ... Nc7!? has also been tried here, but my preference is for the text.


  15 f3 Qa2!
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  The black queen exploits the temporary disharmony among White’s forces to invade on the 7th rank and threaten the a3-pawn. An important point to note here is that, should the queens be exchanged, Black will have good play against White’s central hanging pawns. With that fact in mind we can note that the a2-queen effectively immobilizes the d2-bishop for the time being.


  16 Ne4


  Alternatively:


  a) 16 0-0 Qxa3 17 Ne4 (or 17 f4 Nbd7 18 c4 Qd6 19 Bc3 Rfe8 20 Rbd1 Rac8 with an edge for Black, R.Graf-A.Shariyazdanov, Dubai 2000) 17 ... Nxe4 18 fxe4 e5 19 Qg4 Qd6 20 dxe5 Qxe5 21 Rb5 Qe6 22 Qh4 Nd7 23 Rh5 Nf6 24 Rh6 Qg4 25 Rxh7 Qxh4 26 Rxh4 Rfe8 and Black was better in G.Kacheishvili-M.Palac, Pula 1997.


  b) 16 Bc1 Qxe2+ 17 Kxe2 Rc8 18 Bd2 Ba6 19 Ne4 Bxd3+ 20 Kxd3 Nc6 21 Rhc1 Nd5 is a shade better for Black, A.Vaisser-C.Bauer, Val d’Isere 2002.


  c) 16 Bg5 Qxe2+ 17 Kxe2 Nd5 18 Rhc1 Nc6 19 Kf2 h6 20 Bd2 Rfd8 21 Ne2 Nde7 22 Be3 e5 23 Be4 Rd7 24 c4 exd4 25 Nxd4 Nxd4 26 Bxb7 Rxb7 27 Bxd4 Rd8 28 Be3 Rd3 again with an edge for Black, V.Babula-A.Graf, Bled Olympiad 2002.


  16 ... Nxe4 17 fxe4 Ba6!
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  Black exploits the temporarily vulnerable position of the b1-rook to force a further exchange of minor pieces. Instead 17 ... Qxa3 18 0-0 gives White some compensation for his sacrificed pawn.


  18 0-0 Bxd3 19 Qxd3 Qxa3 20 Qg3 f6 21 Bf4
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  A more recent encounter in this variation continued 21 Qc7 Qa4 22 e5 Qc6 23 Qe7 Re8 24 Qa3 fxe5 25 Rf2 Nd7 26 Rbf1 a5 27 c4 Rf8 28 Qg3 Qe4 29 Qh3 Qxd4 30 Qxe6+ Kh8 31 Be1 Rf6 0-1 V.Snatenkov-A.Iljin, Samara 2002.


  21 ... e5! 22 dxe5 Qc5+! 23 Kh1 Nc6!
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  Black returns the pawn, but in the process completes his development and creates a situation where he can generate lasting counterplay against White’s isolated pawns.


  24 e6


  Or 24 Bh6 Qe7 25 exf6 Rxf6 26 Bg5 Rxf1+ 27 Rxf1 Qxe4 with an unmistakable advantage for Black.


  24 ... Ne5 25 h3?


  25 Bxe5 would give White better chances of holding a draw, but 25 ... Qxe5 26 Qxe5 fxe5 27 Rf5 Rac8 or 27 ... Rf6 28 Rxe5 Re8 guarantees Black the better chances in the rook endgame.


  25 ... Rfe8 26 Bxe5 Qxe5 27 Qxe5 fxe5
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  Black has an obvious advantage in this ending.


  28 c4!? Rxe6 29 c5 bxc5 30 Rb7 Rf6 31 Rc1 Rf7 32 Rb5 Rc7 33 Ra5 c4!? 34 Rc3! Rb8 35 Ra4 Rd8! 36 Raxc4 Rxc4 37 Rxc4 a5 38 Ra4 Ra8
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  With the rook lending its support to the passed pawn from the rear, and no other avenues of counterplay available to White, it is clear that Black has now reached a technically winning endgame.


  39 Kg1 Kf7 40 Kf2 Ke6 41 Ke3 Kd6 42 Kd3 Kc5 43 Rc4+ Kb6 44 Rc3 Rd8+ 45 Kc2 Rd4 46 Rc8 Rxe4 47 Kd3 Ra4 48 Re8 e4+ 49 Kc3 Kc5 50 Re5+ Kd6 51 Rg5 g6 52 h4 e3 53 Kd3 Rxh4?! 54 Rxa5 Rg4 55 Ra2 Rg3 56 Ke4 h5 57 Kf4 h4 58 Ke4 Ke6 59 Rb2 Kf6 60 Kf4 g5+ 61 Ke4 Kg6 62 Ra2 Kh5 63 Kf5 Rg4 64 Re2 Rf4+ 65 Ke5 Rf2 0-1

  
 Game 25 Conclusions
In this game we examined what has effectively come to be regarded as the main line of the Romanishin-Psakhis Variation: 6 a3 Ba5 7 Rb1 Na6 8 Bd2 0-0 9 Ng3 Bb7 10 Bd3 cxd4!? (the most common move order, although I actually prefer 10 ... d5, which essentially leads to the same position) 11 exd4 Bxc3 12 bxc3 d5 13 cxd5 Qxd5! when White has the two bishops, but Black has a better structure, a lead in development and an immediate threat against the g2-pawn. White can choose between 14 Qe2 and 14 f3. The latter is definitely preferable, but I doubt Black should suffer any substantive difficulties in either continuation.


  In all of these hanging pawns positions it is useful to be aware of a few themes:


  1) 14 ... Nb8! intending to instigate an exchange of bishops with ... Ba6, or to bring the knight back into play via d7 or c6-a5.


  2) 15 ... Qa2!, exploiting the position of the rook on b1, the poor coordination of White’s forces and the vulnerable position of the isolated a3-pawn.


  


  
    3) The pawn advance ... e6-e5!?, even if played as a sacrifice, can have a very disruptive effect on White’s position, and very often results in the further weakening of White’s central pawns.

  


  


  

  

  Chapter Four
The Rubinstein Variation:

  The Classical Fianchetto System

  
 The starting position of the Classical Fianchetto Variation is reached after the moves 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 e3 b6 5 Bd3 Bb7 6 Nf3 0-0 7 0-0 d5


  Thinking back to the days when my main weapon against the Nimzo was the Rubinstein Variation, I can recall struggling to reach pleasant positions against this line. My primary objection to White’s position is that Black has been permitted to use the Nimzo move order to achieve an aggressive formation very similar to that seen in the Queen’s Gambit Declined, Tartakower Variation, but White has extracted nothing in return. Indeed quite the contrary – the dark-squared bishop remains entombed on c1, and the f6-knight (which is often exchanged in the Tartakower Variation) sits smugly on f6, awaiting a chance to hop into e4 and open the way for Black’s major pieces to commence a kingside attack ( ... Ne4, ... f5 and then ... Rf6-g6/h6 and ... Qh4 is one crude but dangerous plan of attack).


  The Classical Fianchetto Variation is no longer as popular as it once was, but I suspect this has more to do with fashion than anything else. The Karpov and Hübner systems have long represented Black’s safest routes to equality in the Rubinstein, and consequently these are the most popular lines among super-GMs. Both of the aforementioned variations involve Black making exchanges in the early stages of the game, and then relying on solid defensive play to gradually exploit slight defects in White’s pawn structure. The Classical Fianchetto Variation provides a stark contrast to this: instead of exchanging pieces, Black strives to keep material on the board; instead of playing defensive, positional chess, Black fights hand over fist to generate attacking chances; and instead of playing against White’s centre, Black strives to match White’s central control and better it!


  Okay, well now that I have that little rant out of my system, let’s take a look at some of the theory on this line. One of the nice things about playing the Classical Fianchetto Variation is that there really is very little concrete theory. This system is more about understanding ideas and structures than it is about memorizing theory, and for me at least that adds to its appeal. Of course, there are inevitably some sharp variations where Black has to have a firm grasp of how to defend and counter White’s attempts, but in terms of quantity these are relatively minimal by comparison with other variations. With these points in mind I decided to change the way in which I structured and presented the material in this chapter. Instead of examining the games in ascending order of theoretical importance, I have separated the material up into segments, each division dealing with a distinct method or plan that White can employ to strive for an edge. I felt that by presenting the material in this manner it would convey how Black should handle these different strategies with greater clarity than could be achieved via a basic survey of the theory itself.


  Plan 1


  White exchanges on d5 and uses slow systems, in particular involving the Ne2-g3 manoeuvre

  

  Game 26
V.Malaniuk-K.Lerner
Swidnica 1997

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nf3 b6 4 e3 Bb7 5 Nc3 Bb4 6 Bd3 0-0 7 0-0 d5 8 cxd5 exd5 9 Ne2
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  With Black’s light-squared bishop removed from the c8-h3 diagonal, White brings his knight round to g3 with a view to potentially occupying the f5-square. In general White’s plan is to play Ng3, a3 and b4 (or simply b3), and then Bb2. Having completed his development White can then set about expanding on the queenside or perhaps taking action in the centre if the circumstances allow it.


  9 Qe2 is a move that is common in Queen’s Gambit positions with the c1-bishop outside the pawn chain, but here it feels rather misguided. Play has continued 9 ... Re8 10 a3 Bd6 11 b4 a6 12 Bc2 Nbd7 13 Rb1 Qe7 14 Bd2 Ne4 15 Na2 a5!.
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  Although White’s queenside pawn minority ensures a slight space advantage, this timely thrust demonstrates that it can also prove vulnerable. 16 Nc1 axb4 17 axb4 c6 18 Rd1 Ra3! 19 Be1 Rea8 20 Rd3 g6 21 Rdb3 Rxb3 22 Nxb3 Ba6 23 Qd1 Bc4 with a clear plus for Black, M.Abatino-M.Drasko, Cutro 1997.


  9 ... Bd6


  Or 9 ... Nbd7 and now:
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  a) 10 Rb1!? Qe7 11 Ng3 g6 12 Bd2 Bd6 13 b4. Strictly this line probably belongs in a later section of this chapter (which deals with positions where White exchanges on d5 and then expands on the queenside). However, I wanted to include this particular example because it illustrates some nice attacking themes for Black. 13 ... a6 14 a4 c6! (with this move Black keeps his queenside pawn structure fluid, so that 15 b5 can be answered with 15 ... axb5 16 axb5 c5, or even 15 ... cxb5 16 axb5 a5, when the passed a-pawn may prove a definite asset in many endgame situations) 15 Qc2 Rae8 16 Rfe1 Ne4 17 Bc3 f5 18 Ne2 Ndf6 19 Rf1 Ng4!
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  Now Black’s minor pieces coordinate dynamically to generate threats against White’s kingside. 20 Be1 Ng5! 21 Ng3 f4! 22 exf4 Bxf4 23 Nxg5 Qxg5 24 Be2 Bxg3 25 Bxg4 Bxh2+ 26 Kxh2 Qxg4 with a clear advantage for Black, C.Kunze-R.Dautov, Bad Godesberg 1999.


  b) 10 b3 Qe7 11 Bb2 Bd6 12 Ng3 g6 13 Rc1 a6 (13 ... Ne4 14 Bb5! a6 15 Bc6 Bxc6 16 Rxc6 was played in J.Granda Zuniga-A.Onischuk, Wijk aan Zee 1997; although Black’s position proved to be quite satisfactory, the exchange of light-squared bishops left Black’s queenside light squares slightly vulnerable) 14 Qc2 Rfc8 15 Rfd1 Ne4 16 Bxe4 dxe4 17 Ne5 Nxe5 18 dxe5 Bxe5 19 Bxe5 Qxe5 20 Rd7 Bd5 ½-½ A.Yusupov-R.Kasimdzhanov, Essen 2002.


  10 b3 Re8 11 Bb2 Nbd7 12 Ng3 g6!


  Although this weakens the kingside dark squares it is important for Black to retain control of the f5-square, and in any case this weakening is not too much of a problem provided Black keeps the centre closed.
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  13 Nd2 h5!


  With the central tension already resolved it is quite common for Black to embark on plans involving these pawn thrusts down the wings. In this particular case the h-pawn advance is all the more tempting because it can be used to harass the g3-knight and also supports ideas such as 14 ... Ng4 and 15 ... Qh4.


  14 Re1 Ne4 15 Ngf1 Qg5! 16 f3 Nxd2 17 Qxd2 Nf6 18 Re2 h4 19 a4?! a5!


  [image: ]


  Although there are exceptions, in general White is well advised to refrain from playing a4 when the b-pawn still situated on b2 or b3, because if Black answers with ... a5 the b4 square is irreparably weakened.


  20 Ba3 Bxa3 21 Rxa3 c5 22 Bb5 Re7 23 Ra1 Rc8 24 Rc1 Rec7


  [image: ]


  Slowly but surely Black enhances the pressure.


  25 dxc5 Rxc5 26 Rxc5 Rxc5 27 Qd4 Nh5!


  [image: ]


  An excellent move. Black acknowledges that White’s queen is superbly placed on d4 and consequently redirects the knight to e6 or f5 in order to dislodge her. Once the white queen is forced to surrender control of the d4-square Black can focus on playing ... d5-d4 at an opportune moment, thereby reintroducing the b7-bishop into the attack. One final point to note about this last concept is that the strength of the b7-bishop can be enhanced by first playing ... h3 and forcing a weakening of the kingside light squares.


  28 Rd2 Ng7 29 b4 Ne6 30 Qb2 axb4 31 Qxb4 h3 32 g3 Qf6 33 Be2 Ng5 34 Qf4 Qxf4 35 gxf4 Ne6 36 Rb2 Bc6 37 Rxb6 Bxa4 38 Ng3 d4!


  Black perseveres with his initiative by breaking up White’s remaining pawn mass. The game now ended rather abruptly, and with a few strange moves. Presumably both players were in time trouble at this stage and White then lost on time.


  39 Rb1


  39 Rb4 may have been better.


  39 ... Rc8


  39 ... dxe3 would be close to winning for Black.


  40 Kf2 0-1

  
 Game 26 Conclusions
This game provides quite a nice example of how Black should deal with these Nc3-e2-g3 plans. Once the knight reaches g3 it threatens to invade on f5. Black’s easiest reply is simply to play ... g6, controlling the f5-square and preparing the advance ... h5-h4 to harass the g3-knight, and perhaps even soften up White’s kingside with a subsequent ... h4-h3. However, Black should be careful about combining plans here; although it can be tempting to strive for the ... c5 break, it is important to bear in mind that this could allow a timely dxc5 in reply, thereby opening up the a1-h8 diagonal for White’s dark-squared bishop. Whilst this is not necessarily a problem in itself, there are good reasons for keeping the position closed, the most obvious of which is the comparative value of the dark-squared bishops. Black’s bishop is superbly placed on d6, where it controls e5 (keeping a white knight out of there), it can contribute to the kingside attack by eyeing h2 or being sacrificed on g3, and it can also switch direction and swing over to b4 or a3 to disrupt White’s forces. White’s dark-squared bishop, by comparison, contributes comparatively little to the position, and it is only if the d4-pawn is somehow removed that it really acquires any independent significance. Building on the theme of keeping the centre intact, we should of course note that things can get particularly bad if Black has already played ... g6 (i.e. in order to keep the g3-knight out of f5). In that case the kingside dark squares could potentially become quite weak, and it is noteworthy that in the illustrative game itself Black waited until White had forced an exchange of dark-squared bishops before going for the ... c5 break.


  Plan 2


  White exchanges on d5, but then delays choosing a middlegame plan, instead opting for the flexible developing move 9 Qc2!?

  

  Game 27
O.Rodriguez-G.Giorgadze
Spanish Team Championship 2001

  
 1 d4 d5 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 e3 Nf6 5 Bd3 0-0 6 Nf3 b6 7 cxd5 exd5 8 0-0 Bb7 9 Qc2 Re8


  [image: ]


  9 ... Nbd7 10 a3 Be7 11 e4 dxe4 12 Nxe4 Nxe4 13 Bxe4 Bxe4 14 Qxe4 c5 15 dxc5 Nxc5 16 Qg4 Qc8 17 Qxc8 Raxc8 18 b4 Nb3 19 Rb1 Nxc1 20 Rfxc1 a5 21 bxa5 bxa5 22 a4 Ba3 23 Rxc8 Rxc8 24 g3 Rc1+ 25 Rxc1 Bxc1 ½-½ was Demuria-M.Taimanov, Tbilisi 1957.


  10 Ne5


  Or 10 a3 and now:


  [image: ]


  a) The obvious choice 10 ... Bd6!? is supposedly bad on account of 11 Nb5, but this may not be the case: 11 ... Nc6 12 Nxd6 cxd6! is a clever idea that preserves control of the dark squares and prepares occupation of the c-file. The only game that has reached this position continued with the moves 13 Bd2 Re7 14 b4 Rc7 15 Qb2 Ne4 16 Rfc1 Rac8 17 Rc2 Ne7 18 Rac1 h6 with a very comfortable position for Black, N.Garcia Vicente-I.Gaponenko, Women’s Olympiad, Calvia 2004. Although Black’s position proved to be perfectly respectable in this example, and Black actually went on to win this game, my preference would still be for 10 ... Bf8.


  b) 10 ... Bf8! (with this cosy retreat Black makes use of the inclusion of 9 ... Re8) 11 b4
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  We now have a couple of instructive examples:


  b1) 11 ... a5!? attempts to clarify the position on the queenside immediately. 12 b5 Nbd7 13 Bb2 Bd6 14 Rfe1 Ne4 15 Ne2 Rc8 16 Rac1 Qe7 17 Qb3 Ndf6 18 h3? Nxf2!


  [image: ]


  19 Kxf2 Qxe3+ 20 Kf1 Ne4 21 Bxe4 Qxb3 22 Rc3 Qxb2 23 Rb1 Qxc3 24 Nxc3 dxe4 0-1 W.Stute-A.Dgebuadze, Böblingen 1997.


  b2) Another method of dealing with White’s queenside pawn advances would be 11 ... Nbd7 12 Qb3 a6 13 a4 c6 14 Rb1 b5!?.
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  This is a slightly unusual way for Black to resolve the tension on the queenside. Although adopting this ‘blockading’ plan is quite common when Black’s light-squared bishop has been exchanged already, or is posted on the kingside, by playing ... b5 at this stage Black effectively robs his queenside pawns of their dynamic potential and entombs the light-squared bishop for much time to come. A more standard defensive method would be to adopting a waiting strategy, meeting the pawn advance b4-b5 with ... axb5/ ... cxb5 followed by ... c5/ ... a5, in either case with a respectable position. Another strategy, which borrows a plan from the Tartakower Defence in the Queen’s Gambit, is to pre-empt White’s queenside plans by playing ... a5 immediately, with a view to meeting b5 with ... c5 (closing the queenside), and bxa5 with ... Rxa5 when the rook’s posting on a5 guarantees excellent activity on the queenside. 15 Qc2 Rc8 16 Re1 h6 17 Bf5 g6 18 Bh3 Rc7 19 a5! (It is important for White to play this move now, before Black has time to implement the manoeuvre ... Nb6-c4. Now the c6-pawn is backward and Black has a real problem with the b7-bishop. Nevertheless, Black’s position remains solid.) 19 ... Bd6 20 Nd2 Qe7 21 Ba3 Ne4 22 Ncxe4 dxe4 23 Bxd7 Rxd7 24 f4 Rc7 25 Qc3 Bc8 26 Nb3 g5 27 g3 Kh7 28 Nc5 Rg8 29 Kf2 f5 30 Bc1 Qe8 31 Rf1 Rcg7 32 Rb2 h5 33 fxg5 Rxg5 34 Ke1 h4 35 gxh4 Rg1 36 Rbf2 Qh5 37 d5 Rxf1+ 38 Rxf1 Rg2 39 Rf2 Rg1+ 40 Rf1 Qxh4+ 41 Ke2 Qxh2+ 0-1 A.Konstantinou-A.Shariyazdanov, Ano Liosia 1997.


  10 ... Bd6 11 f4 c5!
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  Although it may seem tempting for Black to play the natural 11 ... Nbd7, this would in fact be a minor strategic error. When White adopts this kind of stonewall structure (in particular with the knight on e5) it is important for Black to keep the d4-pawn under pressure, and the most obvious way to achieve this end is by developing the b8-knight to c6. With the f3-knight already committed to e5, protecting the d4-pawn is rather difficult, so very often this plan of developing the knight to c6 can force White to exchange his beautiful e5-knight. Not because of pressure against the knight itself (which is difficult to orchestrate in any case) but rather because of pressure against the d4-pawn.


  12 Rf3 cxd4 13 exd4 Nc6 14 Nxc6 Bxc6 15 Bd2 Ne4!
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  Now the shoe is on the other foot. Black enjoys an excellent outpost for his remaining knight as well as a space advantage and some initiative.


  16 Re1 Rc8 17 Ba6 Rc7 18 Nxe4 dxe4 19 Rc3 Bd5 20 Be3 Ree7 21 a3 g6 22 Rc1 Rxc3 23 Qxc3 Rc7 24 Qd2 f5


  Black enjoys a marginal edge and continues to press for the full point. However, White’s position is still quite solid and eventually he manages to hold out for the draw.


  25 Rc3 Rxc3 26 Qxc3 Qc7 27 Qxc7 Bxc7 28 g3 Kf7 29 Kf2 Ke7 30 Ke2 Kd6 31 Kd2 Kc6 32 a4 Bd6 33 Kc3 Be7 34 b3 Kc7 35 Bc1 Kd7 36 Be3 Bd6 37 Bb5+ Ke7 38 Ba6 Kf6 39 h4 h6 40 b4 Kf7 41 Bd2 Be7 42 Be3 Bd6 ½-½

  
 Game 27 Conclusions
In many respects I suppose this example should have been included in the section below, dealing with situations where White exchanges on d5 and then plays Ne5. However, these plans with 9 Qc2 are distinct, and consequently there were some other ideas and examples which I felt I should address independently.


  There were a number of important themes that were revealed in the notes to this game, but the feature that I would really like to talk about is the way in which Black dealt with White’s Nf3-e5 and f2-f4 plan. The first point to note is that Black dropped the bishop back to d6 voluntarily. This is hardly obligatory, but in general Black does not want to capture on c3 anyway as this only serves to strengthen White’s central structure, so dropping the bishop back is effectively a good preparatory measure for implementing the ... c5 break.


  The second, and perhaps the most important point to note about this game, is the reasoning behind where Black placed his knights. In most middlegame positions one helpful assessment tool is the theory of comparative value, which involves looking at each piece in turn and then comparing it to the opponent’s counterpart piece. When White establishes a knight on e5 and then follows up with 11 f4, the following comparisons are obvious:


  1) The d3-bishop is superior to the b7 bishop because it enjoys greater scope and exerts more influence over the board (in addition to controlling the e4-square it can leap to f5 or b5, and also exerts some pressure on the h7-pawn).


  2) The c1-bishop is inferior to the d6-bishop because it will take several moves to bring it into the game. The d6-bishop is actively placed, but its functional influence is somewhat limited because, for the moment at least, Black does not want to capture on e5.


  3) The e5 knight is superior to the f6-knight because it occupies a dominant position and cannot be captured without improving White’s position.


  4) The c3-knight is superior to the b8-knight because it is more actively placed and helps to control the e4-square.


  What is wrong with this analysis? Well, it is over-simplified and there is something more important: we were essentially comparing the wrong pieces. Each piece should be contrasted with its opposing force; however, when we were examining the knights we studied them in terms of proximity rather than in terms of comparative influence. When we consider the f6-knight, I would submit that the correct piece to compare it to is the c3-knight, because they both strive to control the same central squares (d5 and e4). When framed in these terms it is easy to see that the f6-knight is the better piece: not only can its position be improved (by hopping into e4) but it also cannot be easily dislodged (the c3-knight is in fact quite vulnerable to an advance of Black’s b-pawn, as well as attacks down the c-file and manoeuvres such as ... Bd6-b4xc3).


  Developing this analysis it makes sense for us to compare the e5-knight to the b8-knight. At present the e5-knight clearly occupies a superior position, but notably it will struggle to improve its circumstances, whereas Black’s b8-knight can immediately come to c6. It is very important that the knight comes to c6, rather than the perhaps more natural square on d7. By developing the knight to c6 Black immediately threatens the d4-pawn, which cannot easily be defended by White. In effect this forces White to exchange knights on c6, at once completely negating the comparative advantage that the e5-knight held over the b8-knight in terms of influence. When framed in these terms I hope it becomes clear that, although White’s position looks better because of the knight on e5, in fact the weakness of the d4-pawn ensures that White’s prize stallion is essentially no better than its cooped-up counterpart on b8.


  It is also possible to extend this analysis to the bishops, assessing their comparative worth in terms of function rather than superficial influence. In our original analysis we compared the two light-squared bishops and concluded that White’s bishop was superior because, among other things, it enjoyed more scope. However, if we frame our analysis in terms of function, then it is clear that this comparison is unwarranted. The role the d3-bishop performs is to play around the pawns and to control the pivotal e4-square, a function mimicked more appropriately by the d6-bishop. When we compare these two pieces it immediately becomes clear that, although the influence of the d3-bishop is comparatively greater, it is by a far narrower margin than in relation to the b7-bishop.


  The logical progression of this analysis is to compare the c1- and b7-bishops, because their role in this position (at least for the time being) is to support the pawns (in particular the d-pawns). However, now it becomes clear that, whereas Black’s light-squared bishop is perfectly placed on b7 to support the d5-pawn and indirectly support a knight incursion into e4, White’s c1-bishop is several moves away from performing any useful role whatsoever!


  I suppose this has been quite a long-winded analysis, and there may well be readers who take issue with some of the arguments I have made here. However, I do believe that these positions can be very difficult to get to grips with at first, so I feel justified in providing details of the process upon which my assessments are based.


  Plan 3


  White exchanges on d5 and then completes development with the committal 9 Bd2!?

  

  Game 28
Y.Kraidman-V.Korchnoi
Lugano Olympiad 1968

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 e3 0-0 5 Bd3 d5 6 Nf3 b6 7 0-0 Bb7 8 cxd5 exd5 9 Bd2
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  9 ... Bd6!?


  Although it is not strictly necessary to retreat the bishop just yet, many exponents of the Classical Fianchetto Variation accept that ultimately this is where the bishop belongs, and consequently it makes some sense to retreat it to d6 immediately. By delaying the development of the b8-knight Black preserves the option of playing ... c5 and then ... Nc6, the knight of course being more actively placed on c6 than d7. Nevertheless, there are still plenty of players that prefer not to waste time, and instead just get the horse into the game with 9 ... Nbd7. White has then tried a range of responses:


  a) 10 Qc2
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  and now:


  a1) 10 ... a6 11 Ne5 (11 Rac1 Bd6 gives Black the ideal set-up because White lacks pressure on the queenside but can no longer play Nf3-e5) 11 ... Nxe5!? (a more standard continuation would have been something like 11 ... Bd6 12 f4 c5, but here I prefer White slightly because the d7 knight really lacks influence and would rather be on c6; the text attempts to exploit Black’s temporary lead in development) 12 dxe5 Ne4! 13 Bxe4 (necessary as 13 Nxe4? dxe4 14 Bxb4 [14 Bxa6 Bxa6 15 Bxb4 Bxf1 16 Bxf8? Bd3!] 14 ... exd3 15 Qd2 c5 leaves White in trouble) 13 ... dxe4 14 Rfd1 Bxc3! 15 Bxc3 Qe7 16 Rd2 Rad8 17 Rad1 a5 18 h3 h6 19 a3 Rfe8 with a level position, A.Yusupov-R.Dautov, Dresden 1998.


  a2) 10 ... c5!? also seems decent, e.g. 11 Ne5 (or 11 a3 Bxc3 12 Bxc3 c4 13 Bf5 g6 ½-½ H.Bouwmeester-B.Milic, Beverwijk 1958) 11 ... Nxe5 12 dxe5 Ne4 13 Bxe4 dxe4 14 Rfd1 Qe7 (14 ... Qd3!?) 15 a3 was L.Portisch-M.Tal, Bled 1965, and now 15 ... Bxc3 16 Bxc3 Rad8 is level according to Psakhis.


  b) 10 Rc1 a6 11 Ne5
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  and now:


  b1) 11 ... Bd6 requires some care on Black’s part, e.g. 12 f4 c5 (12 ... Ne4?! is tempting but premature at this stage: 13 Nxe4 dxe4 14 Bc4 Qe7 15 Be1 Kh8 16 Qh5 left Black under serious pressure in S.Gligoric-V.Pirc, Zagreb 1955) 13 Qf3 Re8! (13 ... b5 14 Qh3 g6 15 Nxd7 Nxd7 16 f5 Be7 17 fxg6 hxg6 18 dxc5 Nxc5 19 Bb1 gave White some initiative in V.Smyslov-A.Bisguier, Moscow 1955) 14 g4?! (14 Qh3!? looks more sensible) 14 ... Ne4! 15 Nxe4 dxe4 16 Bxe4 Bxe4 17 Qxe4 Nxe5 18 fxe5 Bxe5! 19 dxe5 Qxd2 with an edge for Black, A.Nadanian-G.Giorgadze, Panormo 1998.


  b2) 11 ... Nxe5! again permits Black to dissolve the tension by tactical means, e.g. 12 dxe5 Nd7 13 a3 (13 e6 Nf6 14 Ne2 Bxd2 15 exf7+ Rxf7 16 Qxd2 Ng4 17 h3 Ne5 18 Bb1 Qh4 was equal in Reitz-Zuhehor, correspondence 1989) 13 ... Be7 14 Qc2 Nxe5 15 Bxh7+ Kh8 16 f4 Ng4 17 Bf5 Nh6 18 Ne2 c5 19 Ng3 d4 20 Be4 Bxe4 21 Qxe4 Bf6 ½-½ S.Gligoric-M.Tal, Oberhausen 1961.


  10 Rc1


  This is consistent with White’s play so far, but there are of course alternative plans:


  a) 10 Ne5!? is the move that 9 ... Bd6 essentially sought to discourage, so in that sense it is an important test of Black’s strategy. Play has continued 10 ... c5 11 f4 Nc6! 12 Qf3 cxd4 13 Nxc6 Bxc6 14 exd4 Qd7 15 f5


  [image: ]


  15 ... Rfe8 16 Bg5 Ne4 17 Bxe4 dxe4 18 Qg4 Kh8 19 d5?! (tempting, but perhaps premature; the d5-pawn will now remain as a permanent weakness, and Black’s dark-squared bishop will acquire strong outposts on e5 and c5) 19 ... Bb7 20 Nxe4 Be5!? (20 ... Qa4!? exploiting the pin along the fourth rank also looks very good, and may be even stronger than the text) 21 Rad1 Bxb2 22 Qe2 f6 23 Qxb2 Rxe4 24 Bf4 Ba6 25 Rf2 Qxd5 26 Qd2 Qxf5 27 Bb8 Qg6 28 Rf4 Rxb8 0-1 V.Georgiev-I.Ibragimov, Chicago 2002.


  b) 10 Nb5 Be7 11 a4 a6 12 Na3 c5 13 b3 Bd6 14 Nc2 Nc6
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  This is not a great game by White, but it is a nice example of how Black can develop a strong attack in the face of minimal opposition: 15 h3 Re8 16 Qe2 Ne4 17 Rfd1 Qf6 18 Be1 Bc7 19 Bxe4 dxe4 20 Nh2 Rad8 21 Bc3 Bc8 22 Rab1 Qg5 23 Kh1 Rd6 24 dxc5 Rg6 25 f4 exf3 26 Nxf3 Qxc5 27 Bd4 Qh5 28 Nce1 Bxh3 29 gxh3 Qxh3+ 30 Nh2 Bxh2 0-1 R.Jovanic-S.Nedeljkovic, Belgrade 1959.


  10 ... a6!
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  Necessary in order to prevent 11 Nb5, but a useful move in any case.


  11 Qb3


  11 Ne5 is of course met by our standard plan of 11 ... c5 12 f4 Nc6. Play has now continued 13 Ne2 a5!? (not an obvious move, but an interesting one nevertheless: Black prepares ideas such as ... Nb4 and ... Ba6) 14 Bc3 Ne7 15 f5?!.
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  It is often tempting for White to gain space on the kingside with moves such as this, but one must not forget that this advance loosens White’s grip on the e5-square, thereby weakening the position of the e5-knight. Should Black now be able to force an exchange of the e5-knight, White’s backward e3-pawn will suddenly become a serious weakness. 15 ... Nc6! (15 ... c4 16 Bb1 b5 also looks quite tempting) 16 Qa4? (16 Nxc6 Bxc6 was necessary, although Black is definitely better at this stage) 16 ... Qe7! 17 Nxc6 Qxe3+ 18 Kh1 Qxd3 19 dxc5 bxc5 20 Bxf6 Qxe2 21 Qh4 Rfe8! 22 Bxg7 Bxc6 23 Bh6 Qe5 24 Bf4 Be7 25 Qh5 Qf6 26 Rc3 Bd7 27 Bh6 Bd6 28 Rh3 Qxf5 0-1 C.Van den Berg-V.Korchnoi, Hamburg 1965.


  11 ... Nbd7 12 Na4 Qe7 13 a3 Rab8


  So far White has been angling to prevent Black playing ... c5 and then being able to recapture with the b-pawn. However, now Black has everything in order, and the superficiality of White’s strategy is highlighted by his sudden need to begin retreating his forces.


  14 Qc2 Ne4 15 b4 g6 16 Bc3 f6!? 17 Bb2 Rf7 18 Bxe4 dxe4 19 Nd2 f5
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  The exchange on e4 has brought White nothing and he must now fight for equality.


  20 Nc4 Bd5 21 Nxd6 cxd6


  The circumstances ensure that Black has to recapture on d6 with the c-pawn, but this is a good idea in any case. The light-squared bishop is firmly settled on d5 and its presence there functions to restrict the mobility of White’s dark-squared bishop on b2. In the meantime the a4-knight has some difficulty finding a constructive task because Black’s pawn structure denies it any access points.


  22 Rfd1 b5 23 Nc3 Bc4 24 Nb1 d5 25 Nd2 Nb6 26 Nxc4 Nxc4


  [image: ]


  Black is now in complete control of the position and the rest is really just a matter of technique.


  27 Bc3 g5 28 Qe2 Rb6 29 Re1 Nxa3 30 Ra1 Nc4 31 Ra2 Rg6 32 Rea1 Rff6 33 Be1 f4 34 Qg4 Qe8 35 Bd2 Kh8 36 h3 Rg7 37 Bc1 h5 38 Qd1 Qg6 39 Qe2 f3 40 gxf3 exf3 41 Qc2 Qxc2 42 Rxc2 g4 43 Rca2 gxh3+ 44 Kh2 Rg2+ 45 Kxh3 Kg7 46 Kh4 Rfg6 47 Kh3 Rg1 48 Bb2 Nxe3 49 Rxa6 Nf1 0-1

  
 Game 28 Conclusions
I fail to see how 9 Bd2 really contributes to White’s position, and consequently I believe that Black should be fine here provided he sticks to sound developing moves.


  Plan 4


  White exchanges on d5 and pursues early queenside expansion with a3 and b4

  

  Game 29
A.Lugovoi-A.Shariyazdanov
Russian Championship, Samara 2000

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 e3 b6 5 Bd3 Bb7 6 Nf3 0-0 7 0-0 d5 8 a3 Bd6 9 cxd5 exd5 10 b4
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  With this advance White sets about restricting Black’s queenside pawn break ... c7-c5. Of course, Black can still play ... c5 at this stage, but the exchange of b-pawns opens the b-file (leaving the b7-bishop potentially vulnerable) and the double exchange on c5 leaves Black with an isolated d-pawn which is not fully compensated by his minor-piece activity. Given that playing ... c5 immediately allows White to liquidate into a favourable middlegame, Black should instead focus on completing his minor-piece development, connecting his rooks, and then look to implement one of two plans. The first involves playing ... Nf6-e4, ... f7-f5 and then ... Rf8-f6-g6/h6 with the intention of stirring up an attack on White’s kingside. The second, and perhaps the more measured approach, is to aim for queenside and central board play. The key to this strategy will be to achieve the ... c5 break under favourable circumstances; however, whether or not achieving the ... c5 break will promise Black good play will depend on an array of more subtle structural nuances that will be discussed in due course.


  10 ... Nbd7


  Alternatively:


  a) 10 ... a6 is the main line, and this will be discussed in the next illustrative game. In this example we are going to look at lines where Black attempts to benefit from delaying ... a6, or avoiding it altogether.


  b) 10 ... a5?! attempts to stifle White’s queenside activity by closing that side of the board. In principle I don’t believe that this is a bad idea, but I do feel that Black should only undertake such committal measures when he can fall back on some kind of tangible activity on the kingside. At this stage in the game Black is in no position to generate a kingside initiative, so ... a5 just creates new weaknesses for Black after 11 b5!


