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List of Symbols

i

Ch championship

corres = correspondence game
+ = check

! = good move

? = bad move

L (¥)= Some advantage to
White {Black)

M = Probably a good
move

(?) = Probably a bad move.

Introduction

With the recent explosion in
chess theory, a complete vol-
ume covering all variations of
the French Defence would re-
quire some 1500 pages at the
least. As similar situations exist
for most major openings, chess
authors are turning to highly
specialized books on sub-vari-
ations, or to books on the gen-
eral ideas of an opening (of the
“How to Play” variety). The
former books are admirable,
but tend to drive the cost of
knowing a whole opening be-
yond the average player’s
reach. Also, there will inevi-
tably be some variations for
which no such specialty book
exists. The latter type of book,
dealing with general ideas, is
often merely a rehash of some
well-known games which can
have little or nothing to do with
gaining a genuine understand-
ing of an opening. At best, such
examples are too particular to
provide the reader with some-
thing he himself can apply in a

vii

game; certainly there is not
much in the way of feedback, so
that, for example, a player can
compare what he did at the club
or tournament with his source
book.

The repertoire book offers a
third possibility, ideally com-
bining in-depth analysis with a
recommendation for whatever
sideline the reader might face.
Unfortunately, repertoire
books have also had their prob-
lems. In a few cases authors
have presented a slew of highly
tactical, sometimes unsound,
lines, with the intention of im-
pressing the customer rather
than improving his chess. A
different kind of problem stems
from the fact that a repertoire
book typically offers just one
line versus each system. If that
line is refuted or found want-
ing, the book has nothing to
offer in its place.

I have tried to put together a
flexible sort of repertoire, one
in which the reader is given two



Introduction

or more systems to play against
each main line, with numerous
alternatives in the notes. For
me, the French Defence is the
ideal opening to recommend in
this regard. I have not only
played hundreds of games with
it over the course of 17 years,
but have also experimented
with a number of options at key
junctures. 1 believe, further-
more, in the essential validity of
the French, such that Black is
generally not forced to walk a
particular tightrope versus any
given variation.

Apart from a general limi-
tation to specific defensive sys-
tems, I have tried to treat this
material with all possible depth.
Sometimes the analysis may
seem dense, but there are al-
ways options if the reader dis-
likes forcing lines. Also, I have
included my own games rather
extensively. This reflects not
just my healthy ego, but the
lack of examples for certain
parts of the repertoire as well.

The French has a proven
reputation for adaptability and
soundness attested to by those
who have championed it, in-
cluding Botvinnik, Bronstein,

viii

Petrosian, Ivkov and Korchnoi.
If anything, its following has
increased in recent years, with
Andersson, Vaganian, Gulko,
Hiibner, Seirawan and Farago
among the many using 1 ... e6.
Special  tribute, however,
should be offered to the prem-
ier French Defence players of
all time: Nimzowitsch and Uhl-
mann. It was Nimzowitsch who
discovered how to play the de-
fence in an original and pro-
found manner. His games
established the French as an
aggressive,  counterattacking
defence and have contributed
much to its enduring appeal.
Uhlmann has played 1 ... e6
exclusively for 30 years, time
and again providing key new
moves and ideas to revive lines
which had appeared to be re-
futed. His uniquely dominant
role in French theory has no
parallel in all of modern praxis.

Writing this book was an
enjoyable challenge. 1 hope
that it will help you to play and
understand one of the great
chess openings.

John Watson
Fairfax, California, 1983
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It is historically appropriate
to begin our investigation with
the Advance and Exchange
Variations, as these were the
most popular responses when
the French first began to appear
in the late 1800s. 3 eS, the
Advance Variation, has long
been the most popular alterna-
tive to 3 Nc3 and 3 Nd2. While
it has never commanded the

spotlight among anti-French
systems, the Advance Variation
has consistently attracted ad-
herents and continues to appear
regularly in international play.
Its theory, initiated by the re-
searches of Nimzowitsch, has
not achieved much depth in
spite of reams of analysis. Per-
haps this factor accounts for
much of the appeal of 3 e5.

The recommended defences
begin with:

3. s

There is nothing wrong with
3 ... b6 followed by an early
... Ba6 to solve the problem of
the light-squared bishop. On
the other hand, the systems
with 3 ... c5 create more dyna-
mic positions full of attacking
chances. Since the immediate
push of the c-pawn is both
sound and enterprising, I see no
reason to settle for the rather
prospectless 3 ... b6



Now White has four main
choices: 1.1 4 dxc5; 1.2 4 Qg4;
1.3 4 Nf3; 1.4 4 ¢3.

Others are weaker:

(a) 4 £4?! Nc6 (4 ... cxd4 5
Nf3 Nc6 6 Nbd2 — 6 Nxd4
Qb6F — 6 ... Qb6 7 Nb3 BcS is
another good method of play) 5
¢3 Qb6 6 Nf3 Nh6 and White’s
position is already poor.

(b) 4 Nd2?! Nc6 5 Ngf3 Qb6,
and already 6 dxc$5 is necessary:
6..Bxc5 7 Qe2 Qc7 (or
7...f6 ¥) 8 Nb3 Bb6 9 Bd2
Bd7 10 g3 Nge7 11 Bg2 a5! +
Balogh-Rittner, corres 1958.

(c) 4 Bf4 neglects d4. Hard-
ing gives 4 ... cxd4 5 Nd2 Qb6 6
Nb3 Bb4+, and 4 ... Qb6! is
obviously good too.

1.1

4 dxc5

White’s idea is to create some
open lines and a strongpoint at
e5, rather than be tied down to
defending a pawn on d4. But
after the non-developing 3 €5,
bringing out a black piece to an
active post with tempo is a
considerable price to pay.

4 .. Ncé

4 ... Bxc5 5 Qg4 is complex,
so Black attacks the e-pawn
first.

Play the French

5 Nf3

An instructive game was
Velimirovic-Holmov, USSR-
Yugoslavia 1975: 5 Bf4!? Bxc5
6 Bd3?! (Overcommittal, al-
though it succeeds. Taulbut
gives 6 Nf3 Qb6 — 6 ... Nge77
Bd3 is the game — 7 Bg3 Qxb2
8 Nbd2 Qb6 9 Bd3 Nge7 10 0-0
“with some compensation”, al-
though Black can curl up with
... Qd8, ...Bb6-c7, ...Ngb
and ...f6) 6 ... Nge7!? (Al
right, but Harding gives
6 ... Qb6! and 7 Nc3 Qxb2 8
Nge2 — 8 Nb5 Nxe5! 9 Nc7+
Kd8 10 Nxa8 Nxd3+ wins —
8...Qb6 9 Rbl Qd8 10 0-0
“and now maybe 10 ... g5 11
Bg3 h5”; but 10 ... Nge7 is also
F. Or, after 6 ... Qb6, 7 Nf3
Bxf2+ 8 Ke2 Nge7 9 Rfl Bc5
+) 7 Nf3 Ng6 (7 ... Qb6 8 0-0
Qxb2 9 Nbd2 with plenty of
compensation) 8 Bg3 0-09 0-0
(9 h4 £ — Taulbut; but 9 ... 5!
10 h5S — what else? — 10 ... f4
11 hxg6 fxg3 12 gxh7+ Kh8 is
F)9 ... £5 10 exf6 Qxf6 11 c4?!!
(Sounder is 11 Nc3, when Tod-
orcevic—van Setters, Nice 1974,
went 11 ... Kh8!? 12 Ne2 Bb6
13 Bxg6! Qxgb 14 Nf4 with a
little edge. Among other
moves, simply 11 ... Nf4 is at
least equal) 11 ... Qxb2 12
Bxg6 hxg6 13 cxd5! (The point.
13 Nbd2 Qf6 14 Nb3 Bb6 15
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cxd5 exd5 F) 13 ... Qxal 14
dxc6 Qxa2! 15 Ne5 Qd5 16 Qc2
Bd4! 17 Nxg6 Re8 18 Rdl
Qf5!?  (Possibly 18 ... €5(!),
e.g. 19 Bxe5? Bgd! 20 Rxd4
Qxd4! or 19 Nc3 Qc4 or 19
Nd2? Bg4 or 19 Nxe5! Be6 20
cxb7 Rad8 21 Nc6 BfS! etc.) 19
Qb3 Qxg6!? (19 ... Bf6; 19 ...
Bb6 Chess Player) 20 Rxd4
bxc6 21 h3 QfS (? 21 ... aS!
intending ... Ra7 and/or ... a4
still looks good) 22 Nd2 ¢5 23
Rg4. White had achieved a
strong attack and won!

5 ... Bxc5
6 Bd3

6 Bf4 Nge7! (ECO); then 7
Bd3 gives us the last note.
Taulbut’s 6 ... Qb6 (see 6 Nf3
Qb6 in that note) also looks
good.

6 ... f6!

'B/Iﬁl%lﬁ
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Active and logical. 6 ... f5 7
0-0Nge7 8 a3 a5 is unclear, and
6 ... Nge7 7 Bf4 enters Veli-
mirovic-Holmov again. Since
that is objectively good for
Black, White may try 6 ...
Nge7 7 0-0 Ng6 8 Rel, but
Black equalizes easily, e.g.
8...Qc7 (or 8...Bd7 9 c3
Bb6! 10 Na3 a6!? 11 Nc2 Bc7 =
Nimzowitsch—Alekhine, St.
Petersburg 1914; 10 ... Bc7!?2)9
Qe2 Bd7 (9... Nd4 of Beb-
chuk-Belinkov, USSR 1967, is
also okay for Black, but not
very interesting) 10 ¢3 0-0-0 11
b4!? (Black is ready for ... f6)

1... Bb6 12 a4 Qb8 and 13 b5
Na5 or 13 a5 Bc7 with good

play.
7 Qe2

Not 7 Bb5? Qb6 + or 7 exf6
Nxf6 8 0-0 0-0 F, e.g. 9 Rel
eS! or 9 ¢4 Qd6 10 Nc3 a6 11
Bg5 Ng4 + Camilleri-Debar-
not, Malta 1980.

The only reasonable alterna-
tive is 7 Bf4, when the books
give 7 ... fxe5 8 Nxe5 Qf6! F
(based upon Klein—Darga,
1950). But obviously better is 8
Bxe5, when Black should avoid
8 ... Nxe5? 9 Nxe5 Nf6 (9 ...
Qf6 10 Qe2 Bxf2+? 11 Kd1) 10
0-0; instead, 8 ... Nf6 9 0-0
0-0 is fine, since 10 ... Ng4 is a
threat and 10 h3 Ne4! is awk-
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ward, e.g. 11 Qe2 Rxf3! 12 gxf3
Qg5+ 13 Kh1 Nxf2+ etc.

7 ... fxeS
8 NxeS Nf6

Also 8 ... Nxe5 9 Qxe5 Qf6!
is good, e.g. 10 Qe2 (10 Bf4
Ne7 or 10 ... Bd4 — Harding;
10 Bb5+ Bd7 11 Bxd7+ Kxd7
12 Qe2 unclear — Bickford.
Here 10 ... Kf7 is a reasonable
alternative) 10 ... Ne7 11 Nd2
0-0 12 0-0 Nc6 13 c3 e5 14 Bc2
Be6 F Zubarev-Grigoriev,
Moscow 1923.

9 Bf4

9 0-0?! Nxe5 10 QxeS5 0-0 11
c4 Qb6! 12 Qe2 (12 Nd2?
Bxf2+!) 12...Bd7 13 Nd2

Rac8 + Makropoulos—Hug,
Nice 1974.

9 ... 0-0
10 0-0 Ne4!?

Never commented upon, al-
though Black accedes to equal-
ity thereby. Why not mix things
up, e.g. 10 ... Nd4 11 Qd1 Qe8!
12 ¢3 Nf5 intending ... Nh5?

11 Nxcé bxc6
12 Be3 Bxe3

Becker—Maroczy, Karlovy
Vary 1929. After 13 Qxe3 Nf6
14 Nd2, Becker gives 14 ...
Qb6! = (15 Qe5 Ng4 16 QhS
Nf6 =).

1.2

4 Qg4

Nimzowitsch’s most radical
idea in the Advance Variation.
White abandons d4 utterly, in
order to overprotect e5 by
means of, for example, Nf3,
Qg3 and Rel. Black’s kingside
may prove difficult to develop,
and h4-hS can be useful attack-
ing motif.

4 Qg4 looks anti-positional,
however, as it commits the
queen very early in the game
with potential loss of time (both

.. 5 and ... hS can be helpful
moves for Black). Moreover,
White’s queenside’ can come
under fire (c2 is vulnerable),
and Black can immediately des-
troy the base of White’s centre.
4 Qg4 is not so bad as it looks,
but that is probably its chief
virtue.