  Now Black cannot play ... c5 without allowing bxc6, thereby fracturing his pawn structure. Equally important is the fact that Black can no longer secure the protection of the d5-pawn by playing ... c7-c6, and consequently the mobility of the f6-knight and b7-bishop is restricted after, e.g. 12 Qb3. With the c-pawn effectively immobilized Black is more vulnerable on the c-file, and a white invasion on c6 or an attack on the c7-pawn becomes a real possibility.


  [image: ]


  Let’s take a look at a practical example: 11 ... Nbd7 12 a4 Re8 13 Qb3 Nf8 14 Ba3! (White engineers an exchange of dark-squared bishops, thereby further weakening the c7-pawn and freeing up the c1-square for a rook) 14 ... Ng6 15 Rac1 Ne4 16 Rc2 Re7 17 Rfc1 Qd7 18 Bf1 Rd8 19 g3 Qf5 20 Bg2


  [image: ]


  White’s position is rock-solid, with all his pieces performing functional roles. Black, however, is struggling to coordinate his forces to any effect, largely because they are tied to the protection of the weaknesses on c7 and d5, and because Black cannot mount any pressure on the White centre because the c7-pawn is backward: 20 ... h5 21 h4 Nf6 22 Bxd6 Rxd6 23 Ng5 Qd7 24 Ne2 Qd8 25 Rc3 Ne8 26 Bf3 Nf6 27 Qc2 Rdd7 28 Bg2 Ne8 29 Nf4 1-0 A.Lesiege-R.Bouhallel, Cappelle la Grande 2002. Black resigned because his position is entirely crippled and White will secure a decisive advantage in a matter of moves.


  c) The immediate lunge 10 ... Ne4 has scored well in practice.
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  For example:


  c1) 11 Nb5 was played in A.Yusupov-R.Hübner, Bundesliga 1996, and attempts to exploit the fact that Black has omitted ... a6.
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  After 11 ... Be7 12 Qc2 Hübner tried 12 ... Ba6?! which was justified on tactical grounds, but failed to solve Black’s positional problems after 13 Nc3! Bxd3 14 Qxd3 Nxc3 15 Qxc3 Qd6 16 Bb2 Rc8 17 Rfc1 a6 18 Ne5!? and now Hübner notes that both 18 ... Nd7 19 Nc6 (19 Qd3!?) 19 ... b5 20 a4 Nb6 21 axb5 axb5 22 Na7 and 18 ... f6 19 Nd3 Nd7 20 a4 are better for White.


  Note that in many of these positions, although Black’s bishop is restricted on b7, it actually benefits White to force an exchange of light-squared bishops. Once the b7-bishop is exchanged, Black’s queenside light squares suddenly appear rather empty and vulnerable. With this analysis in mind it’s plain to see that Black should have preserved the bishops and instead tried something like 12 ... c6!? 13 Nc3 (13 Bxe4? dxe4 14 Qxe4 Ba6 15 a4 f5 16 Qe6+ Kh8 17 Ne5 cxb5 is good for Black) 13 ... f5 14 Ne5 Nd7 with an equal position (Hübner).


  c2) 11 Ne2!? a6 12 Bb2 Nd7 13 Qb3 Qe7 14 Rac1 Rac8 15 Rc2 Rfe8 16 Nf4 c6 17 Rfc1 h6 18 Bf1 b5!?


  [image: ]


  With c6 securely protected and the e5-square under control (i.e. 19 Ne5, hitting c6, is not possible) Black is justified in his decision to close the queenside. 19 Nd3 Nb6 20 Nc5 Nc4 21 Bd3 Qc7 22 g3 Ng5 23 Nxg5 hxg5 24 Re1 Rcd8 25 Nxb7 Qxb7 26 e4 Nxb2 27 Qxb2 dxe4 28 Rxe4 Qb6 29 Qc1 Rxe4 30 Bxe4 Qxd4 31 Qxg5 Re8 32 Rd2 Qxe4 33 Rxd6 Qe1+ 34 Kg2 Qe4+ 35 Kg1 Qe1+ ½-½ B.Kantsler-A.Krayz, Tel Aviv 1997.


  c3) 11 Qb3 is a sensible move, consistent with White’s plans for queenside expansion: 11 ... Re8 (11 ... Nxc3 12 Qxc3 favours White; in general Black should try to keep the pieces on the board in the early stages of Classical Fianchetto middlegames because White’s slight structural edge becomes increasingly obvious as the material is reduced) 12 Bb2 Re6!? 13 Rad1 Rh6
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  That’s what we like to see! Forget about developing the queenside, forget about negotiating positional nuances, the football is on in an hour so let’s just mate this guy and get out of here! 14 Ne5!? (14 h3!?) 14 ... Nxc3 15 Bxc3 Bxe5 16 dxe5 Qh4 17 h3 d4 18 Bc4 dxc3 19 Bxf7+ Kh8 20 Bd5 c6 21 Bf3 Qe7 was L.Polugaevsky-A.Sokolov, French League 1992. White has some compensation for the piece, and indeed he eventually won this game; however, I can’t believe that the compensation is sufficient and I think most people would much rather be Black here.
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  11 Bb2


  Or:


  a) 11 Qb3 should probably just be answered with 11 ... a6 which transposes to Game 30.


  b) 11 Qc2 can be met with 11 ... c5!? when 12 bxc5 bxc5 13 Rb1 Bc6 14 Nb5 Bxb5 15 Rxb5 c4 16 Be2 Qc7 is already slightly better for Black, e.g. 17 Bd2 a6 18 Rbb1 Bxa3 A.Lugovoi-K.Sakaev, Estonia 2001.


  11 ... Re8 12 Qc2 a6


  In his annotations for Chess Informant 75 Vasily Ivanchuk notes the line 12 ... Bf8!? 13 Ne5 Nxe5 14 dxe5 Rxe5 15 Nb5 Rh5 16 Be2 (16 Nxc7 Bd6! and 16 Qxc7 Qxc7 17 Nxc7 Bd6 are both comfortable for Black) 16 ... Rh6 17 Qxc7 Qxc7 18 Nxc7 Bd6! 19 Nxa8 Bxh2+ when Black has at least a draw by perpetual check.


  13 b5!?
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  Having completed his development White begins to put Black under pressure on the queenside, in this case not even bothering to prepare the b5 thrust with a3-a4.


  13 ... Qe7!?


  Shariyazdanov is very experienced in these Classical Fianchetto positions, and decides to keep things flexible for the time being, rather than reacting in a committal fashion to White’s early aggression. An earlier game in this variation, between Ivanchuk and the Dutch GM Jeroen Piket, had continued 13 ... a5 14 a4 Ne4 15 Ba3 Rc8 16 Rfc1 Ndf6 17 Qb2?! (dubious according to Ivanchuk, who proposes that 17 Bxd6!? would guarantee White the slightly better prospects, e.g. 17 ... cxd6 18 Qb2 Ng4 19 Nd1 Qe7 20 h3 Ngf6 21 Nc3) 17 ... Ng4 18 Nd1! (18 Rc2 Ng5! 19 Bxd6 Qxd6 20 Nxg5 Qxh2+ 21 Kf1 Qh1+ 22 Ke2 Qxg2 gives Black an attack – Ivanchuk)
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  Now instead of 18 ... h6?!, which left Black with a passive position in V.Ivanchuk-J.Piket, Monaco (rapid) 1999, Ivanchuk points out that Black must strike whilst the iron is hot with 18 ... Ng5!, when White must exhibit some care to save his skin:


  a) 19 h3? merely provokes Black: 19 ... Nxf3+ 20 gxf3 Nh2 21 Be2 Qg5+! 22 Kh1 Qf5 23 Kg2 (or 23 Bxd6 Nxf3 24 Bh2 Qxh3 25 Bxf3 Qf1+ 26 Bg1 Re6) 23 ... Re6 gives Black a very strong attack.


  b) 19 Bf5?! forks the knight and rook, but is also just asking for it! 19 ... Nxf3+ 20 gxf3 Nxh2 is terrible for White, who shouldn’t even be thinking about taking that c8-rook if he is going to survive Black’s attack (and that is a BIG ‘if’).


  c) 19 Bxd6! is essential: 19 ... Qxd6 and now:


  c1) 20 Nxg5 Qxh2+ 21 Kf1 Qh1+ 22 Ke2 Qxg2 23 Bxh7+ Kh8 24 Rc3 (24 Bf5 Rxe3+!! wins) 24 ... Nh6 gives Black good compensation for his sacrificed piece.


  c2) 20 Ne5! Nxe5 21 dxe5 Qe7 22 Bf5 (22 Qc2 h6 23 Bf5 Ne6 24 Nc3 d4 25 Bxe6 Qxe6 26 exd4 Qg4 27 f4 Qxf4 28 Qf2 Qxf2+ 29 Kxf2 f6 is equal) 22 ... Ne6 23 f4 is slightly better for White.


  By playing 14 a4 White signalled his intention to play Bb2-a3, exchanging bishops in accordance with the structural themes we considered earlier. However, in this instance White has already spent a move on Bb2 – rather than just playing Bc1-a3 – so Black’s position should be half a move better than in the example we considered above. With this notion in mind it would make sense to prevent 15 Ba3 with 14 ... Qe7, the point being to make White waste more time moving the queen again with 15 Qb3. Black would then be two moves ahead on the Lesiege-Bouhallel, Cappelle la Grande 2002 example we considered above.


  14 a4 axb5


  [image: ]


  15 axb5


  The text is dubious according to Wells, who observes that the more obvious 15 Nxb5, when White will secure the bishop pair, may be better. Most commentators are quick to assert that White is slightly better here, but I am not convinced that things are so clear. For starters Shariyazdanov, an expert on this system and a 2600+ GM, voluntarily went into this line as a way of avoiding the course of Ivanchuk-Piket (above). Secondly, after this game was played, GM Jan Ehlvest repeated this line against the teenage protégé GM Teimour Radjabov and reached a comfortable position without too much trouble. That encounter continued 15 ... c5 16 Nxd6 Qxd6 17 Ne5 Nf8 18 Rfb1 Ba6!
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  19 Bf5 Bc8 20 Rd1 Bxf5 21 Qxf5 Qe6 22 Qc2 c4 ½-½ T.Radjabov-J.Ehlvest, Moscow 2001.


  15 ... Ne4 16 Rfd1 h6 17 Bf1
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  White intends 18 g3 and 19 Bg2, repeating the plan that we considered in Lesiege-Bouhallel (above). With the pawn firmly established on b5 White has his standard c-file pressure and some pressure against the d5-pawn; however, the exchange of a-pawns favours Black in several respects. The first point to note is that, with the a-pawns off, White cannot double rooks on the c-file without surrendering control of the a-file. A direct consequence of Black’s enhanced control of the a-file is that White cannot easily exchange his dark-squared bishop on a3, which remains rather inactive on b2. The flipside of this analysis is that Black can retain his own dark-squared bishop on d6, and from this square it can perform the dual roles of attacking White’s kingside and protecting the c7-square, thereby largely neutralizing White’s pressure down the c-file.


  17 ... Ng5!
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  18 Nxg5 Qxg5


  Black simultaneously exchanges one of White’s key defenders and brings his queen into the attack.


  19 g3 h5! 20 Bg2 h4


  Slowly but surely Black turns the screws, squeezing White on the kingside.


  21 Rxa8 Rxa8 22 e4 Qg6!
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  23 Bh3?!


  With 22 ... Qg6 Black set-up a pin on the h7-b1 diagonal and now White attempts to break free of this via tactical measures. In fact 23 Rc1 was probably best, when the position is roughly level.


  23 ... hxg3 24 hxg3 Nf6! 25 Bf5 Qh5 26 e5 Bxe5!!
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  27 Kg2


  Necessary as 27 dxe5? d4 28 Ne4 Nxe4 29 Bxe4 Bxe4 wins for Black because 30 Qxe4 Qxd1+ picks up an exchange.


  27 ... Ne4! 28 Bd7


  28 Bxe4 dxe4 29 dxe5 e3+ 30 Ne4 exf2 is also winning for Black (Wells).


  28 ... Bd6 29 Rh1 Qg6 30 Rh4 Nxc3 31 Qxc3 Rd8 32 Qe1 Qf6! 33 Qh1 g6


  Black has emerged from the complications with an extra pawn and the advantage. Some care is required to successfully activate Black’s remaining forces, but a little prudence is all that is required to secure the full point.


  34 Qh3 Bf8 35 Bc1 Bg7 36 Bf4 Qe7 37 Rh7 Rxd7 38 Rxg7+ Kxg7 39 Qh6+ Kg8 40 Be5 f6 41 Qxg6+ Kf8 42 Bxf6 0-1


  White resigned as 42 ... Qe4+ is the end of the road.

  

  Game 29 Conclusions
In this game Black played 10 ... Nbd7 instead of the more popular 10 ... a6, which is supposedly superior. In fact there is little reason to consider 10 ... Nbd7 inferior, and very often the moves simply transpose.


  In terms of ideas, special note should be made of White’s plan to bring the bishop back to f1 and then strengthen the kingside by playing 19 g3 and 20 Bg2. Once this structure is achieved it can be very difficult indeed for Black to generate counterplay against White’s king. Anticipating this problem Shariyazdanov, who is something of an expert on these Classical Fianchetto positions, exchanged one of White’s defensive pieces with 17 ... Ng5! 18 Nxg5 Qxg5, and then followed up with 19 ... h5! and 20 ... h4, softening up White’s kingside. Note that by exchanging knights Black buys himself a little more manoeuvring room on the kingside, and by bringing the d7-knight into the attack via f6 Black also improves the ratio of the pieces participating in the kingside attack (before it was knight and bishop versus knight and bishop; now it will be knight, bishop and queen versus the bishop on g2).


  For an excellent example of what White should be aiming for in these positions, be sure to check out Lesiege-Bouhallel, Cappelle la Grande 2002, which is considered under the notes to Black’s tenth move.

  

  Game 30
A.Yusupov-R.Dautov
Nussloch 1996

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 e3 0-0 5 Bd3 d5 6 Nf3 b6 7 0-0 Bb7 8 cxd5 exd5 9 a3 Bd6 10 b4 a6! 11 Qb3


  The text is White’s most popular approach, but a few alternatives have also been tried:


  a) 11 Qe2 Qe7 12 Rb1 Nbd7 13 a4 c6 14 a5 bxa5 15 bxa5 Rab8 16 Qa2 c5 17 Ba3 c4 18 Bxd6 Qxd6 19 Bf5 ½-½ was the uneventful course of A.Goldin-A.Ivanov, Cali 2001.


  b) 11 Qc2 appears less active than 11 Qb3, but recently certain grandmasters have preferred c2 for the queen, perhaps drawing inspiration from Ivanchuk’s play in the game Ivanchuk-Piket, which we considered in the notes to the previous game. 11 ... Nbd7 12 b5!?
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  An important point. White advances the b-pawn without further ado, thereby creating the possibility of following up with a3-a4 and then Bc1-a3 in one move. The more standard 12 Bb2 would of course return us to the channels of Game 29, and has the obvious disadvantage of requiring White to subsequently expend another move playing Bb2-a3. 12 ... Qe7! (12 ... a5 is of course playable, but proved unfavourable to Black in Ivanchuk-Piket – where Black effectively enjoyed an extra tempo – so is likely to be even worse here. Instead Black just keeps his structure flexible and continues developing, following the course laid down by Shariyazdanov in our previous illustrative game.) 13 a4 axb5 14 Nxb5 Rfc8?! (Perhaps it is unfair of me to label this move as dubious, but I do feel that it is inaccurate. It would be better to play 14 ... c5 15 Nxd6 Qxd6 16 dxc5 bxc5 17 Bb2 with the type of standard hanging pawns position that is quite typical of these lines. Wells notes that the position of the queen on c2 rather than b3 favours White here because ... c5-c4 forking the queen and the d3-bishop is not a threat, but I doubt this makes too much difference.) 15 Nxd6 Qxd6 16 Ba3 Qc6!? 17 Bb4 Qxc2 18 Bxc2 c5 19 dxc5 bxc5 20 Bd2 Ne4 21 Rfb1 Ba6 22 Be1 h6 23 Rd1 Ndf6 24 Ne5! Be2 25 Rdc1 d4 26 f3 Nd6 27 exd4 cxd4 28 Bb4 Nfe8 29 Kf2 Ba6 30 Bd1 with an white plus, A.Lugovoi-V.Loginov, St Petersburg 2001. In terms of improvements Wells notes the variation 20 ... d4!? 21 exd4! (21 Nh4 Be4! is more tricky for White) 21 ... Bxf3 22 gxf3 cxd4 23 Rfc1, which is highly unclear but perhaps a little better for White on account of the bishop pair and outside passed pawn. That said, Black is very active, and 23 ... Ne5 is set to cause White some problems in the immediate future.


  c) 11 Ne5 sees White mixing the central knight-advance plan and the queenside minority attack plan together. Of course, there is no law against this sort of thing, but given that White struggles to prove an edge when devoting all of his resources to just one of these tasks, it seems improbable that he will be able to succeed when attempting to achieve both at the same time. Black has a couple of reasonable responses:


  c1) 11 ... Qe7 12 f4 c5 13 bxc5 bxc5 14 Bb2 (14 Rb1 Nc6! takes advantage of the fact that the b8-knight had not yet developed) 14 ... Nbd7 15 Qf3 Nb6!
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  Although the knight does not seem particularly useful on the b6-square at present, it is surprising how often it turns out to be well placed here. 16 Rab1 Rab8 17 Qh3 Ne4 18 Bxe4 dxe4 19 f5! cxd4 20 exd4 Bxe5 21 dxe5 Nc4 (21 ... Qxe5?! 22 Ne2 intending 23 f6 is awkward for Black) 22 Bc1 Qc5+ 23 Kh1 e3 24 f6 Nxe5 (forced as 24 ... Qxe5 runs into 25 Qg4!) 25 Qxe3 Qxe3 26 Bxe3 gxf6! 27 Ba7 Rbc8 28 Bd4 Rfd8 (Gligoric has suggested that 28 ... Rc4!? may have been stronger) 29 Bxe5 fxe5 30 Rxb7 Rxc3 31 Rbxf7 Rxa3 32 Re7 Rad3 33 Rxe5 Rd1 ½-½ S.Gligoric-J.Arnason, Reykjavik 1995.


  c2) 11 ... Nbd7 12 f4 c5 13 bxc5 bxc5 14 Qf3 Rb8 15 Qh3 Nb6!
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  This idea again! Given that Black’s queen performs only a limited role on e7, I believe that this immediate plan of ... Nb8-d7, ... c5 and ... Nb6 is probably superior to Arnason’s play in our last example. 16 Rb1 Ne4 17 Nxe4 dxe4 18 Be2 Na4!? (18 ... cxd4 19 exd4 Nd5 also looked quite tempting) 19 Qd7?! (19 Bg4 or 19 Bc4 was stronger) 19 ... Nc3 20 Rxb7 Nxe2+ 21 Kf2 Rxb7 22 Qxb7 Nxc1 23 Rxc1 cxd4 24 Qxe4 Bxa3 (Black has a clear plus) 25 Rd1 dxe3+ 26 Ke2 Qe7 27 Rd7 Qe6 28 Qd5 Qf5 29 Qc4 g5 30 g4 Qxf4 31 Qxf4 gxf4 32 Nd3 Ra8 33 Nxf4 a5 34 Nd3 a4 35 Kxe3 Bf8 36 Nc1 Bh6+ 0-1 M.Mancini-V.Chuchelov, Bethune 1999.


  11 ... Qe7!


  It may seem more ‘natural’ to complete the minor-piece development first with 11 ... Nbd7. However, I believe that this is less accurate than the text because it gives White time to play 12 a4 Qe7 13 Ba3 Rfd8 14 b5!?.


  [image: ]


  Now 14 ... Bxa3 can be answered with 15 bxa6! (15 Qxa3?! Qxa3 16 Rxa3 axb5 17 Nxb5 c6 18 Nc3 Ba6 is fine for Black) 15 ... Bxa6 16 Bxa6 Rxa6 17 Rxa3 c6 18 Ra2 Rda8 19 Rc1 h6 20 Rac2 when Black’s queenside structure remains vulnerable.
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  What follows is a first-class example of how White can exploit Black’s brittle pawn structure: 20 ... Qd6 21 Nd2 Qe6 22 h3 Qf5 23 Nf1 c5 24 Ng3 Qg5 25 Rd2 cxd4 26 Rxd4 Nc5 27 Qd1 Ne6 28 Rb4 Rc8 29 Nxd5 Rxc1 30 Nxf6+ Qxf6 31 Qxc1 Nc5 32 Ne4 Qc6 33 Nxc5 bxc5 34 Rb5 c4 35 Rb8+ Kh7 36 Qc2+ g6 37 Qc3 f6 38 Qb4 g5 39 Qe7+ Kg6 40 Rg8+ Kh5 41 Qf7+ Kh4 42 g3+ 1-0 A.Yusupov-J.Benjamin, Nussloch 1994.


  12 b5


  For a long time the text was regarded as White’s main try for an advantage in this system; however, it is now becoming increasingly obvious that Black is more than holding his own after 12 b5. As a consequence of Black’s success in the main line, many White players have begun experimenting with 12 Rb1!?, the point being to delay or prevent the ... c7-c5 break for as long as possible, and to gain some space on the queenside in the process. After 12 ... Nbd7 13 a4 there have been a few recent examples.
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  a) 13 ... Ne4 14 b5 Ndf6 15 bxa6 (15 Bb2 axb5 16 Nxb5 should not have been met with 16 ... c5 as 17 Bxe4 Nxe4 18 Nxd6! Qxd6 19 dxc5 Nxc5 20 Be5 Qxe5 21 Nxe5 Nxb3 22 Rxb3 Rxa4 23 Rxb6 left Black with a long and uncomfortable defensive task ahead of him in A.Lesiege-R.Burnett, Quebec 2004; instead 16 ... Ba6 looks more sensible) 15 ... Bxa6 16 Nb5 c5 17 Nxd6 Qxd6 18 Bxa6 Rxa6 19 dxc5 bxc5 20 Bb2 Rfa8 21 Be5 Qd7 gave Black good play in A.Kharitonov-A.Iljin, Peniscola 2002, which concluded as follows: 22 Bxf6 Nxf6 23 Qb5 Qa7 24 Rfc1 c4 25 Nd4 Rxa4 26 Nc6 Qd7 27 h3 h5 28 Qc5 Ra2 29 f3 Rxg2+ 30 Kxg2 Ra2+ 31 Kg3 Qc7+ 32 Kh4 Rg2 33 Rb8+ Qxb8 0-1.


  b) 13 ... Rfe8 14 b5 axb5 15 axb5 Ne4! gave Black a very nice position in A.Onischuk-R.Kasimdzhanov, Moscow 2002, because 16 Nxd5!? didn’t quite seem to work, i.e. 16 ... Bxd5 17 Qxd5 Nc3
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  18 Qb3 Nxb1 19 Qxb1 Nf6. Black is not necessarily much better here, but he is also certainly not worse. This encounter continued 20 e4!? Nxe4 21 Re1 f5 22 Ng5 Kh8 23 Bxe4 Qf6 24 h4 fxe4 25 Rxe4 Qg6 26 f3 Rxe4 27 Nxe4 Rf8 28 Qb3 h6 29 Be3 Rxf3 30 h5 Qxe4 31 gxf3 Qxf3 32 Qe6 Qxh5 33 Kg2 Kh7 34 Kf2 Qxb5 35 Qe4+ g6 36 d5 Qb2+ 37 Kf3 Qe5 38 Qc4 h5 39 Qc6 Qf5+ 40 Ke2 h4 41 Qa4 h3 0-1.


  12 ... axb5 13 Nxb5 Nbd7
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  14 Bb2


  Or:


  a) 14 Nxd6 Qxd6 15 a4 Ba6 16 Ba3 (16 Rd1 Bxd3 17 Qxd3 c5 18 dxc5 bxc5 19 Bb2 Qa6 20 Qc2 Rfc8 21 Ra3 h6 22 h3 Qe6 23 a5 Ne4 24 Ba1 Ndf6 25 Qa2 Ra6 26 Ne1 c4 ½-½ S.Agdestein-C.Lutz, Bundesliga 1999) 16 ... c5 17 Bb5!?
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  17 ... Bxb5 18 axb5 Rfc8 19 Rfd1 Qe6 20 dxc5 bxc5 21 Rac1?! (21 Bb2 is equal) 21 ... Qb6 22 Bb2 Ra5 23 Ba1 Rxb5 with a clear plus for Black, M.Abatino-M.Drasko, Cutro 2000.


  b) Delaying the capture on d6 with 14 a4!? is, however, a more testing approach: 14 ... c5 15 Ba3 Bc6!? (15 ... Ba6 is perhaps more natural, and indeed it has also been played by some very good players; however, the text is GM Chuchelov’s consistent preference and he has used his move to good effect in practice) with the following possibilities:


  b1) 16 dxc5 bxc5 17 Nfd4 Bxb5 18 Nxb5 Bxh2+!? (18 ... Be5 looks safer, when the position remains balanced)
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  19 Kxh2 Qe5+ 20 g3 c4 21 Qd1 cxd3 22 Bxf8 Rxf8 23 Qxd3 Qh5+ 24 Kg2 Ne5 25 Qd4 (25 Qd1 Nfg4! 26 Rh1 Qf5 gives Black sufficient counterplay) 25 ... Qf3+ 26 Kg1 Qh5 27 Kg2 Qf3+ ½-½ F.Vareille-V.Chuchelov, Bourbon Lancy 1998.


  b2) 16 Qc2 Rfc8 17 Rfc1 (17 Bf5 g6 18 Bh3 Bxb5 19 axb5 Re8 is equal according to Chuchelov) 17 ... Bxb5 18 Bxb5 Ne4 19 dxc5 bxc5 20 Qd1 Ndf6 21 h3 Qe6!
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  22 Bb2 Bf8 23 Ne5?! (this gives Black time to play ... c5-c4 under favourable circumstances and then to use his knights to invade on the light squares; Chuchelov suggests that 23 a5 c4 24 Nd4 Qe5 would have been better, when the position remains unclear) 23 ... c4 24 Nf3 Nc5 25 Nd4 Qb6 26 Ra3 Nfe4! 27 Nf5 Qe6 28 Nd4 Qf6 29 Qf3 Nd3 30 Qxf6 Nxf6 31 Rxd3 cxd3 32 Rd1 Ne4 33 Rxd3 Nc5 34 Rc3 Rcb8! 35 Ra3 Nxa4 36 Rxa4 Rxa4 37 Bxa4 Rxb2 38 Bc6. Now instead of 38 ... Bb4?, which was the move played in F.Handke-V.Chuchelov, Fuerth 1999 (Black still won, but it was a lot tougher), Chuchelov notes that 38 ... Bc5 39 Bxd5 (39 Nf3 Rb1+ 40 Kh2 Rf1 41 Kg3 Bd6+) 39 ... Bxd4 40 exd4 Rd2 gives Black a decisive advantage.


  14 ... c5


  At this stage in the game White faces a critical decision. It is clear that he should capture the bishop on d6 (otherwise his play over the last few moves would be unjustified); however, it is less clear whether he should also capture on c5, surrendering his central pawn majority but also giving Black a pair of hanging pawns.
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  15 dxc5


  The alternative of course is to leave Black with a weak b-pawn via 15 Nxd6 Qxd6 16 Bf5!
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  Play has now continued 16 ... c4! 17 Qc2 (17 Qb4 Qxb4 18 axb4 g6 gave Black comfortable equality in H.John-M.Kahn, correspondence 1999) when there is a parting of ways:


  a) 17 ... Rfe8!? has only been played a couple of times, but it seems quite tenable. 18 Ne5 (18 Rfb1 should be answered with 18 ... Bc8! attempting to exchange light-squared bishops; the only game to have reached this stage concluded 19 a4 Nb8! 20 Bxc8 Rxc8 21 Ne5 Nbd7 ½-½ R.Knaak-K.Bischoff, Altensteig 1993 – Black has no problems in the final position) 18 ... Bc8 19 Qb1? (an error according to Lutz, who instead proposes 19 Qc1!? intending 19 ... Nf8 20 Bc2, although this hardly appears dangerous for Black) 19 ... Qc7! 20 Bxd7 (20 Bc2 c3 and 20 Rd1 c3 21 Nxd7 Bxd7 are both clearly better for Black according to Lutz) 20 ... Bxd7 21 f3 Rec8! 22 Bc3 Ne8! 23 e4 Nd6 24 Nxd7! (not an easy move to make, but a necessary one; had White hesitated Black would have played 24 ... Be8, intending kick the knight back from e5 with 25 ... f6, and then to activate the light-squared bishop with 26 ... Bg6, hitting the White queen on b1) 24 ... Qxd7 25 a4 (25 Qxb6? Rcb8 26 Qc5 Rb5 drops the queen) 25 ... Rab8! (with this move Black prepares to activate his rooks on the b-file via the threat of 26 ... b5; the more obvious 25 ... Rxa4 26 Rxa4 Qxa4 27 Qxb6 Nb5 28 Ra1 Qb3 also looks good for Black, but 29 Qc5! Re8 30 Bb4 Qb2 31 Rd1 enables White to put up stern resistance) 26 e5 (26 Rf2?! b5 27 Rb2 dxe4 28 fxe4 Qg4 29 e5 Ne4 gives Black an obvious advantage) 26 ... Nf5 27 Rf2 Ra8 28 Rb2 g6 29 Rb5? (29 g4! was probably necessary; now Black is able to cement the knight’s position on f5 and obtain a clear plus) 29 ... h5 30 Kf2 Ra6 31 Qb4 Qd8 32 g3 Rca8 33 Ra2
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  In Lutz-Hracek, Nussloch 1996 Black now let the advantage slip with 33 ... Ng7; however, Lutz points out that Black could have maintained his initiative with 33 ... Qd7! intending ... Ng7 and ... Qf5-d3 with a clear advantage.


  b) Putting the question to White’s f5-bishop immediately with 17 ... g6 is Black’s most common approach.


  [image: ]


  White has then tried two moves:


  b1) 18 Bh3?! is not so good: 18 ... Ne4 19 a4 (or 19 Bxd7 Qxd7 20 Ne5 Qe6 21 f3 Nd6 with an edge – Olafsson) 19 ... Rfe8 20 Ba3 Qc7 21 Bb4 Nb8 22 Nd2 Ng5 23 Bg4 Nc6 24 Bc3 Bc8 25 Bxc8 Raxc8 and Black is slightly better, S.Gligoric-H.Olafsson, Reykjavik 1995.


  b2) Instead White has to give up the bishop pair immediately with 18 Bxd7 Nxd7! 19 Ne5
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  19 ... Rfe8 (19 ... f6! 20 Nxd7 [20 Nf3!?] 20 ... Qxd7 21 f3 [21 e4 dxe4 22 Qxc4+ Qd5 is equal] 21 ... f5! gives Black an equal game according to Ftacnik) 20 Bc3 Bc6 21 Qb2. Thus far we have been following A.Yusupov-J.Timman, Linares 1992 and now instead of 21 ... Ba4? which allowed 22 e4!, Yusupov explains that Black should have played 21 ... f6!, when 22 Nxd7 Bxd7 gives rise to a completely level position.


  15 ... bxc5 16 Nxd6 Qxd6 17 Qc3


  Of course the b7-bishop is immune from capture on account of 17 Qxb7? Rfb8, winning the queen.


  17 ... Ba6!


  A very important move, forcing an exchange of light-squared bishops and gaining some space for Black on the queenside. Dautov notes that 17 ... Nb6?! is less accurate because of 18 Qc2 Ne4 19 Rfb1!, when 20 Bxg7 Kxg7 21 Qb2+ is a threat. A general point about these structures is that Black should be careful about lining up his minor pieces on the b-file.


  18 Rfd1 Bxd3 19 Rxd3 Rfb8!
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  20 Rc1?


  A serious error according to Dautov. Yusupov should have played 20 Rad1! threatening 21 Rxd5, when 20 ... Qb6! 21 Ba1 Qa5 22 Ne5 Qxc3 23 Bxc3 Rxa3 24 Nxd7 Nxd7 25 Rxd5 Rxc3 26 Rxd7 gives rise to an equal rook ending.


  20 ... c4! 21 Rdd1 Nc5


  Through one careless move on White’s part, Black has been able to establish a binding dominance on the light squares.
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  22 Qc2


  More or less forced. Attempting to bail out into an ending with 22 Qe5? is close to losing after 22 ... Qf8! 23 Ne1 Nfd7.


  22 ... Nd3 23 Bxf6


  [image: ]


  23 ... gxf6?


  An awful move. Instead 23 ... Qxf6 would have given Black good chances of securing the full point, e.g. 24 Rb1 h6 25 Rxb8+ Rxb8 26 Rb1 Ra8 27 a4 Qc6 28 Ra1 Rb8!? (or 28 ... Nc5!? 29 Qf5 Qe6 30 Qc2 Qd7 31 Ne5 Rxa4 32 Rb1 Qc7 33 Qf5 Ra8 with some advantage) 29 Qc3 Rb3 30 Qd4 (30 Qa5 Rb2!) 30 ... Qxa4 31 Nd2 Ra3 32 Rxa3 Qxa3 33 Qxd5 Qc1+ 34 Nf1 Qc2! 35 Qa8+ Kh7 36 Qf3 Ne1 is very good for Black as 37 Qxf7? loses to 37 ... Qe4 38 f3 Qc2.


  24 Rxd3! cxd3 25 Qxd3 Qxa3 26 Qxa3 Rxa3 27 g3!
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  White should now be able to hold a draw without too much trouble because Black’s fractured pawn structure makes it difficult for him to force new weaknesses in White’s position.


  27 ... Ra2 28 Nh4 Rbb2 29 Nf5! h6 30 Rf1 Kh7 31 Kg2 Rd2 32 g4 Kg6 33 Nh4+ Kh7 ½-½

  
 Game 30 Conclusions
In this example the focus was very much on positions where Black either has hanging pawns or reaches a structure with pawns on b6, c6/c5 and d5. For a first-class example of how White should handle these positions, see the game Yusupov-Benjamin in the notes to Black’s 11th move. All in all, however, Black is holding his own quite nicely in these lines.


  Plan 5


  White exchanges on d5 and then attacks with 9 Ne5!?

  

  Game 31
M.Sadler-V.Korchnoi
Tilburg 1998

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 e3 0-0 5 Bd3 d5 6 Nf3 b6 7 0-0 Bb7 8 cxd5 exd5 9 Ne5 Bd6!


  It is also common for exponents of the Classical Fianchetto System to play 9 ... Nbd7 here; however, practical results favour the text, which to some extent confirms the theory that, wherever possible, Black should meet White’s ‘central plan’ by playing ... c5 and then developing the b8-knight to the c6-square.
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  10 f4


  The most natural follow-up, but some players have also experimented with 10 Nb5!?.
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  Black could now consider calling White’s bluff and radically changing the nature of the position with 10 ... a6!? 11 Nxd6 cxd6, but most players simply retreat the bishop with 10 ... Be7 after which White has tried a few moves:


  a) 11 f4 c5 12 Rf3 Ne4 13 Nc3 Nd7 14 Rh3 g6 15 Qc2 Ndf6 16 Bd2 Rc8 17 Rf1 b5!?
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  18 Bxb5 cxd4 19 exd4 Qb6 20 Qd3!? Nxd2 21 Qxd2 Rxc3 22 bxc3 Qxb5 and Black has a pleasant position, R.Knaak-P.Szekely, Moscow 1982.


  b) 11 Qc2 c5 12 b3 a6 (12 ... Nbd7 13 Bb2 a6 14 Nc3 cxd4 15 exd4 b5 looks sensible and equal) 13 Nc3 Nc6!? (this turns out well for Black in the game, but White’s play can be substantially improved so perhaps Black should already be looking for improvements) 14 Nxc6 Bxc6 15 Ne2!? Bb7 16 Bb2 g6 17 Rad1?? (17 Qc3 or 17 dxc5 bxc5 18 Qc3 would give White the better chances) 17 ... c4!
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  A neat tactic that suddenly puts White in serious danger. 18 bxc4 dxc4 19 Qxc4 (or 19 Bxc4 Rc8 20 Qd3 [20 Qb3? b5 21 Bd3 Bd5 traps White’s queen] 20 ... Be4! 21 Qb3 [21 Bxf7+ Rxf7 22 Qxa6 Ra8 23 Qb5 Ra5] 21 ... b5 and Black wins) 19 ... Rc8 20 Qb3 Bd5 0-1 was J.Kozma-V.Korchnoi, Luhacovice 1969. White resigned in view of the continuation 20 ... Bd5 21 Qa4 b5 22 Qxa6 Ra8 23 Qxb5 Ra5.


  c) 11 b3!? aims for a slower game, perhaps indicating that White is content to have simply secured the position of the e5-knight for the time being. 11 ... c5 12 Bb2 a6 13 Nc3 cxd4 14 exd4 b5 is fine for Black, e.g. 15 a4 b4 16 Ne2 Nc6 17 Ng3 g6 18 Re1 Re8 19 Qf3 Bf8 20 Rad1 Bg7 21 Qf4 Re6 22 Nf1 Qf8 23 Nxc6 Rxc6 24 Ne3 Qd8 25 Rc1 Rac8 26 Rxc6 Rxc6 27 Ng4 ½-½ S.Gligoric-O.Panno, Havana 1969.


  10 ... c5
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  11 Qf3


  This is probably the critical test of Black’s set-up, but 11 Rf3 can also be quite dangerous.
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  11 ... g6 (11 ... Nc6!? is also playable, but 12 Nxd5!? forces Black to walk a tightrope for some time to come) and White has now tried two moves:


  a) 12 Bd2 Nc6 13 Qa4 (13 Rh3 cxd4 14 Nxc6 Bxc6 15 exd4 Ne4 16 f5 Qf6 17 Bxe4 dxe4 18 Qg4 Qxf5 19 Qh4 h5! 20 Bh6 Rfe8 21 Rf1 Be7! 22 Qg3 Qg4 23 Qe3 Rad8 was very nice for Black in R.Knaak-T.Petrosian, Tallinn 1979) 13 ... Nb4 14 Bb1 a6 15 a3 b5 16 Qd1 Nc6 17 Be1 Rc8 18 Bh4 Be7 19 Ba2 c4 20 Bg5 Ne4 21 Bh6 Re8 22 Qe2 (A.Galliamova-A.Goldin, Novgorod 1997), and now 22 ... Nxc3!? 23 bxc3 Bxa3 24 Nxc6 Rxc6 25 Bxc4 Be7 is unclear according to Petursson, although I rather like Black here.


  b) 12 Rh3 is White’s most direct line, but it too has failed to make a serious impression on Black’s defences. Play has continued 12 ... Nc6 13 Qf3 a6 14 Bd2 b5 15 Qg3 cxd4 16 Nxg6? (of course 16 Nxc6 Bxc6 17 exd4 is the standard response, but Black’s control of the e4-square guarantees comfortable equality) 16 ... fxg6 17 Rxh7! (17 Bxg6 dxc3 18 Bxh7+ Kf7 leaves Black two pieces up) 17 ... Ne7 18 Rh6 Rf7 19 exd4 Qf8 20 Qh4 Qg7 21 Re1 Ne4 and Black is winning, B.Chatalbashev-Shariyazdanov, Elista Olympiad 1998.


  11 ... Nc6
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  12 Qh3!


  This is probably best. The alternative strategy is to attempt to finish development with 12 Bd2 after which Black has two decent responses:


  a) 12 ... cxd4 is the most common move. 13 Nxc6 Bxc6 14 exd4 Re8 and now:


  a1) 15 Rfe1 Qd7 16 f5 Bf8 17 Kh1 Ne4 18 Nxe4 dxe4 19 Bxe4 Rxe4 20 Rxe4 Re8 21 d5 Bxd5 22 Rd4 Rd8 23 Rxd5 Qxd5 24 Bc3 Qxf3 25 gxf3 f6 with a clear plus for Black, T.Grabuzova-A.Sokolov, Moscow 1996.


  a2) 15 Rae1 Qc7 16 g3 Qb7! 17 f5 b5 18 Bg5 Ne4 19 Bxe4 dxe4 20 Qg4 Bf8! 21 f6 g6 22 Qh4 (22 Be3! b4 23 Ne2 Bb5! 24 Rf2 Qd7! is level according to Lukacs) 22 ... e3 23 Bh6 (23 Rxe3 b4! intending 24 ... Qb5-d5 is good for Black) 23 ... Bd6 24 Bf4 Bf8 25 Bh6 ½-½ R.Knaak-P.Lukacs, Leipzig 1986.


  a3) 15 f5!? is White’s most aggressive treatment of the position. 15 ... Ne4 16 Bf4 (16 f6 and 16 Bf4 are both equal according to Lukacs) 16 ... Bxf4 (or 16 ... Qf6!? 17 Bxe4! [17 Be3? Ng5! 18 Qf2 Qh6!] 17 ... Qxd4+ 18 Qf2! Qxf2+ 19 Rxf2 Bxf4 20 Bxd5! with equality – Lukacs) 17 Qxf4 Qf6 18 Ne2 Re7 ½-½ R.Knaak-P.Lukacs, Leipzig 1986.


  b) 12 ... Re8!? is a recent try by Chuchelov that may also be good. Note that 13 Nxd5 fails to 13 ... Nxe5 14 Nxf6+ gxf6 15 Bxh7+ Kxh7 16 Qxb7 Qd7 17 Qd5 Bf8 18 Qb3 Ng4 19 h3 Nh6 20 f5 cxd4 21 Qd3 Qc6 22 exd4 Qe4 23 Qxe4 Rxe4, as in M.Dambacher-V.Chuchelov, Amsterdam 2004.


  12 ... g6


  This weakens Black on the dark squares slightly, but there is no reason to believe that this will prove to be a problem in the immediate future (well, not with the bishop on c1 anyway!), and White was threatening 13 Nxd5, when 13 ... Nxd5?? 14 Qxh7 mate would be a shade embarrassing.


  13 Kh1


  Trying to complete development with 13 Bd2 also promises White little, e.g. 13 ... cxd4 14 Nxc6 Bxc6 15 exd4 Ne4 16 Bxe4 dxe4 17 f5 Bc5!
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  18 dxc5 (or 18 Be3 Bxd4 19 Rad1 Bxe3+ 20 Qxe3 Qe7 21 Nd5 Bxd5 22 f6 Qc5 23 Qxc5 bxc5 24 Rxd5 Rac8 25 Kf2 c4 26 Rd4 Rb8 27 Rb1 c3 28 b3 Rb6 29 Rxe4 Rxf6+ 30 Ke2 Rd8 31 Ke1 c2 0-1 I.Farago-K.Lerner, Kiev 1978) 18 ... Qxd2 19 Rad1! Qg5 (19 ... Qxb2!? may have been better, e.g. 20 Rf2 Qb4 21 Qh6 e3 22 f6 exf2+ 23 Kh1 and now 23 ... Bxg2+! appears to be winning for Black) 20 Rd6 Rac8 21 b4! bxc5 22 b5? (22 Nd5! is slightly better for White according to GM Lembit Oll) 22 ... Ba8 23 Nd5 Bxd5 24 Rxd5 h5 25 Qc3 (A.Vaisser-J.Arnason, Helsinki 1991), and now 25 ... Rfd8 would have been slightly better for Black.
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  13 ... a6!


  The most common move here is 13 ... Re8 and indeed established theory maintains that Black’s chances are entirely respectable in that line. However, the resulting positions are probably more dangerous for Black than for White, and Korchnoi’s approach with 13 ... a6 transpires to be so successful that Black really has no reason to look to alternatives.


  14 Bd2 b5 15 Rad1 cxd4 16 Nxc6 Bxc6 17 exd4 b4 18 Ne2 Bb5!
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  The full significance of Black’s queenside expansion is finally revealed. Having driven the knight from c3 with ... b6-b5-b4 (thereby weakening White’s grip on the e4-square), Black follows up with 18 ... Bb5!, forcing an exchange of light-squared bishops and securing control of the e4-square for the f6-knight. With the ‘bad bishop’ off the board, and White’s knight nowhere near e5, Black has no problems whatsoever.


  19 f5 Bxd3 20 Qxd3 Ne4 21 Bf4 ½-½

  
 Game 31 Conclusions
In this game we examined what is probably White’s most aggressive treatment of the Classical Fianchetto Variation: 8 cxd5 exd5 9 Ne5!?. Fortunately Black can reach a very comfortable position by relatively simple means, by playing 9 ... Bd6!, 10 ... c5, 11 ... Nc6! and then advancing on the queenside with ... a6 and ... b5, and capturing on d4 at an opportune moment.


  A detailed discussion of these types of positions can be found in the concluding comments to Game 26.


  Plan 6


  White delays or forgoes the capture on d5

  

  Game 32
R.Hübner-A.Khalifman
Bundesliga 1991

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 e3 0-0 5 Bd3 d5 6 Nf3 b6 7 0-0 Bb7 8 a3!?
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  Although the majority of Rubinstein exponents prefer to capture on d5, thereby defining the pawn structure in the earliest stages of the game, some players prefer to keep their queenside pawns mobile for the time being. This system does contain some venom, but overall there is relatively little to worry Black here.


  8 ... Bd6 9 b4 dxc4 10 Bxc4 Nbd7
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  11 Bb2


  Another option is to chase the d6-bishop with 11 Nb5, but this doesn’t appear too troublesome: 11 ... a6!? (11 ... Be7 12 Bb2 a6 13 Nc3 Bd6 14 Qe2 e5 15 dxe5 Nxe5 16 Nxe5 Bxe5 also gave Black a nice position, F.Perez-L.Pachmann, European Team Ch. 1961) 12 Nxd6 cxd6 13 Bb2 b5 14 Bd3 Nb6 15 Rc1 Be4 16 Be2 Qe7 17 Nd2 Bg6 18 f3 Rac8 19 e4 d5 20 e5 Nfd7 with a black edge, I.Morovic Fernandez-V.Korchnoi, Santiago 1991.


  11 ... a5!
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  12 b5


  The text is White’s most natural response, and consequently the move which Black faces most often in practice. Some strong GMs have experimented with 12 bxa5, but this activates Black’s a8-rook and leaves White’s a-pawn a little weak. Play has continued 12 ... Rxa5 13 Nb5 Be7 14 a4 (14 Qe2 Ne4 15 Rfc1 was V.Neverov-M.Brodsky, Alushta 1994; Brodsky, in his annotations for Chess Informant 60, notes that 15 ... Ndf6 16 Ne5 Nd6 gives Black comfortable equality, one point being that 17 Bd3? loses to 17 ... Nxb5 18 Bxb5 Qd5) 14 ... c5 15 Ne5 cxd4 16 Bxd4 Nxe5 17 Bxe5 Qxd1 18 Rfxd1 Rfa8 19 Bb3 Bd5 20 Bxd5 Nxd5 21 Nc7 Nxc7 22 Bxc7 Rxa4 23 Rxa4 Rxa4 24 Bxb6 with equality, B.Gulko-M.Tal, Yerevan 1975.


  12 ... e5
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  13 Re1


  Given that the e-file is still closed it is understandable that many players would be inclined to play something more obviously purposeful.


  a) 13 h3 e4 14 Nh2 Re8 15 Rc1 Qe7 16 a4 Rad8 17 Qb3 Nf8 18 Kh1 Ng6 was slightly better for Black in F.Hager-M.Chandler, Vienna 1986.


  b) 13 Qe2 Qe7 14 Rfd1 e4 15 Nd2 Rfe8 16 Nf1 sees White making use of the freshly vacant f1-square. However, whilst sensible, this approach is hardly a direct challenge to the validity of Black’s set-up. A practical example: 16 ... Nf8 17 Ng3 g6! 18 Re1 Rad8 19 f3 Bxg3 20 hxg3 Ne6 21 f4 h5 22 f5 gxf5 23 Qf2 Ng7 24 Qf4 Ng4 25 Rad1 Rd6 26 d5 Ne5 27 Be2 Rg6 28 Rf1 Rg5 29 Na4 Ng6 30 Qf2 Qd6 0-1 J.Fernandez-V.Hort, Halle 1978.


  c) 13 a4 Qe7 14 h3 Rad8 15 Qe2 Rfe8 (15 ... e4! 16 Nh2 Rfe8 is easier according to Curt Hansen, when Black enjoys immediate equality) 16 Rad1 exd4 17 Nxd4 g6 with a level position, B.Spassky-M.Tal, Moscow 1975.


  In fact 13 Re1 makes some sense in this structure because it prepares e3-e4. If Black captures on d4 then 14 exd4 opens up the e-file for the rook, whereas if Black plays 13 ... e4 14 Nd2, then White can utilize the f1-square for defensive purposes.


  13 ... e4 14 Nd2 Qe7
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  14 ... Re8 is also possible, although I prefer the text because it activates the queen, connects the rooks and also puts some pressure on the a3-pawn, tying down the a1-rook for the time being.


  15 f4


  The text is rather committal and immediately forces a transformation in both the pawn structure and in the nature of play. A more modest approach can be seen in 15 Be2 Rad8 when White has tried three continuations:


  a) 16 Qc2 Rfe8 17 f3?! (17 Nc4!? looks stronger) 17 ... exf3 18 Bxf3 Bxf3 19 Nxf3 Ne4 20 Nxe4 Qxe4 21 Qxe4 Rxe4 22 Nd2 Re6 23 e4?! Nc5!
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  Suddenly White’s pieces are coming under direct attack, with the c5-knight angling to hop into d3 or a4 next, and 24 ... Bf4 also embodying a serious threat. Instead of 24 Nc4 Nxe4, which was winning for Black in L.Portisch-T.Petrosian, Lone Pine 1978, White should now try 24 Re2 Na4 25 d5!? Bc5+ 26 Kf1 Rh6 27 Be5 Re8 28 Bxc7 Nc3 29 Ree1 Nxb5 (or 29 ... Rf6+ 30 Nf3 Nxe4 31 Rad1 Bxa3) 30 Bg3 Nxa3 although this is also better for Black.


  b) Andrei Sokolov notes that 16 f3 should be answered with 16 ... Rfe8 17 fxe4 Nxe4 18 Ncxe4 Bxe4 19 Nxe4 Qxe4 20 Bf3 Qh4 21 g3 Qg5 which he assesses as slightly better for Black.


  c) 16 f4 Nd5 17 Nxd5 Bxd5 18 Nc4 f5 19 Ne5 Qe6 20 Kh1 h6 21 Rg1 Nxe5 22 dxe5 Bc5 gave rise to a balanced position in L.Portisch-R.Hübner, Abano Therme 1980.


  15 ... exf3
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  Black is more or less obliged to capture on f3 as otherwise White will drop the bishop back from c4 and then install a knight on e5 via the manoeuvre Nd2-c4-e5. That said, capturing on f3 is something that Black wants to do in any case because it opens up White’s kingside, gives Black use of the e-file and enhances the scope of the b7-bishop considerably.


  16 gxf3?!


  A mistake according to Khalifman, who notes that 16 Nxf3 Ne4! 17 Nd5 Qd8! would give rise to a level position. After the text Black quickly finds himself in the driving seat.


  16 ... Rad8 17 Qe2


  17 e4 should of course be answered with 17 ... Bf4! when Black already threatens to tear into White’s position with 18 ... Ne5, exploiting the pin on the d-file.


  17 ... Rfe8 18 Qf2 Nf8 19 Nde4 Ng6 20 Nxd6 cxd6!
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  For many of us it would of course feel more natural to recapture on d6 with the rook; however, here Black’s newly acquired d-pawn will play a pivotal role in the disruption of White’s pawn centre.


  21 Bf1 Nh5 22 e4 Nhf4 23 Qg3 d5!
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  With Khalifman’s knights dominating the central squares and White struggling to complete development, Black is already substantially better placed.


  24 exd5!


  Khalifman notes that 24 e5 should be answered with 24 ... f6! 25 Bc1 Qc7!, and 24 Rad1 should be met with 24 ... Qf6, in either case with advantage to Black.


  24 ... Qd7 25 Rxe8+ Rxe8 26 Re1 Rxe1 27 Qxe1 Nxd5 28 Ne4 Qe7 29 Qg3 Ndf4 30 Bc1! Bxe4 31 Bxf4 Bd5 32 Bc1 h6 33 Bd3 Qf6 34 Be3! Bxf3 35 Bxg6 fxg6 36 h4?


  A careless move that costs White the game. In fact 36 Qf4!, aiming for an opposite-coloured bishop ending, would have given White good chances to cling on for the half point.


  36 ... Bd5 37 Qf4 Qe7 38 Qe5?! Qd7 39 Kf2 Qxb5 40 Kg3 Qd7 41 Qb8+ Kh7 42 Qxb6 Qf5 0-1

  
 Game 32 Conclusions
By delaying the capture on d5 White essentially forces Black to concede some space in the centre, at least on a temporary basis. After 9 b4 Black should capture on c4, opening up the long diagonal for the b7-bishop, and then aim to generate play in the centre with ... e6-e5. In general it is a good idea for Black to clarify the queenside pawn structure in the early stages of the game by flicking in ... a5. This weakens White’s control over the queenside dark squares (creating possibilities of throwing in a disruptive ... Bb4, or ganging up on the a3-pawn with ... Qe7) and also frees up the c5-square in the event that White’s d-pawn ever moves. Once Black achieves the ... e5-e4 advance, driving the f3-knight away, his position becomes very comfortable indeed.

  

  Something a little different
There was a period in the mid-nineties when exponents of the Rubinstein Variation became bored of the positions after 4 ... b6 5 Nge2 but also disillusioned with White’s chances in the 5 Bd3 Bb7 6 Nf3 variation. In an attempt to pose fresh problems to Black, several players began experimenting with the idea of playing 5 Bd3 Bb7 and then, rather than covering the g2-pawn, simply continuing development with 6 Nge2!?. If Black declines to capture on g2 White will simply castle next move and reach an improved version of the 5 Nge2 variation, and if Black does play 6 ... Bxg2 then 7 Rg1 gives White immediate counterplay against Black’s kingside. Fortunately matters are not so clear cut, and in fact Black can safely capture on g2 without fear of White reeking havoc on the kingside, but it remains important to emphasize that some care is required in order to comprehensively diffuse White’s temporary initiative.

  

  Game 33
A.Mortazavi-C.Ward
Gibraltar 2005

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 e3 b6 5 Bd3


  On a side note, some strong players (GM Vadim Milov in particular) have recently been experimenting with 5 f3!?.


  [image: ]


  This is probably not too dangerous, but any theory on this line that does exist is still very much in its formative stages. One relatively safe line for Black continues 5 ... Nh5 6 Nh3 f5 7 e4 (7 Bd3 0-0 8 0-0 Bb7 9 a3 Bxc3 10 bxc3 d6 11 Ra2 Nd7 12 Nf2 Qe7 13 e4 f4 14 Nh1 e5 15 g3 Kh8 16 gxf4 Nxf4 17 Bxf4 Rxf4 18 Ng3 Raf8 was clearly better for Black in B.Addison-H.Koneru, Witley 2000) 7 ... 0-0 8 Bg5 Qe8 9 exf5 exf5+ (9 ... h6!?, putting the question to White’s bishop immediately, may be a viable alternative, e.g. 10 Bd2 Nc6 11 Nb5 exf5+ 12 Be2 Qd8 13 Bxb4 Nxb4 14 Qd2 a5 15 a3 Nc6 16 0-0-0 a4 17 Kb1 Na5 18 Qc2 Nb3 with a messy position in which both sides have their chances, A.Miles-G.Kuzmin, Riga 1979) 10 Be2 Nc6 11 d5 and now:


  a) 11 ... Ne5 12 0-0 d6 13 f4 Ng4 14 Qd3 Qf7 15 a3 Bxc3 16 Qxc3 Bd7 17 Bf3 Nhf6 18 Rae1 Rae8 19 Bxf6 Qxf6 20 Qxf6 Nxf6 21 Ng5 ½-½ was J.Mrkvicka-P.Schuster, correspondence 2002.


  b) 11 ... h6!? 12 Bh4 (12 dxc6 hxg5 13 cxd7 Bxd7 leaves Black dangerously active) 12 ... Ne5 13 0-0 Ng6 is an energetic idea that definitely deserves further attention;


  c) 11 ... Na5 12 0-0 Ba6 13 Nb5 Bxb5 14 cxb5 f4 15 Bd3 Qe5 16 Qc2 h6 17 Bh4 Nf6 18 Bxf6 Qxf6 was unclear in A.Mikhalchishin-A.Ivanov, Frunze 1979.


  5 ... Bb7 6 Nge2!? Bxg2 7 Rg1 Bf3!
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  The text presently represents Black’s most critical attempt to impede White’s initiative, and may well be the reason that the popularity of this variation has rapidly declined in recent years.


  8 Rg3


  White has also tried the following possibilities:


  a) 8 Qc2 Nh5 and now:


  a1) 9 Be4 Bxe4 10 Qxe4 Nc6 11 d5 (or 11 Qg4 g6 12 e4 e5 13 Bg5 f6 14 Be3 exd4 15 Bxd4 Nxd4 16 Nxd4 Bxc3+ 17 bxc3 Qe7 with a clear plus, A.Gutov-A.Belozerov, Maikop 1998) 11 ... Ne7 12 Qf3 Nf6 13 a3 Bxc3+ 14 Nxc3 Ng6 15 Bd2 e5 16 0-0-0 gave White just about enough compensation to hold the balance in E.Agrest-L.Zsinka, Oberwart 1993, but nothing more.


  a2) 9 e4 Nc6 10 Be3 Qh4 11 0-0-0 Bd6 12 Bg5 Qh3 13 e5 Be7 14 Bxe7 Nxe7 15 Ne4 Qh4 16 Ng5 Bb7 17 Be4 Bxe4 18 Nxe4 Ng6 19 N2c3 0-0 20 Qe2 f5! 21 Ng3 Nhf4 with an obvious advantage for Black, L.Van Kooten-S.Conquest, Amsterdam 2002.


  b) 8 Rxg7 Ng4 9 h3 f5 (John Emms notes the line 9 ... Bxc3+ 10 bxc3 f5 11 Ba3 c5 12 hxg4 Qf6 13 gxf5 Qxg7 14 fxe6 dxe6 15 dxc5 Nd7 16 Qa4 0-0 17 cxb6 Bxe2 18 Bxf8 Rxf8 19 Kxe2 Qg4+ 20 Kf1 Qf3, winning for Black) 10 hxg4 Qf6 11 gxf5 Qxg7 12 fxe6 Bxc3+ 13 bxc3 dxe6 14 Qc2 Qg2 15 Bb2 Nd7 16 Ng3 Nf6 17 e4 0-0-0 and again Black is clearly better, E.Rotstein-M.Becker, Werther 2003.


  8 ... Bxc3+ 9 bxc3 Be4 10 Qc2 Bxd3 11 Qxd3
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  Black is a pawn up with a superior pawn structure, and White has little (if any) compensation. The rest should be nothing beyond a matter of technique.


  11 ... g6?!


  This weakens the dark squares. Instead 11 ... Rg8!? is a possible improvement.


  12 e4 d6 13 Bg5


  13 Bh6 is perhaps a more obvious choice, although 13 ... Nbd7 seems to keep everything in check.


  13 ... h6 14 Rh3!
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  A nice touch by Mortazavi that finally finds some compensation. White will now recover the pawn, but ultimately Ward’s superior structure does the business.


  14 ... Rh7 15 Bxh6 Nh5 16 Bd2 Nc6 17 f4 Qd7 18 f5 0-0-0 19 fxg6 fxg6 20 Rb1?!


  A pointless move and a serious error. The b1-rook is now excluded from the game whilst the king remains trapped in the centre. Instead 20 0-0-0 was necessary.


  


  
    20 ... Rf8 21 Rf3 Rhf7 22 Rxf7 Qxf7 23 Kd1 Qf2 24 Qh3 Kb7 25 Be3 Rf3 26 Bxf2 Rxh3 27 Bg1 Rh4 0-1

    
 Game 33 Conclusions
Although 5 Bd3 Bb7 6 Nge2!? enjoyed a brief spell of popularity it would appear that 6 ... Bxg2 7 Rg1 Bf3! provides a complete solution to Black’s problems in this variation. Now that 8 Rxg7 is considered bad on account of 8 ... Ng4!, stubborn advocates of the white cause have no choice but to struggle along in positions where they are pawn down with little (if any) compensation.

  


  


  

  
Chapter Five
The Leningrad Variation

  
 The Leningrad is one of those systems that goes through brief patches of popularity from time to time. There is nothing wrong with it from a theoretical perspective, but it is insufficiently testing to realistically represent a true challenge to Black’s defensive resources, and for this reason very few strong players include it in their white repertoires on a regular basis. The Leningrad gives the appearance of being a highly aggressive answer to the Nimzo-Indian, but in practice the resulting positions are frequently of a closed and positional nature, with relatively little by way of direct attacks.


  The opening moves of the repertoire run 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 Bg5!? c5 5 d5 Bxc3+ 6 bxc3 d6 7 e3! Qe7!.
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  Now 8 Nf3 e5 9 Nd2! h6 10 Bh4 g5! 11 Bg3 Bf5! is studied in Game 34, 9 Qc2!? e5 10 Nf3 Nbd7 11 Nd2 e4 12 Be2 is Game 35, while Game 36 focuses on Short’s creative attempt with 10 ... Kd8!?. Finally, in Game 37 we examine 8 Bd3 Nbd7! 9 Ne2 exd5 10 cxd5 Qe5!.

  

  Game 34
E.Bareev-A.Beliavsky
Soviet Championship 1990

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 Bg5!? c5 5 d5


  5 Rc1 has been tried a few times, but really does little to challenge Black’s defences:


  a) 5 ... cxd4 6 Qxd4 Nc6 7 Bxf6 Qxf6 (7 ... Nxd4 8 Bxd8 Kxd8 9 e3 Nc6 10 a3 Be7 11 Nf3 f5 12 Be2 Bf6 13 0-0 Ke7 14 Rfd1 b6 15 b4 Rd8 16 Nd4 Bb7 17 Bf3 Rab8 18 Nb3 g5 19 h3 d6 gave Black a decent position in E.Grivas-P.Leko, Heraklio 1997; the game ended in a draw, but Black was certainly no worse at any stage) 8 Qxf6 gxf6 9 Nf3 b6 10 a3 (or 10 e3 Rg8 11 Nd2 Bb7 12 a3 Be7 13 f3 f5 14 Kf2 Bf6 15 g3 Ke7 16 Be2 Rac8 17 Rc2 d6 with an edge for Black, N.Grotnes-L.Ogaard, Norwegian Championship 1995) 10 ... Bxc3+ 11 Rxc3 Bb7 12 e3 Rg8 13 Nd2 Rc8 14 f3 f5 15 Kf2 Ne5 16 Be2 d6 17 Rhc1 Ke7 18 Nb3 Rc7 19 Nd4 a6 20 Bf1 Rgc8 gave Black a very comfortable position in C.Ionescu-J.Benjamin, Moscow 1987.


  b) 5 ... h6!? is similar, e.g. 6 Bh4 cxd4 7 Qxd4 Nc6 8 Bxf6 gxf6 9 Qd1 b6 10 a3 Bxc3+!? (I would probably prefer to preserve my bishop pair with 10 ... Be7 or even 10 ... Bf8!?) 11 Rxc3 Bb7 12 Rh3 Rc8 13 e3 Ne5 with a slight plus for Black, J.Ashton-G.Garcia, New York 1997.


  5 ... Bxc3+ 6 bxc3 d6 7 e3!
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  It is of course possible for White to place this pawn on e4 (e.g. via 7 f3 and 8 e4). However, for the time being at least, it is in White’s interests to keep the b1-h7 diagonal open for his light-squared bishop.


  Another important point about 7 e3 is that it preserves the option of meeting ... e6-e5 with the advance f2-f4, opening the position up. Of course, White could also engineer the f4 pawn break with his pawn on e4, but having the pawn on e3 improves this thrust in three respects:


  1) The capture ... exf4 can be answered with exf4. This has the advantage of opening the e-file for White’s rooks.


  2) If Black plays ... exf4 and White is forced to recapture with a piece, then Black gains control of the e5-square, which he can use as an excellent outpost for a knight.


  3) After the centre has been closed by the moves e2-e4 and ... e6-e5, very often Black advances on the kingside with ... h7-h6, driving the bishop back to h4, and then follows up with ... g7-g5, again pushing the dark-squared bishop back, but also seizing control of the f4-square, thereby making it very difficult indeed for White to engineer the f4 pawn-break under favourable circumstances.


  7 ... Qe7!


  Traditionally Black has generally played 7 ... e5 here, closing the centre immediately. Although with best play Black should be able to achieve an equal game after 7 ... e5, the lack of central tension means that White is given greater scope to deploy his minor pieces to their most favourable posts. The move 7 ... Qe7 to some extent circumvents this problem by waiting for White to develop his kingside pieces before determining the central pawn structure.


  8 Nf3
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  White’s main alternative in this variation is 8 Bd3, immediately seizing control of the b1-h7 diagonal, and this option will be examined in Game 37. As we shall see in this illustrative game, it is in White’s interest to develop the bishop to d3 before Black can place his own bishop on f5; however, delaying the development of the g1-knight comes at the cost of losing time to place it on d2, where it can exert some control over the important e4-square.


  8 ... e5 9 Nd2!
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  White enhances his control of the e4-square, clears the knight out of the path of the f2-pawn and prepares 10 Bd3, seizing control of the b1-h7 diagonal.


  9 ... h6 10 Bh4
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  10 ... g5!


  In most of these closed positions Black is well advised not to castle kingside because the two bishops and White’s perfect kingside pawn structure frequently ensure excellent prospects of generating an attack. Instead of putting the king on g8, many masters feel quite comfortable castling queenside in these positions because the doubled pawns on c3 and c4 limit the scope of White’s bishops, as well as obstructing the movements of White’s remaining knight. Indeed, White’s only avenue of attack against the queenside is the b-file, which can be used in conjunction with the advance of the a2-pawn to cause some problems for Black in that region. Nevertheless, one open file should not be too dangerous for Black, and provided Black maintains his pawns on a7 and b7, there is very little chance of White’s a-pawn provoking a serious weakening.


  11 Bg3 Bf5!
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  An excellent move by Black, at once preventing 12 Bd3 and provoking the advance e3-e4, after which White will have difficulty creating substantive threats on either side of the board. In many closed Nimzo-Indian positions it is common for Black to play ... b7-b6 and then ... Bc8-a6 with a view to putting the c4-pawn under some pressure. However, in this position White’s d5-pawn prevents Black bringing his b8-knight to a5, so there is really very little point in developing the bishop to a6.


  12 h4!?


  Bareev seeks to open the kingside before Black has time to complete his development and castle queenside. White has also tried three other moves:


  a) 12 Be2 Nbd7 is quite common. White now has a few possibilities:


  a1) 13 0-0 should be met by 13 ... 0-0-0 when Black intends to create an attack on the kingside via 14 ... h5.


  a2) 13 Qb3 hits the b7-pawn and prepares to castle queenside, but notably Black can answer this problem with the simple 13 ... 0-0-0!, one nice point being that 14 Rab1 is precluded by the bishop’s presence on f5. Play has now continued 14 0-0-0 (instead 14 a4 Nf8 15 h4 Ng6 16 0-0-0 Nf4!!
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  17 exf4 was already very comfortable for Black in K.Sasikiran-T.Bakre, Vung Tau City 1999, although the players settled for a draw at this stage) 14 ... Bg6 15 Rde1?! Nh5 16 Qd1 Nxg3 17 hxg3 e4! 18 Kb2 Ne5
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  19 Rh2 h5 20 Reh1 Rh7 21 g4 h4 22 Qg1 f5 23 gxf5 Bxf5 24 g3 Rdh8 25 Qb1 Nd7! 26 gxh4 gxh4 27 Bf1 h3 28 f4 Nf6 29 Be2 Rg8 30 Qf1 Rhg7. Now Black will force a rook into g2 and White’s position will near breaking point. Realizing the end is nigh White offloads an exchange and tries to hang on, but it is already quite clear that the game is over. 31 Rxh3 Bxh3 32 Qxh3+ Kb8 33 Nf1 Rh7 0-1 A.Hauschild-A.Onischuk, Dortmund 1992.


  a3) 13 h4!?. It seems somewhat irrational to play 12 Be2 and then 13 h4, as these individual moves do not really form part of a coherent plan. Note that in the main game Bareev implements a similar plan with h2-h4, but does not develop his f1-bishop until much later in the game, for the simple reason that it contributes nothing to his position. 13 ... 0-0-0 14 Qa4 Kb8 15 Qb5 a6 16 Qb3 Ka7 17 f3 e4!
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  White’s previous move may have signalled an intention to play e3-e4, but now Black would rather prevent e4 and open the position. Black has completed his development and has reached a comfortable middlegame, whereas White is dawdling, trying to find a constructive plan, so it makes complete sense to open the centre up. 18 Rb1 b6 19 f4 Ng4 20 Nf1 gxf4 21 Bxf4 Rhg8 22 g3 Rb8 23 Bxg4 Bxg4 24 Bxh6 Ne5 25 Bf4 Nd3+ 26 Kd2 b5!
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  With the centre and the kingside relatively blocked, Black needs another avenue of attack, and so now he pries open the b-file for his own use. 27 Nh2 Bd7 28 Bg5 Qe5 29 Bf4 Nxf4 30 gxf4 Rg2+ 31 Kc1 Qh5 32 Rb2 Rxb2 33 Qxb2 bxc4 34 Qd2 Qxh4 35 Rg1 Qd8 36 Qc2 Qa5 37 Kd2 Qa3 38 Rb1 Rg8 0-1 S.Ditiatev-S.Shipov, Cherepovets 1997.


  Note that White’s problems in this game occurred as a consequence of his indecisiveness. First he tried his luck on the kingside with h2-h4, but didn’t really believe he could make anything of it, so then he made a half-hearted attempt at generating some play on the queenside. Again it didn’t really look as though White believed in his position, and it was as a consequence of this that Black was able to develop smoothly and generate counterplay in the centre. The point I am trying to make is that, although White has more space in these positions, very often even the slightest chance of an advantage depends on him picking the right plan, at the right moment, and sticking to it until it has been exhausted or something tangible has been achieved.


  b) 12 f3!? has been played by several strong players. Of course Black could continue development with something like 12 ... Nbd7 or 12 ... Kd8-c7 (keeping the c8-square open for the f5-bishop, should it wish to retreat there after White plays e3-e4). However, the move that has scored best for Black is 12 ... e4!
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  Play has continued 13 h4 Rg8 14 hxg5 hxg5 and now:


  b1) 15 fxe4 Bxe4 16 Qa4+ Nbd7 17 0-0-0 Kf8!? 18 Re1 Ne5 19 Be2 Bxg2 20 Rh2 Be4 21 Qd1 Bg6! with an edge for Black K.Sasikiran-R.Janssen, Calicut 1998. As mentioned above, it is very uncommon for Black to castle kingside in Leningrad Nimzo positions, never mind to march the king there when the h-file is already open! This works out well for Black in the game, but I would have given preference to something more ‘mainstream’, such as 17 ... Ke8-d8-c7, connecting the rooks manually and creating the option of ... Rgb8 and ... a6 and ... b5. An even more sensible approach would be simply 17 ... a6 and 18 ... 0-0-0, with a very comfortable position.


  b2) 15 Qb1!? Nbd7!
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  16 fxe4 (Alexander Onischuk, in his annotations for Chess Informant 59, points out that the b7-pawn is immune from capture on the basis of 16 Qxb7? Rb8 17 Qc7 exf3 18 0-0-0 Qxe3 19 Qxb8+ Nxb8 20 Re1 Qxe1+ 21 Bxe1 g4! 22 gxf3 g3) 16 ... Bxe4! 17 Bxd6 Qxd6 18 Nxe4 Qe5 19 Nxf6+ Nxf6 20 Qb5+ Kd8 21 0-0-0! Ne4! 22 Qb2 Kc7 (22 ... Nd6!? is equal) 23 Bd3 Nd6 24 Qa3! b6 25 Kc2 Kb7 26 Rh6 Rh8?! 27 Rdh1 Rhd8 28 Rf1 Rac8 29 Qc1? (29 e4 Rh8 is still pretty balanced) 29 ... b5!
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  30 cxb5 Qxd5 31 Rd1 c4! 32 Bh7 Qc5 33 Rf6 Qe5 34 Rdf1 Rc7 35 Qa3? (35 a4 is more resilient, although Black keeps a clear plus after 35 ... Rh8 36 Bf5 Kb8 37 Rxd6 Qxd6) 35 ... Nxb5 36 Qb4 Ka8 0-1 D.Rogozenko-A.Onischuk, Vejen 1993.


  c) 12 Qb3!? is very logical move in that it prevents 12 ... Nbd7, thereby frustrating Black’s standard course of development. Fortunately there is no rush and to complete development and Black can just the wander king over to c7 to defend the b7-pawn: 12 ... Kd8! 13 Be2 (GM Jonathan Tisdall has pointed out that 13 f3 Kc7 14 e4 can be met with 14 ... Bc8 which actually gives Black an improved version of the game because he can then proceed to complete his development and use the c8-bishop to defend b7; in the game Black is forced to use a rook to defend b7, whilst the light-squared bishop is left achieving relatively little on the kingside) 13 ... Kc7 14 f3 Nbd7.