4 .. Ncé

Black’s problem is to find
something which puts pressure
on d4 and e5. An interesting
sideline is 4 ... f5 5 Qg3 cxd4 6
Nf3 Ne7!? 7 a3!? (7 Bd3 Nd7 8
0-0 Nec6 9 c3 —else ... Nc5 +
— 9 ... Nc5 10 Rdl dxc3 11
Nxc3 is held to be unclear by
theory, but after 11 ... Bd7
and, for example, ... Qb6 with
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.. 0—-0-0, the burden of proof
is on White, who is a pawn
down and can be attacked on
the kingside. 7 Bd3 Nbc6 8 0-0
Qc7 is fully playable as well)
7 ... Qc78 Bb5+ (8§ Bd3 Nec6 9
0-0 Nd7 10 Rel Nc¢5 ¥)
8 ...Necb (or 8 ... Bd7, e.g. 9
Bd3 Nbc6 10 0—0 h6 11 h4 Rg8
with good attacking chances) 9
0-0 Nd7 10 Rel Nc¢5 11 Nbd2
Vasyukov-Savon, USSR Ch
1974, and now 11 ... Bd7 12
Bxc6 bxc6 13 Nxd4 0—0-0 with
a complex struggle in which
Black intends ... Rg8 and

.. g5.

5 Nf3 cxd4
6 Bd3 Qc7!

A clean way to play it.
6 ... Nge7!? 7 0-0 Ng6 8 Rel
Qc7 is unclear after 9 QhS
(Keres).

é/! n By
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7 0-0!?

If 7 Qg3, 7 ... f6! 8 exf6 (8
Bf4 g5! 9 Bd2 Nxe5 ¥ Araiza-
Fine, Syracuse 1934; 8 Bxh7
Nxe5! 9 Bg6+ Kd8 + Blohm-
Peizer, 1967) 8 ... Qxg3 9 {7+
Kxf7 10 hxg3 e5 + (Fine). 11
Bxh7 is answered by 11 ...
Nge7! threatening ... g6.

7 Bf4 is logical, but Black
seems to have two good replies.
One is 7 ... Nb4, e.g. 8 Nxd4?
(8 0-0 Nxd3 9 cxd3 Qc2!)
8 ... Nxd3+ 9 cxd3 Qbé! 10
Nb3 Qb4+! 11 NId2 g5! and
Black wins a piece (Belaven-
ets)! The otheris 7 ... Nge7, as
illustrated in Holford-Heiden-
feld, South African Ch 1947: 8
0-0 Ngb6 9 Rel (9 Bg3 h5 10
Qg5 Be7 11 Qd2 NgxeS Hard-
ing) 9 ... Nxf4 10 Qxf4 6! (+)
11 Qg3 fxe5 12 Bxh7 Bdé6 13
Na3 a6 14 Rad1 K1f8 15 Qg6 Qf7
and Black stands to win.

7 ... Nxe5!?

Not well tested, but this ap-
pears safe enough. Keres gives
7 ... 16 8 Bf4! (8 Bxh7!? Nxe5 9
NxeS fxe5 10 Bg6+ Kd8 11 h3
Nf6 12 Qd1 Bd6 13 c3 dxc3 14
Nxc3 Bd7 ¥ Smyslov-Lisitsin,
Moscow 1942) 8 ... fxe5 9 Nxe5
Nxe5 10 Qh5+, but here
9 ... Nf6! looks quite satisfac-
tory (10 Bg6+ Kd8, e.g. 11 Qg3
hxgé 12 Nxgb6 e5), so perhaps
7 ... 16 is also good.
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8 Nxe5

8 Bf4 Nxgd4 9 Bxc7 Bd7
(Taulbut) favours Black.

8 ... Qxe5
9 Bf4 Nfe6!

Rather than 9 ... Qf6 10 Bg5
with a draw by repetition. After
9 ... Nf6!, White has 10 BxeS
Nxg4 11 Bxd4 Bd6 + or 10
Qxg7 Bxg7 11 BxeS5 NhS F, or
10 Qg3 Qh5 (Pachman), when
Black has two pawns and can
develop by ... Be7 and ... 0-0.
Even after 10 Bb5+ Bd7 11
Bxd7+ Kxd7 12 Qg3, Black has

2 ... Qf5! (13 Qb3? Qxf4! 14
Qxb7+ Qc7 15 Qxa8 g6 ¥F),
and the threat of ... NhS5 is too
strong.

1.3

4 Nf3

The best of White’s alterna-
tives to 4 c3. The idea, again
Nimzowitsch’s, is to guard e5
with pieces, so that the pawn
cramps Black’s game or, should
Black exchange on it, e5 will
become a powerful outpost.

4 ... Ncé

Logical. Black is not afraid of
5 ¢3 (see 1.4) or 5 dxc5 (see
1.1).

5 Bd3!?

The only worthwhile devi-
ation, since 5 Bb5 Qbé6! either
leads to 6 Bxc6+ bxc6 7 0-0
(else ... Ba6) 7 ... cxd4 F with
a central pawn mass, or to 6
Qe2 cxd4, which wins the pawn
favourably, e.g., 7 0-0 Bd7 8
Bd3 f6! etc.

5 ... cxd4

E%IJE%E%
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6 .. fo

A thematic move, decimating
the centre. Otherwise, 6 ...
Nge7 is worth looking into: 7
Bf4 Ng6 8 Bg3 Qb6!? (or
8 ...Be7 =) 9 Nbd2!? (ECO
gives 9 Qcl Bd7!? 10 Nbd2 Rc8
11 a3 a5 12 Rel Be5 13 Rb1 0-0
14 h4 “1” of Welsh-Dunning,
USA 1968, although 14 ... 6 15
exf6 gxf6 16 h5 Nge7 17 c4 was
unclear. The immediate 9 ...
6! seems to improve, however,

Advance Variation 7

e.g. 10 Bxg6+ hxg6 11 Nbd2
g5! + Bickford) 9 ... Qxb2
(risky) 10 h4 (10 Rel?! Bb4! 11
h4 Bc3 12 Rbl Qxa2 13 Ng§
Bxd2 14 Qxd2 Qa5 led to a win
for Black and Wise—Lightfoot,
British Ch 1976; 10 Nb3!?)
10 ... Be517(10 ...
— Bickford; 10 ... Be7!1?) 11 h5
Nge7 12 Nb3 Bb6 13 Bfa %
Bickford—McSorley, corres
1973. 6 ... Nge7 7 Nbd2!? Ng6
8 Rel Qc7 9 Bxg6 fxg6! 10 Nb3
Be7 = Skrobeek-Uhlmann,
Warsaw 1983.

7 BbS

Alekhine’s move, preventing
the immediate breakup of the
centre. 7 Bf4? is punished by
the immediate 7 ... g5! 8 Bg3
g4 9 Nh4 fxe5 ¥, and 7 Rel?
loses the centre to 7 ... fxe5 8
Nxe5 Nxe5 9 Rxe5 Nf6 follow-
ed by ... Bd6 (10 BbS+ Kf7 F).

7 Qe2 is solid, but little more
after 7 ... fxe5 8 Nxe5 NxeS!?
(Simpler is 8 ... Nf6!, and after
9BgS,not9 ... 0-010f4 £, but
9 ... Nxe5! 10 Qxe5 Bd6, e.g.
11 Bxf6? Bxe5 12 Bxd8 Kxd8 F
or 11 Bb5+ Kf7 12 Qxd4 Qc7
or 12 ... Qa5, or 11 Qxd4 0-0
= intending ... Qc7) 9 Qxe5
N6 10 Bb5 +"7 (More critical is
10 Bf4!?, e.g. 10 ... Bc5 11 Nd2
0-0 12 Bg3 Bxckford although
this is not very clear after
12 ... g6 13 Nb3 Bb6, e.g. 14 h3

Qb6 unclear

Nh5 15 Nxd4 Nxg3 16 fxg3 Bd7!
etc.) 10 ... Kf7 11 Qxd4 Bdé6
(“=" ECO) 12 Bg5 (12 f4?
Qa5! intending ... a6 and
... Bc5; 12 Bf4 Ne4 13 Bxd6

Qxd6 — or 13 ... Nxd6 intend-
ing ... Qf6 — 14 f3 Qc5 =)
2...Qc7 (or 12 ... Qas!? in-

tending ... e5) 13 Qh4 Qxc2 14
Nd2 h6 15 Rfd1!? Bd7 16 Bxf6
Bxb5 17 Bc3 Qg6 F Pachman-
Duckstein, Munich 1958.

7 ... Bd7
8 Bxc6 bxc6
9 Qxd4

I e
T el
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9 .. 5

9 ... 5 10 c4 (There is noth-
ing better, e.g. 10 BgS Qb6 or
10 Nbd2 ¢5 11 Qf4 Rb8 or

1...a5)10 ... ¢511 Qf4 trans-
poses, and here 11 Qdl d4 12
Bf4 is no improvement for
White.
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The other try is 9 ... Qb6!?,
but after 10 Qf4, 10 ... 5! un-
clear (Keres) is better than

0..Qbd 11 ca! L.

10 Qf4 f5
11 ¢4

Otherwise Black has it easy
with two bishops and a nice
centre.

11 ... d4
12 Nbd2

12 b4!? is well answered by
12 ... cxb4, e.g. 13 Qxd4 (13
Nxd4 Ne7 F) 13 ... Ne7 14 Bf4
Nc6 15 Qe3 Be7 16 Nbd2 as
with good play.

12 ... as!

Rather than 12 ... Ne7 13 b4,
as given by Bickford.

13 b3 Be7

Arnason—-Watson, Gausdal
1978. Black has a solid position.
The game continued 14 Nel
g5!? (14 ... Nh6! intending

.. Nf7is ¥) 15 Qf3 h5 16 Nd3
Qc8 17 Qe2 Bc6 18 Nf3 4 with
complications.

1.4

4 c3

If this did not seem logical
before, it should after a study of

1.1 to 1.3. All those attacks
with ... f6 would not mean
much if White still had a pawn
on d4, so why not defend it
directly?

4 ... Nc6
5 Nf3

Al aE
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Consistent. Others include 5
Qg4? cxd4 (or 5 ... Ne7 6 Nf3
cxd4 7 cxd4 Nf5 +) 6 cxd4 Qbb
7 Nf3 Nhé6! 8 Qf4 (8 Bxh6?
Qxb2) 8 ... NfS + Weiss—Hal-
berditz, corres 1933, and 5 {47!
Qb6 6 Nf3 Nh6 F, which is the
note on 4 f4 at the beginning of
the chapter.

But an independent order
would be 5 a3!?, hoping for
5 ... Qb6 6 Nf3, discussed in
1.422 below. To cross White’s
intentions, Black can play
5...16!7 6 Nf3 (6 f4? cxd4 7
cxd4 fxe5 8 fxe5 Qhd+)
6...Qc7 (or 6 ... Bd7), e.g. 7
Bf4 cxd4 8 cxd4 g5 9 Bg3 g4, or

Advance Variation 9

perhaps 5 ... a5!?. On the other
hand, 5 ... Qb6 6 a3 is nothing
to fear, as we shall see.

From the diagram, I recom-
mend one of two courses: 1.41
5...Bd7;1.425 ... Qbé.

1.41

5. Bd7

It is hard to credit anyone in
particular with this move
(Harding calls it “Euwe’s
recommendation”), but in the
past few years 5 ... Bd7 has
attracted the notice of a num-
ber of players including Bala-
shov, Gulko, Larsen and Vag-
anian. The idea behind 5 ...
Bd7 is simply that White must
commit himself to a plan. If, for
example, he plays 6 a3, Black
may try to do without ... Qb6.
Similarly, on 6 Be2, Black can
hit the front of the pawn chain
with 6 ... f6 (whereas 5 ... f6 6
Bb5! would have been strong).
The entire strategy is relatively
fresh, and yet apparently
sound, which makes it a perfect
practical tool for the second
player.

We shall consider: 1.411 6
dxc5; 1.412 6 a3; 1.413 6 Be2.

(a) 6 Bd3 has been met by
6 ... Rc8!?, e.g. 7 a3 cxd4 8
cxd4 Qb6 9 0-0 Nxd4 10 Nxd4

PIF - B

Qxd4 11 Nc3 unclear Klauner—
Rivas, Marbella 1982, and
6 ... Qc7 might be reasonable,
since 7 a3 c4! intends ... 0-0-0
with a good game. But I
recommend 6 ... cxd4 7 cxd4
Qbé6! with transposition into the
Milner—Barry Gambit of 1.421.

(b) 6 Na3 f6 (6 ...cxd4 7
cxd4 Bxa3!? unclear) 7 Nc2
fxe5 (or 7 ... Qb6 intending
... 0-0-0) 8 dxe5 Qc7 9 Bf4
Nge7 10 h4 h6 11 Qe2 0-0-0
unclear, Balinas—Espig, Odessa
1976.

1.411

6 dxc5 Bxc5
7 Bd3

B HE® A
i1 & 11

1
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Developing. 7 b4!? Bb6 8
Bd3 6!? (8 ... Nge7 =, e.g. 9
b5 Na5 10 0-0 Rc8 11 a4 Ng6 12
Rel Nc4 ¥ Cordon-Webb,
British Ch 1978) 9 Bf4? fxe5 10
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Nxe5 Qf6! (10 ... Nf6 F) 11
Nxd7 Bxf2+ 12 Kxf2 Qxfd4++
13 Kel Kxd7 14 Rfl Qe3+ 15
Be2 Nf6 ¥ was Lee—Cooper,
British Ch 1978. Better 9 b5!
intending 9 ... Nxe5? 10 Nxe5
fxe5 11 Qh5+; 9 ... Nce7 10
Ba3 Rc8 intending ... Bc5 is
unclear.

7 ... Nge7

Safest. Playable toois 7 ... f6
(7...1517) 8 b4 Be7 (8..
Bb6!? 9 b5 is the last note) 9 b5
Nxe5 10 NxeS fxe5 11 Qh5+
Kf8 (11 ... g6!? Gufeld) 12
Qxe5 Bf6 (12... Qb8!?) 13
Qd6+ (13 Qg3 e5 14 0-0 Ne7
15 Bg5 % Savon; but here
14 ... e4 15 Be2 Ne7 is hardly
clear, e.g. 16 Qd6 Bf5! 17 Qb4
d4 or 16 3 Qb6+ 17 Khl Nf5
etc.) 13 ... Ne7 14 0-0 e5 15
Ba3 Kf7 16 Nd2 Re8 = Svesh-
nikov-Savon, Lvov 1978.

8 0-0

Now 8 b4?! Bb6 9 b5 Na5 is
not very logical: 10 0—0 Rc8 11
a4 Ng6 12 Ba3 Bc5 13 BxcS
Rxc5 + intending ... Nc4
Sveshnikov—Balashov,  Lvov
1978. White has weakened his
queenside for naught. Nor is
there any future in 8 Bf4 Ng6 9
Bg3 (Harding) due to 9 ... 0-0
10 0-0 £5! 11 exf6 Qxf6. Hard-

ing also suggests 8 Qe2, but
Formanek—Phadeev, Stara
Zagora 1977 went well for
Black after 8 ... Ng6 9 b4 Be7!?
(9..Bb6 =) 10 b5 Nas5 11
Nbd2? (But 11 0-0 0-0 12 Rel
Rc8 or 11 g3 0-0 12 h4 f6! are
not promising) 11 ... Nf4 12
Qf1 Qc7 13 Nbl Nxd3 14 Qxd3
Nc4 15 0-0 BxbS5 etc.

8 ... Ng6
9 Rel Qc7
10 Qe2

10 Bxg6? fxg6! 11 Bf4 0-0 12
Bg3 Ne7 13 Nbd2 Nf5 14 Nb3
Ba4! ¥ Sveshnikov-Balashov,
USSR Ch 1976. The f-file and
bishops proved very trouble-
some.

10 ... 0-0!

Why not? The old move is
10 ... f6!? 11 exf6 gxf6 12 c4! d4
(unclear — ECO) 12 a3 Pach-
man-Voicelescu, Bucharest
1953, and instead of 13 ...
0-0-0 14 b4 Bb6 15 ¢5 £, Black
could play simply 13 ... a5 with
prospects for both sides (14
Nbd2? Nf4 15 Qf1 Rg8 16 g3 €5
intending ... Bh3).

11 b4

11 Ng5 NcxeS is unsound,
and here even 11 ... Qxe5!? 12

Advance Variation 11

Bxg6é fxg6! 13 Qxe5 Nxe5 14
RxeS Rxf2 15 Be3 Re2 can be
played. But 11 h4 f6! exploits
Black’s superior development,
and 11 Nbd2 Nf4 or 11 g3 6 is
still worse.

11 .. Bb6

And White still has to com-
plete his development in the
face of ... f6, since 12 a4 aS 13
b5 Ne7 and now 14 Ba3 Bc5 or
14 h4 6! achieves nothing.

1.412

6 a3

g/.ﬁgﬁ}
JB O
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- Here White intends 7 b4,
hoth gaining space and con-
stricting Black’s queenside. If
White achieves this, he also
makes the defence of his d-
Pawn easier, and can turn his
attention to the enemy king.
Therefore the normal reply is:

6 ... <4

But others are interesting,
too:

(a) 6 ... cxd4 7 cxd4 Na5!? 8
b4 Ncd 9 Bxcd dxc4 10 d5 exdS
11 Qxd5 Beb! is a recommend-
ation by Euwe. However sound
this is, it may be irrelevant due
to 8 Nd2 Re8 9 b3, e.g.
9 ... Qc7 (else 10 Bd3 and 11
(-0} 10 Bb2 Qc2 11 Oxc2 Rxc2
12 Rbl with the better ending
following Bd3, Ke2, Rfcl, etc,

(b) 6 ... a5!? should be com-
pared with 5 ... Qb6 6 a3 a5, to
which it may transpose. An
interesting independent line
would be 6 ... a5 7 Bd3 c4!? 8
Bc2 b5 intending an early

.. b4, although this probably
favours White somewhat.

(c) 6... Qc7!? was seen in
Goryachov-Phadeev, USSR
1978: 7 Be2 (7 Bd3 is the next
note) 7 ... f6 8 exf6 (8 Bf4!?)
8 ... Nxf6 9 0-0 Bd6!? (9 ..
cxd4 intending ... Bd6) 10 dxc5
Bxc5 11 c4! 0~0 12 Nc3 dxe4 13
Bxc4 Ng4 14 h3 Nce5! 15 Nxe5
Nxf2! 16 Qxd7 Ned+ 17 Kh2
Bgl+! 18 Kxgl Rxfl+ 19 Bxfl
Qc5+ 20 Kh2 QxeS+ Vo-14.

(d) 6 ... 16!?7 is the main op-
tion: 7 Bd3 Qc7 8 0-0 (8 exf6?!
Nxf6 90-0¢4!1?—9 .. Bdéor
9 ... cxd4d — 10 Bc2 Bd6 11 Rel
0-0-0 12 Qe2 Rdf8 13 Ne5 Be§
14 f4 g5! 15 fxg5 BxeS 16 dxe5
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BhS5 F  Branford-Martin,
Westergate 1982; 8 Bf4 Qb6 9
b4 cxd4 10 cxd4 g5!7 11 Be3 or
10 ... 0-0-0 unclear) 8 ..
0-0-0(8 ... fxe5!?) 9Rel c4 10
Bft Nge7 (10 ... fxe5 11 Nxe5
Nxe5 12 Bf4! Qb6 13 Bxes
Qxb2 14 Nd2 Samarian—Voice-
lescu, Romania 1955, and here

4 ... Qb6! was best — Harding
— but White has pressure) 11
Nbd2 (11 exf6 gxf6 12 g3 e5)

1 ... fxe5 12 Ng51? (12 Nxe5
=) 12 ... exd4 13 Nf7 dxc3 14
bxc3 Ng6 15 Nxh8 Nxh8
F/unclear, Genin—Epishin, Len-
ingrad 1980.

7 g3

Harding gives 7 b4 as the
main line, but 7 ... c¢xb3 8 Qxb3
Qc7! (instead of 8 ... Na5 9
Qc2 Ne7 — 9 ... Re8!? — 10
Bd3 h6?! 11 0-0 Nf5 12 h3 Be7
13 Nbd2 £ Polugayevsky—Sim-
agin, USSR Ch 1956) gives
Black good play on the queen-
side, e.g. 9 Bd3 f5! 10 0-0 (10
exf6 Nxf6 11 BgS Bd6!)
10 ... Nge7 11 a4 Na5 12 Qc2
Gurevich~Watson, New York
1980 and now 12 ... Nc8! 13
Ba3 Nb6 + or here 13 Na3 a6 +
was best.

7 Bf4, played by Sveshnikov
versus Gulko in the 1981 USSR
Ch, raninto 7 ... Qb6 8 Qc2 6
9 Nbd2?! (9 exf6; 9 h4 Gulko)
9 ... g5! 10 Bg3 g4 11 Nh4 fxe5

12 dxe5 Nh6! 13 Be2 Bg7 14 h3?
(14 Bxc4! Nxe5! 15 Be2 0-0 +
Gulko) 14 ... BxeS +.

7 .. Qc7

There are many moves here,
including just 7 ... Qb6, which
is 1.422. In Stengle-Watson,
Philadelphia 1978, 1 tried 7 ...
Na5 8 Nbd2 Bc6!? (8 ... Be7!?,
intending 9 Bh3 hS or 9 Bg2 {5)
9 Bh3 Be7 10 0-0 h5 11 Rbl
Qd7!? (planning ... Bad4—c2) 12
b4? (12 Nel g51? 13 f4 — 13 g4
517 — 13 gxf4 14 gxf4 f5! 15
exf6 Nxf6 16 Qe2 Ng4 unclear)
12 ... ¢xb3 13 Nxb3 Ba4 14
Nfd2 Nc4 15 Ral g5 16 Rel Re8
17 Qc2 Nhé 18 Qa2 g4 19 Bfl
Nb6 F. The idea of ... Beb and

.. Qd7 is sometimes used in
the main 5 ... Qb6 6 a3 line,
but at the cost of two tempi due
o ... Qb6~-c7-d7.

§ Bh3

One idea after 8 Bf4 is
8 ... Nge7, e.g. 9 h4!? Ng6 10
Bel £6 11 hS Nge7 12 Bf4 g5!;
and 8 Nbd2 f6 or 8 Bg2 6! 9
exf6 gxf6 equalizes (or here
perhaps even 9 ... Nxf6!?, due
to Black’s lead in develop-
ment).

8§ .. fo

The most consequent. 8 ...
h6 and 9 ... 0-0-0 is also rea-
sonable.

Advance Variation 13

9 0-0

9 exf6 gxf6 10 0-0 (10 Bf4
Bdé6) 10 ... 0—0-0 11 Rel €5 is
equal, €.g. 12 Bxd7+ Rxd7 13
dxe5 fxe5 14 Ng5 Nf6 15 Neb6
Qd6 or 12 Bg2 Bg4! 13 h3 Bh5
etc.

9 ... 0-0-0

Or 9.. fxe5. After 9 ..
0-0-0 10 Rel Nge7, 11 Nbd2
fxe5 or 11 exf6 gxf6 12 Bf4 Qb6
(13 Qc2 Ngb6 14 Be3 Bd6) is
equal.

1.413

6 Be2 f6
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The move that most clearly
differentiates S ... Bd7. Now
that White has committed his
bishop to blocking the e-file,
Black attacks the head of the
pawn chain. 6 ... Nge7 7 Na3
cxd4 8 cxd4 Nf5 9 Nc2 Nb4 has

achieved equality in several
games, most prominently Spas-
sky-Korchnoi, match (18)
1978. After 7 0-0 instead, Lar-
sen’s  7...Ng6 intending
.. Be7, ... 0-0, and ... f6 may
be best, but I suspect that
White has a small edge.

Worth noting is 6 ... Qc7!?,
e.g. 70-0 f6 8 Rel (8 Bf4 Nge7
9 Bg3 Nf5 10 exf6 Nxg3 11 fxg3
gxf6 12 Nh4 0-0-0! F)
8...fxe5 (or 8...0-0-0!? 9
Bfl Nge7!; here 9 Bf4 Nge7 10
Qd2 Ng6 11 Bg3 Qb6 is un-
clear) 9 Nxe5 NxeS 10 dxe5
0—0-0 unclear (11 Bg4!?).

7 0-0

7 exf6 Nxf6 is easy for Black,
and 7 c4!? failed to 7 ... cxd4! 8
cxdS exdS 9 exf6 Nxf6 10 Nxd4
Bc5 in Kupreichik—Dolmatov,
USSR Ch 1980/81: 11 Nxc6?!
(11 Nb3? Bxf2+ 12 Kxf2 Ned+
Dolmatov; probably true, in
view of lines like 13 Kf1 Qb6 14
Qel 0-0+ 15 Bf3 Rxf3+; best
11 Be3 Qb6 F) 11 ... Bxc6 12
0-0 0-0 13 Nd2 Qb6 14 Qb3
Rae8! 15 Qxb6 Bxb6 16 Bd3
Ng4 17 Nf3 Rxf3! 18 gxf3 Ne5
19 Be2 d4 and Black won
shortly.