  Whenever I have been on the white side of positions like this (which is more often than I care to admit!) I have been concerned about the fact that White’s queen, the most powerful ship in its fleet, is using all of its potential to attack b7, while the Black king performs an equally useful role by simply defending b7 – thereby largely negating the influence of White’s queen! The significance of this point is, of course, that Black’s own queen continues to play an active role in the game, whereas White’s achieves relatively little. This in itself is enough to make me question whether White isn’t just barking up the wrong tree with these early Qb3 ideas.
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  15 e4 Bg6 16 Rb1 Rhb8 17 Bf2 Nh5 18 g3 (with Black’s rooks currently occupied on the queenside, Tisdall has suggested that White may now do better to seek counterplay on the kingside with something like 18 h4!? although Black’s position remains quite comfortable) 18 ... f5
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  19 Bd3 fxe4 (in Tisdall’s annotations he explains that he considered 19 ... f4!? to be a safer alternative, after which it is difficult to see how White can significantly improve his position or generate threats; the game continuation is sharper and gives the players more chance to fight for the full point) 20 fxe4 Nhf6 21 0-0 Qh7 22 Qa4 (protecting the e4-pawn with 22 Rfe1 or 22 Qc2 allows Black to play 22 ... Ng4 and then generate dangerous play down the f-file or by advancing the h-pawn) 22 ... Nxe4!!
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  23 Nxe4 (23 Qc2 Nxd2 24 Bxg6 Qg7 is good for Black) 23 ... Bxe4 24 Bxe4 Qxe4 25 Rbe1 (or 25 Bxc5!? dxc5! 26 d6+ Kd8 27 Rbe1 Qg6!? 28 Rxe5 Qxd6! 29 Rd5 [29 Rd1 Qc6] 29 ... Qc6 30 Qa3! Ke7! with a clear plus for Black – Tisdall) 25 ... Qg6 26 Qa5+ b6 27 Qb5 a6 28 Qc6+ Kd8 29 Be3 Rc8 30 Qa4 b5 31 Qd1! (31 cxb5 axb5 32 Qxb5 Rxa2) 31 ... Ke7 (31 ... Nb6!?) 32 Qg4 Rf8 33 h4 Rxf1+ 34 Rxf1 Rf8 35 hxg5 Rxf1+ 36 Kxf1 h5!
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  An excellent move, closing the position and denying White active counterplay by using the g5-pawn’s presence to exclude the dark-squared bishop. 37 Qe2 Qf5+ (37 ... Qe4!?) 38 Kg2 Qg4 39 Qc2 Nf8 40 cxb5 axb5 41 Qf2 Nd7 42 Qc2 e4 and Black went on to win in Dao Thien Hai-J.Tisdall, Yerevan Olympiad 1996. Many of the comments here are based on Jonathan Tisdall’s annotations for Chess Informant 67.


  12 ... Rg8 13 hxg5 hxg5 14 Qb3 Qc7!?


  An interesting idea, transferring the queen to the queenside and preparing 15 ... Nbd7 and 16 ... 0-0-0. This plan ‘feels’ somehow less active than the ideas with ... Kd8-c7, and the queen is possibly less dangerous on c7 than it was on e7, where it often facilitated ideas such as ... e5-e4 and ... Nd7-e5. Nevertheless, these options are not lost entirely, and in return for spending a move relocating the queen, Black gains the extra options of hassling White’s queenside pawns with ... Qc7-a5, or challenging on the b-file with ... Qb6 (although this latter option is something of a rarity in practice). Black also avoids the development problems that Tisdall faced, which we discussed above.


  By way of an alternative strategy to the main game, another Tisdall encounter has continued 14 ... Kd8!? 15 a4 Kc7 16 a5 Na6! (16 ... Nbd7?! 17 a6! b6 18 Qb5 may give Black some problems on the light squares) 17 Be2 Rh8 18 0-0-0 Rag8 19 Rde1 ½-½ B.Spassky-J.Tisdall, Thessaloniki Olympiad 1988.


  15 f3 Nbd7 16 e4 Bg6 17 Bf2
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  17 ... g4?!


  The text is slightly inaccurate according to Beliavsky, who points out that it would have been better to complete development immediately with 17 ... 0-0-0 18 g4 Rh8 19 Rxh8 Rxh8 20 Be3 Nh7 with a balanced position in which Black can look to gradually make progress via moves such as ... f6 (protecting g5 and freeing the g6-bishop), ... Nhf8 (opening the h-file for the rook), ... Be8 (freeing the g6-square for a knight and redirecting the e8-bishop towards the a4-square, where it might actually be of some use), and ... Ng6, taking control of the important f4- and h4-squares.


  18 Qa4!


  This is the reason why 17 ... g4 was inaccurate. Now Black has to weaken his queenside by playing 18 ... a6 before he can castle, and even the standard ... Kd8-c7 manoeuvre is ruled out by the queen’s presence on c7.


  18 ... a6 19 Rb1?!


  The right idea, but perhaps implemented at the wrong moment. Beliavsky notes that White could have caused Black more problems with 19 Nb3! when White intends to castle queenside, securing the position of his king, and only then go after Black on the queenside with ideas such as Na5 and bringing a rook to the b-file.


  19 ... 0-0-0
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  20 Bh4!


  20 Nb3?! gxf3 (20 ... Nb8? 21 Na5 b6 22 Nc6 Nxc6 23 dxc6! a5 24 Qb5 is good for White) 21 gxf3 runs into 21 ... Nxe4!
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  22 fxe4 Bxe4 23 Rb2 Bxh1 24 Na5 b6 25 Nc6 Nb8! 26 Nxd8 Qxd8 with a clear plus for Black.


  20 ... Rde8 21 Rb2


  21 Nb3 again runs into 21 ... gxf3 22 gxf3 Nxe4! 23 fxe4 Bxe4 24 Rb2 Nb6! (24 ... Bxh1 25 Na5) 25 Qa5 Bxh1.


  21 ... Rh8 22 Nb3 Nb6 23 Qa5 Nfd7 24 Bd3?! f5!
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  This must have come as a nasty shock – the very move White had intended to prevent now blasts open the position with White’s king right in the centre of the action! At this point I bet Bareev wished he had castled queenside when he had the chance!


  25 fxg4


  25 exf5 runs headfirst into 25 ... e4! 26 fxe4 (Ftacnik notes the line 26 fxg6 exd3+ 27 Kd1 Nxc4 28 Qxc7+ Kxc7 29 Rf2 Ndb6 when Black wins) 26 ... Bxf5 27 Re2 Ne5 when the d3-bishop and the c4-pawn are under attack, the h4-bishop can’t move, and White’s knight and queen are very misplaced on the queenside. Oh, and the king is still stuck in the centre!
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  25 ... fxe4 26 Be2 e3! 27 Rh3 Be4 28 Bf1


  28 Rh2 just drops the g2-pawn to 28 ... Bxg2 because the h4-bishop is hanging.


  28 ... Reg8 29 Be7 Rxh3! 30 gxh3 Bf3!
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  White must now play with great care to avoid being blasted off the board by Black’s plan of 31 ... e4 and 32 ... Ne5-d3, winning.


  31 Nc1 Kb8! 32 Rh2?!


  32 Bh4? pretty much loses to 32 ... Nxd5; White’s best shot is probably 32 Qa3, although 32 ... e2! 33 Bxe2 Bxe2 34 Nxe2 Nxc4 should still be winning for Black.


  32 ... e4 33 Rb2 Ka7 34 Bh4 Qc8 35 Bg3 Qf8!
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  An excellent move from Black, bringing the queen back into the attack via the f-file.


  36 Qa3 Qf6 37 Qb3 Rf8 38 Qc2 Bxg4 39 Qg2?


  This allows forced mate; however, 39 Be2 also loses to 39 ... Bxe2 40 Qxe2 Qxc3+ 41 Kd1 Nxc4 42 Rc2 Qd4+ 43 Ke1 Qd2+!!
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  44 Rxd2 exd2+ 45 Kd1 Rf1+!! 46 Qxf1 Ne3+ 47 Kxd2 Nxf1+.


  39 ... Qxc3+ 0-1


  White resigned as 39 ... Qxc3+ 40 Rd2 Qxc1+ 41 Rd1 Qxd1 is mate – a truly magical game. Unless indicated to the contrary, the notes here are based on Beliavsky’s annotations for Chess Informant 50.

  

  Game 34 Conclusions
Until one has actually played a few games with the Leningrad Variation, it can be quite an uncomfortable line to face. Very often White enjoys a space advantage, the bishop pair, and some pressure down the b-file. As if things weren’t bad enough, Black often finds himself weakening his kingside by playing ... g5 to kick the h4-bishop back, and then losing the right to castle to boot! So, um ... who wants to play the King’s Indian instead?


  This brief summation does, of course, paint a rather unfair picture of Black’s resources in this line. The purpose for this little critique was simply to emphasize that, notwithstanding the knowledge that Black’s position should be fine, actually going through the adjustment period to playing these positions can be quite an uncomfortable process when suddenly faced with the Leningrad at the board.


  The central theme in this game was the struggle over the b1-h7 diagonal. Note that once Black got his bishop to f5 it suddenly became difficult for White to find active roles for the f1-bishop and the a1-rook (b1 is the natural post for the rook, but this is clearly out of bounds with a bishop on f5). However, had White managed to bring his f1-bishop to d3 before Black had time to play 11 ... Bf5 the roles would have been very much reversed.


  Note that it is rarely in White’s interests to close the centre completely with e3-e4, because this dramatically reduces the possibilities of changing the pawn structure, and consequently reduces the winning chances for both sides.

  

  Game 35
A.Morozevich-A.Vyzmanavin
Alushta 1994

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 Bg5 h6 5 Bh4 c5 6 d5 Bxc3+ 7 bxc3 d6 8 e3 e5


  This is the traditional main line of the Leningrad Variation, but we soon transpose to our repertoire system. Normally we would reach the line discussed in this game via the move order 8 ... Qe7 9 Nf3 e5 10 Qc2.


  9 Qc2!?


  The queen is not fantastically placed on c2, but it does serve the purpose of anticipating Black’s intended ... g5 and ... Bf5 by pre-emptively seizing control of the b1-h7 diagonal.


  9 ... Qe7 10 Nf3
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  10 ... Nbd7


  In light of Black’s desire to establish some control over the f5- and e4-squares, some players have experimented with the manoeuvre 10 ... g5 11 Bg3 Nh5 12 Bd3 (12 Nd2 f5 13 Be2 Ng7 14 f4 0-0 15 Kf2 h5! 16 h4 gxf4 17 exf4 Nd7 18 Rhe1?! exf4 19 Bxf4 Qxh4+ 20 Bg3 Qf6 21 Nf3 Ne5 22 Bh4 Qg6 23 Bd3 Re8 gave Black an edge in C.Gokhale-A.Zatonskih, Canadian Open 2004) 12 ... Ng7!? (also of interest is 12 ... Nd7 13 Nd2 Ndf6 14 h3 Bd7 15 Rb1 b6 16 a4 Ng7 17 f3 Nfh5 18 Bh2 Kd8 19 a5 Kc7 20 0-0 f5 21 Rb2 f4 22 Ra1 Rhb8 23 Rba2 a6! 24 Rb2 bxa5 25 Rxa5 Rxb2 26 Qxb2 Nf6 27 Qa3 Bc8 28 Nb3 Nd7 29 Kf1 Rb8 with a comfortable position for Black in A.Yusupov-A.Karpov, Baden-Baden 1995) 13 Nd2 f5 14 f3 Rf8 (or 14 ... 0-0 15 Bf2 Nd7 16 h4 g4 17 h5 Nf6 18 Bh4 e4 19 fxe4 Qe5! 20 0-0-0 fxe4 21 Nxe4 Nxe4 22 Bxe4 Bf5 23 Bxf5 Nxf5
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  24 Rde1 Rae8 25 e4 Nxh4 26 Rxh4 Qg5+ 0-1 C.Gokhale-M.Sorokin, Linares 2003) 15 0-0-0 Nd7 16 h3 Kd8 17 Bf2 Kc7 18 Rdf1 Nf6 19 Kb2 Bd7 20 Ka1 Rae8 21 Qb3 Bc8 with a very comfortable position for Black, B.Addison-J.Rowson, British Ch, Scarborough 2001.


  10 ... Kd8 is a move that was once used with success by Short. Black attempts to keep his piece deployment flexible for the time being, simply spending a couple of moves putting the king on c7 (where it often goes anyway) whilst he waits to see how White wants to handle the position. I am not recommending this move, but the Yusupov-Short game in which it was introduced illustrates a number of highly instructive Leningrad themes, so I will discuss this briefly in the next game.


  11 Nd2 e4 12 Be2
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  12 ... g5


  With a black pawn on e4 it is more acceptable to castle kingside, and some players have experimented with this approach successfully: 12 ... 0-0 13 0-0-0 Re8 14 Kb2?! b5! 15 cxb5 a6 16 a4 Bb7 17 c4 axb5 18 axb5 Qe5+ 19 Kb3 Nxd5!!
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  20 Bg3 Qf6 21 Qb2 Nc3! with a clear advantage for Black, G.Gaertner-P.Wells, Oberwart 1995.


  13 Bg3 Nf8 14 h4 Rg8 15 Rb1


  15 h5 left Black under some pressure after 15 ... Bf5?! 16 Rb1 b6 17 Qa4+ in C.Gokhale-P.Harikrishna, Calcutta 2001, because 17 ... Bd7? could have been answered with 18 Qa3! when Black has difficultly defending the b6-pawn. Instead Bangiev recommends 15 ... b6! 16 Rb1 Bd7 with a level position.


  15 ... Ng6 16 h5?
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  Closing the kingside turns out to be a serious strategic error. Vyzmanavin, in his annotations for Chess Informant 60, notes that 16 hxg5 hxg5 is superior, when the position remains unclear.


  16 ... Nf8 17 Kd1 Bf5 18 Qa4+ Kd8 19 Kc2 Qc7 20 Nb3 b6 21 Qa6 Bc8 22 Qa3 Bf5 23 Qc1?!


  23 Qa6 Bc8 is obviously a repetition, but Black could consider playing for more with 23 ... N8d7.


  23 ... N8d7 24 Kb2 Re8 25 Ka1 Ne5
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  26 Qg1!?


  An interesting idea, contemplating the plan 27 Qh2, 28 Rhe1 and 29 f4, creating some threats in the centre and on the kingside.


  26 ... Qc8! 27 Nd2 Kc7 28 Re1 Qa6
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  Black’s strategy has worked well: his minor pieces are all well centralized, the closed h-file minimizes White’s kingside counterplay, and now the queen is beginning to create concrete threats against White’s crippled queenside pawns.


  29 f4 exf3 30 gxf3 Nd3 31 Rb1


  31 Bxd3 Bxd3 32 Qh2 Rad8 keeps everything in order and ensures that Black can pick up the c4-pawn next move. Swedish GM Thomas Ernst has pointed out that 31 Rd1? loses immediately to 31 ... Qa3!.


  31 ... Nf4! 32 Bxf4 Bxb1 33 Bxd6+ Kxd6 34 Nxb1 Ke7!?


  The other king move, 34 ... Kc7! 35 Qg3+ Kb7, looks better, e.g. 36 Qd6 b5 with an undisputed advantage.


  35 Qg3 Kf8
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  Once again we witness a problem with White closing the h-file: now Black’s king is relatively safe on the kingside as well as the queenside!


  36 e4 Qb7 37 e5 Qe7!? 38 f4! gxf4 39 Qxf4?


  39 exf6 Qxf6 40 Qg2 Re3 was necessary, when the position remains unclear. After the text move White really has very little left to work with.


  39 ... Qxe5 40 Qxh6+ Ke7 41 Bd3 Rad8 42 Rf1 Rd6 43 Rf5 Qg3 44 Qd2 Kd7 45 Bc2 Re1 46 h6 Qe3 47 Qxe3 Rxe3 48 Nd2 Rh3 49 h7 Ke7 50 Re5+ Kf8 51 Ne4 Nxe4 52 Bxe4 f6 53 Re6 Rxe6 54 dxe6 Kg7 55 Bf5 Rxc3 56 Kb2 Re3 0-1

  
 Game 35 Conclusions
Whereas Game 34 focussed largely on how Black should handle the positions where he is permitted to reach his ideal set-up with a bishop on f5, Game 35 was very much about how White can fight to seize control of the b1-h7 diagonal before the bishop gets there (namely with 9 Qc2!?). With ... Bf5 out of the question for the time being, Black has to find a way to prevent White from reaching his perfect formation with a bishop on d3 and a knight on d2. The usual solution is to cut this nonsense out immediately with 10 ... Nbd7 11 Nd2 e4!, but the notes to Black’s 10th move contain a nice idea involving the manoeuvre 10 ... g5 11 Bg3 Nh5 12 Bd3 Ng7!? 13 Nd2 f5, when Black’s mobile kingside pawn mass provide excellent counterplay.


  In the main game, after 11 ... e4 play continued 12 Be2 g5 13 Bg3 Nf8 14 h4 Rg8 15 Rb1 Ng6 and now White made the terrible error of closing the kingside with 16 h5?. Granted Black had to lose yet more time re-routing his knight from g6 with 16 ... Nf8, but the position is very closed and consequently Black has plenty of time for manoeuvring within his own ranks. With the kingside closed the focus of play is likely to switch to the queenside, where White’s fractured structure and restricted bishops provide Black with excellent chances of wresting the advantage.

  

  Game 36
A.Yusupov-N.Short
Novgorod 1995

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 Bg5 c5 5 d5 d6 6 e3 h6 7 Bh4 Bxc3+ 8 bxc3 e5 9 Qc2 Qe7 10 Nf3 Kd8!?


  As well as being an excellent theoretician, Nigel Short has a wonderful practical side to his play, which in many respects is quite typical of England’s leading players. In this instance Short keeps his piece deployment flexible for the time being, instead choosing to shuffle his king to the safety of the c7-square and waiting for White to determine his own piece development before selecting a plan.


  [image: ]


  11 Nd2 Kc7 12 Bd3


  Russian GM Sergey Dolmatov has pointed out that 12 f3 can be met by 12 ... g5 13 Bg3 e4! 14 fxe4 Nbd7 when White’s doubled pawns restrict the movement of his pieces and Black obtains control of the important e5-outpost.


  12 ... g5 13 Bg3 Nh5 14 0-0-0


  Short notes that White has an interesting alternative in 14 0-0!? Nd7 15 Rae1 Ndf6 16 f4 when 16 ... Nxg3 17 hxg3 Bd7 18 Bf5 gives White a slight but enduring advantage on the basis of the weakness of the f5-square, the vulnerability of which also makes f6 and f7 potentially weak.


  14 ... Nd7 15 Rde1?!


  The text is misguided; on 15 f3 Short had intended 15 ... Nb6! 16 Bf2 Bd7 with a view to playing ... Na4, ... a6 and ... b5 with good play on the queenside. In fact White’s best move is the almost counterintuitive 15 h3! intending 16 Bh2 followed by 17 Rdf1, 18 g4 and 19 f4. If Black plays 15 ... Nxg3 then 16 fxg3 gives White an indisputable edge on the basis of his potential control of the e4-square and the f-file. Note that White will play g3-g4 to ensure that Black will have difficulty establishing a pawn on f5.


  15 ... Ndf6 16 f3?! Nxg3 17 hxg3 Bd7 18 Rh2?!


  Fixing the kingside pawn structure with 18 g4 was definitely preferable, although after 18 ... h5 19 gxh5 Nxh5 20 g4 the position remains pretty level.


  18 ... h5 19 Kb1 g4!
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  An excellent move, fixing the kingside pawn structure and taking the fight to White! (Sorry, that rhymes; quite unintentional, I assure you.)


  20 Ka1 Rhg8 21 f4 h4!
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  Now White really is in trouble.


  22 Rxh4


  Dolmatov has noted that 22 fxe5 Qxe5 23 Rxh4 Qxg3 and 22 gxh4 exf4 are both clearly better for Black.


  22 ... exf4 23 gxf4 Nxd5!


  The point of Black’s play. Now White’s central structure is destroyed and there is nothing he can do about it because the h4-rook is hanging.


  [image: ]


  24 Rhh1 Nb6


  Not 24 ... Nxe3? 25 Qb1 Rae8 26 Be4.


  25 e4 Rh8 26 Rhf1 Rh2 27 Nb3?! Rah8 28 e5 Bc6 29 Be4 Nxc4 30 Bxc6 bxc6 31 exd6+ Qxd6 32 Qf5?


  32 Qe2! would have given White more hope of holding the balance, although even here 32 ... Qe6! looks preferable for Black.


  32 ... Qd5 33 Re7+ Kb6 34 Qxd5 cxd5 35 Rxf7 Rh1 36 Rb1 Rxb1+ 37 Kxb1 Rh1+ 38 Kc2 Rh2 39 Rf6+ Kc7 40 Nxc5 Rxg2+ 41 Kd1!
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  Trying to hang onto the a2 pawn with 41 Kb3 fails to 41 ... Rb2+ 42 Ka4 Rxa2+ 43 Kb3 (43 Kb5 Rb2+ transposes) 43 ... Rb2+ 44 Ka4 g3.


  41 ... g3?


  An unfortunate error that nearly lets the win slip. Instead 41 ... Rxa2 42 Rg6 a5 should be winning for Black. Note that the g4-pawn is immune from capture on account of 43 ... Ne3+, forking the king and rook.


  42 Rg6 Rd2+ 43 Ke1 g2 44 Ne6+! Kd7 45 Nd4 Rxa2 46 Ne2 a5 47 Rxg2 a4 48 Rg7+ Kd6 49 Rg6+ Ke7 50 Ra6 a3 51 Nd4?


  Under extreme pressure Yusupov return’s Short’s earlier favour. In fact 51 Kf2! Rc2 52 Kf3 a2 53 f5 Nd2+ 54 Kf4 Nb3 55 Nd4! would have enabled him to hold the draw.


  51 ... Rb2 52 Nc6+ Kf7 53 Nb4 d4 54 Rc6 Nd2 55 Ra6 Nb1! 56 Nd5 Nxc3 57 Ra7+


  57 Nxc3 dxc3 58 Rxa3 Rb1+ wins as White cannot prevent the c-pawn queening.


  57 ... Ke6 58 Nc7+ Kd6 59 Ne8+ Kc6 60 Ra6+ Kb7 0-1


  White resigned as 60 ... Kb7 61 Rxa3 Re2+ picks up the e8-knight.

  

  Game 36 Conclusions
Short’s plan with 10 ... Kd8!? is interesting, but perhaps a little too ambitious to be fully justified. The material covered in this game does not form part of the recommended repertoire, but it does involve many important ideas that crop up in Leningrad-type structures, so this is definitely an example that is worth studying and playing through in full.

  

  Game 37
V.Hort-S.Smagin
Berlin 1990

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 Bg5 c5 5 d5 Bxc3+ 6 bxc3 d6 7 e3


  Every now and again someone decides to give 7 f3!? a whirl, but results have not been encouraging. One high-class example continued 7 ... Qe7 8 e4 Nbd7 9 Bd3 exd5 10 cxd5 Qe5 11 Qd2 Nxd5 12 Ne2 f6 13 Bh4 Nc7 14 Rd1 Qe7 15 Bb1 Ne5 16 Qxd6 Qxd6 17 Rxd6 Nb5 18 Rd1 Na3 19 Bg3 Be6 20 Nf4 Bc4 21 Kf2 Nxb1 22 Rxb1 0-0-0 with an edge for Black, A.Yermolinsky-R.Vaganian, Philadelphia 1994.


  7 ... Qe7!
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  Although it is of limited significance when White develops his knight to f3, it is particularly important not to have not played ... h6 in the lines where White develops his bishop to d3. When I say it is of particular importance, I don’t mean to imply that Black will necessarily be worse out of the opening; I simply mean that Black cannot play the system employed in this game when the bishop has already been kicked back to h4.


  8 Bd3 Nbd7!
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  9 Ne2


  White has also tried 9 Nf3!? with a view to meeting 9 ... e5 with 10 Nd2!, thereby reaching the perfect Leningrad formation. Obviously Black therefore has to do something to avoid this! In practice 9 ... h6 has been Black’s most popular response , but I am yet to see a game in which this has proved entirely satisfactory for Black. Instead John Emms, the author of the excellent book Easy Guide to the Nimzo-Indian (and, incidentally, my former coach!), once tried to exploit the fact that he had not yet committed his pawn to e5 yet by playing 9 ... 0-0 10 0-0 exd5 11 cxd5 Ne5! 12 Nxe5 Qxe5, and now 13 Bf4?! (13 Bxf6 Qxf6 is equal according to Emms) 13 ... Qxd5 14 Bxd6 Rd8 15 Be7 Rd7 16 Bxf6 Qxd3 17 Qg4 Qg6 18 Qxg6 hxg6 19 Bh4 Rd3 was comfortably better for Black in J.Richardson-J.Emms, British Ch, Nottingham 1996.


  9 ... exd5 10 cxd5 Qe5
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  11 Bxf6


  11 Bf4 Qxd5 12 Bb5 (12 0-0 0-0 13 Bxd6 Rd8 14 Bc2 Qc6 15 Bf4 b6 16 Ng3 Ba6 17 Re1 Ne5 is good for Black, S.Vakin-V.Yemelin, Alma-Ata 1991) 12 ... Qxd1+ 13 Rxd1 d5 has been given as unclear by Smagin. The only practical example to have reached this position continued 14 Bg5 a6 15 Bxd7+ Bxd7 16 Bxf6 gxf6 17 Nf4 Be6 18 Nxd5 0-0-0 19 c4 Bxd5 20 cxd5 when Black had problems with his kingside pawns, but the most important factors in the position were Black’s powerful queenside pawns and the pressure against the d5-pawn. That encounter concluded as follows: 20 ... Rhe8 21 Ke2 Re5 22 d6 Kd7 23 Rd2 Kc6 24 Rhd1 Rd7 25 Rb1 b5 26 a4 c4 27 axb5+ axb5 28 Ra1 b4 29 Ra6+ Kb5 30 Rda2 c3 31 Kd3 Rd5+ 32 Kc2 R7xd6 33 Ra8 Rd2+ 34 Kb3 Rxa2 35 Rxa2 Ra6 0-1 C.Cruz Lopez Claret-F.Izeta Txabarri, San Sebastian 1993.


  11 ... Nxf6
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  12 e4


  It may be tempting to throw in 12 Bb5+, although simply 12 ... Kf8! leaves White with the problem of defending the d5-pawn, as 13 c4 a6 14 Ba4 Qe4! forks the g2- and c4-pawns.


  12 ... 0-0 13 f3 Nh5!
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  One of the things I like about this line is that the positions obtained feel distinctly non-Leningrad. Not that Leningrad positions are necessarily something which Black should avoid, but in practical terms it makes good sense to steer your opponents away from the positions in which they feel most comfortable.


  14 0-0 f5 15 f4 Qe8 16 Qc2 fxe4 17 Bxe4 Nf6 18 Ng3 Nxe4 19 Rae1?!


  A slight error that allows Black to generate some pressure. Instead 19 Qxe4 gives rise to a level position.


  19 ... Qf7! 20 Qxe4 Bd7 21 Qf3 Bb5! 22 Rf2 Rae8
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  Black’s 21st move has completely thrown White’s coordination, allowing Black to seize control of the e-file and with it the initiative.


  23 Rd1 Qe7 24 f5 Qe3 25 Qf4!


  Acquiescing in the exchange with 25 Qxe3 would have been awful for White on account of 25 ... Rxe3 26 Rb2 Ba4! when White’s queenside pawn remain weak, but now Black has a free hand to advance his own queenside pawns.


  25 ... Qxc3 26 Qxd6 Bd3! 27 f6 c4! 28 Qd7 gxf6 29 h3


  29 Nf5! would have been a better try, although 29 ... Re1+ 30 Rf1 Rxf1+ 31 Rxf1 Bxf5 32 Qxf5 Qd4+ is still much more comfortable for Black.


  29 ... f5! 30 Nxf5?


  A final blunder, but the game was more or less decided in any case.


  30 ... Re1+ 31 Kh2


  31 Rf1 Bxf5 picks up a piece.


  31 ... Qe5+ 32 Ng3 Rxf2 33 Qg4+ Bg6 0-1

  
 Game 37 Conclusions
This is the game that reveals the real point behind the 7 ... Qe7!? move order. With 8 Bd3 White attempts to seize control of the b1-h7 diagonal before Black is even close to getting his bishop to f5, but after 8 ... Nbd7! 9 Ne2 Black has the opportunity to transform the nature of the position immediately with 9 ... exd5 10 cxd5 Qe5! gaining active counterplay.


  


  
    In order for this line to work it is particularly important that Black does not play ... h6 too early, so that when ... Qe5 is played it hits the bishop on g5.

  


  
    


  


  
Chapter Six
The 4 f3!? Variation
1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 f3!?


  I am not quite sure what to call this line. It is frequently referred to as the Sämisch Variation, but strictly speaking the Sämisch Variation commences with 4 a3, and this is discussed in Chapter 7. In his book, Easy Guide to the Nimzo-Indian, John Emms refers to this line as the ‘Open Sämisch’; however, I am not quite sure why the 4 a3!? line is ‘closed’. The leading text on 4 f3 refers to it simply as the ‘4 f3 Variation’, so I suppose we should stick with that until somebody thinks up something more imaginative. Personally I would call it ‘the psychic-biscuit’ variation, but I don’t really have the authority to go around naming chess openings.


  Anyway, I suppose we should talk about the ideas behind 4 f3. The first point to note is that the purpose of 3 ... Bb4 was to prevent White from playing 4 e4, thereby indirectly exerting some influence over the centre but at the same time keeping Black’s forces flexible. By playing 4 f3 White immediately attempts to negate that influence by regaining control of the important e4-square. Now if Black responds with a ‘normal’ Nimzo move such as 4 ... 0-0 or 4 ... b6, White will establish complete control of the centre with 5 e4!. Black could try 4 ... c5!?; however, this is well answered by 5 d5, when a Benoni-style structure is reached but with Black’s dark-squared bishop on b4 rather than comfortably fianchettoed on g7.


  All of these options are of course playable, and they do have their strict adherents, but conceptually these lines seem unnecessarily compliant with White’s strategy to dominate the central squares. Perhaps as a consequence of Black’s desire to challenge White’s strategy head-on, 4 ... d5! (immediately preventing 5 e4) has emerged as Black’s main response to 4 f3 and is widely regarded as Black’s best response. The main line runs 5 a3 Bxc3+ 6 bxc3 c5 7 cxd5 Nxd5,
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  after which we’ll consider White’s three most dangerous choices: 8 Qd2 (Game 38), 8 Qd3!? (Game 39) and 8 dxc5!? (Game 40).

  

  Game 38
D.Kumaran-P.Wells
Hastings 1991/92

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 f3 d5! 5 a3 Bxc3+ 6 bxc3 c5
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  7 cxd5!


  From time to time some players experiment with delaying this capture, but it is rare for anything positive to come of this. 7 e3 is well met by 7 ... 0-0 when White has tried three moves:


  a) 8 Bd3?! Qc7!? (8 ... dxc4! also leaves Black with a very comfortable position) 9 cxd5 cxd4! gives Black an excellent position. White has also tried a number of alternatives on move nine: 9 Qc2 dxc4 10 Bxc4 e5 11 Ne2 Nc6 gives Black a comfortable position, and 9 Ne2?! drops the c4-pawn to 9 ... cxd4 10 cxd4 dxc4. The move 9 Qb3 keeps the centre intact but does relatively little to enhance White’s development. After 9 ... b6 10 cxd5 exd5 11 Qb1 Ba6! (the existing pawn structure is favourable to White, so it is important to force an exchange of light-squared bishops before White completes his development and coordinates his forces) 12 Bxa6 Nxa6 13 Ne2 cxd4 14 cxd4 Qc4 Black had a very easy position in G.Sagalchik-V.Akopian, New York 1998.


  b) 8 Rb1 b6 9 cxd5 Nxd5 10 Qd2 Ba6!? 11 Bxa6 Nxa6 12 Ne2 Rc8 13 e4 Ne7 gave rise to a position with balanced chances in Z.Ilincic-Ki.Georgiev, Cacak 1995.


  c) 8 cxd5 Nxd5! (8 ... exd5 is also possible, but has the disadvantage of giving rise to a pawn structure in which White’s extra central pawn guarantees him easier play because he can aim to achieve a central pawn roller via Bd3, Ne2, 0-0, Ng3, Ra2-e2, Bb2 and e3-e4; obviously Black can do a lot to hinder this plan, but White’s position is inevitably more enjoyable to play) 9 Bd2?! Nc6 10 Bd3 (Emms has noted that after 10 e4 Nde7 11 Be3 Qa5 12 Kf2 f5! White is already under serious attack) 10 ... cxd4 11 cxd4 e5!
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  White has an extra central pawn but is behind in development. It therefore makes good sense to explode the position before White has time to consolidate his positional edge. 12 e4 (12 dxe5 Nxe5 13 Be4 [13 Bc2 Qh4+ 14 g3 Qc4] 13 ... Nc4 14 Qc1 Nxd2 15 Qxd2 Nf6 was already slightly better for Black in A.Lilienthal-M.Botvinnik, Moscow 1935, although the game eventually ended in a draw; White cannot even aim for an IQP position with 12 Ne2? because the tactic 12 ... exd4 13 exd4 Nxd4 picks up the d-pawn on account of the reply 14 Nxd4 Qh4+) 12 ... Nf4! 13 Bxf4 exf4 14 d5 (or 14 Ne2 Nxd4 15 Nxf4 Qa5+ with an edge for Black, F.Behrhorst-I.Vistinietzki, Netanya 1987) 14 ... Qh4+ 15 Kf1 Ne5
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  Practice has now seen White trying three moves:


  c1) 16 Ne2? Nxf3! 17 Nxf4 (17 gxf3 loses to 17 ... Bh3+ 18 Kg1 Qg5+ 19 Kf2 Qg2+) 17 ... Nxh2+ 18 Kg1 Qxf4 19 Rxh2 Bg4 20 Qf1 Qe5 with a clear plus for Black, L.Malmi-R.Bergstrom, Stockholm 1994.


  c2) 16 g3?! fxg3 17 Kg2 was tried in Z.Martic-I.Zaja, Croatia 2003. Black now played 17 ... f5!? and eventually won; however, Emms has pointed out that 17 ... gxh2! is even stronger, e.g. 18 Rxh2 Qg5+ 19 Kh1 f5! when White is a pawn down with an awful position.


  c3) 16 Be2 Bd7 (the immediate 16 ... f5!? also makes good sense, e.g. 17 Qe1 Qf6 18 Rd1 Bd7 19 exf5 Bxf5 with a very good position, J.Spreeuw-T.Van Scheltinga, Haarlem 1987) 17 Qe1 Qh6 18 h4 f5 19 h5 fxe4 20 fxe4 Rac8 21 Nf3 Ng4 22 Qh4 Qb6! and Black won in E.Cafure-V.Palermo, Buenos Aires 1965.


  The other way to protect the c3-pawn is with 9 Ne2 cxd4 10 cxd4 f5!? (Emms has pointed out that 10 ... Nc6 11 e4 Nb6 is also a reasonable option, one important point being that White cannot move the e2-knight to complete his development without dropping the d4-pawn, but 12 Be3 or Bb2 can both be answered by 12 ... Nc4! because the e2-knight obstructs the f1-bishop) 11 g3 Nc6 12 Bg2 b6 13 0-0 Ba6 14 Re1 Rc8 gave Black a comfortable position in D.Burnier-J.Horvath, Basle 2001.


  7 ... Nxd5 8 Qd2 f5 9 e3 0-0
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  10 Nh3!


  Or:


  a) 10 c4!? Nb6 11 a4 cxd4 12 a5 N6d7 13 exd4 Nc6 14 Ne2 b6 15 axb6 Nxb6 16 Qc3 Bb7 17 Be3 Qe7 18 f4 Rfc8 19 c5 Nd5 and Black stands well, R.Wessman-L.Schneider, Gothenburg 1990.


  b) 10 Bd3 cxd4 11 cxd4 Nc6 12 Ne2 e5 (Emms notes the alternative 12 ... Qh4+ 13 g3 – 13 Ng3 Nxd4!? 14 exd4 f4 – 13 ... Qh3 when White faces some difficulties completing his development) 13 dxe5 Nxe5 14 Bc2 Qh4+ 15 Ng3 Be6 was at least equal for Black in L.Portisch-M.Germek, Bled 1961.


  10 ... Nc6
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  11 c4!?