7 ... fxe5

7 ... Qc7!? 8 Rel transposes
to 6...Qc7, and is a valid
alternative.
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8 NxeS

Best. 8 dxeS gives White
problems in supporting €5, e.g.
8 ... Qc7 9 Na3!? (9 Rel in-
tending ¢4 — Hartston; but
9...0-0-0 10 Bft — 10 Bd3
Nh6 is similar — 10 ... Nh6! is
strong, e.g. 11 Bxh6!? gxh6 12
Nbd2 Bg7 13 Qe2 Be8! —
intending ... Bh5 — 14 h3 Bh5
15 g4 Bg6 with the ideas

.. Rdf8, ... Rf7, ... Rhf8 and/
r ... hS. Here 11 Bf4 Nf7 12
Nbd2 Be7 with the idea ... g5,
.. h5, ... g4, etc., also favours
Black) 9 ... a6 10 Bf4 Nh6! 11
Nc2 Nf7 12 c4 d4 13 Bd3 Be7 14
Qe2 g5! 15 Bg3 0-0-0 16 b4 h5
+ Kupreichik—Gulko, USSR
Ch 1976. A fairly typical case
where the necessity of defend-
ing e5 exposes White’s pieces to
tempo-gaining pawn advances.

8 ... Nxe5
9 dxeS Qc7

E/I/I%Iﬁ
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.t i

l/g%l/l%
ELE e
HE EoE R
Hoe

A crucial position. White has
some extra space and prospects
of queenside attack if Black
castles on that side; on the
other hand, Black has satisfac-
tory development, a share of
the centre, and pressure on
White’s kingside and eS5.
White’s next tries to upset the
balance:

10 c4!?

One opponent of mine play-
ed 10 f4!?, after which 10 ...
Nh6 11 Na3 a6 intending
.. 0-0-0 and perhaps ...Nf7,
..Be7, ...g5 was double-
edged. The other known move
is 10 Bf4: 10 ... Ne7 (or 10 ...
0-0-0, reserving the possibility
of ... Nh6) 11 Rel 0-0-0 12
Bd3 Be8! 13 Nd2 Bg6 14 Nf3
Bxd3 15 Qxd3 Ng6 16 Bd2 Be7

17 b4 Rhf8 = Jamieson-Tal,
Australia— USSR corres 1977.
10 ... Qxe5

Consistent. Black subjects
himself to attack but in the
process rids himself of the pawn
around which White has built
his game. In Zaitsev-Tarjan,

. Quito 1977, Black played 10 ...

d4, but after 11 Bf4 Ne7!? 12
Nd2 Nf5 13 Bd3 Be7 14 Ne4
007 (14 ... 0-0-0 £) 15 Qg4!,
he stood poorly. Instead of
11 ... Ne7, 11 ... Bc6!? and 12
Bf3 0-0-0, 12 Nd2 0-0-0 13

Advance Variation

Bg4 Qf7 14 Bg3 Nhé, or 12 Bg4
Qf7 13 Qd2 Ne7 appears a
better way to bring the forces
out.

11 cxd5 0-0-0

Ugrinovic gives 11 ... QxdS
12 Qc2 =/unclear. White’s easy
development (control of e4)
and the weak black e-pawn
definitely compensate for his
material deficit.

12 Nc3

Whereas after 12 dxe6 Bxe6,
Black’s development and attack
(... Bd6) give him the advan-
tage.

12 .. exdS
12 ... Nf6!?
13 QxdS Bd6!?

More interesting is 13 ...
Qc7, and 13 ... Qxd5 14 Nxd5
Be6! 15 Nf4 Bf5. After
13 ... Bd6, Sax—Vaganian, Tal-
lin 1979, continued 14 Qxe5
Bxe5 15 Ne4 b6 16 Rel! Re8 17
Ba6+ Kd8 18 Bg5+ Nf6 19
Radl Kc7 20 Nc¢3 Bd4 21
Bf4+!? Kd8 22 Nbs -1
(22 ... Rxel+ 23 Rxel BxbS 24
Bxb5 Bxb2 25 Rd1+ Bd4=).

Thus 5 ... Bd7 does what a
good defensive system should,

15

i.e. it provides equality without
sacrificing active counterplay.

1.42

5. Qb6

For our alternative system,
we look at the old main line,
which puts immediate pressure
on d4.

White has three main replies:
1.421 6 Bd3; 1.422 6 a3; 1.423 6
Be2.

Weak are 6 Na3? cxd4 7 cxd4
Bb4+ 8 Bd2 Bxa3 F and 6
dch" BxcS 7 Qc2 f6 (or

.. Qc7 T) 8 Bd3 fxe5 9 Bxh7
e4 + Tolush-Rauzer, USSR
1935, e.g. 10 Bg6+7? Kf8 11 Ng5
Nce7 ++. Here 8 exf6 Nxf6 is
at least ¥+, e.g. 9 Bf4 0-0 10
Bd3 eS!.

The only other serious move
is 6 g3, when Popovych—Far-
ago, Novi Sad 1979, went
6 ... cxd4 7 cxd4 Nh6 8 Bh3!
Qa6!? (8 ... NfS 9 Bxf5 exf5
unclear) 9 Nc3 Bb4 10 Bxhé
gxh6 11 Bfl (11 Qe2!?)

1 ... Qb6 12 Qd2 Bd7 (unclear
— ECO). A more thematic
approach would be 6 ... f6(!),
e.g. 7 Bg2 cxd4 8 cxd4 Bb4+ 9
Kf1 (9 Nc3 fxeS 10 dxe5 d4 11
a3 dxc3 — or 11 ... Ba5 12 b4
Nxb4 — 12 axb4 cxb2 13 Bxb2
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Qxbd+ F) 9 ... fxe5 10 dxeS
Ne7 with an excellent game.
1.421

6 Bd3
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We look at this first because
it leads to the Milner—Barry
Gambit, which is part of our
main repertoire with 5 ... Bd7
(via5 ... Bd7 6 Bd3 cxd4 7 cxd4
Qbo).

6 ... cxd4
7 cxd4 Bd7
8 0-0

A gambit, as Black’s 7 ...
Bd7 threatened 8 ... Nxd4
without a final check on bS.
Here 8 Nc¢3 Nxd4 9 Nxd4 Qxd4
10 0--0 transposes, and 8 Bc2?!
Nb4! works out poorly: 9 Nc3
(9 0-0 Nxc2 10 Qxc2 Re8 11
Nc3 transposes; 9 Ba4 Qab!; 9

Bb3 Qa6 Harding) 9 ... Nxc2+
10 Qxc2 Rc8 11 0-0 Ne7 (or
1 ... Bb4) 12 Be3 (12 Rd1 Nc6
13 a4 NaS5 F Basjouni-Uhl-
mann, Prague 1954) 12 ... Nc6
13 Qd2 (13 Racl Na5 F Stein-
itz-Burn, Vienna 1898} 13 .
Bb4! 14 a3 Stadler—llchmann,
corres 1958-9, and best was
14 ... Bxc3 15 bxe3 Nas +
(Heemsoth).

The other move is 8 Be2, a
tempo down on 6 Be2 cxd4 7
cxd4. Simplest then would be
8...Nh6! 9 b3 Nf5 10 Bb2
Bb4+ 11 Kfl 0-0 or here
11 ... Be7; compare 1.423.

8 ... Nxd4
9 Nxd4

9 Ng5!1? (Keogh} 9 ... Nc6 10
Nxh7 Be7 or 10 Bxh7 Nhé
(Harding); Black is better.

9 ... Qxd4
10 Ne3

(a) 10 Rel Ne7 (10 ... Bb4!?
intending ... Ne7) 11 Nc3 a6 12
Ne2?! QxeS 13 Bf4 Qf6 14 Qb3,
given as unclear by ECO, is
already lost for White after

4 ... Bc6 (Estrin). Here 12
Qf3 Nc6 13 Qg3 0-0-0 14 Bfl
Be7! ¥ of Lundquist—Dijkstra,
corres 1962, and 12 Be3 QxeS
13 Qf3 Bce6 (Messere) are
equally poor.

(b) 10 Qe2 (*7” Harding) has
two replies: 10..f6 (!

Advance Variation

Keres) 11 exf6 Nxf6 12 Rdl
Qh4 or here 12 Nc3 Bd6!?
(12 ... a6) 13 Nb5 QeS5 etc.; and
10 ... Ne7 11 Kh1 (11 Nc3 Ncb
12 Be3 — 12 NbS QxeS + —
2 ... Qxe5 13 f4 Qd6 14 NbS
Qb8 15 f5 e5 F Sturm~Schmid,
corres  1954-6) 11 ... Ncb
(11 ... Qh4!?) 12 f4 Nb4 13 BbS
0-0-0! +.

10 ... Qxe5(})

10 ... a6 is at least equal, but
the text is clearer and more
forthright. Why not eliminate
the pawn which defines White’s
central advantage?

11 Rel Qb8
12 Nxd5

12 Qf3 Bc6 13 NxdS Ne7 +
(Harding).

12 ... Bdé6
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13 Qgd!?
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(a) 13 g3 is best met by
13 ... Kf8 14 Nf4 Nf6 and
White is running out of ideas.

(b) 13 Qh5!? failed in Bis-
guier—Westerinen, Netanya
1971, after 13 ... Kf8 14 Nc3
Nf6 15 Qh4 Bc6!? 16 Bg5!? (16
Bh6 Be7! — 16 ... Be5? 17
Bxg7ch! — 17 Bf4 Qe8 +)
16 ... Be5 +, and now Bis-
guier’s 17 Bb5 can be met calm-
ly by 17 ... h6, whereas 17 f4!?
Bd4+ 18 Khl h6 (intending
... Bf2) 19 £5 Kg8 20 Be3 Bxe3
21 Rxe3 exf5 22 BxfS g5(!)
seems to consolidate.

Since this is all somewhat
loose, 1 played 15 ... h6! in
Whitney—Watson, Winter-
haven 1981: 16 Bd2 Bc6 17 {4 (?
But White is short of ideas, e.g.
17 Radl Be7 18 Bf4 Qe8!)
17 ... Bc5+ 18 Be3 Qd6 19 Khl
Bxe3 20 Rxe3 Qd4 21 Rh3 Rd8§
¥ intending ... Ke7 and ... g5

13 ... Kf8
14 Bd2

“Unclear” (ECO). Most
other moves allow either 14 ...

f5 or 14 ... Bxh2+ and 15 ...
Bes.
14 ... h5!
Now 14 ... £5? 15 Qf3 exd57??

16 Bxf5 is crushing for White.

15 Qh3
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Otherwise 15 ... exd5.
15 ... Beo

Another good move is 15 ...
Nh6, e.g. 16 Bc3 Ngdl.

16 Nb4 Bd7!?

To see what White is up to.
Now 17 B3 Ne7 gets the knight
out. In Messere—Endzelins,
corres 1975-77, Black got a
draw out of 16 ... Nf6 17 Nxcé
bxc6 18 Be3 Ng4 19 g3 Qbbd 20
Re2 Rd8 21 Bed with some
complications.

17 Nd5 Be6
18 Nb4 BeS8!

Burnett—Watson, Los An-
geles 1982, Now 19 ... Nf6 is
threatened, but 19 Bc3 Ne7 +
threatens ... a5 and ... NdS
(looking at ¢3 and f4) with a
queenside advance or centraliz-
ation (...Be5, ...Qd6) in
store. So White tried 19 Bce4!?
Nf6 20 Nd3 Ng4 21 g3 b5 22
Bb3 Bce6! 23 Nf4 Qb6 24 Be3
BcS 25 BxcS Qxc5 26 ReZ Re8
27 Rc2 Qb6 28 Racl Ba8 29
Res5 Qb7 30 Qg2 Qd7! 31 Oft
h4 32 Qd1 hxg3! 33 fxg3 Rxh2
0-1.

This completes the analysis
you need for 5 ... Bd7. What
follows pertains solely to
5 ... Qb6.

1.422
6 a3
E & &4 A
1 11 1%
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6 ... cd

As with 5...Bd7 6 a3,
6 ... f6!17 is an option: 7 Bd3 (7
exf6!? Nxf6 8 bd cxdd 9 cxd4
Bd6 10 Bb2 0-0 =) 7 ... c41?
(7 ... cxd4 8 cxd4 Bd7 9 b4 of
Nilsson—Thorbergson, Munich
1958, is called “%” by both
ECO and Harding, but after
9 ... 0-0-0, it is not clear that
Black is worse at all, e.g. 10
Bb2 Nhé6 or 10 Qc2 Kb8 11 Bf4
Ka8 etc.) 8 Bc2 Bd7 9 0-0
0-0-0 with counterplay, e.g.
Black can meet a b3 break with
...cxb3, ... Kb8, ... Na$§, and
... Rc8 if necessary.

6 ... a5 is considered £ after
7 Bd3, but Dowden-Belyav-
sky, Lucerne 1982, went
7 ... Bd7 8 0-0 a4(!) 9 dxc51?
Bxc5 10 Nbd2 6 11 Qe2 Neg7!
with complications.

Advance Variation 16

After 6 ... c4, White has two
strategies, one involving Nbd2
and Be2, the other involving g3
and Bg2 or Bh3: 1.4221 7 Nbd2;
1.4222 7 g3.

P{a) 7 h4? is rather slow:

7...Bd7 (or 7 ... f6) 8 g3 6! 9

Bh3 fxe5 10 dxe5 Bc5 11 0-0
Nge7 12 Qc2 0-0-0 + intend-
ing ... Ng6 and/or ... Rdf8
Novak—Vogt, Stary Smokovec
1979.

- (b) After 7 Ng5!?, Keres
analyses 7 ... Bd7 8 QhS Nh6 9
Nh3 g6!. Also plausible looks
just7 ... h6 and 8 Qh5 g6 9 Qh3
Bg7 10 Nf3 Bd7 (with the idea
... 0-0-0 and ... f5) or 8 Nh3
Bd7 9 Be2 0-0-0 10 0-0 £6.

“(c) 7 Be2 is sometimes play-

ed, but generally in conjunction
with Nbd2. An independent
order was 7 Be2 Bd7 8 0-0 f6!?
{8 ... Nge7 9 Nbd2 Na5 trans-
poses to 1.4221) 9 Nbd2 Bastri-
kov-Zurakhov, USSR 1955,
and now 9 ... Nh6 with the idea
... Nf7 improves upon 9 ...
fxe5 10 Nxe5 Nxe5 11 dxeS
0-0-0 12 a4 Ne7!? 13b3! £, as
played.

1.4221

7 Nbd2 Bd7

~ Probably the main move, al-
though sometimes 7 ... Na$ is
played first (and not 7 ...

Nge7? 8 Bxc4!). But for one
thing, White can consider 7 ...
Na5 8 b4!? cxb3 9 Bb2 Bd7 10
c4! (Keres). Also, 7 ... Na5S
takes pressure off the centre;
thus White has the possible
plan 8 h4!? Bd7 9 hS h6 10 g3,
e.g. 10 ... Ne7 11 Bh3 Nb3?
(11 ... 0-0-0) 12 Nxb3 Ba4 13
Nfd2 Nc6 14 0-0 Nas5 15 f4
Nxb3 16 Nxb3 Bxb3 17 Qe2 +
Bronstein—Mestel, London
1976.

A more dynamic solution is
7 ... 1617, as in 7 g3 6 below.
Enders—Uhlmann, E. German
Ch 1978, went 8 b37! fxe5 9
bxc4 e4 10 Nh4 Nf6 11 g3 Be7
12 Rb1 Qc7 13 Be2 0-0 14 0-0
Na$ and Black was better. Uhl-
mann mentions 8 exf6 Nxf6 9 g3
=, when 9 ...Bd6 renders
White’s position harmless at
best. Critical after 7 ... 16
would be 8 Nh4!?, which looks
unclear but difficult after 8 ...
fxe5!? 9 Qh5+ Kd8 10 dxe5 (10
Ng6 Nf6 11 Qh4 Rg8 unclear)
10 ... Ne7 11 Ndf3 or 8 ..
Nge7?! 9 exf6 gxf6 10 QhS5+.
But 8...Qc7 improves (9
Qh5+ Of7 10 Oxf7+ Kx{f7 11 4
g5!), or 8 ... Nh6!? planning
... Nf7. Finally, 7 ... {6 8 Be2
Qc7!? (or 8 ... Bd7 =) 9 0-0!?
was Casper—Uhlmann, East
Berlin 1982: 9 ... fxe5 10 Nxe5
Nxe5 11 dxe5 Ne7 (11 ... QxeS
may be better, giving f6 to his
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knight) 12 b3! cxb3 13 c4 Qxe§
14 Rb1 with a promising attack.
In general, 7 ... f6 looks too
difficult to assess without fur-
ther tests,

8 Be2
8 g3is 1.4222
8 ... Na$

Now 8 ... 16 is safer than in the
last note, and perhaps prefer-
able.

9 0-0 Ne?
10 Rbl

10 Ng5 h6 11 Nh3 0-0-0 12
Nf4 g6 13 Rbl Kb8 = Zaitsev—
Petrosian, USSR Ch 1969.

10 .. 0-0-0

Consistent, although not the
only move. Keres suggested
10 ... Bc6!? 11 b4 cxb3 12 c4
dxc4 13 Bxc4 h6 =, and Tim-
man-~Liberzon, Venice 1974,
went 10 ... h6 11 Nh4 0-0-0 12
23 Kb8 (12 517 13 exf6 gxf6
14 Bgd Zaltsev—Farago, Szol-
nok 1975, and now 14 ... Kb8
unclear — Haag) 13 BhS!17 (13
Ng2!? intending f4 and Ne3)
3...g6 14 Be2 Qc7 15 Ng2
Bce6 16 h41? Qd7 = with the
idea ... Ba4 and eventually
.. f6.

11 b4 cxbh3
12 Bb2

12 ¢4 Bad 13 5 Qc7 14 Bb2
Nec6 15 Rel Rg8! and Black
went on to attack with ... g5 in
Lebedev—Petrosian, USSR
1958.

12 .. ho

Or 12... Qc7. If 12 ... Bad,
13 Ng5 is bothersome. After
2 ... h6, Zinn—Hamman,
Lugano 1968, went 13 ¢4 Ba4 14
¢5 Qc7, and Uhimann suggests
15 Bc3! Nec6 16 Nel b6 17 Nd3
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The most topical move in this
line, which follows the recently-
acquired wisdom that perhaps
Black should not be in too
much of a hurry to play ... Na5.
The latter move draws the

Advance Variation 21

knight away from the centre
with sometimes imaginary
benefits. Aside from 7... {6,
7 ... Bd7 is important, when 8
h4 f6! is rather slow for White,
and 8 Bg2 might tempt Black
into one of the “old” lines with
8 ... Na5 (or of course 8 ... f6)
9 Nbd2 hé, e.g. 10 0-0 0-0-0
11 Rel (11 Nel £5! 12 exf6 gxf6)
11 ... Ne7 12 Nft Nf5 (12 ...
Nb3!?) 13 Ne3 (13 g4!?) 13 ...
Nxe3 14 Rxe3 Be7 15 Rel Qb3!
16 Qe2 Bad! + Clarke—Petro-
sian, Munich 1958. Here 12
Qe2 g5!? 13 Nfl Ng6 14 N3d2
Be7 = Casper—Knaak, East
Berlin 1982.

So the main reply to
7 ...Bd7 is 8 Bh3 and now
8 ... Be7!? is quite interesting:
9.0-0 (9 Nbd2 0-0-0!? 10 Nf1
f5 11 exf6 Jezek-Lindquist,
corres 1956-9, and now
11 ... gxf6!? is unclear, e.g. 12
Ne3 Bd6 13 0-0 Ne7 14 Ng4
Rdf8 15 Bh6 Rf7 16 Qe2 Nf5 =.
Or here 9 ... Na5 10 0-0 10
Rb1 0-0-0! — 10 ... h5 11 Nel
g5!? 12 Bg2! 0-0-0! with a
complex position, and not 12
Nc2? Ba4 13 Rbl g4 Blatny-
Drvota, Decin 1978, or 12 47!
g4 13 Bg2 Nh6 14 Qe2 Nf5 +
Sorm—Caper, Decin 1978) 9 ...
0-0-0 10 Nel g5! 11 {4 gxf4 12

‘gxf4 £5! 13 Kh1 hS 14 Bg2 Nh6

15 Bf3 Rdg8 16 Nd2 Na5 17

‘Ng2 Nb3! 18 Nxb3 Ba4 F Mak-

ropoulos—Gavrilakis, Greek Ch
1976.

The whole ... Be7 idea de-
serves a closer look.
8 exf6

Again 8 Nh4 is interesting:
8 ... fxe5!?7 (8 ... Qc7 is more
solid) 9 QhS5+ g6!? 10 Nxg6 Nf6
11 Qh4 Rg8 12 Qxf6! Rxgb 13
Qh4 exd4 14 Be2! dxc3 15 bxc3
(15 Nxc3 Nd4!) with continuing
pressure. That this has not been
tried seems strange; perhaps
most players consider 8 ... Qc7
adequate.

8 ... Nxf6
9 Bg2

(a) 9 Nbd2 allows Black to
develop quickly: 9 ... Bd6 10
Bg2 0-0 11 0-0 Bd7 12 Qe2
Qc7 (12 ... Kh8!?) 13 Rel Kh8
14 Ne5 Be8 15 f4 Bh5 = Ritsch
—Franz, Germany 1958.

(b) 9 Bh3 Bd6! (or 9...
Na5!? 10 Nbd2 Bdé6 11 0-01?
0-0 12 Ne5 — 12 Rel Kh8 13
Ne5?! Bxe5 14 RxeS Ncb 15
Rel eS! 16 Bxc8 Raxc8 17 Nf4
Ned4 + Goichberg—Botterill,
London 1978 — 12 ... Bxe5! 13
dxe5 Nd7 14 Nf3 Nb3 15 Be3
Ndc5 + Botto—Botteriil, Llan-
elli 1977) 10 Qe2 (If 10 0-0 0-0
11 Rel?!, 11 ...e5! 12 Bxc8
Raxc8 13 dxe5 Ngd4! etc)
10...0-0 11 Bxe6+ Kh8 +
(Uhimann). Better here 11 0-0
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Kh8 12 Nbd2, when 12 ... Bd7
13 Rel(?) Rae8! 14 Ne5 BxeS
15 dxe5 Ned! favours Black.

9. Bd6
10 0-0 0-0

10 ... Na5!? (or 9 ... Na$ 10
Nbd2 Bd6) 11 Nbd2 0-0 12
- Rbl1?! (12 Qe2; see the note to
Black’s 11th) 12 ... Kh8 13 Qe2
Bd7 14 Rel Be8! 15 Nh4 (15
Qxe6 Bg6 and 16 ... Rae8)
15 ... Bh5 16 Bf3 Bf7 17 Nfl
Nb3 18 Bg5 Rae8 + Lejeune-
Botto, Glorney Cup 1977.

11 Qe2

Best. 11 Rel Ne4! 12 Nbd2
Nxd2! + (Uhlmann), in view of
13 Bxd2? Qxb2, 13 Nxd2 e5, or
13 Qxd2 NaSs.

11 Nbd2 e5! 12 dxe5 Bxe5! 13
NxeS? (13 Qc2 = Uhlmann, but

3...g6! looks better for
Black) 13 ... Nxe5 14 Qe2?! (14
Nf3 Bgd +) 14 ... Re8 15 Nf3
Bg4 16 Qd1 Rad8 17 Be3 Qxb2
18 Bd4 b6! + Przewoznik-Uhl-
mann, Poland-E. Germany
1980.

{see foflowiég diagram)
11 ... Kh8!?

Of the three good moves
here, this is the most often
played:

(a) 11 ... Bd7!? is tricky: 12
Ne5 Be8?7 13 Nxcd4! Nxd4
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(13 ... dxc4 14 Qxe6+) 14 cxd4
dxcd 15 Nc3 £ Alexander-Uhl-
mann, Munich 1958. But 12 ...
RaeR! improves: 13 Bf4 Bxe$
14 dxeS Ned! 15 Bxed dxed
unclear (Uhlmann); here 13
Nxd7 Nxd7 14 Be3 looks more
critical, and yet 14 ... Na5 ties
White down.

(b) 11 ... Na5(!) 12 Nbd2
Bd7 is fully playable, since 13
Ne5 Be8! threatens ... Bh5 and
... Rae8. Otherwise, 13 Rel
Rae8 14 NeS gives Black a
choice between 14 ... Bxe5 15
dxeS Ng4! 16 Rfl Nh6, which
looks better for him, or even
14 ... Ba4(!) 15 Ndf3 (15 ..
Bc2 is threatened) 15 ... Nb3
16 Rbl Nxcl1 17 Rexcl Ned.