  The text is a direct test of Black’s strategy, albeit one that fails miserably! White has also tried a range of alternatives:


  a) 11 Bd3 cxd4 12 cxd4 e5 is equal – Beliavsky.


  b) 11 Bc4!? was Shirov’s preference here, and has proved to be the most popular continuation in practice:
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  b1) 11 ... Qh4+!? 12 Nf2 cxd4 13 cxd4 f4 14 exf4 Qxf4 15 Bxd5 Qxd2+ 16 Bxd2 exd5 17 Bc3 Bf5 was equal in M.Pein-Y.Kosashvili, Tel Aviv 1992.


  b2) After 11 ... Na5 12 Ba2, in A.Shirov-A.Beliavsky, Biel 1992 Black played 12 ... Bd7? 13 c4 Nf6 and now White should have played 14 d5! exd5 15 cxd5 Bb5 16 Bb2 Ba6 17 Qc3 c4 18 Rd1 with a strong initiative. Instead Beliavsky, in his annotations for Informant 55, recommends 12 ... cxd4! 13 cxd4 Bd7 when Black will play 14 ... Rc8, clamping down on White’s weak c4-square. The resulting positions then offer balanced chances to each side.


  c) 11 Be2 Qh4+!? (11 ... cxd4 12 cxd4 f4 is equal – Beliavsky) 12 Nf2 cxd4 13 cxd4 f4! 14 exf4 Qxf4 15 Bb2 Ne3 16 g3 Ng2+ 17 Kd1 Ne3+ (17 ... Qe3!? is more ambitious and gives Black the chance to play for the full point) 18 Ke1 Ng2+ 19 Kd1 Ne3+ 20 Ke1 Ng2+ ½-½ V.Milov-A.Tzoumbas, Heraklio 1993.


  d) 11 Rb1!? e5 12 dxc5 Kh8 13 Nf2 Be6 14 Bb5 Qe7 15 c4 Nf6 16 Qd6 Rfd8 17 Qxe7 Nxe7 18 Bb2 Ng6 19 h4 h5 gave rise to an unclear position in Nguyen Chi Minh-E.Van den Doel, French League 2003. That encounter concluded 20 Nh3 Rac8 21 Ng5 Bg8 22 Ke2 a6 23 Ba4 Bxc4+ 24 Ke1 Rxc5 25 Rc1 Rd3 0-1.


  11 ... Nb6


  The text is the obvious choice, but I am curious as to whether the disruptive move 11 ... f4!? is playable. Play might continue 12 cxd5 fxe3 13 Qxe3 exd5 14 Qg5 (14 Be2 Nxd4 15 Ra2 Bxh3 is good for Black) 14 ... Bxh3 15 Qxd8 (15 gxh3 Qe8+! followed by 16 ... Nxd4 gives Black a strong initiative) 15 ... Raxd8 16 gxh3 Nxd4
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  Black has sacrificed a piece, but in return has managed to acquire three pawns (so material is level on a strictly ‘points’ basis). However, in addition to the three pawns, Black has an excellent structure, active rooks, and currently threatens both 17 ... Nc2+ and 17 ... Nxf3+, in either instance winning material. Another point in Black’s favour is that White’s king remains stuck in the centre for the time being, and White’s pawn structure is in ruins. On the other hand, White does possess the two bishops, so some care will be necessary. All in all, I would much rather be Black here!


  12 dxc5


  12 Bb2 Na4! is already very awkward for White, e.g. 13 Rd1 Nxb2 14 Qxb2 Qa5+ 15 Kf2 f4! 16 Nxf4 cxd4 with a big advantage for Black.


  12 ... Nd7 13 Qd6 Qf6 14 Rb1 Rd8 15 Qd2 Nxc5
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  Black now has a superior structure, a safer king, and a large lead in development; it is clear that White’s opening has been a complete failure.


  16 Qc2 e5 17 f4 b6 18 Bb2 Bb7


  18 ... Qe7!? also looks sensible.
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  19 Ng5


  19 Be2 Qh4+! is already close to winning for Black.


  19 ... Qg6 20 Be2 exf4 21 Nf3


  21 exf4 Nd4 22 Bxd4 Rxd4 23 0-0 h6 24 Nf3 Rxf4 leaves the White position in ruins.


  21 ... fxe3 22 Nh4


  22 0-0 loses to 22 ... Rd2!! 23 Nxd2 Nd4! when White drops his queen or gets mated.


  22 ... Qg5 23 Nf3 Qxg2 24 Rf1 Ne4 25 c5 Nd2 0-1

  
 Game 38 Conclusions
It is now quite rare for exponents of the 4 f3 variation to rely on 8 Qd2, which is hardly surprising given that the positions which arise after 8 ... f5 are only fun to play if you have the black pieces!

  

  Game 39
A.Shirov-A.Karpov
Biel 1992

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 f3 d5 5 a3 Bxc3+ 6 bxc3 c5 7 cxd5 Nxd5 8 Qd3!?
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  This move enjoyed a brief burst of popularity in the early 1990s, when tactical genius GM Alexei Shirov adopted it as his pet variation and scored a series of impressive victories.


  8 dxc5! is the main line, and this will be discussed in Game 40.


  8 ... b6!


  Black protects c5 and prepares 9 ... Ba6, exploiting the position of the queen on d3 to interfere with White’s development. To most players this move is Black’s most obvious choice, and it is therefore surprising that it took so long to emerge as the established antidote to Shirov’s 8 Qd3!? variation.
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  9 e4!


  a) 9 dxc5 was once tried by Shirov, but the resulting position was less than encouraging: 9 ... bxc5 10 e4 Ba6 11 Qd2 Bxf1 12 Kxf1 (12 exd5 Bc4 13 dxe6 Qxd2+ 14 Bxd2 Bxe6 is equal, P.Serdean-C.Popescu, Romania 1994) 12 ... Nb6 13 Qxd8+ Kxd8
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  and now:


  a1) 14 Ke2 Nc6 15 Nh3 Ke7 (15 ... Na4!? looks sensible) 16 a4 Rab8 17 Bf4 e5 18 Be3 Nd7 19 Rhb1 was G.Hertneck-R.Hübner, Nuremberg 1990. Now instead of 19 ... Rb6 20 Rb5!, which was a bit better for White, Black could have secured a slightly preferable position with 19 ... c4!.


  a2) 14 Ne2 N8d7 15 a4 Rb8 16 Ng3 Nc4 17 Ke2 Ke7 18 a5 Rb3 with a very nice position for Black, A.Shirov-J.Arnason, Reykjavik 1992.


  b) 9 Qb5+ has been tried a couple of times, but is also nothing to worry about: 9 ... Qd7! (9 ... Nd7 10 e4! Nxc3 11 Qd3 cxd4 12 Qxd4 Qf6 13 e5! as in J.Alcala Valiente-D.Marciano, Barcelona 1996, is potentially awkward for Black; the text avoids any tricks) 10 e4 Nxc3 11 Qxd7+ Nxd7 12 Be3 Na4 13 Bb5 cxd4 14 Bxd4 Nac5 15 Bxc5 bxc5 16 Rc1 Rb8 17 Rxc5 Ke7 18 Bxd7 Rb1+ 19 Kd2 Bxd7 and Black was winning in H.Salmela-E.Solozhenkin, Jyvaskyla 2000.


  9 ... Ba6 10 Qd2


  Alternatively:


  a) 10 Qc2?! has been played from time to time, but Black seems to be doing well here. 10 ... Bxf1 11 Kxf1 Ne7
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  White has now tried a few alternatives:


  a1) 12 dxc5 bxc5 13 Ne2 0-0 14 g3 Nd7 15 Kg2 Ne5 16 Rd1 Qa5 17 Rb1 Qa6 with an edge for Black, B.Halldorsson-N.De Firmian, Reykjavík 2003.


  a2) 12 Ne2 0-0 13 Be3 cxd4 14 cxd4 Nbc6 15 Kf2 (or 15 g3 Rc8 16 Qa2 Na5 17 Rc1 Qd7 with an edge for Black, C.Babos-G.Kovacs, Budapest 2003) 15 ... Rc8 16 Qa2 Qd7 17 Rhd1 Na5 18 d5?! exd5 19 Nf4 Qa4 20 Nxd5 Rc2+ 21 Qxc2 Qxc2+ 22 Rd2 Qb3 23 Nxe7+ Kh8 24 Rad1 h6 and Black went on to win in T.Kilpi-K.Aseev, Helsinki 1992. Perhaps White should take his chance to bail out into an ending with 18 Rac1!? as 18 ... Rxc1 19 Rxc1 Rc8 20 Rxc8+ Qxc8 was pretty level in E.Matsuura-R.Leitao, Itabirito 1998. Instead 18 ... b5!?, wresting control of the c4-square as an outpost for the a5-knight, may be an improvement.


  a3) 12 Be3 cxd4 (Black can also consider implementing a positional pawn sacrifice with 12 ... 0-0!?, e.g. 13 dxc5 Nd7 14 cxb6 axb6 15 Nh3 Qc7 16 Kf2 Ne5 17 Rhd1 Nc4 was very nice for Black in Nguyen Anh Dung-S.Sulskis, Budapest 1994) 13 cxd4 Nbc6 14 Ne2 Rc8 15 Qd3 (15 Qa4 0-0 16 g3 f5 17 Kg2 fxe4 18 fxe4 Nd5!! 19 Qb3 Na5 with a clear plus for Black, V.Ionescu-U.Zak, Groningen 1994) 15 ... 0-0 16 Rc1 f5 17 Nf4 Qd7 18 Ke2 fxe4 19 Qxe4 Nd5 20 Nxd5 exd5 21 Qg4 Qxg4 22 fxg4 Na5 was O.Touzane-P.Wells, Paris 1992. Black enjoys the better prospects in the endgame on account of the superior minor piece and the queenside pawn majority.


  b) 10 c4!? was once a favourite with Romanian Grandmaster Mihail Marin, and also once found favour with the Polish GM Kamil Miton. Nevertheless, Black has several adequate responses, and consequently 10 c4 has never found many loyal adherents.


  b1) 10 ... Nf6!? has been recommended by both Korchnoi and Shirov as Black’s best, although surprisingly it has never been very popular in practical play.
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  White has the following options:


  b11) 11 dxc5 Nbd7! gives Black good positional compensation for the sacrificed pawn according to Shirov.


  b13) 11 d5 exd5 12 exd5 0-0 13 Bb2 Re8+ 14 Ne2 (14 Be2 Nbd7 is an edge for Black – Shirov) 14 ... Nc6! 15 Kf2 Ne5 16 Bxe5 Rxe5 17 Qc3 Qe7 18 Ng3 Re8 19 Bd3 g6 20 Ra2?? Ng4+! 21 Kg1 Re1+ 22 Bf1 Bxc4 and Black is winning, S.Romaszko-M.Aksiuczyc, Brzeg Dolny 1996.


  b12) 11 e5?! Nfd7 12 Qe4 cxd4! 13 Qxa8 Nc5
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  sees White pick up a rook, but at the cost of losing all retreat squares for his queen. 14 Rb1 Qc7 15 f4?! (Korchnoi notes that 15 Rb5!? Bxb5 16 cxb5 Nd3+ 17 Bxd3 Qxc1+ 18 Kf2 Qe3+ 19 Kg3 Qg5+ leads to a draw by perpetual check; 16 ... Qxe5+!? gives Black some initiative, although whether it is really enough for the sacrificed piece is open to debate) 15 ... Bb7 16 Qxa7 Nbd7 17 Nf3 (Marin, in his annotations for Chess Informant 55, notes that 17 Rxb6 Nxb6 18 Qa5 0-0 and 17 Bd2 0-0 18 Rxb6 Nxb6 19 Ba5 Ncd7 are both winning for Black, and Korchnoi notes that 17 a4 should be answered with the direct 17 ... 0-0 18 a5 Ra8. Alternatively, Yakovich notes that 17 Bb2 0-0 18 Bxd4 Ra8 19 Qxa8+ Bxa8 20 Nf3 f6 gives rise to an unclear position.) 17 ... 0-0 18 Nxd4 Ra8 is clearly better for Black according to Marin. However, Russian Grandmaster Yuri Yakovich, in his text Play the 4 f3 Nimzo-Indian, is less convinced by this, assessing the position as simply ‘double-edged’. Personally I am with Yakovich in the sense that I don’t think Black is clearly better, although I also agree with Marin to the extent that I would rather be Black here, e.g. 19 Nb5 Qc6 20 Qxa8+ Bxa8 21 Nd6 Ne4 22 Be3 Nxd6 23 exd6 Qe4 when White still has some problems to solve.


  b2) 10 ... Ne7! has been Korchnoi’s preference here, and is probably Black’s most solid response. 11 d5 exd5 12 exd5 0-0 13 Bb2 Nc8!
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  A very important move, which seeks to anchor the e7-knight to the d6-square, where it blockades the d-pawn, pressurizes the c4-pawn and controls the f5-square (Black may subsequently wish to play ... Nf5-d4). In the early days of 10 c4!?, hurrying to complete development with 13 ... Nd7 was frequently preferred, but it seems that this gives White just a little too much freedom to whip up an initiative.


  After 13 ... Nc8 play has continued:


  b21) 14 Qc3! Re8+! 15 Kf2 Qh4+ 16 g3 Qd4+ 17 Qxd4 cxd4 18 Bxd4 Nd6 19 Rc1 Nd7 20 Bd3 Rac8 21 Ne2 Bxc4 22 Bxc4 Nxc4 23 Rc3 Nd6 24 Rhc1 Rxc3 25 Rxc3 Nb5 26 Rd3 Kf8 27 a4 Nxd4 28 Rxd4 Rc8 with an equal position, K.Miton-V.Korchnoi, 1st matchgame, Krynica 1998. Instead 14 ... Qg5 15 Kf2 Nd6 16 h4 Qf6 17 Qc2 Qd8 18 Bd3 f5 19 Ne2 Qc7 was H.Knuth-W.Gerstner, Binz 1995, and now Yakovich points out that 20 Rae1 would have been clearly better for White on account of his unopposed control of the a1-h8 diagonal. Building on this assessment I would just like to add that White’s advantage is also a consequence of his control of the e-file and the weakness of the e6-square, suggesting that Black may have played ... f5 prematurely. In this example Black wasted a lot of time with his queen and has now essentially removed it from the battlefield by placing it on c7. If Black is going to keep the queens on then it makes sense to keep the old girl somewhere more active, like the h6-square.


  b22) It may seem more natural to develop the kingside with something like 14 Ne2?!, but White really needs to create threats with some immediacy, e.g. 14 ... Qh4+ 15 Ng3 Nd6 16 Rc1 Re8+ 17 Kf2 Nd7 18 Be2 Ne5 19 Bxe5 Rxe5 20 Rhe1 Rae8 with a clear plus for Black, K.Miton-V.Korchnoi, 5th matchgame, Krynica 1998.


  10 ... Bxf1 11 Kxf1 Ne7
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  12 Ne2


  12 dxc5 Nd7 13 cxb6 Qxb6 (13 ... axb6!? also looks sensible, when the increased control of the a-file and the c5-square enhances Black’s positional compensation) 14 Qd4 Nc5 15 Qb4 Qa6+ 16 c4 Rc8 17 Ne2 was S.Volkov-S.Ionov, St Petersburg 1998, and here Black played 17 ... Nd7?! but ended up worse. Instead GM Jonathan Tisdall, in his annotations for ChessBase Magazine 67, suggests that 17 ... 0-0! 18 Be3 (18 Qb5 Qd6! is already better for Black) 18 ... Qd6 19 Bxc5 Rxc5 20 Kf2 Nc6 gives Black excellent play.


  12 ... Nbc6 13 dxc5


  Shirov insists on capturing on c5, even though Black can give up a pawn and still be very comfortable on account of White’s fragmented queenside pawn structure. Perhaps as a consequence of Shirov’s experience in this game, 8 Qd3!? exponents have since avoided capturing on c5 (at this stage at least). The alternatives:


  a) 13 Kf2 0-0 (13 ... Qc7 14 Qf4 Qb7 15 Be3 is equal – Dautov) 14 Rd1 Na5 (14 ... Qc7 15 Kg1 Rfd8 16 Qa2! is again equal – Dautov) 15 Qa2 Qd7 16 Be3 c4!? 17 Ng3 f5!
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  18 exf5 exf5 19 Nf1 Nd5 (now Black has a clear advantage) 20 Bd2 f4 21 Qc2 Nb3 22 Rab1 Qa4 23 Bc1 Nc5 24 Qxa4 Nxa4 25 Re1 Ndxc3 26 Ra1 Rad8 0-1 D.Martinez Martin-E.Solozhenkin, Linares 1995.


  b) In an internet game Shirov unleashed 13 h4!?. After 13 ... h6 14 Rh3! Qc7 (14 ... 0-0 15 Rg3 Kh8 16 Rxg7!! Kxg7 17 Qxh6+ Kg8 18 Nf4, intending 19 Nh5, is winning for White – Emms) 15 Rg3 Rg8 16 dxc5 bxc5 17 Qf4 White was at least a little better (Shirov-Canchess, Internet 2000). Instead Black should try the more obvious 13 ... 0-0 or 13 ... cxd4 14 cxd4 0-0!? with a sensible-looking position.


  13 ... Qc7!
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  A nice move from Karpov, who correctly judged that Black would have excellent compensation in the form of positional queenside compensation as well as play against White’s uncastled king.


  14 Qf4


  It would probably have been wiser to head for a level endgame with 14 Qd6 Qxd6 (Black can also try and play for more with 14 ... Qb7 15 Bg5 Rd8 16 Qg3 f6 17 Be3 Kf7 which Yakovich assesses as unclear; personally I am less convinced by Black’s compensation in this line than in the alternatives) 15 cxd6 Nc8 16 Nd4 Nxd4 17 cxd4 Nxd6.


  14 ... e5 15 Qg4 0-0
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  16 Kf2


  16 Bh6 Ng6 17 Be3 (17 h4!? is unclear according to Shirov) 17 ... Na5 gives Black good compensation according to Karpov.


  16 ... Na5! 17 cxb6


  17 Be3 is of course met by 17 ... Nc4! 18 cxb6 axb6 when Black’s position is definitely to be preferred.


  17 ... Qxb6+!


  [image: ]


  Black is already clearly better according to Karpov, although notably most commentators consider Black to be only slightly better at this stage.


  18 Be3 Qc6!
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  19 Rhd1


  Or:


  a) If White instead plays 19 Rhe1 then Black should launch an attack on White’s kingside with 19 ... f5! 20 exf5 Nxf5 and now 21 Qe4? (21 Ng3 Nxe3 22 Rxe3 Nc4 is good for Black – Dautov) loses to 21 ... Qxe4 22 fxe4 Nxe3+! 23 Kxe3 Rad8! when 24 ... Nc4 (mate!) is a very nasty threat indeed.


  b) Perhaps White’s best is Dautov’s suggestion 19 Ng3!?, after which 19 ... Nc4 20 Rhe1 Nxe3 21 Rxe3 Qc5 22 Rae1 is only slightly better for Black.


  19 ... Nc4 20 Bg5 f6 21 Bc1 Qb6+! 22 Kg3


  22 Ke1 Rad8 23 Rxd8 Rxd8 24 Bh6 Ng6 is already close to winning for Black, e.g. 25 Rd1 Rxd1+ 26 Kxd1 Qb3+ 27 Ke1 gxh6 28 Qe6+28 ... Kg7 (Karpov).


  22 ... f5!
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  Now Black has a clear advantage.


  23 exf5 Nxf5+ 24 Kh3 Nce3 25 Bxe3 Nxe3 26 Qe4 Qe6+ 27 Kg3 Nxd1 28 Rxd1 Rad8


  The gig is up! Black is an exchange ahead and White’s king is still wondering why he wasn’t allowed to castle in the opening. Shirov struggles on for a few moves, but it is quite clear that the result has now been decided.


  29 Re1 Qf5 30 Qxf5 Rxf5 31 Kf2 Rd2 32 Rb1 Ra2 33 Rb5 Rxa3 34 c4 Rf6! 35 Rxe5 Rc6 36 c5 Ra5 37 Nf4 Rcxc5 38 Re7 Re5 39 Rc7 Ra4! 0-1

  
 Game 39 Conclusions
The 8 Qd3 line acquired a brief following after Shirov used to it to good effect against some strong GMs. However, it is now firmly established that Karpov’s 8 ... b6! 9 e4! Ba6 10 Qd2 Bxf1 11 Kxf1 Ne7 is more than sufficient to guarantee Black equality.


  In terms of the important themes covered in this game, particular attention should be paid to Karpov’s excellent pawn sacrifice with 13 ... Qc7!. This motif, which exploits White’s shattered queensides pawn structure, appears time and again in the 4 f3 Variation, and has come to represent a fundamental weapon in Black’s arsenal of defensive resources.

  

  Game 40
B.Gelfand-N.De Firmian
Moscow 1990

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 f3 d5 5 a3 Bxc3+ 6 bxc3 c5 7 cxd5 Nxd5 8 dxc5!
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  Although it may seem somewhat irrational for White to voluntarily shatter his own pawn structure (in the process accepting isolated, doubled pawns!), this is now firmly established as the main line of the 4 f3 Variation. White reasons that, although Black can recover the c5-pawn, this will take several moves (especially as White will protect the c5-pawn with Be3), thereby giving White time to complete his development, establish a space advantage, and perhaps make use of the bishop pair.


  8 ... Qa5!


  8 ... f5!? is also very popular, but most of world’s leading Nimzo players prefer 8 ... Qa5, and in general the text move makes a better impression.


  9 e4 Ne7!


  The alternatives 9 ... Nf6 and 9 ... Nc7 are also possible, but the text is the main line, and is widely considered to represent Black’s most reliable reaction to 8 dxc5. Another reason why I have chosen to recommend 9 ... Ne7 is because of the class of players who have employed it. 9 ... Ne7 has consistently been the choice of players such as Anand, Karpov, Smyslov, Ivan Sokolov, Igor Stohl, and Michael Adams. No other defence to the 4 f3 system comes close to enjoying this quality of players defending the black side.


  10 Be3 0-0!


  10 ... Qxc3+ 11 Kf2 is known to be good for White. The king is quite safe on f2, and Black will have to spend time retreating the queen. Another problem with capturing the c3-pawn (as opposed to the c5-pawn, which Black more commonly goes after) is that it opens the c-file so that White can protect c5 with a rook on c1. The c5-pawn then acts to restrict the movement of Black’s forces, as well as providing White with some leverage over the d6-square.


  11 Qb3 Qc7!
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  This retreat is of fundamental importance to Black’s strategy. Obviously Black intends to go after the c5-pawn with ... Nd7, but there are two problems with playing 11 ... Nd7 immediately. The first is that 12 Nh3 Nxc5?! 13 Qb4! forces Black to capture on b4, opening the a-file and leaving White with a clearly better ending on account of the powerful bishops. Obviously Black can avoid 12 ... Nxc5 by retreating the queen to c7 (although even then 13 Nf2 and 13 Qc4 are both thought to be favourable for White), but there is a more specific problem in 12 Bb5!? which then looks to meet 12 ... Qc7 with 13 Bxd7 Bxd7 14 Ne2 when Black will now face serious problems recovering the c5-pawn.


  12 a4!?
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  The text is the main line and has traditionally been viewed as White’s safest option: by advancing the a-pawn White frees up the a3-square with a view to playing Qa3 when the c5-pawn comes under attack. On a3 the queen cannot be harassed by Black’s knights, leaving White free to get the rest of his pieces out without worrying too much about Black causing trouble on the queenside. Nevertheless, I have never been entirely convinced by 12 a4!?; certainly the move is not illogical, but spending time moving the a-pawn (again!) when White has not moved any of his kingside pieces, developed his rooks or castled seems enormously ambitious – especially given that Black is already ahead in development and is rapidly enhancing that lead!


  White has two other alternatives, both relatively unexplored, that deserve consideration:


  a) 12 Bb5!? heads for the position after 12 ... Nd7 13 Bxd7 Bxd7 14 Ne2, which transposes to 11 ... Nd7 (discussed above) and is considered favourable for White. Instead of 12 ... Nd7 Black should play 12 ... Nec6!
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  when White has three options:


  a1) 13 f4!? Na5! 14 Qb4 Na6 15 Bxa6 bxa6 16 Rd1 e5! 17 Nf3! (17 fxe5 Be6 and 17 Ne2 Bg4 give White some problems on the light squares, and closing the position with 17 f5 also leaves White in difficulties after 17 ... Rb8!) 17 ... Rb8 18 Qa4 exf4 gave Black an excellent position in Lin Ta-V.Smyslov, Manila 1990.


  a2) 13 Ne2 is a sensible move that has scored surprisingly badly in practice. Yakovich suggests that play should continue 13 ... Na5 14 Qa2 e5 15 c4 Be6 16 Rc1 Nd7! ‘with good chances to equalize’. I agree that any advantage White had is definitely on its way out the door, although I would go even further. In my opinion Black’s position is already preferable.


  a3) 13 Rd1!? is thought to be White’s most respectable option, and is the move that Dutch GM Jan Timman employed in his match with Karpov. 13 ... e5!? (Karpov has also played 13 ... Na5, although recently this is looking less comfortable for Black than many had previously assumed) 14 Qa2!? (Further creativity from Timman, the point being to meet 14 ... Be6 with 15 Bc4. Timman also considered 14 Rd6!? with the idea of 14 ... Be6 15 Rxe6 fxe6 16 Qxe6+ with unclear complications. Notably Timman decided against this and nobody has been brave enough to try this one since! 14 Ne2 has also been played, however 14 ... Be6 15 Qa4 Na5 16 Nc1 a6 17 Be2 Nd7 gave Black a very comfortable position in Soppe-Zarnicki, Villa Gesell 1996) 14 ... Na5 15 Qd5 Bd7! 16 Bxd7 Rd8 17 Qd6 Qxd6 (17 ... Qxd7! is given as equal by Ftacnik, although interestingly this goes unmentioned by all other sources) 18 Rxd6 and now instead of 18 ... Nxd7?! which allowed White to establish a slight but enduring edge via 19 Kf2 Nc4 20 Rd5 in J.Timman-A.Karpov, Linares 1991, Timman notes that 18 ... Rxd7! 19 Kf2 Nc4 20 Rd5 Rxd5 21 exd5 Na6 would have guaranteed Black full equality.


  b) 12 Nh3!? is an interesting idea that was largely discounted because of the game A.Dreev-V.Anand, Madras 1991. Recently this move has come back into vogue, possibly as a consequence of Yakovich endorsing it in Play the 4 f3 Nimzo-Indian. Black has two respectable responses:


  b1) 12 ... Nec6 is the main line.
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  Now White has tried three moves:


  b11) 13 Nf2!? was recently given an outing by the creative Swede GM Tiger Hillarp Persson. That encounter continued 13 ... Na5 14 Qb4 (14 Qc2 e5 15 Be2 Be6 16 0-0 Nd7 17 Nd3 Nb3 18 Rab1 Nbxc5 is equal, E.Bacrot-C.Lecuyer, Belfort 1992) 14 ... Nbc6 15 Qa4 and now in T.Hillarp Persson-E.Berg, Skara 2002 Black spent considerable time trying to round up the c-pawn with 15 ... Ne5 16 Be2 Nd7 17 Qb4 Nc6 18 Qa4 Na5 19 Qb4 Nc6 20 Qb5 only to now give up the chase with 20 ... b6 – needless to say, White enjoyed some advantage in this game. A better idea may be to try and create some disruption before White has time to get his forces developed, and to this end something along the lines of 15 ... f5!? appears quite tempting, e.g. 16 Bb5 f4 17 Bd2 e5 followed by 18 ... Be6 gives Black a nice position with a lot of activity to compensate for the temporary pawn deficit.


  b12) 13 Nf4!? Na5 14 Qa4 (or 14 Qa2 Nd7 15 Nd3 b6 16 Bf4 [16 cxb6 axb6 is equal] 16 ... e5 17 Be3 bxc5 18 Be2 Ba6 19 Kf2 ½-½ A.Vaisser-A.Kolev, Groningen 1993) 14 ... Bd7 15 Bb5 Nbc6! 16 0-0 a6 was played in W.Arencibia-B.Lalic, Seville 1990. Now Arencibia gives the line 17 Be2 Ne5 18 Qb4 Bb5! 19 Bxb5 axb5 20 Qxb5 Nac4 with the assessment that Black has sufficient compensation for the sacrificed pawns, but 21 Bd4! still looks quite tricky for Black. In light of this Black should prefer 12 ... Nd7 15 Nd3 b6 16 Rb1 Ba6 17 cxb6 axb6 18 Qb4 Nc4!? which gives Black good compensation according to GM Konstantin Sakaev.


  b13) 13 Rb1!?,
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  restricting the development of the c8-bishop, is perhaps White’s most challenging option, and has been Yakovich’s preference in this position. Play has continued 13 ... e5 14 Nf2 Na5 15 Qa4 Be6 16 Be2 (16 Nd3 Nd7 17 Be2 Bc4 18 Qb4 Rac8 19 c6 bxc6 20 0-0 c5 21 Qa4 Bb3 is good for Black – Arencibia) 16 ... Nd7 17 Rb5 b6 18 0-0
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  Now there are now three options that must be considered:


  b131) 18 ... Nb7 is commonly regarded as Black’s most reliable choice in this position. 19 cxb6 axb6 20 Qb4 Nd6 21 Bxb6 Qc6 22 Be3 Rfc8! (22 ... Nxb5 23 Bxb5 Qc7 24 c4 Rfc8 25 Nd3 is better for White on account of the strong bishops and powerful passed queenside pawns) 23 Rc1!? (23 Ra5 Rxa5 24 Qxa5 Ra8 25 Qb4 ½-½ was Y.Yakovich-A.Sokolov, Moscow 1990) 23 ... Nxb5 24 Bxb5 Qc7 25 c4 appeared better for White in T.Habermehl-L.Zlebcik, correspondence 1995, and Yakovich seems to concur with this assessment. One thing I am curious about is why, if it was a bad idea to accept the exchange sacrifice on move 22, is it now a good idea to chop the rook on move 23? I don’t see how the position has really changed, and Yakovich remains entirely silent on the point. I suppose what I am getting at is that 23 ... Nxb5 seems irrational, and should be replaced with something less compliant. In this respect an obvious choice would be 23 ... Bc4!? as now Black really is threatening to chop the b5-rook, and 24 Bxc4 Nxc4 25 Bg5 h6 26 Bh4 Rxa3 guarantees Black excellent counterplay.


  b132) 18 ... Rfb8 19 Rfb1?! (19 Rd1 looks better) 19 ... h6 20 g3 was Arencibia-Lobron, Manila 1990, and now Arencibia suggests the line 20 ... Nb7! 21 Nd3 (21 Qxa7 Qc8! 22 cxb6 Qxc3 is winning for Black) 21 ... bxc5 22 f4 Nb6 23 Qc2 Bd7!? (23 ... Nc4 24 Bxc5 a6 25 Bb6 Qe7 26 Bc5 Qc7 27 Bb6 is equal) 24 Nxe5 Bxb5 25 Rxb5 when White has sufficient compensation for his sacrificed exchange to hold the balance, but little more.


  b133) 18 ... Rfc8!? has never received much attention, but was employed successfully by French GM Joel Lautier, and is actually very sensible.
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  19 Rfb1 (19 Rd1 Nb7 20 cxb6 axb6 21 Qb4 is equal according to Marin) 19 ... Nb7 20 Nd3 Qc6!? (20 ... Nbxc5!? also looks reasonable) 21 Qc2 Nbxc5 22 Nxc5 Nxc5 23 Bxc5 a6! 24 Rxb6 Qxc5+ 25 Kf1 Qxa3! with an edge for Black, M.Marin-J.Lautier, Manila 1990. Marin also suggests that 19 ... a6!? deserves consideration, when 20 Rxb6 Nxb6 21 cxb6 Qxc3 gives Black a comfortable game. The only example to have reached this position concluded 22 Bg5?! (22 Bd3! was necessary) 22 ... f6! (the bishop is quite offside here) 23 Bh4 Nb7 24 Bf1 Qe3 25 Qb4 Rc6 26 a4 a5 27 Qb5 Rac8 28 Rd1 Rxb6 0-1 J.Kronow-O.Coclet, correspondence 1999.


  b2) 12 ... e5 deserves particular attention because it has been Anand’s choice in this position, and was long thought to put 12 Nh3 out of business.
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  As we shall see, thanks to Yakovich that is no longer quite the case, but Black is still doing quite reasonably here. 13 Nf2 Nec6 14 Nd3 (14 Rd1!? Be6 15 Rd5!? Nd7 16 Be2 was J.Carlton-S.Gordon, British League 2003, and now Yakovich suggests that 16 ... Ne7! is good for Black) 14 ... Be6 15 Qb5 Nd7 16 Be2 Na5 17 0-0 Rac8 18 Rfd1 was A.Dreev-V.Anand, Madras 1991. Black now played 18 ... Bb3, but White could have obtained a definite advantage with the exchange sacrifice 19 Nb4!. Instead Anand, in his annotations for Informant 51, suggests that Black should have played 18 ... Bc4!? 19 Qb4 Nb8 with a level position. Yakovich takes issue with this, pointing out that 20 Qb2!? Nd7 21 Bf1!? Bxd3 22 Rxd3! Nxc5 23 Rd5 Nab3 24 Rad1 gives White the better position. This is obviously true, but Black’s play in Yakovich’s example was more than a little compliant. Instead 21 ... Bb3!? 22 Re1 Rfd8 or even 21 ... Be6!? intending 22 ... Nc4 gives Black a comfortable position. I can’t state with complete confidence that Black enjoys full equality here – the positions are just too unexplored – but I can say that I would not be afraid of playing the black side of these positions, and that I consider 12 ... e5 to be fully playable for Black.


  One final point: the only reason I was initially reluctant to suggest a move like 21 ... Be6 is because I thought some readers might take issue with the idea of playing 18 ... Be6-c4, and then 21 ... Bc4-e6 (after all, I would!). However, we have to remember that White has played Qd1-b3-b5-b2, and the queen is still not comfortably settled, so ‘wasting’ a move retreating the c4-bishop to make way for the a5-knight is perhaps more justified when viewed in this context than it would appear when considered in abstract.


  12 ... e5!?
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  The text gives Black a very clean and risk-free route to equality, but two other moves also deserve attention:


  a) 12 ... Nec6 is Black’s most popular choice here. Play has continued:


  a1) 13 Nh3 e5 14 Nf2 Be6 15 Qa3 Na5 16 Be2 Bc4 17 Rd1 Bxe2 18 Kxe2 Nc4 19 Qb4 Nxe3 20 Kxe3 Na6 21 Qc4 Rac8 gave rise to an equal position in V.Kosyrev-G.Kastanieda, Moscow 1995


  a2) 13 Qa3 Na5 14 Bb5 e5 15 Ne2 Be6 16 Ng3 Nd7 17 Nf5 Bxf5 18 exf5 Rac8 19 Rd1 Nxc5 was also fairly balanced in M.Kobalija-L.Psakhis, Ubeda 2001.


  a3) 13 f4!? Na5 14 Qa3 b6! (14 ... Nd7 is the move most regularly employed here, perhaps on the basis of the game V.Milov-Y.Grünfeld, Israel 1993, which was thought to be fine for Black. Some analysis by Yakovich’s recently cast doubt on this assessment, so for the time being those employing 12 ... Nec6 should turn their attention to 14 ... b6!) 15 Nf3 Ba6 16 Bb5 (16 Nd2 Bxf1 17 Rxf1 Nd7 18 cxb6 axb6 19 Kf2 Rfc8 20 Rfc1 Nc5 was already slightly more comfortable for Black in R.Soffer-A.Law, Biel 1992, although White now enhanced Black’s position with the helpful 21 Ke2? dropping an exchange to 21 ... Ncb3!; White has also tried 16 cxb6, but 16 ... axb6 17 Qb4 Bxf1 18 Rxf1 Na6 19 Bxb6 Nxb4 20 Bxc7 Nc2+ 21 Ke2 Nxa1 was at least equal for Black in D.Tyomkin-R.Soffer, Israel 2002) 16 ... Bxb5 17 axb5 Nc4 18 cxb6 (18 Qc1 bxc5 is slightly better for Black according to Milov, although Yakovich’s assessment that the position is equal seems closer to the truth) 18 ... Qb7! 19 Qc1 axb6 20 Rxa8 Qxa8 21 0-0 Qxe4 22 Bd4 Nd7 with a level position, V.Milov-R.Soffer, Budapest 1993.


  b) For those looking for something offbeat, but still fiery, 12 ... Nd7!? 13 Qa3 f5! deserves consideration.
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  14 Nh3! (14 Bc4?! runs into 14 ... Ne5 and 14 Ne2 fxe4 15 fxe4 Nf6 16 Ng3 Ng4 is already slightly better for Black according to Makarychev; 14 Bd3 Ne5 15 Bc2 Nc4 16 Qc1 e5 gave Black a very nice position in H.Erdogan-B.Yildiz, Antalya 2004, although White eventually won) 14 ... fxe4 15 fxe4 Ng6!? (15 ... Ne5 16 Be2 N7g6 17 Nf2 Nf4 18 Bxf4 Rxf4 19 0-0 Bd7 is equal, A.Vaisser-L.Psakhis, Novosibirsk 1993) 16 Nf2! (16 Be2?! Nh4! gives White some problems with the g2-pawn; 16 Bb5?! Nde5 17 Bf2 Ng4 18 Bg3 e5 as in B.Roeschlau-U.Kersten, Bruchkoebel 2002, was already very nice for Black) 16 ... Nde5 17 h4?! (17 Be2 Nf4! transposes to Vaisser-Psakhis) 17 ... Bd7 18 h5 Nf4 19 g3 Nc4!? (the text receives two exclamation marks from Makarychev, but in fact may be inaccurate; Black’s best is probably 19 ... Ng2+!! 20 Bxg2 Nc4 21 Qc1 Qxg3 with a winning position, which of course is a similar idea, but just implemented via a more accurate move order) 20 Bxc4? (20 Bxf4! is better) 20 ... Ng2+ 21 Ke2 Nxe3 with a clear plus for Black – Makarychev.