12 Nes

Now instead of 12 ... Bxe5!?
13 dxe5 Nd7 14 Be3 Qa5 15 4
Nc5 16 Nd2 Bd7 (which is
probably £ but not really clear

Bxh6 gxh6 (7 ...
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after 17 Nf3 Rae8! intending
... Re7 and ... Be8 Botterili, or
17 Rad1 Nd3!, e.g. 18 Nf3 Rae8
19 Nel Nc5), Uhlmann recom-
mends 12 ... Nd7! 13 f4 (13
Nxc6 Qxc6 14 Qxe6 Nf6 intend-
ing ... Bf5S with compensation;
or 13 Nxd7 Bxd7 14 Be3 Be8!
intending ... Bg6) 13 ... Ndxe5
14 fxe5 Rxf1+ 15 Kxf1 (15 Qxf1
Nxe5 F) 15 ... Be7 =

‘Black can apparently play
any of his three 11th moves and
fook forward to an auspicious
middlegame, which should sur-
prise no one in view of White’s
queenside problems and lag-
ging development.

1.423

6 Be2

‘ The old-fashioned and still
popular move. White tries to
hold d4.

6 ... cxd4

A very important alternative
is6 ... Nh6!?, when 7 b3 cxd4 8
cxd4 Nf5 is the main line below
and 7 Kf1!? cxd4 8 cxd4 Nf5 9
Nc3is 8 Nc3 Nf5 9 Kf1!? below,
but in either case Black has
avoided 8 Nc3 Nf5 9 Na4! (see
the note to 8 b3). So critical is 7
Qxb2? 8 Be3!
Qxal 9 Qc2 is held to be win-
ning for White because of

9 ... cxd4 10 Nxd4 or even 10
Bxd4!) 8 Qd2! (8 b3? cxd4 9
cxd4 f6! 10 exf6 Bb4+ 11 Kfl
0-0 + with a strong attack,
Karlsson—Helmers, Reykjavik
1982) 8 ... Bd7 9 0-0 Bg7 10
Na3 0-0 11 N¢2 Sveshnikov-
Filipenko, USSR 1975, and in-
stead of 11 ... cxd4 12 cxd4 6
13 Bd3!, Black should consider
just 11 ... Kh8 or 11 ... 617 (12
Bd37?! c4! 13 Be2 fxe5 14 Nxes
Nxe5 15 dxeS RfS or 15 ... BeS§;
12 exf6 Rxf6). If Black is okay
here, 6 ... Nh6 is at least as
good as 6 ... cxd4.

7 cxd4 Nhé6
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8 bh32!

Played in a majority of games
(8 Bxh6? Qxb2 is now good),
but probably better, at least in
practical terms, is 8 Nc3 Nf5
and now two moves are inter-
esting:
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(a) 9 Kf1!? Be7 (9...N
(either)xd4?? 10 Na4; 9 ...
Bd7!? 10 Na4 Qa5 11 Bd2 Qd8
12 Bf4 Be7 unclear and maybe
even + was Mohring-Uhl-
mann, E. Germany 1982) 10 h4
(10 Na4 Qd8 11 a3 0-0! 12 b4
Lepeshkin—Golovin, USSR
1975, and now 12 ...f6! is
promising, e.g. 13 b5 Na5 14
g4!? Nxd4! 15 Nxd4 — 15 Qxd4
Nb3 — 15 ... fxe5 16 Nc2 Bh4
17 3 b6! with attack) 10
... Bd7! (Threatening d4. Not
10 ... 0-0? 11 g4 or 10 ... h5?!
11 g3 £ of Hecht—Pietzsch,
1964) 11 Na4 Qd8 12 g3 0-0 13
Kg2 {6 with good play.

(b) 9 Na4! (this move is not
possible if Black plays 6 ... Nhé
before ... cxd4) 9 ... Qa5+ (or
9 ... Bb4+, since 10 Kfl Qd8
11 a3 Be7 12 b4 0-0 13 Rgl f6!
or 13 h4 f6! has won two nice
games. 10 Bd2 transposes) 10
Bd2 (10 Kf1 b5 11 Nc3 b4 12
Bb5 Bd7 13 Bxc6 Bxc6 14 Ne2
Bigot—Schmid, corres 1954,
and 14 ... BbS or 14 ... Rc8 15
g4 Ne7 is comfortable) 10 ...
Bb4 11 Bc3 b5 12 a3 Bxc3+ 13
Nxc3 b4 14 axb4 Qxb4 15 Bb5!
Bd7 16 Bxc6 (16 0-0? Nxe5)
16 ... Bxc6 17 Qd2 0-0 18 0-0
Rfb8 19 Rabl. From this posi-
tion two games have gone
19 ... a5 20 g4 Ne7 21 Qe3 a4
22 Rfdl. Black drew and won
(unconvincingly) following

22 ...Be8 and 22...Rc8. It
might be logical to anticipate g4
by 19 ... Qe7!?, e.g. 20 g4 Nh4
21 Nel Rb3 22 f4 Rab8 23 Qf2
BbS5 etc.

8 ... Nf5
9 Bb2 Bb4+
10 Kfl 0-0!
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Here 10 ... h5and 10 ... Be7
are good alternatives with ex-
cellent pedigrees, and 9 ... Be7
was also possible. If you are
dissatisfied with 10 ... 0-0, re-
fer to other French books. But
the text is more fun!

11 g41?

(a) 11 Nc3 f6! (or even
11 ... Bxc3!? 12 Bxc3 Bd7 +
Holmov-Petrosian, USSR Ch
1949) 12 Na4 Qd8 13 a3 Be7 14
b4 fxe5 15 dxe5 Bd7 + Soro-
kin-Sokolsky, USSR 1951.
Lines like 11 a3 Be7 12 b4 {6
and 11 Kgl f6 are similar.
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(b) A very pretty game re-
sulted from 11 Bd3 6! in Nico-
leris—Tsouros, Greece 1973: 12
Bxf5 fxeS!! 13 Bc2 (13 Bxh7+
Kxh7 14 Ng5+ Kg8 15 Qh5
Qb5+ and ... Qd3 F; 13 Bh3
e4 14 Nel e5! 15 Bxc8 Raxc8 F
Tsouros, e.g. 16 Nc2 Nxd4! 17
Nxd4 — 17 Nxb4 Qxb4 18 Nc3
e3! 19 f3 Rxc3 etc. —
17 ... exd4 18 Bxd4 Rcl! 19
Qxcl Oxd4 ¥) 13 ... e4 14 Nel
€5! 15 a3 Bd6 16 b4 exd4 17 Bb3
Be6 18 f3 exf3 19 Nxf3
Rxf3+!+F.

B ) Nh6
12 Rgl

12 g5 Nf5 +. 12 h3!? Bd7 (or
2 ... f6) 13 a3 Be7 14 b4 f6! 15
exf6 Rxf6 and:

(a) 16 Kg2 (16 g5? Rxf3 17
Bxf3 Bxg5 F; compare the text)
16 ... Raf8 17 Nbd2 Nf7 18 b5
(18 Rfl Chess Player; but
18 ...e5!) 18...Na5 19 a4
Ng5! 20 Rf1 Nxf3 21 Nxf3 Nc4
22 Bcl Bd6 + Bénsch-Thor-
mann, E. Germany 1975.

(b) 16 Nc3!? Raf8 17 Na4
Qc7 18 Rcl (? 18 Kg2, but
Black can be satisfied after
18 ... Nf7 threatening ... Ng5
and ... Qf4) 18 ... Rxf3! 19
Bxf3 Qf4 20 Kg2 Nxd4 21 Bxd4
Bxa4 22 Qd3 Bc6! 23 Qe3 Qf7
24 Rfel (24 b5 Bg5! and
- Bxb5) 24 ... e5! 25 b5 exd4
26 Qb3 d3 27 Re3 d4 28 Qxf7+

PIF - ¢

Kxf7 29 Rxe7+ Kxe7 30 bxcé
bxc6 + Frankle-Treffler, New
York 1975.

12 ... f6!
13 exf6 Rxf6
14 g5

14 Nc3!? was tried in
Frankle—Root, telephone
match 1978: 14 ... Bxc3 15
Bxc3 Bd7!? (perhaps 15 ...
Nf7, since now 16 g5 Rxf3 17
Bxf3 Nf5 18 Rg4 looks specula-
tive) 16 b4!? a6 17 a4 Nf7 18 g5?
Rf4 19 b5 axb5 20 axb5 Rxal 21
Qxal Nd8 22 Ba5 Qa7 23 Qc3
b6 24 Bb4 e5! and Black got
active play (... Qad follows).
Also the immediate 14 ...
Nf7!? should be considered. If
White still goes for the ex-
change, e.g. by 15 g5 Rf4 16
Na4 Qc7 17 Bc1? Re4 18 Bd3?,
18 ... 5! 19 Bxe4 Bh3+ 20 Ke2
dxe4 21 Nxe5 NcxeS 22 dxe5
Rd8 wins. Otherwise 15 Nad
Qc7 16 Rcl (16 Nc5 e5!))
16 ... Bd7 (or 16 ... Bd6) 17
Ne5 Raf8 is a plausible con-
tinuation.

14 ... Rxf3

An idea which originated
with Nimzowitsch, although
White is better poised to meet it
after 12 Rgl than after some
waiting move.

15 gxh6!?



26 Play the French

Another critical line is 15
Bxf3 Nf5 16 Rg4 Bd7 17 Nc3!
(Games with 17 Kg2 Rf8 and 17
a3 Bd6 18 Kg2 Rf8 have
demonstrated Black’s more-
than-ample play for the ex-
change). The idea is supposed
to be 17 ... Ncxd4 18 Nxd5!
(Schwarz), when Harding gives
18 ... Qb5+ 19 Kg2 Nxf3 20
Nc7 Nfh4+ 21 Kh3 =+. How-
ever, 20 ... Qc6! is a big im-
provement, e.g. 21 Qxf3 Qxc7,
threatening ... Bc6 and
... Nh4+, keeps a material ad-
vantage (22 Rcl Bc5); so 21
Rcl! Nel+ 22 Kgl (22 Kh3??
Qhl!l) 22 ... Nf3+ cetc. is
forced. If Black wants more,
there is an alternative in 17 ...
Rf8!?, e.g. 18 Nad4 QbS5+ (or
18 ... Qd8) 19 Kg2 (19 Qe2??
Ne3+!; 19 Be2 Ne3+ 20 Kgl
Nxdl and ... Nxf2 with com-
pensation) 19 ... Be8 intending
... Bh5.

15 ... Rf7

White has got rid of some
material, but he is still faced
with a strong attack after ... e5:
16 Bd3 (16 Qd3? NeS5! + was
Levin—Hasin, Leningrad 1954;
16 Bh5 g6! Botterill, intending
17 Bxg6 hxg6 18 Rxg6+ Kh8 19
Qg4 Bd7 20 Rg7 Raf8 +)
16 ... €5 (or 16 ... g6 Botterill)
17 QhS (stops ... Bh3+; 17
Bxh7+? Kxh7 18 Qh5 Qa6+!)
17 ... e4 18 Be2 Be6!? (18 ...
g6! F Botterill) 19 Nc3 Bxc3 20
Bxc3 Nxd4!? 21 Qe5! Nf5! 22
BhS Re7 23 Bg4 ¥2-14(?) Bot-
terill-Ligterink, London 1978;
23 ... d4! 24 Kel Bf7 25 Qxf5
e3!! 26 f4 dxc3 27 Qg5 Qf6 +
(Botterill).

The Advance Variation with
both 5...Bd7 and 5 ... Qb6
appears fully satisfactory for
Black, and in many cases quite
unsatisfactory for White.

2

Exchange Variation

1ed4e62d4d53exds

3 exd5 characterizes the Ex-
change Variation, by which
White releases the tension in
the centre with a view to avoid-
ing early complications. Now is
as good a time as any to look at
irregular third moves:

(a) 3 Be3 dxed4 4 Nd2 Nf6!?
(or 4 ... £51 5 £3 Nc6 6 Bb5 Nf6
+ Keres) 5¢3 (53?2 Nd5! +, 5
Ne2 b6 6 a3 Bb7 7 ¢4 ¢5 F
Keres; 5 Bcd?! Nc6 6 Ne2 e5 7
¢3 exd4 8 Nxd4 Ne5 9 Qb3 Bd6
+ Edvardson-Watson, Gaus-
dal 1980) 5... b6 6 g3 Bb7 7
Bg2 Mieses—-Janowski, Buda-
pest 1896, and now Black couid
try 7...¢5!7 8 dxc5! (8 Qc2
cxd4 9 Bxd4 Nc6 +; 8 Ne2 cxd4
9 Nxd4 Nbd7 10 Qc2 Nc¢5 ¥)
8...Bxc5 (8...Nbd7!?) 9
Bxc5 bxe5 10 Qc2 Qd5!? 11 Ne2

Nbd7 unclear, perhaps ¥. But

4 ... 15! looks best.
(b) 3 ¢4?! is an unsound
gambit: 3 ... dxe4 4 Nc¢3 Nf6!