  13 Bc4 Nec6 14 Qa3


  14 Qa2 Na5 15 Bd5 Na6 16 Ne2 Nxc5 17 0-0 Be6 18 Rfd1 Bxd5 19 Rxd5 Ne6 20 Rb1 b6 gave Black an edge in Y.Pelletier-V.Gavrikov, Biel 1994.


  14 ... Na5 15 Bd5 Na6 16 Rb1


  16 c4!? Be6 17 Rc1 Rac8 18 Ne2 Nxc5 19 0-0 b6 was level in V.Malaniuk-Ki.Georgiev, Moscow 1990. Gelfand notes the line 16 Ne2!? Be6 17 Bxe6 fxe6 18 Qa2 Rfe8 which also looks pretty equal, despite the messy pawn structure.


  16 ... Be6! 17 Bxe6 fxe6
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  The fractured pawns are obviously potentially weak, but in this case GM Nick De Firmian has correctly judged that Black’s good knights and control of the d5-square offer excellent compensation.


  18 Qa2!


  Gelfand realizes that if he is to prove an edge he has to go after the e6-pawn immediately, before Black has time to fully mobilize his forces. Gelfand also notes the line 18 Bf2? Rad8 19 Ne2 (or 19 Nh3 Nc4 20 Qa2 Nxc5 with an edge) 19 ... Nc4!? 20 Qa2 Nxc5! with some advantage, while 19 ... Rd2!? is clearly better for Black.


  18 ... Nxc5 19 Bxc5 Qxc5 20 Qxe6+ Kh8 21 Ne2 Qe3!


  21 ... Rad8!? is also interesting, e.g. 22 Rb5 Qe3 23 Rxa5 Rd2 24 Qc4 was A.Gilimshin-H.Alvarez Villar, correspondence 2000, and now instead of 24 ... Rxe2+? Black could have guaranteed a draw with 24 ... Rfd8 25 Rd5 R8xd5 26 exd5 h6 27 h4 Rb2, when the threat of ... Rb1 mate forces White to take a perpetual via 28 Qc8+ Kh7 29 Qf5+.


  22 Qxe5 Rad8!!
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  This excellent move saves the day. Instead 22 ... Nc6 23 Qg3 Rad8 24 Rxb7! g6 is clearly better, if not winning for White.


  23 Qxa5 ½-½
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  The players now agreed to a draw as 23 ... Rd2 24 Qb5 Rfd8 25 Qc4 (25 f4 Qxe4 26 0-0 is equal) 25 ... a6 (Yakovich’s 25 ... h6 26 Rf1 R8d3 is similar) 26 a5 h6 27 Rf1 R8d3 forces White to take a perpetual check draw via 28 Qc8+ Kh7 29 Qf5+.

  

  Game 40 Conclusions
The line with 8 dxc5 is definitely White’s most challenging option in the 4 f3 Variation, and it is currently making something of a comeback in GM tournament play. Black’s safest (and possibly best) line is 8 ... Qa5! 9 e4 Ne7! 10 Be3 0-0! 11 Qb3 Qc7!. The continuation played in the main was 12 a4!?, but White failed to achieve any advantage with this, so future attempts should focus on one of White’s 12th move alternatives. The move which currently appears most challenging is 12 Nh3!?, and indeed this was recommended by Yakovich in his recent book.


  


  
    Black has a number of options after 12 Nh3!?, but the safest route to equality appears to be 12 ... Nec6 13 Rb1!? e5 14 Nf2 Na5 15 Qa4 Be6 16 Be2 Nd7 17 Rb5 b6 18 0-0 when Lautier’s 18 ... Rfc8!? promises Black good play.

  


  


  

  
Chapter Seven
The Sämisch Variation

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 a3 Bxc3+ 5 bxc3
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  The Sämisch Variation is another relatively minor system that doesn’t appeal to many players on a permanent basis but does attract a particular kind of player. In fact it was very popular in the first half of the century, but has since failed to maintain its allure at master level. There are still some strong advocates of the Sämisch system (GMs Yusupov and Aleksandrov to name but two), but in practice Black’s resources have proved more than satisfactory for equality.


  The line I’m suggesting for Black here is basically the main line: 5 ... c5 6 e3 Nc6 7 Bd3 0-0 8 Ne2 b6! 9 e4 Ne8! 10 0-0 Ba6 11 f4 f5!
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  In Game 41 we examine 12 exf5!? (we also consider White’s earlier options), whereas 12 Ng3 g6! 13 Be3 is Game 42, and 12 dxc5!? bxc5 is Game 43. Finally, Milov’s dynamic pawn sacrifice with 12 d5!? is considered in Game 44.

  

  Game 41
A.Aleksandrov-Y.Balashov
Petroff Memorial, St Petersburg 2000

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 e3


  Hang on, so what’s going on here then? 4 e3 leads White into a Rubinstein system, and we covered that in Chapters 3 and 4. In fact this is White’s most common way of reaching the Sämisch Variation. The ‘pure’ move order is 4 a3 Bxc3+ 5 bxc3 c5 6 e3 (6 f3 d5! of course leads us back to the lines covered in Chapter 6) 6 ... 0-0 7 Bd3 and now 7 ... Nc6 leads us into the lines considered in this game.
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  4 ... 0-0 5 Bd3 c5 6 a3 Bxc3+! 7 bxc3 Nc6


  This brings us to the official starting point of the main line of the Sämisch variation.


  8 Ne2!


  The knight is best placed on e2 as White intends to launch his e- and f-pawns down the board and attempt to crush Black on the kingside. Nevertheless, alternatives have been tried, and deserve at least a cursory glance:


  a) 8 e4 is quite a rare guest in tournament play, but perhaps without good reason. I think the easiest way to deal with this move is 8 ... cxd4 (8 ... Ne8!? is also possible, but has scored badly for Black in practice) 9 cxd4 and now:


  a1) 9 ... Nxd4!? has been Black’s universal preference, but opening up the position for White’s bishops inevitably invites dangerous complications, e.g. 10 e5 Qa5+ (10 ... Ne8 11 Bxh7+ recovers the pawn and also picks up the d4-knight) 11 Kf1 Ne8 (11 ... Qxe5 loses to 12 Bb2) 12 Bd2 (12 Bb2!?) 12 ... Qd8 (Euwe assesses 12 ... Qc7 13 Bb4 d6 14 Bxh7+ Kxh7 15 Qxd4 a5 16 Bxd6 Nxd6 17 exd6 Qc6 18 Nf3!? as unclear, but it is quite obvious that it is White is in the driving seat) 13 Bb4 d6 14 Bxh7+ Kxh7 15 Qxd4 a5 was L.Szabo-V.Smyslov, Moscow 1956. Now instead of 16 Bc3 f6!, which was good for Black, according to Euwe White should have played 16 Bxd6! Nxd6 17 exd6 Bd7 18 Nf3 f6 when Black has some compensation for his sacrificed pawn. Emms builds on this assessment by pointing out that 19 Qe4+ Kg8 20 Qxb7 leaves Black two pawns down and rather lacking in compensation.


  a2) 9 ... d5!? is John Emms’s excellent suggestion. His analysis continues 10 cxd5 exd5 11 e5 Ne4 12 Ne2 Bg4! 13 Be3 (White has no option but to defend the d4-pawn; attempting to fork Black’s minor pieces with 13 f3? backfires horribly after 13 ... Bxf3! 14 gxf3 Qh4+; 13 0-0 with a similar idea is also insufficient: 13 ... Nc3! 14 Qd2 Nxe2+ 15 Bxe2 Bxe2 16 Qxe2 Nxd4 17 Qg4 Ne6 with a clear advantage) 13 ... Qa5+ 14 Kf1 (14 Bd2? of course drops a pawn to 14 ... Nxd2 15 Qxd2 Qxd2+ 16 Kxd2 Bxe2 17 Bxe2 Nxd4) 14 ... f6!
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  It is important for Black to crack open the position before White has time to complete his development. There was also the small matter of the threat of 15 f3, winning a piece. 15 Bxe4 dxe4 16 Qb3+ Kh8 17 Qxb7 Bxe2+ 18 Kxe2 and now 18 ... Qd5 leaves White in serious trouble as Black threatens both 19 ... fxe5 and, perhaps more importantly, 19 ... Nxd4+, picking up White’s queen.


  b) 8 Nf3 gives rise to a position that is very similar to the Hübner Variation of the Rubinstein System, the only differences being that White has ‘wasted’ a move on provoking ... Bxc3+ with a2-a3, and Black has used that move to castle.
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  In the Hübner Variation Black attempts to stifle any expansion of White’s centre by playing ... d6 and ... e5, but another important aspect of Hübner-type positions is that, in general, Black should not castle until White has done so, otherwise there is a risk that White will answer ... e6-e5 with d4-d5 (closing the centre) and then commence an attack on the Black kingside. Instead 8 ... b6! 9 0-0 Ba6 10 Qe2 Na5 11 Nd2 Rc8 left Black better in G.Goetgeluck-L.Spassov, Oerebro 1966. White is already running into serious problems with his c4-pawn, and he hasn’t even got the e- or f-pawns rolling yet!


  c) 8 Rb1!? b6 9 e4 Ne8! (9 ... cxd4 10 cxd4 Nxd4 11 e5 is similar to line ‘a1’ above, but gives Black some more problems because 11 ... Qa5+ is no longer available) 10 Nf3 (10 Ne2 Ba6 11 0-0 Na5 effectively leaves White a tempo down on the main game, as 8 Rb1 has contributed very little to White’s position) and now 10 ... cxd4?! was L.Yurtaev-G.Tunik, Vladivostok 1995. However, opening the position up for White’s bishops proved rather suicidal, so instead Black should play 10 ... Ba6 11 Be3 d6 (11 ... Na5!? – Emms) 12 0-0 Na5 13 Nd2. Chekhov assesses this line as slightly better for White, but Black’s position is quite solid so I don’t see why he should be worse.
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  8 ... b6! 9 e4 Ne8!
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  A quite superb move that was originally introduced by the Cuban World Champion Capablanca. Time has shown that this retreat is utterly essential to Black’s position: by retreating the knight to e8 Black anticipates the advance e4-e5 and also avoids the knight being awkwardly pinned by 10 Bg5. However, perhaps the most important point is that Black prepares to meet f2-f4 with ... f7-f5!, thereby preventing White’s f-pawn advancing to f5. Having achieved this end the e8-knight can then return to f6 or, if the circumstances are appropriate, be developed to the d6-square, enhancing the pressure on the c4-pawn.


  10 0-0


  The text is the main line, and easily White’s most reliable option. However, a few enterprising alternatives have also been tried:


  a) 10 e5!? Ba6
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  with the following possibilities:


  a1) 11 Qa4 Na5 12 dxc5 Rc8 13 Be3 bxc5 14 Rd1 f5 15 exf6 Nxf6 gave rise to a balanced position in V.Moskalenko-A.Gipslis, Alushta 1994.


  a2) 11 Ng3 Na5 (11 ... cxd4!? 12 cxd4 Nxd4 13 Bb2 Nf5 14 Nxf5 exf5 15 Bxf5 d6 16 Qd5 dxe5 17 Qxe5 Bxc4 was equal in V.Yezersky-S.Shipov, St Petersburg 1993) 12 Qe2 cxd4 (12 ... f5!? 13 exf6 Nxf6 14 Bg5 Qe8 15 0-0 cxd4 16 cxd4 Rc8 17 Rac1?! Nb3 18 Rc3 Nxd4 with a clear plus for Black, C.Steudtmann-H.Gruenberg, Eilenburg 1984) 13 Ne4?! (13 cxd4 d5 14 cxd5 Bxd3 15 Qxd3 Qxd5 is only slightly better for Black) 13 ... Qc8 14 Bg5 Bxc4 15 Be7 Bxd3 16 Qxd3 f5! 17 exf6 Rf7! 18 Ng5 Qxc3+ 19 Ke2 Qxd3+ 20 Kxd3 gxf6 21 Nxf7 Kxf7 22 Bb4 Nc6 and Black was doing very well in C.Steudtmann-R.Tischbierek, Eilenburg 1984.


  a3) 11 Be3 d6 12 Qc2 dxe5!? (12 ... f5!?) 13 Bxh7+ Kh8 14 Be4 cxd4 15 cxd4 Rc8 16 Rd1 Qc7! 17 0-0?! (17 d5, with an equal position, was necessary) 17 ... Nd6 18 dxe5 Nxe5 19 Rd4 f5 20 Bd3 Nxd3 21 Qxd3 Bxc4 and Black is better, V.Chekhov-A.Sokolov, Lvov 1984.


  a4) 11 Qc2! is White’s most challenging option. After 11 ... h6 (11 ... f5!?)
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  White has tried a few alternatives:


  a41) 12 0-0 Na5 (12 ... Rc8!? 13 Ng3?! cxd4 14 cxd4 d6 15 Qe2? [15 Rd1!] 15 ... dxe5 16 Bb2 Nxd4 was winning for Black in the game N.Littlewood-F.Gheorghiu, Hastings 1965/66) 13 f4 f5 14 exf6 Nxf6 15 f5 exf5 16 Ng3 d5 with a level position, C.Hoi-H.Stefansson, Copenhagen 1998.


  a42) 12 Be3 d6 13 Be4 Rc8 14 Bxc6 Rxc6 15 Qa4 Qc8 16 d5 Rc7 17 dxe6 dxe5! 18 Rd1 Bb7 and Black has a clear plus, M.Lomineishvili-H.Hunt, Zagan 1997.


  a43) 12 g4! d5 13 g5! (Emms notes that 13 cxd5? runs into 13 ... Bxd3 14 Qxd3 Qxd5 15 Ng3 Nxe5, while 13 exd6 Nxd6 14 g5 hxg5 15 Rg1 Bxc4 also gives Black good play) 13 ... hxg5 14 Rg1! (14 Bh7+ Kh8 15 cxd5 exd5 16 h4 g4! keeps everything under control according to Emms) 14 ... Bxc4 15 Bxg5 Qd7 (15 ... Bxd3 16 Qxd3 Qd7 17 Bf6 transposes) 16 Bf6! looks good for White (analysis by Emms), so Black should try something which presents more of a challenge to White’s centre. The obvious choice is 12 ... d6!? after which play might continue 13 g5 hxg5 14 Bh7+ Kh8 15 Be4 Qd7 16 Qd3 f5 17 exf6 Nxf6 with a big mess. If White cannot find a way generate further threats against Black’s king he will be worse, and the obvious courses all fail, e.g. 18 Qh3+ Kg8 19 Bd3 g4 20 Qh4 cxd4, or 18 Bxg5 Nxe4 19 Qxe4 Bxc4. Finally 18 h4 g4! 19 Nf4 Kg8 appears to keep everything under control.


  b) 10 Be3?! and now:


  b1) 10 ... d6 11 0-0 Ba6 12 f4 Na5 13 f5 exf5 14 exf5?! (14 Rxf5! is better; by recapturing with the pawn White allows Black the opportunity to establish a blockade with a knight on f6) 14 ... Nxc4 15 Bc1 d5 16 Ra2 Nf6 17 Rf3 Re8 18 Bg5 h6 19 Bh4 Qd6 with a clear advantage for Black, M.Schaefer-V.Kupreichik, Bad Wörishofen 2000.


  b2) 10 ... Ba6
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  and now White has tried a selection of continuations:


  b21) 11 dxc5 Ne5 12 cxb6 axb6 13 Rb1 Bxc4 14 Bc2 b5 15 Bc5 d6 16 Bb4 with an edge for Black, V.Lukov-L.Spassov, Sofia 1984.


  b22) 11 Ng3 Na5 12 Qe2 Rc8 13 Rc1 (13 d5 Qh4 14 Nh5 Bxc4 15 Bxc4 Nxc4 wins a pawn, O.Romanov-C.Lingnau, Recklinghausen 2000) 13 ... Nd6 14 e5 cxd4 15 Bxd4 (15 cxd4 Ndxc4) 15 ... Nf5 16 Qg4 Nxd4 17 Nh5! Nf5! 18 Bxf5 g6 19 Nf6+ Kg7 20 Bb1 Nxc4 21 f4 (L.Polugaevsky-S.Furman, Sochi 1958) and now 21 ... d6 is clearly better for Black, e.g. 22 Qh3? dxe5! and Black wins.


  b23) 11 0-0 Nd6 12 dxc5 Nxc4 13 Bxc4 Bxc4 14 Re1 Qc7 again with a small plus for Black, P.Lyrberg-S.Kindermann, Gausdal 1994.


  b24) 11 Qa4 cxd4 (11 ... Qc8 12 0-0 Na5 13 dxc5 d6 14 cxb6 axb6 15 Qc2 Nxc4 16 Bxc4 Bxc4 is equal, E.Geller-V.Simagin, Gorky 1954) 12 cxd4 Na5 13 Bd2 Rc8 14 Rc1 (the immediate 14 Bxa5! is better) 14 ... d5 15 Bxa5 bxa5 16 exd5 exd5 17 Rc3 (or 17 0-0 Nd6) 17 ... dxc4 18 Bxc4 Qe7 19 Re3 Rxc4! and once more Black enjoys a clear advantage, A.Ivanov-A.Yusupov, Ashkhabad 1978.


  c) 10 h4!? is one of those moves that has never enjoyed any real popularity, but does appeal to the certain aggressive personalities.
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  Play has continued 10 ... Ba6 11 e5 d6! and now there is a further division:


  c1) 12 Qc2!? h6 13 Bh7+ Kh8 14 Be4 Rc8 15 Qa4 (this provides some protection for the c4-pawn for a move or two, but also puts the queen on the wrong side of the board to justify White’s early h4 thrust) 15 ... Na5 16 Bb1 (16 Bg5!? has been suggested as an improvement, but 16 ... Qc7 still looks favourable for Black) 16 ... dxe5 17 dxe5 Bxc4 18 Qc2 f5 19 exf6 Nxf6 20 Bg5 Bb3! 21 Bxf6 (or 21 Qg6 Qe8 – Chekhov) 21 ... Bxc2 22 Bxd8 Bxb1 23 Bxb6 axb6 24 Rxb1 Nc4 with a very nice ending for Black, L.Yurtaev-G.Serper, Bishkek 1993.


  c2) 12 Bg5 Qc7 13 f4 looks aggressive, but actually leaves White’s position rather loose, e.g. 13 ... Na5 14 Ng3 Bxc4 15 Be4 d5 16 Bxh7+ Kxh7 17 Qh5+ Kg8 18 Bf6 Nxf6 0-1 C.Holland-A.Chernin, London 1989. Chernin has suggested that White should have tried 13 Qc2!?, when 13 ... h6 14 exd6 is unclear, although I don’t see any reason why Black should be worse here.


  c3) 12 Qa4 Na5 13 Qc2?! (13 Bg5! is more dynamic) 13 ... h6 14 Bh7+ Kh8 15 Be4 Rc8 16 Bg5 Qc7 17 Rh3 dxe5 (17 ... cxd4! 18 cxd4 dxe5 looks even stronger) 18 dxe5 Qxe5 19 Bf4 Qh5 20 g4 Qxg4 21 Rg3 Qh5 22 Bf3 Qf5 23 Be4 Qh5 24 Bg5 (on 24 Bf3 Spassky would probably have played 24 ... Qxh4 with a clear plus) 24 ... f5 25 Be7 fxe4 26 Bxf8 Qf7 27 Qxe4 Qxf8 28 Rf3 Nf6 29 Qc2 Bxc4 0-1 N.Littlewood-B.Spassky, Hastings 1965/66.


  10 ... Ba6 11 f4 f5!
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  It is important for Black to put a stop to White’s kingside antics before they begin. Leaving White’s f-pawn unchecked is more risky but still playable, e.g. 11 ... Na5 12 f5 and:


  a) 12 ... exf5 13 exf5 Nf6 (13 ... Bxc4? 14 f6! Nxf6 15 Bg5 leaves Black in big trouble) 14 Bg5 h6 15 Bh4 Bxc4 16 Nf4 d5 17 Nh5 with a very strong attack, C.Hoi-A.Kveinys, Ostrava 1992.


  b) 12 ... f6!? 13 Nf4 cxd4 (13 ... exf5 14 exf5 Nd6 15 dxc5 bxc5 16 Rf3!? Bxc4 17 Rg3 Rf7 18 Bc2 Qe8 19 h3 Nab7 20 Rb1 Rc8 21 Qg4 gave White a persistent initiative in S.Halkias-B.Khetsuriani, Patras 2001) 14 Qh5!? (Chekhov suggests that 14 fxe6!? dxc3 15 e5 would be more dangerous; however, 15 ... fxe5 16 Qh5 Nf6 17 Qxe5 dxe6! looks good for Black) 14 ... exf5 15 exf5 (15 Qxf5!?) 15 ... Nd6 16 Rf3 Qe8! and Black was better in J.Timman-L.Polugaevsky, Tilburg 1983.


  12 exf5!?
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  This was Alexandrov’s preference in 2000, although (perhaps on the basis of this game) he has since been fishing around for an advantage by delaying this capture for some time. Of the alternatives, 12 Ng3 is considered in Game 42. 12 dxc5!? is Alexandrov’s latest try, and this will be discussed in Game 43. Finally 12 e5 and 12 d5!? will be considered in Game 44.


  12 ... exf5 13 dxc5 bxc5 14 Be3


  14 Ng3 is also common, but this position is more commonly reached via the move order with 12 Ng3, and is consequently discussed in Game 42.
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  14 ... d6!


  A very important move. Others:


  a) 14 ... Qa5 protects c5, but leaves the d-pawn vulnerable, e.g. 15 Bf2 Nd6 16 Bc2! Rf6 (16 ... Nxc4 17 Qxd7 is good for White) 17 Qd5+ Kh8 (17 ... Re6!?) 18 Bd3 Rc8 19 Qxc5 Qxc5 20 Bxc5 Bxc4 21 Bxc4 Nxc4 22 Rfd1 d6 23 Bf2 was very close to equal in A.Aleksandrov-V.Epishin, Moscow 1995. However, after 23 ... Re6 24 Nd4 Nxd4 25 Bxd4 it was clear that the strong d4-bishop guaranteed White a small but enduring advantage in the endgame, and eventually Aleksandrov managed to convert this into a full point.


  b) 14 ... Qe7 15 Bf2 Nc7 16 Ng3 g6 17 Re1 Ne6 18 Qf3 Na5 19 Qd5 Bb7 20 Qe5 Nc6 21 Qe3 Qd6 22 Bf1 Na5 23 Rad1 Qc6 24 Rd5 Rf7 25 Qe5 was again not much for White, but it is noteworthy how White has gradually improved the position of all of his pieces over the last ten moves, whereas Black has struggled to find an active plan. In A.Yusupov-D.Shapiro, Philadelphia USA 2002, Black now played 25 ... Qa4 but ran into 26 Rxc5! Nc6 (26 ... Nxc5?? 27 Bd4!) 27 Qd6 Nxc5 28 Bxc5 Rc8 29 Re3 Qa5 30 Be2 Qc7 31 Qxc7 Rxc7 32 Bd6 Rc8 33 c5 when White had excellent compensation for his sacrificed exchange and went on to win the endgame.
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  15 Bf2


  Or:


  a) 15 Rb1 Qc7 16 Bf2 and now:


  a1) A very important game in this variation continued 16 ... Bc8 17 Re1 Nf6 18 Ng3 g6 19 Nf1! (White now intends to post the f2-bishop actively on h4, and to redirect the f1-knight to the weak d5-square via e3) 19 ... Bb7 20 Bh4 Nh5 21 Bg5 Rf7 22 Be2 Nf6 23 Ne3 Ne4 24 Nd5 Qd7 25 Bf3 Re8 26 Rxe4! Rxe4 (or 26 ... fxe4 27 Bg4 Rf5 28 Nf6+) 27 Bxe4 fxe4 28 Nf6+ and White won in B.Spassky-V.Bykov, Leningrad 1963.


  a2) 16 ... Ne7!? 17 Re1 Nf6 18 Ng3 g6 19 Nf1 Kh8 20 Bh4 Neg8 21 Rb2 Bb7 22 Ne3 Rae8 23 Rbe2 Qf7 24 Bc2 Re6 25 Ba4 Nh5 26 Rd2 Qc7 27 Nc2 Be4 with an edge for Black, T.Haimovich-Z.Gyimesi, Tel Aviv 2001.


  b) 15 Ng3 should be answered with 15 ... g6!? transposing to note ‘a1’ to White’s 13th move in Game 42. For clarification, the point is 16 Bxf5 gxf5 17 Qd5+ Rf7 18 Qxc6 Bb7 19 Qa4 h5! gives Black good compensation for the sacrificed pawn because 20 Nxh5 is out of the question on account of 20 ... Qh4 21 Ng3 Rh7.


  15 ... Qd7 16 Ng3 g6 17 Re1 Nf6 18 Nf1!


  [image: ]


  Aleksandrov indicates his intention to implement the Spassky plan considered above (Bf2-h4, Nf1-e3-d5 and Bd3-e2-f3). Black must act quickly in order to neutralize this scheme.


  18 ... Rae8! 19 Qa4


  19 Ne3 Bb7 (19 ... Ne4!? and 19 ... Ne7!? are also interesting) 20 Nd5 (20 Bh4 Ne7 keeps d5 under control) 20 ... Rxe1+ 21 Qxe1 Na5! 22 Nxf6+ Rxf6 ensures that Black maintains the balance.


  19 ... Ne5 20 Bc2 Qxa4 21 Bxa4 Ned7
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  The middlegame tension has been dissolved into an endgame in which White’s two bishops compensate for his inferior pawn structure.


  22 Ne3 Re6 23 Bb5
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  23 ... Bb7


  GM Peter Wells, in his annotations for ChessBase Magazine, notes that 23 ... Bxb5 24 cxb5 Rfe8 25 c4 Nb6 26 a4 Ng4!? is also possible. Pete doesn’t give an assessment, but if anyone holds an edge here it is Black!


  24 Nd5 Rxe1+ 25 Rxe1 Nxd5 26 Bxd7 Nb6!?


  Wells gives the line 26 ... Nxf4 27 Bg3 Rf7 (after 27 ... Nxg2? 28 Re7 Black suddenly finds himself in serious trouble.) 28 Be8 which he assesses as slightly better for White. However, 28 ... Nxg2 29 Bxf7+ (29 Rb1 Be4 30 Rb8 Rb7!) 29 ... Kxf7 intending 30 ... f4 certainly gives Black good compensation for the sacrificed exchange.


  27 Re7 Bc8 28 Bc6 Rf7 29 Bh4 Bd7! 30 Bf3 Rxe7 31 Bxe7 Nc8 32 Bd5+ Kg7 33 Bd8 Kf8 34 Kf2 ½-½

  
 Game 41 Conclusions
The most important point to note about this variation is Capablanca’s manoeuvre, which meets 9 e4 with 9 ... Ne8!, and then 10 f4 with 10 ... f5!, putting a stop to White’s kingside attack before it even has a chance to get rolling.

  

  Game 42
A.Yusupov-A.Karpov
Linares 1993

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 e3 c5 5 Bd3 Nc6 6 a3 Bxc3+ 7 bxc3 0-0 8 Ne2 b6 9 e4 Ne8 10 0-0 Ba6 11 f4 f5 12 Ng3 g6!
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  Black has also managed to hold the balance with a number of other moves, but Karpov’s 12 ... g6 has now emerged as the most reliable defence to White’s set-up.


  13 Be3


  Yusupov completes his development and threatens to capture on c5. The text is sensible; however, the consistent failures to prove an edge have caused many advocates of the white side to look elsewhere for an advantage.


  a) Dissolving the central tension completely with 13 dxc5 bxc5 14 exf5 (14 Be3!? is also possible, e.g. 14 ... d6 15 Qa4 Bb7 16 Rab1 Qc7 17 Rfe1 Nf6 18 h3 Rae8 19 Re2 Na5 20 Rb5 Nc6 21 Rb1 Ba8 22 Qc2 Na5 23 Bc1 Bc6 24 e5 Nd7 25 exd6 Qxd6 26 Be3 e5 27 Rf2 Qe6 28 Qa2?! g5! 29 Kh2 exf4 30 Bxf4 gxf4 31 Rxf4 Qe3 0-1 J.Eriksson-Y.Yakovich, Stockholm 1998) 14 ... exf5 is a popular try in this position. After 15 Be3 Black has tried two moves:
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  a1) 15 ... d6 is the most well-known continuation. This permits White to win a pawn with 16 Bxf5 gxf5 17 Qd5+ Rf7 18 Qxc6 Bb7! 19 Qa4; however, 19 ... h5! is thought to give Black good compensation. Play has continued 20 Rab1 (20 Nxh5? loses to 20 ... Qh4 21 Ng3 Rh7) 20 ... Ng7 21 Qd1! (21 Rf2 h4 22 Rfb2?! hxg3 23 Rxb7 Rxb7 24 Rxb7 Qe8! was very good for Black in A.Hollis-F.Hovde, correspondence 1991) 21 ... h4 22 Nh1! (22 Nh5?! Nxh5 23 Qxh5 Qe8! 24 Rfe1 Rg7 25 Qxe8+ Rxe8 26 Rb2 Re4 is good for Black – Emms) 22 ... Qe8 23 Nf2! h3 24 Rxb7 Rxb7 25 Qxd6 was N.Pedersen-L.Schandorff, Danish Ch. 2003. Black now played 25 ... Rc8 and, according to Emms’s annotations for ChessPublishing.com, could have held the balance with careful play. I am not convinced things are so bad for Black. My first instinct would be to try 25 ... hxg2 26 Qd5+ (26 Kxg2 Ne6! lets Black hold onto the c5-pawn, e.g. 27 Bxc5? Rg7+ 28 Kh1 Rd8; 26 Re1 Re7 also looks acceptable for Black) 26 ... Rf7 27 Kxg2 (27 Rd1 Ne6!) 27 ... Rd8. Now White has to be careful as 28 Qxc5 Ne6 29 Qb5 runs into the beautiful sidestep 29 ... Rg7+ 30 Kh1 Qh5! when suddenly White is in all sorts of danger because Black threatens both 31 ... Qe2, forking the rook and bishop, and 31 ... Qf3 mate! 31 Qc6 looks forced; however, 31 ... Kh7! 32 Rg1 Rdg8 keeps White on the verge of defeat.


  a2) 15 ... Qa5!? is also sensible and was Emms’s preference here: 16 Rb1 Rf7 17 Qf3 Rc8 18 Rfe1 Ne7 19 Bd2 Qa4 20 Re5 Ng7! 21 Qe2 Ne6 22 h4 Nc6 23 Rd5 Na5 24 h5 Bxc4 with a clear plus for Black, N.Dickenson-J.Emms, Maidstone 1994.


  b) 13 Re1!? takes the rook off of the a6-f1 diagonal, and also positions it so as to anticipate the opening of the e-file.
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  13 ... Na5 14 exf5 exf5 15 dxc5 bxc5 16 Be3 Rc8! 17 Bf2 Nf6 18 Qa4 was tried in A.Ryskin-T.Luther, Minsk 1994. White was better after 18 ... Ng4, but Chekhov’s suggested improvement 18 ... d5 19 Rad1 Bxc4 20 Bxc4 Nxc4 21 Qxa7 appears to give Black good play, e.g. 21 ... Qd6 22 Re7 (otherwise Black plays 22 ... Rf7 and 23..Qxf4 – Emms) 22 ... Nxa3! 23 Rde1 Nb5 24 Qa5 Rb8 and Black has some advantage here.


  c) 13 Qe2 has been played only once, in M.Pein-J.Emms, Hastings 1992/93. After 13 ... cxd4 White now played 14 Bb2!, sacrificing a pawn to open up the long diagonal for White’s b2-bishop. Fortunately there is no need to allow this, and Pein suggests that Black should have continued 14 ... Ng7 15 cxd4 d5 16 cxd5 Bxd3 17 Qxd3 fxe4 18 Nxe4 exd5. The central pawn structure has been finalized and White will struggle to find a use for his b2-bishop.


  13 ... cxd4!


  In practice Black has tried a number of sensible alternatives; however, the text remains a popular, simple and solid solution to Black’s problems.


  14 cxd4 d5!
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  The last few moves have set in motion an opening of the centre that potentially favours White’s bishop pair. With 14 ... d5! Karpov at once puts a stop this and forces the exchange of White’s light-squared bishop.


  15 cxd5


  15 Qa4? Na5 puts the c4-pawn in jeopardy; however, 15 exf5 is sensible. Karpov gives the line 15 ... exf5 16 cxd5 Bxd3 17 Qxd3 Qxd5 without giving an assessment, but I believe that Black is at least equal here.


  15 ... Bxd3 16 Qxd3 fxe4
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  17 Qxe4


  I once tried 17 Nxe4!?, but I didn’t get very far: 17 ... Qxd5 18 Nc3 Qd7 (18 ... Qf5!? 19 Qxf5 Rxf5 20 d5 exd5 21 g4 Rf6 22 Nxd5 Rd6 gave rise to an equal ending in E.Dearing-K.Roser, Glenalmond 1996; in fact, this was the game that convinced me to drop this line from my white repertoire) 19 Rad1 Ne7 20 d5!? Rd8 21 f5 Rxf5 22 Rxf5 exf5 (22 ... Nxf5!? also looks good – Emms) 23 Bg5 Nd6 24 Qd4 Re8 25 Bc1 Qc7 26 Bf4 Nec8! and Black was better in P.Lyrberg-R.Soffer, Budapest 1993.


  17 ... Qxd5 18 Qxd5


  Or 18 Rac1 Na5 19 Bd2 Nb3 20 Rcd1 Nf6 21 Qe5 Rac8 22 Bb4 Rf7 23 Rfe1 Rc2 24 Ne4 Nxe4 25 Rxe4 (E.Zayac-N.Khurtsidze, Istanbul 2003), and now instead of 25 ... Rf5!? (which was also fine for Black, by the way), best was 25 ... Qxe5 26 dxe5 a5 with a small plus for Black, while 26 fxe5 Rff2 is even better.


  18 ... exd5


  The dust has settled and we have been left with the position in the diagram below. White has a bishop (albeit a currently very restricted one; however, f4-f5 will fix that) and a potentially powerful kingside majority, whereas Black has two good knights, control over the light squares and a queenside majority. On balance I would rather be Black here, but it is noteworthy that both Yusupov and Aleksandrov have since entered this position from the white side. In both cases their opponents made errors and lost, so we are still in the dark as to how these two Sämisch experts intended to improve over Yusupov’s play against Karpov.
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  19 Rac1


  19 f5 Nd6 20 Bh6 Rf7 is already slightly better for Black according to Karpov. Instead 20 Rac1 Nc4 21 Bh6 Rf7 22 f6 Re8 23 Rf4 b5 gave Black an edge in A.Zajogin-T.Polak, Marijampole 1994, while 20 fxg6 hxg6 21 Rxf8+ Rxf8 22 Rd1 Nc4 23 Bc1 b5 24 Ne2 a5 was even better for Black in E.Aaltio-T.Sammalvuo, Helsinki 1999.


  19 ... Rc8!
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  This works out very nicely for Black. In subsequent games both Yusupov and Aleksandrov have faced the move 19 ... Na5?!, but 20 f5 Nc4 21 Bg5!, as in A.Yusupov-O.Cvitan, Dresden 1998, was suddenly a bit better for White because of his bishop’s dominance over the dark squares.


  20 f5 Nd6
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  21 fxg6


  Karpov notes that 21 Bh6 should be answered by 21 ... Rf7 22 f6 Rd7!, and Black can follow up with 23 ... Kf7 when the king performs the dual roles of blockading the f-pawn and tying the f1-rook to its protection.


  21 ... hxg6
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  22 Rxf8+


  There is a good chance that this was Yusupov’s first inaccuracy in this game. In a relatively recent game against the young Israeli GM Alik Gershon, Aleksandrov may have saved some time by delaying this capture. That encounter continued 22 h4 Rxf1+ 23 Rxf1 Rf8 (23 ... Nc4!?) 24 Ne2 Nc4 25 Bc1 b5 26 Nf4 Nxd4 27 Re1 and now 27 ... Rxf4!? 28 Bxf4 a5 29 Bc1 a4 was very unclear, although White eventually went on to win (A.Aleksandrov-A.Gershon, Saint Vincent 2000).


  Instead of 27 ... Rxf4, the line 27 ... Nxa3 28 Nxg6 Nac2 29 Re5 Rf6 looks safer, when Black preserves decent winning chances on account of his extra pawn, and the fact that the knights support the advance of the queenside pawns, whilst Black’s king is properly positioned to obstruct the advance of White’s kingside pawns.


  22 ... Kxf8 23 h4!


  This move enables White to create a passed pawn on the kingside and also to increase the activity of the g3-knight.


  23 ... Nc4 24 Bg5 Nxd4 25 h5?!


  It turns out that this is just too slow. Instead Karpov gives 25 Rf1+ Ke8 26 Re1+ Kd7 27 Re7+ Kc6 28 Rg7!? as White’s best defence. White will lose the a3-pawn, but on the other hand he will probably pick up the g6-pawn, after which the h-pawn is potentially very fast. Black is probably still better, but the position remains very complicated and double-edged.


  25 ... gxh5 26 Rf1+ Ke8 27 Nxh5 Nxa3 28 Ng7+ Kd7 29 Rf7+ Kc6 30 Rxa7 Nac2!
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  As well as being a pawn ahead, all of Black’s pieces coordinate perfectly to support the advance of the b-pawn. Yusupov presses on for another ten moves or so, but it is clear that he is now fighting a losing battle.


  31 Bf6 b5 32 g4 b4 33 Ra2 b3 34 Rb2 Kc5 35 Nf5 Rg8! 36 Nxd4 Rxg4+ 37 Kf2 Nxd4 38 Bxd4+ Kxd4 39 Rxb3 Re4 40 Ra3 Re8 0-1


  White resigned because the e8-rook cuts White’s king off from the d-pawn, thereby ensuring a technically winning endgame.

  

  Game 42 Conclusions
In practice 9 e4 Ne8 10 0-0 Ba6 11 f4 f5 12 Ng3 has given Black some real problems. However, Karpov’s 12 ... g6! 13 Be3 cxd4! remains an excellent solution even 12 years later. After 14 cxd4 d5! 15 cxd5 Bxd3 16 Qxd3 fxe4! 17 Qxe4 Qxd5 18 Qxd5 exd5 Black reaches an endgame with balanced material but has excellent chances to fight for the full point.

  

  Game 43
A.Aleksandrov-Z.Izoria,
Moscow 2002

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 e3 0-0 5 Bd3 c5 6 a3 Bxc3+ 7 bxc3 Nc6 8 Ne2 b6 9 e4 Ne8 10 0-0 Ba6 11 f4 f5 12 dxc5!?
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  This is Aleksandrov’s latest try for an advantage. By delaying the capture on f5 White preserves the option of not opening the e-file or, more likely, opening it at a more favourable moment later in the game. In exchange for this extra option White does, however, have to contend with the risk that Black will force a change in structure by playing ... fxe4 himself.


  12 ... bxc5


  Wells notes that 12 ... fxe4!? 13 Bxe4 Bxc4 14 Be3 Nf6 is a sensible option which offers Black good play on the light squares.


  13 Be3 d6 14 Ng3 g6 15 Re1 Qc7 16 Bf2 Nf6 17 h3!
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  White is just taking his time and smoothly completing his development. In Game 41 Balashov was able to equalize by contesting the e-file with ... Rae8, but here this lacks the same impact because White has not opened the e-file and cannot really be forced to do so.


  17 ... Rfe8


  By analogy with Game 41, perhaps 17 ... Rae8!? also makes some sense, although notably if White doesn’t open the e-file it is hard to see what both rooks will be doing on the kingside.


  18 Ra2 Na5 19 Rae2 Qc6?!


  The text allows White to instigate a dangerous, yet thematic piece sacrifice on f5. Instead Wells suggests that Black would have done better to grab the c4-pawn, e.g. 19 ... Bxc4!? 20 Bxc4 Nxc4, and now:


  a) 21 exf5 exf5 22 Rxe8+ Rxe8 23 Rxe8+ Nxe8 24 Qa4 Qf7 is slightly better for Black according to Wells, although personally I think Black enjoys a clear edge here.


  b) 21 Qb3 d5 22 exd5 exd5 23 Rxe8+ Rxe8 24 Rxe8+ Nxe8 25 Qb5 is given by Wells as unclear; however, 25 ... Ned6 26 Qxc5 Qxc5 27 Bxc5 Nb5 ensures that Black will stay a pawn ahead in the endgame.


  c) 21 Qd3!? Nb6 22 c4 Rad8 23 Qc3 offers White some compensation, but I would rather be Black!


  20 exf5 exf5 21 Bxf5! gxf5 22 Nxf5 Qd7


  Wells points out that 22 ... Nxc4? is losing to 23 Bh4 Rxe2 24 Qxe2 Qd7 25 Ne7+ Kg7 26 Bxf6+ Kxf6 27 Qh5.


  23 Qd3! Kf8 24 Re7 Rxe7 25 Rxe7 Bxc4 26 Qg3 Qxe7 27 Nxe7 Kxe7
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  Black has managed to weather the tempest and has emerged with a rook and two pieces for the queen. Nevertheless, the initiative is with White, and Black’s poor coordination and vulnerable king ensure that the game does not last too much longer.


  28 Qg7+ Ke6 29 Bh4 Ne4 30 Qg4+ 1-0

  
 Game 43 Conclusions
GM Aleksej Aleksandrov is now probably the leading expert on the Sämisch Variation, and many of the modern developments in this system owe their existence to his creative efforts. In this game he tried 12 dxc5!?, a new move at the time, with a view to completing development and delaying the capture on f5 for the time being. Play continued 12 ... bxc5 13 Be3 d6 14 Ng3 g6 15 Re1 Qc7 16 Bf2 Nf6 17 h3! Rfe8 18 Ra2 Na5 19 Rae2 and now English GM Peter Wells has suggested that Black should play 19 ... Bxc4!?, with good chances to fight for the advantage.

  

  Game 44
V.Milov-J.Polgar
FIDE World Ch., Moscow 2001

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 e3 0-0 5 a3 Bxc3+ 6 bxc3 c5 7 Bd3 Nc6 8 Ne2 b6 9 e4 Ne8 10 0-0 Ba6 11 f4 f5 12 d5
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  This is not a new idea, but it was only taken seriously after Milov used it to defeat Judit Polgar in the present game. White’s concept is to sacrifice the c4-pawn, but in exchange to gain enough time to establish an advanced pawn chain on f4, e5 and d6, thereby restricting the movement of Black’s major pieces and the e8-knight.


  12 e5 probably has a similar idea, but allows Black time to dissolve the tension immediately with 12 ... d6!, for example 13 d5 exd5 14 cxd5 Bxd3 15 Qxd3 dxe5! 16 fxe5 Nxe5 17 Qd1 with an edge for Black, K.Abdel Razi-D.Komarov, Ismailia 2004.


  12 ... Na5 13 e5
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  13 ... Bxc4


  Judit Polgar is never one to back down from a challenge, and this example is no exception! However, it may have been better to do something to prevent the advance of White’s central pawns (after all, the c4-pawn is not going anywhere unless we capture on d5!).


  I first came across this 12 d5!? idea in the notes to Leon Pliester’s Rubinstein Variation book, and the move that put me off playing it was 13 ... d6 after which I couldn’t find a way to prove an edge. 14 dxe6 and now:


  a) 14 ... g6!? 15 g4 Ng7 16 Ng3 Qe8 17 gxf5 gxf5 18 e7 Qxe7 19 Nh5 Kh8 20 Ra2 Bb7 21 exd6 Qxd6 22 Be2 Qg6+ 23 Ng3 Rad8 24 Rd2 Rxd2 25 Qxd2 h5 was winning for Black in P.Raineri de Luca-J.Parker Barcelona 2001. However, I wouldn’t be surprised if White was better in the earlier stages of this game.


  b) 14 ... Qe7! 15 g4!? g6? (15 ... fxg4 was necessary, when the position remains unclear but Black is solidly placed and will soon pick up the e6-pawn) 16 gxf5 gxf5 17 Ng3 Ng7 18 Ra2 Qxe6 19 Re1 Rad8 20 Rd2 Rde8 21 Bb1 Nxc4 22 Ba2 and White enjoyed a clear plus, G.Pieterse-K.Langeweg, Eindhoven 1988.


  14 Bxc4 Nxc4 15 d6


  It is not clear whether Black is genuinely worse here, but I think that White’s enormous space advantage guarantees good compensation, and his position is the easier to play.
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  15 ... b5!?


  15 ... g6 16 Qd3 Na5 17 c4 Qc8 18 Bd2 Qa6 19 Bxa5 Qxa5 20 Rfb1 Ng7 21 a4 Rfc8 22 Rb5 Qa6 23 a5 was clearly better for White in V.Moskalenko-D.Kaiumov, USSR 1985.


  16 a4 a6 17 Qd3
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  17 ... g6


  Alternatively:


  a) 17 ... Rb8 18 axb5 axb5 19 Be3 Qb6 20 Nc1 g5 21 Nb3 Rc8 22 Qe2 Kh8 23 Bc1 was relatively balanced in M.Cebalo-Z.Gyimesi, Croatia 2002. However, Black now left the g-pawn hanging a move too long with 23 ... Ng7?! when 24 fxg5 Qc6 25 Bf4 Qe4 26 Qxe4 fxe4 27 g4! gave White a definite edge.


  b) 17 ... Qc8 18 axb5 (18 Ra2 Rb8 19 Be3 Rb6 20 Nc1 Ncxd6!? 21 exd6 Nxd6 was R.Ziatdinov-T.Georgadze, USSR 1985, and now 22 axb5 axb5 23 Ra7 is still better for White – Emms) 18 ... axb5 19 Be3 Nxe3 20 Qxe3 Ra4 21 Rxa4 bxa4 22 c4 g6 23 Qa3 Qc6 24 Nc3 (White has a clear plus here)
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  24 ... Nxd6 25 exd6 Qxd6 26 Nb5 Qc6 27 Qxa4 Ra8 28 Qc2 d5 29 Re1 Ra5 30 h3 Kf7 31 Qe2 dxc4 32 Nc3 Qd6 33 Rd1 1-0 M.Cebalo-P.Iotti, Reggio Emilia 2003.


  18 axb5 axb5 19 Be3!
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  White puts pressure on the c5-pawn and invites an exchange of rooks. The more pieces that are exchanged, the more obvious it will become that the e8-knight and f8-rook are excluded from play. For the same reason White does not fear, but rather welcomes 19 ... Nxe3.


  19 ... Rxa1 20 Rxa1 Qb6 21 Nc1 Ng7 22 Nb3 Rc8 23 Bf2 Nb2
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  Black is bringing the knight around to a4 in order to obstruct the a1-rook; however, this ultimately proves a rather futile venture. Nevertheless, it is not easy to suggest a better strategy. For example, Emms points out that 23 ... Nh5 24 Qf3 gives White an ongoing initiative, and Milov notes that 23 ... h6 24 Qf3 Kh7 25 Ra8 Rc6 26 Qh3! b4 27 Qxh6+!! Kxh6 28 Rh8 leads to a rather pretty mate.


  24 Qc2 Na4


  After 24 ... Nc4 25 Qa2 b4?! 26 Qa4! Black loses material.


  25 c4!
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  With the b5-pawn being undermined, the a4-knight is now precariously placed.


  25 ... Qb8


  After this move White should be clearly better, but the alternatives are just terrible, e.g. 25 ... Rb8 26 Nc1! Ra8 27 Nd3 Ra5 28 Qa2! bxc4 29 Nxc5 and 25 ... bxc4 26 Qxc4 Rb8 27 Qxa4 Qxb3 28 Qxd7 are both winning for White according to Milov.


  26 Nd2 Nb6
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  27 cxb5?


  An unfortunate error that gives Black a chance to put up a real fight. Stronger was 27 Rb1! Nh5 28 g3 b4 29 Nb3 when White is clearly better after either 29 ... Na4 30 Ra1 Nc3 31 Nxc5 or 29 ... Qa8 30 Bxc5 – Milov.


  27 ... c4! 28 Nf3 Nh5


  28 ... Nd5!? 29 b6 c3 may be better, when we have a real mess on our hands.


  29 g3 Qb7?


  Polgar returns the favour; instead 29 ... Nd5 was more resilient.


  30 Ra3 Kg7?! 31 Nd4
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  31 ... Kf7


  Necessary as 31 ... Nd5? loses to 32 Ra7!.


  32 Qa2 Qe4 33 Ra7 g5 34 Qe2 Qb1+ 35 Qf1 Qe4


  35 ... Qxf1+ 36 Kxf1 gxf4 37 Ne2 Rb8 38 Bxb6 Rxb6 39 Rxd7+ Kg6 40 Re7 is almost certainly winning for White on account of the strong d6-pawn.


  36 Qe2 Qb1+ 37 Kg2 Kg6 38 fxg5 c3 39 Qc2 Qb4
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  40 Rb7?


  Another slip. Instead White could have closed the book with 40 Rc7! Rxc7 41 dxc7 Qc4 42 Nxf5! exf5 43 Bxb6.


  40 ... Rc4! 41 Nxe6 dxe6 42 Rxb6 Qb2 43 Qd3 Rf4?


  This loses, but things were pretty bad in any case. As it is all hell breaks loose in the next few moves.


  44 Qe3 c2 45 d7 c1Q 46 d8Q


  Yep, that’s right, both sides have two queens!
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  46 ... Rxf2+


  Emms notes that 46 ... Qxe3 loses to 47 Rxe6+ Nf6 48 Qxf6+ Kh5 49 Qh6+ Kg4 50 h3 when White delivers mate with the h3-pawn!


  


  
    47 Qxf2 Qxe5 48 Qe8+ Kxg5 49 Qxe6 Qxe6 50 Rxe6 f4 51 Re5+ Kg6 52 Rc5 f3+ 53 Kxf3 Qh1+ 54 Ke3 1-0

    
 Game 44 Conclusions
Milov’s 12 d5!? is certainly a dangerous idea, and indeed after 12 ... Na5 13 e5! Bxc4 14 Bxc4 Nxc4 15 d6 it was clear that White enjoyed excellent compensation for his sacrificed pawn. It seems that Black’s best option is to avoid these problems completely with 13 ... d6!? 14 dxe6 Qe7!, when a mass of exchanges will take place in the centre and Black will reach a comfortable position with minimal risk.

  


  


  

  
Chapter Eight
The Fianchetto Variation

  
 The line I’m recommending against 4 g3 (4 ... 0-0 followed by 5 ... d5 and ... dxc4) resembles the Catalan more than the Nimzo-Indian. However an important difference is the placement of White’s c3-knight. In the Catalan this knight usually remains on b1 for some time or is developed to d2, in either case with the purpose of making sure the c4-pawn can be recovered with ease. In the Fianchetto Variation of the Nimzo-Indian, of course, White’s knight is already committed to c3, so capturing on c4 will be more favourable to Black.

  

  Game 45
A.Moiseenko-V.Bologan
Russian Team Ch, Ekaterinburg 2002

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 g3 0-0 5 Bg2 d5 6 Nf3


  Probably best, although there are a couple of other moves of which Black should be aware:


  a) 6 Qb3 is quite common, but tends to leave White dangerously behind in development. Play continues 6 ... c5! (6 ... Nc6 is also possible and has scored well in practice) 7 dxc5 (7 a3?! Ba5 8 Nf3 cxd4 9 Nxd4 e5 10 Nc2 d4 11 0-0 dxc3 12 Bxb7 Bxb7 13 Qxb7 cxb2 14 Bxb2 Nbd7 was already decisively advantageous for Black in G.Fish-A.Morozevich, Alushta 1993) 7 ... Nc6 8 a3 (8 Bg5 h6 9 cxd5 exd5 10 Bxf6 Qxf6 11 Bxd5 Nd4! 12 Qd1 and now 12 ... Nb5 13 Rc1 Bxc3+ 14 bxc3 Nxc3 15 Qd2 Nxd5 16 Qxd5 Rd8 17 Qe4 Be6 gave Black a nice position in J.Pisulinski-K.Panczyk, Bydgoszcz 1990, but 12 ... Be6! looks even stronger, e.g. 13 Bxe6?! fxe6 14 f3 Rad8 and Black emerges with a clear advantage).
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  Going back to 8 a3, in K.Edvardsson-B.Thorfinnsson, Reykjavik 2001, Black defended the d-pawn with 8 ... Qa5 but was quickly much worse after 9 Bd2 Nd4 (9 ... d4!? may be better) 10 Qd1 dxc4 11 Rc1 Bxc5 12 Ne4. Obviously Black needs an improvement in this line. White is a long way behind in development, so I would be tempted to try 8 ... Bxc5! 9 cxd5 exd5 with a potentially very good Tarrasch Gambit position. If White plays 10 Nf3 then 10 ... d4 is strong, so the critical question is whether White can nab the d5-pawn: 10 Nxd5 Nxd5 (10 ... Be6!? is also possible, e.g. 11 Nxf6+ Qxf6 12 Qf3 Bf5 13 Qc3 and now both 13 ... Nd4 and 13 ... Bd4 look awkward for White) 11 Bxd5 (11 Qxd5? Qb6 is terrible for White) 11 ... Nd4 12 Qc4 Nc2+ 13 Qxc2 Qxd5 14 Nf3 and now both 14 ... Bh3 and 14 ... Bg4!? 15 0-0 Rac8 16 Qd1 Qe4 give Black excellent compensation for his invested pawn.


  b) 6 cxd5 exd5
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  leads to a Carlsbad pawn structure in which White’s bishop is a little misplaced on g2 (d3 is the more standard square). There is no real ‘theory’ on this line, but a knowledge of the ideas is important. A few examples: 7 Nf3 c6 8 0-0 Re8 (or 8 ... Nbd7 9 Ne1 Re8 10 Nd3 Bd6 11 Qc2 Nf8 12 Bf4 Bf5 13 Bxd6 Qxd6 14 a3 Ne6 15 e3 Ng5 with perhaps a feint edge for Black, J.Nilssen-N.De Firmian, Copenhagen 2003) and now:


  b1) 9 Qc2 Nbd7 (9 ... Bd6 10 e3 g6! 11 Nh4 Na6 12 Bd2 Nc7 13 Rad1 Ne6 14 Bc1 Ng7 demonstrates the way to get a bishop to f5 when White is being awkward about it, P.Kazantzidis-A.Shneider, Kavala 2004) 10 Ne1 Nf8 11 Nd3 Bf5 12 Qd1 Bd6 13 Bf4 Bxd3 14 Qxd3 Bxf4 15 gxf4 Ng6 16 e3 Nh4 with an edge for Black, J.Fries Nielsen-Cu.Hansen, Danish Ch. 1986.


  b2) 9 Qb3 Na6 (9 ... Bf8 10 Bf4 was Miladinovic-Timman, Belgrade 1995, and now Timman recommends 10 ... Qb6 when 11 Qxb6 axb6 gives Black a favourable pawn structure in the endgame, but 11 Qc2 runs into 11 ... g6!, when Black will play 12 ... Bf5 next, again gaining time on White’s queen and accelerating Black’s development) 10 Ne5 Qb6 11 Be3 Bd6 12 Qc2 Ng4!
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  A very important resource in these structures, that enables Black to diffuse White’s pressure without the need to resort to drastic measures. 13 Nxg4 Bxg4 14 a3 Nc7 15 Na4 Qb5 16 Rfe1 a5! (restricting White’s desired b2-b4 advance is also frequently a good idea; if White ever does get b4 in, he will have to grant Black the a-file after ... axb4) 17 Bf1 Qa6 18 Rac1 Bh5 19 Qb3 Qb5 20 Qd1 Qa6 21 Qb3 Qb5 22 Qd1 Qa6 ½-½ I.Miladinovic-R.Hübner, Corfu 1999. These are just a few of Black’s defensive ideas in these positions. For an extensive and quite excellent study of Carlsbad pawn structures I can recommend studying the two Queen’s Gambit Exchange chapters in Grandmaster Mathew Sadler’s book, Queens Gambit Declined (also published by Everyman).


  6 ... dxc4 7 0-0 Nc6
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  8 Bg5


  This line leads to slightly simplified positions in which White aims to recover the c4-pawn with a small positional edge. This ambition is seldom realized, but that doesn’t stop this being a popular try in practice.
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  8 Re1 is considered in Game 46, and 8 e3 is the subject of Game 47. Posing the question to Black’s bishop immediately with 8 a3 has also been tried, but Black has nothing to fear here. 8 ... Be7 9 e4 and now:


  a) 9 ... a6!? 10 Be3 (or 10 Bf4 b5 11 Re1 Bb7 12 d5 ½-½ J.Plaskett-T.Wall, Hampstead 1998) 10 ... b5 11 Qe2 Bb7 12 Rad1 Na5 13 Ne5 c5 14 f4 cxd4 15 Bxd4 Nb3 16 Be3 Qc7 17 g4 Rad8 with a black advantage, P.Ostberg-N.Renman, Boras 1979.


  b) 9 ... Na5! with a further branch:


  b1) 10 Be3 Nb3 (10 ... b6 11 Qc2 Bb7, as in P.Ricardi-J.Sunye Neto, Sao Paulo 1986, keeps the tension more) 11 Rb1 c5 12 dxc5 Bxc5 13 Qxd8 Rxd8 14 Ne5 b6 15 Nc6 Rd7 16 Ne5 Rd8 17 Nc6 Rd7 18 Ne5 ½-½ S.Kuemin-T.Ravi, Biel 2000.


  b2) 10 Bf4 Nb3 11 Rb1 a6 (11 ... c6!? 12 h3 b5 13 g4 Bb7 is unclear according to Gulko, although White’s compensation is hardly scary) 12 Qe2 b5 13 Rbd1 c6 14 Rfe1 Bb7 15 h3 Re8 16 g4 h6 17 g5 ½-½ A.Poluljahov-V.Loginov, Maikop 1998.


  8 ... h6!


  The text is widely regarded as Black’s most accurate response, but 8 ... Be7!? has also scored well in practice:


  a) 9 e4 Rb8 10 d5 (or 10 h4 b5 11 e5 Nd5 12 Ne4 h6 13 Be3 Bb7 with an edge for Black, M.Vasilev-A.Lauber, Medellin 1996) 10 ... exd5 11 exd5 Nb4 12 Qd4 Nfxd5 13 Bxe7 Nxe7 14 Qxa7 Bf5 15 Ne5 Nec6 16 Nxc6 Nxc6 17 Qc5 Bd3 and Black enjoyed a clear plus in G.Grigore-M.Brodsky, Bucharest 1994.


  b) 9 e3 Nd5!? (9 ... Rb8 10 Qe2 b5 also looks reasonable) 10 Bxe7 Qxe7 11 Nd2 Nb6 12 Qe2 Na5 13 b3 (13 Qh5 hassles the a5-knight, but in E.Ubilava-G.Agzamov, Sevastopol 1986 Black found a series of strong moves that ensured an opening advantage: 13 ... f5! 14 e4 Nc6! 15 Nf3 e5!) 13 ... cxb3 (13 ... c5!?) 14 axb3 Nc6 15 Bxc6! bxc6
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  Although White will now be weak on the light squares, I feel that he really had to seize this opportunity to fracture Black’s structure, otherwise he would just be a pawn down with very little compensation whatsoever. Now White has decent positional compensation because Black’s queenside pawns are weak and shattered, lack dynamism, and most importantly restrict the movement of the remaining light-squared bishop. 16 Ra5! (An excellent multi-purpose move. It is essential for White to prevent the freeing break ... c6-c5, and notably this move also prevents Black’s other main pawn-break ... e6-e5. One final point about 16 Ra5 is that it prepares a doubling of rooks on the a-file, ganging up on Black’s weak a-pawn.) 16 ... Nd7 17 Rfa1 a6 18 Qc4 Bb7 19 f4!? (I am not so sure about this one. Obviously it is nice to prevent 19 ... e5, but with White’s light squares already vulnerable I would be tempted to keep this in reserve until Black’s light-squared bishop is completely confined.) 19 ... c5! (a very good move, freeing the b7-bishop at the cost of a pawn, but also relieving much of the pressure that Black had been facing on the queenside) 20 dxc5 Nb8! 21 Rd1 Rd8 22 Raa1 Bd5!
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  It is now clear that Black is commanding the pace. 23 Nxd5 exd5 24 Qc3 Nd7 (24 ... Nc6!?) 25 Ra5 Nf6 26 Rda1 Re8 27 Qd4 Qxe3+ 28 Qxe3 Rxe3 29 Rxa6 Rxa6 30 Rxa6 Kf8 31 Ra7 Rd3 32 Nf1 c6 33 b4 Ne4 34 Rc7 Rb3 ½-½ A.Moiseenko-A.Shariyazdanov, Rotterdam 1998. I haven’t commented too much on this game because the position after move 16 is, in short, ‘just one of those positions’. Black has an extra pawn, but White’s superior structure and pair of knights ensure reasonable positional compensation. The important point, I would assume, is that Black is emerging from the opening with a comfortable and playable position in which he enjoys equal chances.


  9 Bxf6 Qxf6
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  10 Rc1


  White has also tried some alternatives:


  a) 10 e3 is probably White’s most popular move in this position.
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  Black now has a couple of options:


  a1) 10 ... Rd8!? is not very popular; however, in practice Black has always equalized cleanly, e.g. 11 Nd2 (or 11 a3 Bxc3 12 bxc3 Rb8 13 Nd2 Na5 14 Qc2 b6 15 Rfd1 Ba6 16 e4 e5 17 dxe5 Qxe5 with a plus for Black, G.Grigore-N.Mitkov, Kavala 1990) 11 ... e5! 12 Nd5 Rxd5 13 Bxd5 Bh3 14 dxe5 Nxe5 15 Nxc4 Nxc4 16 Bxc4 Bxf1 ½-½ J.Nilssen-H.Olsen, Klaksvik 2002.


  a2) 10 ... Rb8 prepares ... b5 securing the c4-pawn, and is consequently a direct challenge to White’s set-up. Play has continued 11 Nd2! Na5!? (This hangs onto the c4-pawn and plays for the full point. However, Black also enjoys the option to equalize immediately with 11 ... e5! 12 Nd5 Qd8 13 Nxc4 exd4 14 exd4 Be6 15 Nce3 Bxd5 16 Nxd5 Bd6 17 Rc1 Ne7 18 Ne3 c6, A.Fominyh-A.Sokolov, Russian Ch. 1995)


  [image: ]


  After 11 ... Na5 we have:


  a21) 12 Qh5 Qg5 13 Qxg5 hxg5 14 Rfc1 b5 15 Nf3 f6 16 Ne4 Rd8 17 Rab1 Bb7 with a clear plus for Black, D.Gurevich-H.Ellers, Ischia 1997.


  a22) 12 Qa4 Qe7 13 a3 Bxc3 14 bxc3 b6 15 Qb4 c5 16 dxc5 Qxc5 17 Qxc5 bxc5 18 Ne4 Nb3 19 Rad1 Rb6 20 Nd6 Ba6 and Black has an edge, J.Alvarez-R.Vera, Cuban Ch. 1993


  a23) 12 Qc2 Qd8! (it may seem more natural to play 12 ... Qe7, but 13 a3 Bd6 14 Nce4 b5 15 a4 causes Black some problems because of the loose a5-knight: 15 ... Bd7 16 axb5 Rxb5 17 Nc3 Nb3 18 Nxb5 Nxa1 19 Qxc4 Bxb5 20 Qxb5 Nc2 21 Nc4 gave White an edge in A.Khalifman-M.Gurevich, Kiev 1986) 13 a3 Be7 14 Ne2 b5 15 a4 c6 16 b3 Bb4 17 bxc4 Bxd2 18 Qxd2 Nb3 19 Qb2 Nxa1 and Black was doing very well in N.Sulava-P.Lukacs, Budapest 1990.


  b) 10 e4!? is logical in the sense that it expands White’s centre more rapidly than 10 e3; however, it also leaves the d4-pawn more vulnerable, temporarily closes the h1-a8 diagonal, and perhaps defines White’s pawn structure a little too early. In practice results have favoured Black. 10 ... Rd8! 11 e5 Qe7
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  and now:


  b1) 12 Ne4 Ba5! prepares ... b5 defending the c4-pawn, and ... Bb6 ganging up on White’s weakened d4-pawn. 13 Rc1 b5 (13 ... Qb4!? 14 Rc2 Bb6 looks strong) 14 b3 Bb6 15 bxc4 bxc4 16 Rxc4 Bb7 17 d5? (17 Re1 limits White’s disadvantage) 17 ... Nxe5 18 Nxe5 exd5µ 19 Nc6 Bxc6 20 Rxc6 dxe4 21 Qg4 Rd4 22 Rxh6 Re8 0-1 G.Van Laatum-A.Rotstein, Groningen 1990.


  b2) 12 Rc1 Rb8 (12 ... Ba5!?) 13 Ne4 b5 14 a3 Ba5 15 b3 Bb6 16 bxc4 Bxd4!? 17 Qe2 Ba6 18 Nxd4 Nxd4 19 Qg4 bxc4 with a clear plus for Black, V.Lainburg-I.Farago, Deizisau 1998.


  c) 10 Ne4!? Qf5 11 Nh4 Qa5 12 e3 e5 13 a3 Be7 14 d5 Rd8 15 Qf3 Rxd5 (15 ... Bxh4 16 dxc6 Be7 17 cxb7 Bxb7 is perhaps a little less risky, and also quite nice for Black) 16 Nf6+ Bxf6 17 Qxd5 Be6 18 Qe4 Rb8 19 Rfd1 Ne7 20 Nf3 b5 21 Qc2 Bf5 22 Qc3 Qxc3 23 bxc3 e4 24 Nd4 Bg4 and again Black is better, H.Ellers-V.Kupreichik, Münster 1994.


  10 ... Rd8 11 e3 Qe7


  Black has also scored reasonably well with 11 ... e5!?, e.g. 12 Nxe5 Nxe5 13 dxe5 Qe7 14 Qh5 Bxc3 15 Rxc3 Rd2 (15 ... Be6!? 16 f4 Rd2 17 Be4 Rad8 18 f5 Bd5 19 Bxd5 R8xd5 was nice for Black in K.Oreopoulos-S.Zagrebelny, Thessaloniki 2004) 16 Rb1 Qb4 17 a3 Qb5 18 Rd1 Qxb2 19 Rxc4 Qxe5 20 Qf3 Be6 21 Rxd2 Bxc4 22 Bf1 Bxf1 ½-½ J.Gonzalez Garcia-S.Tiviakov, Calvia Olympiad 2004.


  12 Qe2 Na5 13 Ne5!


  [image: ]


  13 ... Bd7 14 Nxc4 Bxc3 15 Rxc3 Bb5 16 b3 c5! 17 Qh5!? Bxc4 18 bxc4 cxd4 19 exd4 Qb4


  [image: ]


  The tactical battle is over and Black has emerged with a very comfortable position on account of the play against White’s hanging pawns. This is offset somewhat by the fact that White’s g2-bishop is perhaps slightly superior to the a5-knight at present, but Black’s chances are still preferable at this stage.


  20 Rf3 Rd7


  GM Victor Bologan keeps the kingside tightly under control, but in an earlier game that reached this position Black played more adventurously with 20 ... g6!? 21 Qxh6 Rxd4 22 Qg5 Nxc4 23 Rb3 Qd2 (23 ... Qa5!?) 24 Qf6 Nd6. Even so, this also led to a draw: 25 Bf3 Rc4 26 Bxb7 Rb8 27 Bd5 Rxb3 28 Bxc4 Rb4 29 Bxe6 fxe6 30 Qxg6+ Kf8 31 Qxe6 Re4 ½-½ L.Ftacnik-C.Gabriel, Bundesliga 1996.


  21 d5! exd5


  It is also possible to keep the tension with 21 ... Qc5!? exploiting the horizontal pin on White’s queen.


  22 cxd5 Rad8 23 Rf4 Qc5 24 Re1 Nc4 25 Qh4 b5 26 Rg4 Kf8 27 Rd4 Re7!


  Black correctly decides to exchange a pair of rooks. At present Black’s rooks aren’t doing much on the d-file, and the more pieces that come off the easier it will be to exploit White’s isolated d-pawn.


  28 Rdd1 Rde8 29 Rxe7 Rxe7 30 Qf4 Qd6


  [image: ]


  Now that Black has the d-pawn under control he offers an exchange of queens. Most endgames here will favour Black so White has to keep the ladies on and fight for equality.


  31 Qd4 Qb4?!


  This allows White to force an exchange of minor pieces, so perhaps something like 31 ... a6 should have been preferred.


  32 Bf1 Re1! 33 Rxe1 Qxe1 34 Qc5+ Kg8 35 Qxb5 Nd2 36 Qe2 Qc1 37 Kg2 Kf8 38 d6 Qxf1+ 39 Qxf1 Nxf1 40 Kxf1 Ke8 41 Ke2 Kd7 42 Kd3 Kxd6


  The ending appears to be drawn now, However, Bologan tries a bit too hard to win and nearly loses! Obviously the rest is not really of any consequence to us.


  [image: ]


  43 Kc4 Kc6 44 g4 g5 45 Kd4 Kb5 46 Ke4 a5 47 f4 f6 48 fxg5 fxg5 49 Kf5 Ka4 50 Kg6 Ka3 51 Kxh6 Kxa2 52 Kxg5 a4 53 Kh6 a3 54 g5 Kb2 55 g6 a2 56 g7 a1Q 57 g8Q Qc1+ 58 Qg5 Qc6+ 59 Qg6 Qc1+ 60 Kh7 Qf4 61 Qg2+ Ka1 62 h3 Qf5+ 63 Kh6 Qe6+ 64 Kh5 Qf5+ 65 Kh4 Qh7+ 66 Kg3 Qc7+ 67 Kf2 Qc5+ 68 Kg3 Qc7+ 69 Kg4 Qg7+ 70 Kf3 Qb7+ 71 Kf2 Qb6+ 72 Kf1 Qb1+ 73 Ke2 Qc2+ 74 Kf3 Qc6+ 75 Kg3 ½-½

  
 Game 45 Conclusions
Most exponents of the Fianchetto Variation tend to reach this line via the move order 4 Nf3 c5 5 g3, precisely because these ... d5 systems provide Black with such easy equality, as well as plenty of opportunities to strive for more.


  In the main game White played well to maintain equality, but it was clear that Black enjoyed some pressure at various stages, and the alternative 11 ... e5 may be even more promising than the game continuation.

  

  Game 46
C.Ward-A.Yusupov
European Club Cup, Eupen 1994

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 g3 d5 5 Bg2 0-0 6 Nf3 dxc4 7 0-0 Nc6 8 Re1!?


  [image: ]


  This logical move prepares 9 e4, taking control of the centre (8 e4 is obviously bad because of 8 ... Bxc3 9 bxc3 Nxe4).


  8 ... Nd5!?


  The text is my main recommendation, although 8 ... Rb8!? is more typical of the related Catalan systems, and has also scored well in practice.


  a) 9 a3?! Be7 (in R.Cole-Kupreichik, Aarhus 1997 Black experimented with 9 ... Ba5!? and after 10 e4 h6 11 e5 Nd5 12 Bd2 Nde7 13 Ne4 Bb6 White’s d4-pawn was coming under serious pressure; White now lashed out with 14 Bxh6, but 14 ... gxh6 15 Nf6+ Kg7 16 Nh5+ Kh8 17 Qc1 Ng8! gave Black a decisive advantage) 10 Qa4 (10 e4 Na5 11 Bf4 Nb3 12 Rb1 b5 gave Black an edge in R.Caessens-G.Dizdar, Groningen 1988) 10 ... b5 11 Nxb5 Bd7! 12 Nxa7 Nxd4 13 Qxc4 Nb3 14 Rb1 c5 (14 ... Bc5!? may be even stronger) 15 a4? Rb4 with a clear advantage for Black, G.Dizdar-M.Cebalo, Yugoslavia 1980.


  b) 9 e4 b5 and now:


  b1) 10 Bf4?! is usually only a good move in these positions if White can use the d4-d5 break to create a favourable change in the pawn structure. That is not the case here, and consequently 10 ... Bb7! 11 h3 Ne7! 12 Ne5 Nd7 13 g4 Nxe5 14 dxe5 a6 15 Be3 Nc6 16 f4 Qe7 17 Qe2 Bc5 was clearly better for Black in G.Van Laatum-P.Kiriakov, Hastings 1998/99.


  b2) 10 e5 10 ... Nd5 11 Ng5 Be7! (11 ... h6 has also been played, but there is no need to weaken the kingside just yet) 12 Nge4 (12 h4 Ncb4!? 13 Be4 f5 14 exf6 ½-½ was C.Ward-R.Fyllingen, Gausdal 1993; however, 14 ... Nxf6 is already a bit better for Black) 12 ... Ncb4 13 Bf1 Bd7 14 a3 Nxc3 15 bxc3 Nd3!? (15 ... Nd5 with an edge is the more obvious choice, but Christiansen believes that the weakening of White’s light squares is of greater long-term significance)16 Bxd3 cxd3 17 Qxd3 Bc6 18 h4 Qd5 19 f3


  [image: ]


  Thus far we have been following P.De Roode-L.Christiansen, Amsterdam 1978. Black now played 19 ... Qc4 exchanging into an ending where the bishop pair and control of the b-file gave him the better chances. Although Black ultimately won this game, I think I would have kept the queens on with something like 19 ... h6!, cutting out Ng5 tricks and preparing something along the lines of ... Rfd8, with the idea of either ... a5 and ... b4 undermining the d4-pawn, or ... Ba8 and ... c5, opening up the position for Black’s bishops.


  9 Qc2 Be7!
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  An excellent move by Yusupov, cutting across White’s plans to play 10 e4 by creating the possibility of 10 ... Ndb4 11 Qd1 Nd3.