27

(4 ... 15 5 13!? =/unclear ECO,
although 5 ... Nf6 6 fxe4 fxed is
probably +, e.g. 7 Bg5 Be7 8
Ne2 ¢S5 9 dxc5 Qa5) 5 Bgs
(ECO gives 5 a3 ¢5! + and 5 3
5 6 d5 exd5 7 cxd5 exf3 8 Nxf3
Bd6 )5 ... Be7 6 f3 (6 Ne2 c5
F)6 ... exf3? (6 ... Ncb!is very
good, and 7 Nge2 exf3 or 7 d5
exd5 8 cxd5 Nxd5) 7 Nxf3 b6
(7 ... Ncb! ¥ ECO, but I do not
believe it after 8 Qd2! and
8..h6 9 Bf4 or 8...0-0 9
0-0-0or8 ... €59 dxe5 Qxd2+
10 Kxd2! unclear) 8 Bd3 with
good  attacking  prospects,
Guala-Shainswit, USA 1958.
Hence: 6 ... Nc6!.

{c) 3 Bd3 dxe4 4 Bxed4 Nf6
only makes sense if White plays
5 Bf3, trying to hold down
Black’s queenside (5 Bg5 Be7
—or 5 ... ¢5 — 6 Bxf6 Bxf6 7
Nf3 ¢5 8 ¢3 cxd4 9 cxd4 0-0 +
Sifers—~Walbrodt, Berlin 1897; 5
Bd3 ¢5 6 Nf3 N¢6 7 ¢3 Be7 —or
7 ... cxd4! — 8 dxc5 BxcS =
Tartakower-Trifunovic, Salts-
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jobaden 1948). But 5 Bf3 is
slow after 5 ... ¢5 6 ¢3 (6 Ne2
Nc6!?7 7 Be3 Qb6, or just
6..Nbd7) 6..Nbd7 (6...
cxd4 =) 7 Ne2 Be780-00-09
Be3 cxd4 10 cxd4?! Nb6 11 Nc3
Qd7! 12 Rel RdR + Gotschall-
Nimzowitsch, Hanover 1926.

K exds
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Some players feel squeamish
about playing the French De-
fence due to the Exchange
Variation. If White can draw at
will, they reason, why allow
him the option? This is a form
of classical chess thinking, i.e.
that if there exists only one
open file and even develop-
ment, the best posts for the
rooks and queen on cither side
are on that open file. These
opposing heavy pieces will be
exchanged, leading to drawish
positions with best play.

But there is a huge hole in
this reasoning: in most cases

neither side’s rooks belong on
the e-file. Why? Because there
will be no points of penetration
available for them along the
file, e.g. squares like ¢2, €3 and
ed for White and e7, e6 and e5
for Black will customarily be
covered 2 or 3 times by that
side’s pawns, knights and
bishops; moreover, only one
such defender is really necess-
ary. So if, for example, White
doubles or triples on the e-file
while Black is blithely mount-
ing a kingside pawn storm
(backed by the rooks and
queen, of course), the second
player has every chance of win-
ning.

What is more, Black can al-
ways make the struggle an im-
balanced one if he chooses.
This has been pointed out by
perceptive players, beginning
with Nimzowitsch and Alek-
hine, and has been demon-
strated time and again in the
modern era by Korchnoi and
Uhlmann among others. It is
actually difficult for White to
even waste a move without
effect, e.g. a3 or h3 will dis-
courage him from castling on
the wing where he has made
that advance.

My own record after 15 years
against the Exchange Variation
is much better than against any
other line. At least as far as [

4...Bd6 (or 4 ...
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can remember, 1 have never
even drawn a rated game, much
Jess lost one. On an inter-
pational level it is closer, but |
believe Black wins more often
and certainly the nice wins are
his. Of course it is generally the
weaker player who uses the
Exchange Variation as White,
but that is not all there is to it. I
think anyone who tries 3 exd5,
even if he thinks he is playing
for a win, assume a psycho-
logical burden. White has al-
ready ceded the advantage of
the first move, and he knows it,
whereas Black is challenged to

- find ways to seize the initiative.

Let us see how he might do
that. By far the most important
moves 2.1 4 Nf3; 2.2 4 Bd3.

Others:

(a) After 4 Nc3, 1 recom-
mend 4 ... Bb4, transposing to
Chapter 7, section 7.6. That
line is full of life, and this

- eliminates the necessity of

learning two variations.

(b) A move like 4 c3 looks
non-committal, but guarantees
Black an unbalanced game.
While something like 4 ... ¢5
could be tried, best seems
Nc6!?. Black
may not like 5 Bb3, but ¢3 does

‘not fit in very well with that

move), and now if 5 Bd3,
5 ... Nc6! (which is 4 Bd3 Nc6 5
€3 Bd6 below). On 5 Nf3,

5..Bgd or 5...Nc6 6 Bb5
Bg4 assures a two-edged game.
Compare the main lines.

(c) 4 Be3 is passive. Then
4 ... Nf6!? 5 Bd3 Bd6 6 Nc3 c6
7 Qd2 0-0 (=) of Mieses—
Maroczy, Barmen 1905 is ade-
quate, but 4 ... Ne7 intending
... NfSand 4 ... Bd6 5 Nc3 Ne7
are more dynamic.

(d) 4 Qf3!? has several “un-
balancing” replies, including
the standard 4 ... Bd6 and on §
Bf4, 5...Nf6, or on 5 c3,
5 ... Ne7. Gusev—-Muratov,
USSR 1968, saw 4 ... Nf6 5 Nc3
Nc6 (or simply 5 ... Be7) 6 BbS
Be7 7 Nge2 0-0 8 a3 Bg4 9 Qd3
Na5!7 10 h3 Bd7 11 Bxd7 Qxd7

(d) 4 ¢4 immediately (as op-
posed to 4 Nf3 Bd6 5 c4 — see
2.1) is the best option to the
main moves. It can hardly be
bad for White, but is also com-
mittal, as the examples show.
There are two lines: 4 ... Nf6 5
Nc3 (the 5 Nf3 Bd6!? line of
ECO is instructive after 6 c57!
Be7 7 Nc3 b6 8 cxb6 axb6 9 Bd3
0-0 10 0-0 Bgd + of Tarta-
kower-Botvinnik, Groningen
1946, as well as after 6 Nc3 dxc4
7 Bxc4 0-0 8 0-0 Bg4 unclear
ECO. Of course 5...Be7 6
Nc3 0-0 is fully playable too.
But a more aggressive reply is
S...Bbd4+ 6 Nc3 — 6 Bd2 is
bad because of White’s pros-
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pective isolani — 6 ... 0-0, e.g.
7 Be2 dxc4 8 Bxcd Nbd7 =, or 7
a3 Bxc3+ 8 bxc3 Re8+ F)
5...Be7(5...Bb4!?0r5 ... cb
6 Nf3 Bgd4 7 Qb3 Qb6 8 cxd5
Qxb3 9 axb3 Bxf3 = ECO) 6
Nf3 (6 cxdS 0-0 7 Bd3 Nbd7 8
Nf3 Nb6 led to Black’s advan-
tage in Przewoznik—Knaak,
Poland-E. Germany 1980) 6 ...
0—0 7 Be3 (7 Qb3 dxc4 8 Bxed
Nc6 9 Ne5 — 9 Be3 NaS + —
9 ... Nxd4! ¥ Reti—Fahrni, San
Remo 1911; 7 cxd5!7 NxdS 8
Bed — ECO —allows 8 ... Nbb
9 Bb3 Bg4 with good play)
7 ... ¢c6 8 Bd3 dxc4 9 Bxc4 Nbd7
10 0-0 Nb6 11 Bb3 Velimir-
ovic~-Uhimann, and 11 ...
Nbd5 12 Ne5 Be6 was equal,
according to ECO. Here 11 ...
Bg4 is also possible. The im-
portant thing is that all these
positions are full of chances.
The other promising se-
quence after 4 c4 is 4 ..
Bb4+1? 5 Nc3 Ne7: 6 Nf3 (6
a3!? ECO; then 6 ... Bxc3+ 7
bxc3 0-0 8 Nf3 Nc6 intending
.. Na5 and possibly ... Bgd
gives fine prospects) 6 ... Bgé4
(early pins with the bishops
tend to be quite useful in the
Exchange French!) 7 a3 (7 Be2
dxc4 8 0-0 0-0! + ECO)
7 ... Bxc3+ 8 bxc3 “unclear”
(ECO). Now 8 ... Nc6! 9 Bg5!?
(9 a4 Na5 +; 9 Be2 dxcd4 +; 9
cxdS Nxd5! 10 Bd2 — 10 c4

Bxf3 11 Oxf3 Nxdd + —

0...Qe7+ 11 Qe2 Bxf3 12
Qxe7+? 13 gxf3 Ngb6 +)
9 ... 0-0! and 10 cxd5 Qxd5 or
10 Be2 f6 11 Bd2 Na$ with good

play.

2.1

4 Nf3 Bdé6

Black immediately chal-
lenges symmetry; his king’s
knight will go to 7. A challeng-
ing (more committal) side line
is4...Bgd 5Be2 (5h3Bh56
Be2 Nc6 7 0-0 Bd6! 8 Nc3 Nge7
9 Be3 Marshall-Capablanca,
St. Petersburg 1914, and now
instead of 9 ... f67! 10 Qd2
Bf71? £, 9...0-0! with the
idea ... f5oreven9 ... Bgb was
promising) 5 ... Nc6 (or 5 ...
Bdé6 6 0-0 Ne7, e.g. 7 Bg5!? {6
8 Bh4 Nf5 9 Rel 0-0 10 Bg3
Nxg3 11 hxg3 Re8 with excel-
lent play, Ramsingh—Short,
Beifort 1983) 6 Bf4 Bd6 7
Qd2!? (But after 7 Bxd6 Qxd6,
Black is better developed)
7 ... Nf6 8 Qe3+?! (8 0-0 F)
8 ... Ne4! 9 Nbd2 0-0 10 Nxed
dxed 11 NeS Nb4!? (or

1... Bb4+!, with the idea 12
¢3 Nxd4!) 12 Qd2 Bxe2 13 Qxe2
6 14 Qc4+ Kh8 15 Bd2 fxe5 16
dxe5 Nxc2+ + Omtvedt—Myr-
eng, Norway 1982.
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5c4

Paulsen’s move, given “£” in
the old books; this is a sort of
turnabout on Korchnoi’s 4 Bd3
¢5!? (see 2.2). 5 Bd3 will usual-
ly transpose to 4 Bd3, and 5
Nbd2 Ne7 6 Be2 Nc6! intending
... Bf5 is more interesting than
5 ... Nf6 6 Be20-07 0-0 Re8 8
Rel of Blackburne-Tietjen,
London 1900.

5 ... c6!

A good alternative to
5 ... Ni6, analysed in the note
to 4 c4 above. White cannot
now avoid an imbalance, and if
two isolated d-pawns face each
other, Black’s knight on 7 will
be better than its counterpart
on 3.

6 Ne3

6 cxd5 cxdS 7 Nc3 will trans-
pose to the next note, and here
7 BgS 6! only helps Black.

6 .. Ne7
(see following diagram)
7 Bd3!?

7 Be2 dxc4 will transpose. An
intriguing game resulted from 7
¢xd5 cxd5 8 Nb5?! 0-0 (or
8 ... Bbd+ =, or 8 ... Nbc6é =)
9 Nxdé6 Qxd6 10 Be2 Bgd! 11
0-0 Nbc6 (intending ... Nf5) 12
'h3 BhS (12 ... Bxf3 13 Bxf3 Nf5
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14 Be3 Rfe8 15 Qb3 Rad8 16
Rad1! = Renman) 13 b3? (but
13 Be3 £5! 14 g3 Ngb6 + or 13 g4
Bg6 14 Nh4 f5! 15 {4 fxg4 16
hxgd Bed4 with advantage —
Renman) 13 ... Rfe8 14 Bb2
Ngé! 15 g4 (What else? Ren-
man gives 15 g3 Qe6! and 15
Bcl Rxe2! 16 Oxe2 Nxd4 17
Qd2 Nxf3+ 18 gxf3 Nh4 etc.)
5 ... Nf4 16 Ne5 Bg6 17 Bf3
Nxh3+ 18 Kh1 Be4 ++ intend-
ing ... Qh6 Johansson—Ren-

“man, Sweden 1982. The central

pawns after 7 cxdS are static,
which resulted in the knights
being at least the equal of the
bishops.