  10 Ne4?!


  This is inaccurate according to Yusupov, who instead observes that White should persevere with his plan to play e2-e4 by preventing 10 ... Ndb4 with 10 a3. Play has now continued:


  a) 10 ... Nb6!? 11 Rd1 Na5 12 Rb1 Bd7 13 Ne5 Be8 14 Be4 f5 15 Bf3 Qc8 16 e4 c5! 17 Be3 cxd4 18 Bxd4 Bc5 with an edge for Black, E.Van Beers-P.Wells, Antwerp 1997.


  b) 10 ... Na5 11 e4 (11 Bd2 Nb3 12 Rad1 Rb8 13 e4 Nxd2 14 Rxd2 Nxc3 15 Qxc3 b5 was slightly better for Black in T.Vasilevich-H.Olsen, Copenhagen 2004) 11 ... Nxc3 12 bxc3 Nb3 13 Rb1 b5 (13 ... c5!? looks a bit better for Black) 14 Bf4 Bb7 15 a4 a6 16 h4 h6 17 Rbd1 Bd6 18 Ne5 Qe7 19 Qe2 Kh7 (preparing ... f6) 20 Qg4 Rad8 21 h5 Kh8 22 Ng6+? (22 axb5 axb5 23 d5 Nc5 is still just a bit better for Black) 22 ... fxg6 23 e5 Bxe5 24 Rxe5 Bxg2 25 Kxg2 g5 26 Rxe6 Qf7 27 Be3 Nc5! 28 dxc5 Rxd1 29 Qe4 Qxh5 0-1 J.Vilela-A.Yusupov, Cienfuegos 1979.


  10 ... Ndb4!
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  11 Qc3


  Black’s last move set a cunning trap: 11 Qxc4 can now be answered with 11 ... Qd5! which forces 12 Qxd5 exd5 13 Nc3 Nc2 when Black emerges with an extra exchange to his credit, B.Gulko-A.Yusupov, Linares 1990.


  [image: ]


  11 ... b5


  The text is the most popular move, but also of interest is the surprising 11 ... e5!?, e.g. 12 Nxe5 (12 dxe5? Bf5) 12 ... Nxd4! 13 Be3! Nbc2 (13 ... c5!? definitely deserves attention, as 14 Qxc4 Be6 15 Qc3 Rc8 threatening 16 ... Nbc2 looks very good for Black) 14 Bxd4 Qxd4 15 Nc6! ½-½ A.Khalifman-A.Goldin, Tashkent 1987 (15 ... bxc6 16 Qxc2 is equal).


  12 a3 Nd5 13 Qc2
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  13 ... h6!


  I like this move because it cuts out any funny business with Bg5 or Neg5. However, Black has also enjoyed success with other moves:


  a) 13 ... Bb7
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  14 Bg5 (14 Bd2!? Rb8 15 Rad1 h6 16 Bc1 worked out well for White in C.Ward-V.Bogdanovski, Breda 1998 after Black made some funny moves; however at this stage at least I would rather have the black pieces!) 14 ... Bxg5 15 Nexg5 Nf6 16 Rad1 h6 17 Nh3 (so ... White’s knight has gone from b1 to c3 to e4 to g5 to h3; and he is a pawn down; I suspect the opening has favoured Black!) 17 ... Na5! (White now has to act quite quickly as Black threatens the – by now! – familiar motif ... Nb3 and ... c5) 18 e4 Nb3 19 d5 exd5 20 exd5 Qd6 21 Ne5 Rae8 22 Qc3 Re7 23 Nf4 Rfe8 was much better for Black in B.Gulko-E.Gausel, Reykjavik 1996, although White eventually held on to draw.


  b) 13 ... Bd7!? brought Black success in C.Ward-J.Timman, Breda 1998, and this is also the square Yusupov develops the bishop to in our main game. Having the bishop on d7 reduces Black’s queen’s exposure on the d-file and gives Black some extra options connected with ... Rb8 and playing ... b5-b4. Personally I rather like having the bishop on b7, but this is just a matter of preference.


  14 Bd2 Bd7


  14 ... Bb7!? is also possible, with a position that is quite typical of these lines.


  15 Rad1 Rb8 16 Bc1
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  16 ... b4!?


  White was beginning to contemplate things like 17 Nc5 Bxc5 18 dxc5 followed by 19 e4, so Black cracks the queenside open before this can become a problem.


  17 Nc5!?


  17 Qxc4 bxa3 18 bxa3 looks like a better try for an edge.


  17 ... Nxd4! 18 Nxd4 Bxc5 19 Qxc4 Qe7 20 Bxd5 exd5 21 Qxd5 Rfd8 22 Qc4 Bxd4 23 Rxd4 Be6 ½-½

  
 Game 46 Conclusions
The text of this game is of course fine for Black, but overall I think I prefer 8 ... Rb8!? (which is considered in the notes to Black’s 8th move). One recurring theme in these systems occurs after White plays e4-e5, and then meets ... Nd5 with Ne4, when Bg5 is close to becoming an awkward threat (White will force an exchange of bishops, thereby weakening Black on the dark squares). Black should of course anticipate this with a timely ... h6.

  

  Game 47
N.Gaprindashvili-J.Ehlvest,
Keres Memorial (rapid), Tallinn 1998

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 g3 0-0 5 Bg2 d5 6 Nf3 Nc6 7 0-0 dxc4 8 e3!?
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  Being an occasional Catalan player myself, this is the move that would immediately appeal to me. White’s control of the centre combined with threats to recapture the c-pawn ensure sufficient time to shuffle the major pieces around and delay the e4 push until a more favourable moment. Black is still fine, of course, but White’s set-up with 8 e3 should be regarded as ‘slow’ rather than ‘passive’.


  8 ... Rb8 9 Qc2


  Or:


  a) 9 Qe2 b5 10 Rd1 (10 a4 a6 11 axb5 axb5 12 Rd1 Na5 [12 ... Be7!?] 13 Ne5 Bb7 14 Bxb7 Rxb7 15 e4 Qe8 16 Bg5 Nd7 17 Qg4 Kh8 gave Black an edge in P.Ricardi-V.Smyslov, Buenos Aires 1990) 10 ... Be7 (10 ... Nd5!?) 11 e4 Bd7 12 Bg5?! (12 Bf4 or 12 Ne5!? may be better according to Kengis) 12 ... h6 13 Bxf6 Bxf6 14 e5 Be7 15 d5 Nb4! 16 dxe6 fxe6 17 Ne1 Qe8 18 a3 Na6 19 a4 bxa4! 20 Qxc4 Nc5 with a small plus for Black, Xu Jun-E.Kengis, Timisoara 1987.


  b) 9 Nd2!? simultaneously attacks the c4-pawn and prevents Black from defending it with 9 ... b5 by opening the h1-a8 diagonal.
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  However, by relinquishing control of the centre White gives Black the chance to break free with 9 ... e5!:


  b1) 10 a3 Be7 11 d5 Na5 12 b4 cxb3 13 Nxb3 Bg4 14 Qc2 Nxb3 15 Qxb3 Qd7 with a clear plus for Black, E.Vladimirov-S.Kishnev, Barnaul 1988.


  b2) 10 d5


  [image: ]


  and now:


  b21) 10 ... Bxc3 11 dxc6 Bxd2 12 Bxd2 bxc6 13 Bc3 Qe7 14 Qa4 Rb6 15 Rfd1 Nd5 was messy but perhaps a bit nicer for Black in A.Cichocki-P.Stempin, Warsaw 1990.


  b22) 10 ... Ne7!? is also sensible, e.g. 11 Nxc4 (11 e4?! b5) 11 ... Bxc3 12 bxc3 Nexd5 13 Nxe5 Qe7 14 Nf3 Nxc3 with an edge for Black.


  b23) 10 ... Na5!? 11 e4 Bd6 (11 ... b5!?) 12 Qe2?! (12 Qa4 may appear sensible, but 12 ... b6 13 Nxc4? Bd7 wins for Black, so White is probably in trouble here; perhaps 12 b3 sacrificing the pawn for positional compensation was necessary) 12 ... b5 13 a4 b4 14 Nd1 Nd7 15 Nf3 Nb3 16 Rb1 Ba6 with a clear advantage, M.Schaefer-E.Bhend, Triesen 2004.


  9 ... b5


  [image: ]


  9 ... Be7!? sets up the 10 ... Nb4-d3 manoeuvre, and 10 Qa4 runs into 10 ... b5! 11 Nxb5 Bd7 12 Nc3 (or 12 Nxa7? Nb4! 13 Qa5 Rb6 – Tisdall) 12 ... Nxd4 13 Qxa7?! (13 Qxc4 Rb4 14 Qa6 [14 Qd3? Bb5!] 14 ... Nc2 is better according to Tisdall) 13 ... Nc2 14 Rb1 Nd5 15 Bd2 Qc8 16 Qa5 Ncb4 17 Nxd5 Nxd5 18 Qa7 Ra8 19 Qd4 Bb5 20 Rfc1 c5 21 Qe5 (E.Relange-B.Kurajica, Eupen 1997). Now 21 ... f5? landed Black in trouble after 22 Nd4!, but Tisdall suggests that 21 ... Bf6 22 Qe4 Rxa2 would have been clearly better for Black.


  10 a4


  a) 10 a3 Bd6 (10 ... Be7!? looks sensible; however, Black does not want to concede space in the centre to White’s advancing pawns) 11 e4 e5 12 dxe5 Nxe5 13 Nxe5 Bxe5 14 Be3 a5 15 Ba7 Rb7 16 Bc5 Bd6 17 Rad1 Qe7 18 Bd4 Be5 19 Bxe5 Qxe5 20 h3 b4!? 21 Nd5 c3 22 axb4 axb4 23 bxc3 b3 24 Qb2 Nxd5 was a little better for Black in M.Bezold-Z.Hracek, New York 1995.


  b) 10 Rd1 Qe8!?
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  11 e4 e5 12 dxe5 Nxe5 13 Nxe5 Qxe5 14 Be3 Bb7!? (Black gives the pawn back to accelerate his development, correctly judging that his advanced queenside pawns and active minor pieces will guarantee him good counterplay) 15 Bxa7 Rbd8 16 f4 Qe7 17 Rxd8 Rxd8 with perhaps a slight edge for Black, M.Bezold-O.Romanishin, Balatonbereny 1995.


  10 ... a6 11 axb5 axb5 12 Ng5!? Ne7 13 Nce4 Nxe4 14 Nxe4 Bb7


  [image: ]


  15 b3 f5! 16 bxc4?


  I have no idea why White decided to give up the piece, although 16 Ng5 Bxg2 17 Kxg2 Qd5+ 18 Nf3 cxb3 was utterly terrible in any case.


  


  
    16 ... Bxe4 17 Bxe4 fxe4 18 c5 Qd5 19 Qb1 Bc3 20 Ra7 Nc6 21 Rxc7 Ba5 0-1

    
 Game 47 Conclusions
This is basically more of the same type of stuff we saw in the previous two games. Black clearly has very little to be concerned about in the Fianchetto Variation with 4 g3.

  


  


  

  
Chapter Nine
4 Nf3

  
 ‘And now for something completely different ... ’


  1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 Nf3


  One of the problems with the repertoire that I recommend is 4 Nf3 b6, which of course leads to a Queen’s Indian after 5 Qb3!? or 5 Bg5, both of which are highly theoretical and sharp continuations. This is not a problem for me personally, as my own preference is to play the mainline Queen’s Indian. However, I do appreciate that there will be some readers who prefer to meet 3 Nf3 with 3 ... c5 or 3 ... d5, or a line of the Queen’s Indian that does not include ... Bb4. My initial desire was to include an extra chapter dealing with these Queen’s Indian lines independently, but it quickly became clear that this could only be achieved at the cost of either expanding the book considerably, or offering only brief coverage of each line. The latter option held a certain appeal, but given that Chris Ward has written an entire book on these 4 Nf3 lines I felt it would be potentially negligent to present ‘comprehensive coverage’ in a dozen or so pages.


  Fortunately John Emms was kind enough to suggest I include an extra chapter on the little-known continuation 4 ... 0-0. I was aware of this move and the problems that it poses White from Chris Ward’s Nimzo-Indian: Kasparov Variation, but having never played it myself I was initially reluctant to recommend it. Having researched this sideline himself for his column on ChessPublishing.com, John kindly pointed me in the right direction with some of White’s trickier lines, and I am very much indebted to him for doing so.


  Just for this chapter I have decided to adopt a ‘tree’ method of presenting the material (rather than the illustrative games approach used throughout the rest of the book).


  4 ... 0-0
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  Now 5 e3 b6 leads us back to Chapter 4, whereas 5 g3 d5! leads us into the realms of Chapter 8. Aside from these transpositional options, practice has also seen White experiment with the following moves:


  A: 5 Qc2!?


  B: 5 Bg5!?


  A)


  5 Qc2!?


  This of course transposes to a Classical Nimzo Indian, and not a line covered in our repertoire. Fortunately this is actually known to be a rather poor system for White, and Black gains a good position by simple means.


  5 ... c5 6 dxc5


  6 a3 Bxc3+ 7 Qxc3 cxd4 8 Qxd4 Nc6 9 Qh4 d5 10 cxd5 Qxd5 11 Bg5 Nd7 gave Black easy play in Y.Yakovich-A.Karpov, Moscow (rapid) 1992, while 6 e3 b6 7 Be2 Bb7 8 0-0 cxd4 9 exd4 d5 (L.Karlsson-N.De Firmian, Nis 1981) gives Black a comfortable position with similar play to that seen in Chapter 4.


  6 ... Na6
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 White now has four possibilities:

  A1: 7 Bg5

  A2: 7 a3

  A3: 7 Bd2

  A4: 7 g3

  A1)

  

  7 Bg5 Nxc5 8 Nd2 h6 9 Bh4 d5 10 cxd5 g5! 11 Bg3 exd5 12 a3 Bxc3 13 Qxc3 Ne6!
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  White has now tried the following options:


  a) 14 h4 d4 15 Qc2 g4 with an edge for Black, e.g. 16 Be5 Re8 17 Qf5 Nc5! 18 Qxf6 Qxf6 19 Bxf6 Nd3+ and Black wins (Ivan Sokolov).


  b) 14 e3 d4 15 Qd3 (15 Qc2 dxe3 16 fxe3 Bd7! is already slightly better for Black, as the ambitious 17 Bc4?! Rc8 18 0-0 b5 19 Be5 Ne8! gives Black a clear plus) 15 ... Re8 with an edge for Black (Sokolov).


  c) 14 Be5 Ng4 15 Bd4 Bd7 16 Nf3 (Sokolov notes that White cannot solve his problems with 16 e3 Rc8 17 Qb4 Re8, or 16 h3 Rc8 17 Qb4 a5 18 Qb6 Qxb6 19 Bxb6 Nf6 20 e3 Rfe8 21 Be2 d4!, in either case with an ongoing initiative for Black) 16 ... Rc8 17 Qd3 (17 Qd2 Ba4 18 Bc3 Nf6 is also nice for Black, when the threat of ... Ne4 preserves the initiative) 17 ... Nc5! 18 Bxc5 Rxc5 19 h3 (Petursson has pointed out that 19 Nd4 Qf6 continuous the black onslaught on White’s undeveloped position, and 19 h4!? Qc8! is also clearly better for Black) 19 ... Nf6 20 Nd4 Ne4 21 e3 Qf6 22 f3 Ng3 23 Rg1 Re8 24 Kf2 Nf5! and Black has an obvious advantage, I.Sokolov-E.Arlandi, European Team Ch, Pula 1997.

  

  A2)

  7 a3 Bxc3+ 8 Qxc3 Nxc5
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  9 Bg5


  Or:


  a) 9 e3 b6 10 Be2 Ba6 with an edge for Black.


  b) 9 g3 b6 10 Bg2 Bb7 (10 ... Ba6 11 Nd2 Rc8 12 b4 Bb7 13 f3 Na6 14 Bb2 d5 is equal) 11 b4 Nce4 12 Qd4 Rc8 was level in T.Kilpi-M.Taimanov, Jyvaskyla 1996.


  9 ... Nce4


  9 ... Nfe4!? is the move most commonly recommended here. However, 10 Bxd8 Nxc3 11 Ba5!? may have the potential to set Black some problems, e.g. 11 ... Nb3 12 Bxc3 Nxa1 13 Nd2 d5 14 e3 Rd8 15 Bd3! dxc4 16 Bxc4 Bd7 17 Ke2 Nc2 18 Rc1 Ba4 19 b3 Nxa3 20 bxa4 Nxc4 21 Nxc4 Rac8 22 Na3 and White was slightly better, I.Zaja-L.Psakhis, Pula 2000


  10 Bxf6 Nxf6


  10 ... Qxf6 11 Qxf6 Nxf6 also grants Black equality.


  11 e3 b6 12 Be2 Ba6 13 Qb4


  13 Rd1 Rc8 14 Qd4 Qc7 was already very pleasant for Black in R.Hernandez-J.Pinter, Tbilisi 1986.


  13 ... Qc7 14 Qa4 Bb7 15 h3 Ne4 16 0-0 f5 17 Rad1 Rad8


  and Black has nice play, A.Jakab-C.Csiszar, Budapest 1996.

  

  A3)

  7 Bd2
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  7 ... Nxc5 8 e3


  8 a3 Bxc3 9 Bxc3 Nce4 10 e3 b6 11 Be2 Bb7 12 0-0 Rc8 13 Bb4 Re8 14 Rfc1 Qc7 is equal, C.Kottnauer-P.Keres, Budapest 1952, as is 10 Bxf6 Nxf6.


  8 ... b6 9 Be2 Bb7 10 0-0 Nce4 11 Nxe4 Bxe4


  Level, B.Ivkov-B.Spassky, Bugojno 1978.

  

  A4)

  7 g3 Nxc5 8 Bg2
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  8 ... Nce4


  8 ... b6 is also a attractive: 9 0-0 Bb7 10 Bf4 (or 10 Nb5 Be4 11 Qd1 Nb7 12 Bf4 a6 13 Nd6 Bxd6 14 Bxd6 Nxd6 15 Qxd6 Rc8 with equality, J.Eriksson-J.Hellsten, Ronneby 1998) 10 ... Nce4 11 Nxe4 Bxe4 12 Qa4 Be7 13 Rfd1 Qc8 14 Ne5 and again it’s equal, C.Crouch-J.Speelman, Hastings 1992/93.


  9 0-0


  Or 9 Bd2 Nxd2 10 Nxd2 a6 11 0-0 Qc7 12 Rfc1 Rb8 13 Nce4 Nxe4 14 Bxe4 h6 15 a3 Be7 with an equal position, M.Illescas Cordoba-V.Salov, Linares 1992.


  9 ... Nxc3 10 bxc3 Be7
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  And now:


  a) 11 e4 d6 12 e5 dxe5 13 Nxe5 Qc7 14 Qe2 Bd6 15 Bf4 Ne8 16 Rab1 f6 17 Nd3 Qxc4 favoured Black in G.Hertneck-A.Karpov, Baden-Baden 1992.


  b) 11 Bf4 d6 12 c5 dxc5 13 c4 Nd7 14 Rab1 Qe8 15 Bc7 Bd8 16 Bd6 Be7 17 Bc7 Bd8 18 Bd6 Be7 ½-½ C.Crouch-L.Polugaevsky, Hastings 1992/93.


  B)


  5 Bg5!? c5
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  Here White has the following options:

  

  B1: 6 Rc1

  B2: 6 d5!?

  B3: 6 e3

  B1)

  

  6 Rc1


  [image: ]


  6 ... cxd4 7 Nxd4 Nc6 8 e3 a6 9 Be2 Be7 10 0-0 d6 11 Qd2 Qb6 12 Rfd1 Bd7 13 Nb3 Rad8 14 Bxf6?!


  According to Ward 14 e4 is an improvement, although Black’s position remains very comfortable.


  14 ... gxf6 15 Ne4? Nb4! 16 Nxd6


  Or 16 a3 Ba4!


  16 ... Nxa2 17 c5 Qxb3!


  and Black won, L.Szabo-V.Korchnoi, Lugano Olympiad 1968;

  

  B2: 6 d5!?
[image: ]


  This leads to structures akin to those commonly encountered in the Leningrad Variation (examined in Chapter 5). However, the fact that Black has already committed his king to the kingside to some extent restricts his options in the typical closed pawn structure positions (i.e. with pawns on c5, d6 and e5). Fortunately Black has some enterprising alternatives ...


  6 ... d6
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  7 Rc1


  7 e3 Bxc3+ 8 bxc3 exd5!? 9 cxd5 Bg4 10 Be2 Nbd7 11 0-0 Re8 gave Black a decent Benoni-style position in S.Slipak-M.Tempone, Buenos Aires 1997.


  7 ... exd5 8 cxd5 Nbd7 9 e3 h6 10 Bh4 Qa5 11 Nd2 b5! 12 Be2 Bb7 13 e4 Rae8 14 f3 Nh5! 15 0-0


  Curt Hansen notes the variation 15 Bxb5!? Bxc3 16 Bxd7 Bxb2! 17 Rb1 Nf4 18 Bxe8 when 18 ... Rxe8 or even 18 ... Bd4!? offers Black excellent compensation.


  15 ... Nf4 16 Nb3 Nxe2+ 17 Qxe2 Qa6 18 Rfd1


  18 Qxb5 Bxc3 and 18 Nxb5 Bxd5 (18 ... f5!?) 19 Rfd1 Nb6! 20 Qf1 Qxa2 21 exd5 Qxb3 22 Nxd6 Re5 are both clearly better for Black according to Hansen.


  18 ... Bxc3! 19 bxc3 f5 20 Nd2 Qa4 21 c4 Ba6 22 Bg3


  Or 22 cxb5 Bxb5 23 Qe3 Ne5!


  22 ... f4 23 Be1 Ne5


  with a clear plus for Black, J.Timman-J.Polgar, Hoogeveen 1998.

  

  B3)

  6 e3 h6! 7 Bh4 cxd4 8 exd4


  [image: ]


  There are now two continuations that merit consideration:

  

  B31: 8 ... Qa5!?

  B32: 8 ... d5

  B31)

  

  8 ... Qa5!?


  [image: ]


  Now 9 Bxf6 Bxc3+ is good for Black, so White chooses between:

  

  B311: 9 Qc2

  B312: 9 Bd3

  B311)

  

  9 Qc2 Ne4! 10 Rc1 d5 11 Bd3


  After 11 a3 Bxc3+ 12 bxc3 Qxa3 13 Bd3 Nc6 14 0-0 f5 White still had to demonstrate sufficient compensation for the pawn in D.Rogozenko-S.Kiselev, Berlin 1995.


  [image: ]


  11 ... Qxa2 12 Bxe4 dxe4 13 Nd2


  13 Ne5!? f6 14 0-0 Bxc3 15 Qxc3 Qa4 16 Ng6 gave rise to an unclear position in F.Sideif Sade-I.Novikov, Pavlodar 1987.


  13 ... Qa5 14 Qxe4 f5 15 Qd3 e5!


  [image: ]


  16 f4?!


  The text works out badly for White. However, Ward has noted that both 16 d5 g5 17 Bg3 e4 18 Qd4 f4 19 Qxe4 Bf5 and 16 0-0 g5 17 Nb3 Qd8 18 Nd5 e4 19 Qe2 Nc6 are also good for Black


  16 ... exd4! 17 Qxd4 Re8+


  A.Florean-D.Rogozenko, Bucharest 1999. Black is much better.

  

  B312)

  9 Bd3! Bxc3+ 10 bxc3 Qxc3+ 11 Kf1 d6 12 Bxf6 gxf6 13 Rb1!


  13 Rc1?! is weaker, e.g. 13 ... Qa5 14 Qe2 Kg7 15 h4 e5! 16 c5 Nc6 17 cxd6 Qa3 18 Rxc6?! (relatively best is 18 Re1 Qxd6 19 dxe5 fxe5 20 Nxe5 Nxe5 21 Qxe5+ Qxe5 22 Rxe5 Be6 with an edge for Black) 18 ... bxc6 19 Qe4 f5! and Black was doing very well in E.Ubilava-I.Novikov, USSR 1981.


  [image: ]


  13 ... Bd7!? 14 Rxb7 Ba4! 15 Qe2 Qc1+ 16 Qe1


  16 Ne1?! Nc6 17 Qe3 (17 h4 Qf4!) 17 ... Qxe3 18 fxe3 Rab8 is good for Black. After 16 Qe1 the game I.Farago-J.Plachetka, Dubna 1979 concluded 16 ... Qxe1+ 17 Kxe1 Rc8! 18 Kd2 Bc6 19 Rbb1 Bxf3 20 gxf3 Nc6 21 Be4 f5 22 Bxc6 Rxc6 23 Kd3 Rac8 24 Rhc1 ½-½

  

  B32)

  8 ... d5 9 a3?!


  9 Rc1 was Kasparov’s choice in Game 11 of his 1985 world championship match with Karpov. In that game Karpov captured on c4 immediately, but Ward sensibly suggests that delaying this capture in favour of 9 ... Nc6 is more logical. Then 10 Bd3 dxc4 11 Bxc4 would leave Black a tempo ahead over the aforementioned Kasparov-Karpov encounter, so White might consider 10 a3 Be7 11 c5. This may indeed offer White some chances, but ultimately the position remains unclear. Ward also notes the line 10 cxd5 exd5 11 Be2 Bg4, although this does not appear to be much (if anything) for White.


  9 ... Bxc3+ 10 bxc3 Qa5 11 Qb3 Ne4 12 Rc1 Nc6


  [image: ]


  13 Bg3?! Re8 14 Be2 b6 15 0-0 Ba6! 16 Rfe1 Nxg3 17 hxg3 dxc4 18 Bxc4 Bxc4 19 Qxc4 Rac8 20 Qa2 Red8 21 Red1 Qa4 22 Re1 Na5


  [image: ]


  


  
    Black has achieved an ideal ‘hanging pawns’ position and now enjoys a definite advantage, M.Scekic-A.Kovacevic, Serbia Jahorina 2000.

  


  
    


  


  
Chapter Ten
Early Deviations

  
 This final chapter is basically a round up of White’s very minor alternatives. Game 48 deals with the Spielmann Variation: 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 Qb3!? c5! 5 dxc5 Nc6 6 Bg5, and Game 49 continues this thread but focuses on the line with 6 Nf3 Ne4!. Finally, Game 50 examines the entirely harmless 4 Bd2!?.

  

  Game 48
L.Gofshtein-R.Har Zvi
Israeli Team Championship 1998

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 Qb3!?


  [image: ]


  This is the so-called Spielmann Variation. By developing the queen to b3 White protects c3 and hits the b4-bishop, thereby encouraging something like 4 ... a5 or 4 ... Qe7, when 5 a3 grants White an improved version of the Classical Variation. Fortunately Black has more sensible approaches at his disposal, and consequently 4 Qb3 is a rare guest in tournament practice these days.


  4 ... c5! 5 dxc5 Nc6


  [image: ]


  6 Bg5


  6 Nf3 is the main line (see Game 49), but it is important to be familiar with this sideline, which has been used with success by GM Malaniuk and contains some venom (albeit not much!).


  6 ... h6! 7 Bxf6


  7 Bh4 g5! 8 Bg3 Ne4 9 e3 Bxc3+ 10 bxc3 Qa5 11 Bd3 Nxg3 (11 ... Nxc5!? also deserves consideration) 12 hxg3 Qxc5 13 Nf3 b6 was already more comfortable for Black in S.Agdestein-J.Hjartarson, Reykjavik 1996.


  7 ... Qxf6 8 Nf3 Bxc3+!


  [image: ]


  In practice 8 ... Bxc5 is Black’s most popular approach. However, the text seems to solve all of Black’s problems immediately, so there is really very little need to explore alternatives.


  9 Qxc3


  GM Har Zvi notes that 9 bxc3 should be answered with 9 ... Nb8!, re-routing the knight to c5 via b8 and a6 (sacrificing the pawn for structural compensation with 9 ... b6!? or 9 ... Qe7 10 Qb5 b6!? is also sensible) when Black’s chances are already preferable, e.g. 10 Rd1 Na6 11 Qa3 Qf5.


  9 ... Qxc3+ 10 bxc3 b6!


  [image: ]


  With this excellent move Black opens the a- and b-files and thereby gains direct access to White’s shattered queenside pawns.


  11 cxb6 axb6 12 e4?!


  An earlier game continued 12 e3 Ra4! 13 Bd3 (13 Nd4 Ba6 14 Nb5 Ke7 intending 15 ... Na5 and 16 ... Rc8 is better for Black) 13 ... Ba6 14 Kd2 Ke7 15 Rhb1 Rb8 16 Nd4 Nxd4 17 cxd4 Bxc4 and led to a quick draw in V.Akopian-L.Yudasin, Dos Hermanas 1992.


  12 ... Ra4!


  [image: ]


  This is an important move that completes the equalization process. Black will now continue with ... Ba6 and ... Na5, recovering the c-pawn.


  13 Bd3 Ba6 14 Kd2 Bxc4 15 Bxc4 Rxc4 16 Kd3 Ra4 17 Rhb1 Ra6 18 Nd2 Ke7 19 Nc4 Rb8 20 a4 b5 ½-½

  
 Game 49
L.Christiansen-J.Speelman
Munich 1992

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 Qb3 c5 5 dxc5 Nc6 6 Nf3 Ne4!


  Black gives White the unpleasant choice of surrendering the bishop pair with 7 Bd2 or accepting tripled c-pawns. Not a tough decision, but an unpleasant one nevertheless.


  7 Bd2 Nxd2 8 Nxd2


  [image: ]


  8 ... 0-0


  It is also possible to delay this move in favour of 8 ... f5, gaining some space on the kingside and controlling the e4-square. For example:


  a) 9 g3 Bxc5 10 Bg2 b6 11 0-0 Bb7 12 Qa4 Qc8 13 Rac1 0-0 14 Qd1 Ne5 15 Bxb7 Qxb7 16 e3 Rac8 gave Black a comfortable position in W.Riedel-H.Neunhoeffer, Germany 1998.


  b) 9 e3 Bxc5 10 Be2 b6 11 0-0 Bb7 12 Na4 Rb8! 13 Nxc5 bxc5 14 Qc3 Qf6 15 Qxf6 gxf6 16 f4 Rg8 17 g3 Ba8 18 b3 Ke7 19 Kf2 a5 20 a4 Nb4 21 Bf3 Rb6 22 Bxa8 Rxa8 23 Ke2 Rd6! gave Black a superior endgame (which he eventually won) in J.Fries Nielsen-C.Ward, Copenhagen 1994.


  9 e3 Bxc5 10 Be2


  Or 10 Nde4 b6 11 Be2 Be7 12 0-0-0!? a6 13 g4 Qc7 14 g5 Na5 15 Qc2 Nxc4 16 Bxc4 Qxc4 17 Rhg1 Kh8 18 Rg4 Qc7 19 Rh4 g6 20 f4 Bb7 21 Qd3 Bxe4 22 Qxe4 d5 23 Qg2 f5 and Black went on to win in J.Corral Blanco-J.Lautier, Cala Galdana 1999.


  12 0-0-0 is a bit optimistic. A more modest approach would be something like 12 Rd1 a6 13 0-0 Qc7 14 a3 d6 15 Qc2 Ne5 16 Nd2 with an equal position where White has more space but Black is ultra-solid and enjoys the long-term advantage of the bishop pair. What follows is a nice practical example of how Black can play for the full point in these sorts of positions without taking too many risks: 16 ... Nd7 17 Bf3 Rb8 18 Rc1 Rd8 19 Rfd1 Ne5 20 Ne2 Bd7 21 Nd4 Nxf3+ 22 N2xf3 Qb7 23 h3 Rbc8 24 Qb1 g6 25 e4 Bf6 26 b3 Bg7 27 a4 Bh6 28 Rc3 Be8 29 Qd3 Bg7 30 Rc2 Qc7 31 Rcc1 Qc5 32 Qe3 h6 33 Nc2 Bc6 34 Qe2 Bb7 35 Nce1 Re8 36 Nd3 Qc7 37 Re1 Ba8 38 Qe3 Qb8 39 Nb4 Qb7 40 Nd3 Rcd8 41 Qd2 Qc7 42 Nh2 Kh7 43 Nf1 Bb7 44 Qe3 Rd7 45 Re2 Rc8 46 Ra2 Ba8 47 Qe1 Qb7 48 Re2 Rdc7 49 Nd2 b5 50 axb5 axb5 51 Rb1 Bc3 52 cxb5 Qxb5 53 Nc1 Bg7 54 Na2 Rc2 55 Nc4 Rxe2 56 Qxe2 d5 57 exd5 exd5 58 Qg4 Rxc4 0-1 W.Riedel-K.Bischoff, Passau 1994.


  10 ... b6


  10 ... f5 is of course similar to the note to Black’s 8th move.


  11 Rd1 f5 12 Nf3 Qf6 13 0-0 g5!


  [image: ]


  14 Ne1


  An inaccuracy according to English GM Jonathan Speelman, who instead proposes 14 Nb5! with the idea of encouraging 14 ... g4, the point being that 15 Ne1 can now be played with a view to following up with 16 Nd3 and 17 Nf4, exploiting the weakened position of the f4-square.


  14 ... Rf7 15 Nb5 Bb7 16 Nd6 Bxd6 17 Rxd6 Rc8 18 Qd1! Ne5 19 b3?


  An obvious choice, but one that nevertheless gives Black time to launch a dangerous attack on the kingside. Instead 19 Qd4! was necessary when, although I would still rather be Black, White is more or less holding the balance.


  19 ... f4!


  [image: ]


  20 exf4 gxf4 21 f3


  Speelman notes that 21 Bf3 Nxf3+ 22 Nxf3 Qg7 23 Kh1 Kh8 intending 24 ... Rg8 is already very dangerous for White.


  21 ... Rg7 22 Rf2 Rf8 23 Qd4 Qg5 24 Nd3? Nc6! 25 Qb2 Qe7 26 Rxc6 Bxc6 27 b4 Qf6


  [image: ]


  Now Black has an unquestionable advantage.


  28 Bd1 d6 29 Rd2 e5 30 c5 e4 31 Bb3+ Kh8 32 Qxf6 Rxf6 33 Ne5! e3 34 Rxd6 Rxd6 35 cxd6 e2 36 Nd3 Bb5! 37 Ne1 Rd7 38 a4 Ba6 39 b5 Bb7 40 Kf2 Rxd6 41 Kxe2 Bd5! 42 Bxd5 Rxd5 43 Nc2 Kg7 44 g4 h5! 45 h4 Re5+ 46 Kf2 Rc5 47 Nd4 Rc4 48 Nc6 a5 49 g5 Rxa4 50 Ke2 Rc4 51 Ne5 Rd4 0-1

  
 Game 50
K.Baum-I.Farago
Bad Wiessee 2002

  
 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 Bd2!?


  [image: ]


  I am not aware of any official name for this variation. It rarely ever receives a GM outing but it can prove common in club-level games. There is no real theory here, so just some common sense moves ought to see you through to a sensible position.


  4 ... d5


  4 ... c5 5 a3 Bxc3 6 Bxc3 Ne4 and 4 ... 0-0 5 a3 Bxc3 6 Bxc3 Ne4 are also possible, and Black enjoys easy equality in either case.


  5 e3 0-0 6 a3 Be7 7 Nf3 b6


  [image: ]


  8 b3


  8 Rc1 Bb7 9 cxd5 exd5 10 Bd3 c5 11 dxc5 bxc5 12 0-0 Nbd7 gave Black a very comfortable position in H.Schaufelberger-V.Tukmakov, Basle 2001.


  8 ... Bb7 9 Be2 dxc4!


  Now that White has spent a tempo developing the bishop to e2, Black captures on c4, giving White the unpleasant choice between recapturing with the b-pawn (which rather invites 10 ... c5 and will ultimately lead to a position with hanging central pawns), or moving the light-squared bishop again.


  [image: ]


  10 Bxc4 Nbd7 11 0-0 a6!


  This type of structure bears a closer resemblance to a Semi-Slav or Queen’s Gambit Accepted than to the Nimzo. In those systems Black gains space on the queenside by advancing the b-pawn to b5 and then playing ... c7-c5.


  12 Ne5 b5 13 Nxd7 Qxd7 14 Be2 c5 15 dxc5 Rfd8 16 Ra2 Bxc5


  [image: ]


  Black already has an edge and this soon increases.


  17 b4 Be7 18 Bf3 Rac8 19 Qe2 Bxf3 20 gxf3 Nd5 21 Rc1 Nb6! 22 Ne4? Rxc1+ 23 Bxc1 Qd1+ 0-1


  Unfortunately this now brings us to the end of the story. This has been a very enjoyable book to write, and I feel that I have learnt a good deal from the process of researching the lines involved, and producing solutions to those scenarios where Black’s existing resources appeared insufficient.


  


  
    It is never easy to find an appropriate closing note to a book, so I am simply going to wish you the reader the very best of luck with the Nimzo, and offer you my thanks for taking the time to purchase and read my work.
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