7 ... dxcd

Or 7...0-0 8 ¢5!? (8 00
dxcd4) 8...Bc7 9 Qc2 h6 =
Hall-Watson, New York 1981.

8 Bxcd 0-0
9 0-0
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9 Be3?! Nd7 10 Qd2 Nbé6 11
Bb3 Nbd5 12 0-0-0 as! 13
Nxd5 Nxd5 14 Bxd5? (but

..ad4-a3 was threatened,
among other things) 14 ... cxd5
15 Kbl Bb4! 16 Qe2 b6 17 Ng5
a4 18 QhS5 Bf5+ 19 Kal a3 ++
Jellison—-Watson, Denver 1974.

9 .. Nd7
10 Bg5 Nb6
11 Bb3

11 Bd3 f6! F.

1 .. Kh8
12Q42 f6
13 Bf4 Bb4!?

Increasing the pressure, al-
though 13 ... Bxf4 is probably
+ too. After 13 ... Bb4, Fred-
erick—Watson, New York 1981,
went 14 a3 Ba5 15 h3 (15 Ba2
Nbds +) 15 ... NedS 16 Bg3
Be6 17 Ba2 Nad! (+) 18 Qe2
Bxc3 19 Qxe6 Re8 20 Qf5 Bxb2
21 Rael Nac3 22 Be4 Bxa3 23
Nh4 Re7! ¥+.

2.2

4 Bd3
(see following diagram)

The main try. Now some
hundreds of games have gone
4 ... Bd6 with e.g. 5 Ne2 Ne7 6
0-0 0-0 7 Bf4 Bf5 =, or some

Eﬁlﬁ@%ﬂ%
g iE:
oL
H B BB

/I%I/l/l
%t, /’ ~H

such sequence leading to an
early agreed draw (yet not by
force; one can certainly play
4..Bd6 to win). Here I
recommend other courses
which do not even allow White
to imitate Black if he wants to.

4 .. Ncé

Recently quite a few games
have gone 4 ... ¢5!7, with the
idea that the d3 bishop is not
well placed to exploit an iso-
lated pawn on dS, or even that
..c4 may be good at some
point. The inspiration for this
strategy comes from Tatai~
Korchnoi, Beersheva 1978: §
Nf3 (5 dxc5 BxcS 6 Nf3 Nf6 7
0-0 0-0 8 Bg5 h6 9 Bh4 Nc6 10
Nc3 Be6 = was Spassky—Bron-
stein, Moscow 1981) 5 ... Nc¢6
(or5...c4!7, e.g. 6 Be2 Bd6 7
0-0 Ne7 8 b3 cxb3 9 axb3 Nbcb
10 c4 0-0 11 Nc3 Bf5!? 12 Bg5
f6 13 Bh4 -2 Mencinger-
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Jelen, Ljubljana 1981. Interest-

‘ing! 11 ... Bg4!? or 11 ... h6

were complex options) 6

Qe2+!? (6 dxc5 Bxc5 7 0-0 =

ECO) 6 ... Be7 7 dxc5 Nf6 8
h3? (to avoid 8 0-0 Bg4, but
then 9 c3 is okay. Otherwise, 8
¢30-090-0=)8...0-090-0
Bxc5 10 ¢3? (Anyway! But now
it is too timid:) 10 ... Re8 11

Qc2 Qd6 12 Nbd2 Qg3! 13 Bf5

Re2 14 Nd4 Nxd4 0-1.
5c3

After 5 Ne2, ECO gives
5 ... Nb4 6 0-0 Nxd 3 =, which
is dull at best. More pointed is
5 ... Bgd(h)
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() 6 ¢3 Bd6!? (6 ... Qd7) 7
Qb3 Nge7 8 Na3?! a6 9 f3 BfS!
10 Bxf5 Nxf5 11 0-0 0-0 12 Qc2
Qf6 ¥ Lau-Watson, Philadel-
Pphia 1978. 8 Qxb7 gives Black a
lot of development after
8 ... Rb89 Qa6 0-0 10 0-0 Rb6

11 Qa4 Ng6!, but it is a pawn
and very unclear.

(b) 6 £3 Bh5 7 ¢3 (7 Nf4 Bg6 8
Nc3 Bb4 or here 8 0-0 Nf6 or
even 8 ... Bd6!? intending 9
Nxd5 Bxh2+ is possible. Since
exchange on g6 is very bad, the
knight tends to interfere with
White’s game. Another idea is
7 Ng3 Qh4!? 8 0-0 Bd6 9 Qel+
Kd7! 10 f4 Re8 planning

.. Nf6—g4.) 7 ... Bd6 8 Bf4 (8

0-0 Qf6!? with the idea
.. Nge7, or just 8 ... Bg6, e.g.
9 f4 f5! and ... Nf6-ed)
8 ... Nge7 9 0-0 Bg6 10 Bxdé
Qxd6 11 f4 Qe6! (F¥) 12 Rf3
Nf5!? (12 ... Be4!?; 12 ... Bh5!
+) 13 Kf2 Nd6 14 Re3 Be4 15
Ng3 £516 ¢4 0-0 17 Nc3 dxc4 18
d5 Qh6 19 Bxed fxed4 20 Nge2
Rxf4+ 21 Nxf4 Qxfd+ 22 Ke2
Rf8 23 Qg1 Nd4+ 24 Kd1 Qf1+
0-1 Sollid-Watson, Gausdal
1981.  Typical light-square
domination.

5 .. Bdeé
6 Nf3

Most often played. Two
other moves:

(a) 6 Ne2 Qh4 (Not necess-
ary, but good. 6 ... Qf6!? —
Alekhine — is also logical,
6 ... Nge7 is equal, and 6 ...
Bgd!? 7 Qb3 Nge7 would be the
gambit in note (a) to 5 ¢3) 7
Nd2 (7 Na3 a6 8 Qd2 Nge7!? 9
Nc2 — 9 Qg5?! Qxg5 10 Bxg5
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Bxa3! — of Seidman-Byrne,
US Ch 1962 can be met by
9 ... h6, preventing 10 Qg5, or
earlier 8 ... Nf6 is interesting. 7
g3 Qh3!? 8 Nf4 Bxf4 9 Bxf4
Qg2 10 Rfl is unclear, but
7 ... QhS 8 Bf4? Bgd! 9 Bxd6
cxd6 is better for Black, who
intends ... 0—0-0 and kingside
attack; 8 Nf4 should be tried)
7 ... Bgd! 8 Qc2 (8 Qb3 0-0-0
9 Oxd5? Nf6 ¥ ECO; 8 Nfl
Nge7 9 Ne3 Be6 10 Ng1 Qf6 11
Nf3 0-0-0 12 Bd2 Rhe8 13 Qc2
Ng6 + intending ... Nf4 Dam-
janovic-Ivkov, Yugoslav Ch
1962) 8 ... Nf6!? (or 8 ..
0-0-09 Nf1 g6! 10 Be3 Nge7 11
0-0-0 BfS + Winter—Alek-
hine, Nottingham 1936) 9 Nfl
0-0 10 Be3 BhS 11 Neg3?! Bxg3
12 Nxg3 (12 fxg3 Qg4! 13 Bf5
Bg6 + Bednarski) 12 ... Bg6 13
h3 Rae8 14 Nfl Bxd3 15 Qxd3
Ne4 F Ledwon-Bednarski,
Poland 1975.

(b) 6 Qf3 prepares Bf4 and
keeps an eye on f5: 6 ... Nge7!?
(6 ... Be6 7 Ne2 Qd7 or 7 Bf4
Nge7 is dull and equal
6 ... Nce7!? succeeded brilli-
antly in Kovacs—Korchnoi,
Sarajevo 1969: 7 Bf4?! Nf6 8 h3
— 8 Ne2 — 8 ... Bxf4 9 Qxf4
0-0 10 Ne2 Ng6 11 Qh2?! Re8
12 0-0 BfS! +. Universally
recommended is 7 Ne2 and on
7 ...Nf6, 8 Bg5; but then
8 ... Bgd 9 Qe3 Qd7 is extreme-

ly complicated. After 10 Bxf6
gxf6, Black castles long and
plays for attack with his two
bishops) 7 Bf4 Ng6 8 Bxdé
Qxd6 9 Ne2, and here Pogats—
Florian, Hungary 1955, went
9 ... Nh4 10 Qg3 Qhé! 11 0-0
0-0 =. Another idea would be
9 ... Nce7!? and 10 g3 00 plan-
ning ... f5-f4 or 10 Qg3 Qb6! or
10 0-0 Be6 11 Nd2 0-0-0 un-
clear.

6 .. Bg4

6 ... Nge7 7 Bg5!? Bg4 8
Nbd2 Qd7 9 Bh4 h6!?
(9 ... Ng6or9 ... 0-0-0follow-
ed by ... f6 and ... g5) 10 Bg3
0-0-0 11 Qc2!? Qe6+ 12 Kdl
f5 13 Rel Qd7 14 Bxd6 Dur-
ham-Remlinger, Los Angeles
1981, and now 14 ... Qxd6 15
h3 Bxf3+ 16 Nxf3 g6 = (Beel-

by).

7 0-0 Nge7
8 Rel

8 Bg5!? Qd7 (or 8...16 9
Be3!) 9 Nbd2 f6 10 Be3! (10
Bh4 0-0-0 11 Bg3 g5! + with
attack; a position from Rand-
vir—-Bondarevsky, Parnu 1947,
and from two games of the
author’s) 10 ... 0-0-0 11 c4!?
(11 b4 Rdg8 12 Nb3 Nd8! and
on 13 Nc5, 13 ... Qe8 F both
watches a4 and threatens
... Qh5) 11 ... Nb4 12 Be2 dxc4
13 Nxc4 Nbd5 14 Qb3 Be6 15
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-Rfcl Kb8 16 Nfd2 Nf4! 17 Bf3

Bd5 18 Ned4 Ne2+! ¥ P. Mar-
cal-Watson, St. Paul 1982.
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9 Nbd2 0-0-0!?

An all-out move. Good is
9 ... 0-0 10 h3 Bf5 11 Nfl Rae8
Tal-Korchnoi, USSR 1955,
‘when White tried 12 Bxf517 (12
Bg5 = ECO, although perhaps
Black is slightly better here
also, e.g. 12 ... h6 13 Bh4 Ng6
14 Bg3 Nf4) 12 ... Qxf5 13 Ne3
Qd7 14 Bd2 Nd8 15 Qc2 c6 ¥.

After 9 ... 0~0-0!?, 10 b4 is
supposed to be in White’s
favour, but 10 ... Ng6 11 Nb3
Rde8 of Spielmann-Maroczy,
Sliac 1932, is double-edged,

since, for example, 12 Bd2?
fails to 12 ... Nh4 with the idea
13 Be2 Rxe2! 14 Qxe2 Bxf3 and
.. Qh3, whereas 13 Be3 (as
played) invites two possible
attacks from Black: 12 ... {517
intending ... f4 and then
... Nh4 etc., or even 12 ..
Nh4(!), e.g. 13 Be2 Nf5 14 Bd2
Rxe2! 15 Qxe2 Nh4 F Havski-
Vladimirov, USSR 1956. ECO
gives this last position as un-
clear (with Black’s rook on d8
instead of h8), but it seems that
White cannot defend adequate-
ly against the threat of ... Bxf3
and ... Qh3.

Having only scratched the
sutface of the Exchange Vari-
ation, we have seen some con-
crete variations, ready to em-
ploy, and enough examples to
indicate the type of play re-
quired. Objectively, of course,
the assessment has to read
“equal”; but in all of the above
examples and analysis, there is
ample leeway for the better
player to develop his forces,
outthink his opponent, and
win. Which is what chess is all
about!



3

King’s Indian Attack
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The King's Indian Attack
was used in the fifties and six-
ties by Petrosian and (later) by
Fischer, but has not since posed
a serious threat to the French
Defence. At least four systems,
including the old main line,
grant Black equal play. None of
them are much better than any
other, however, due to the
basic solidity of 2 d3. I will
recommend here two lines, one
with ... dS (solid) and one with

36

.. €5 {which can be rather vola-

tile). They both grant the de-
fender active counterplay and
yet yield flexible positions not
at all exhausted by theory.
They begin with: 3.1 2 ... ¢5;
322..d5.

3.1

2 .. e5
3 Nf3

Nc3 here or on the next
several moves gives a Closed
Sicilian. Black has full equality
by ...Nc6, ...g6, ...Bg7,
.. Nge7, ... d6 etc. (see Closed
Sicilian theory; this is quite easy
to play); or, if Nc3 is played
before ... gb, Black can choose
.. d5 with immediate equality
due to the misplaced knight on
c3.

3 g3 and 3 Nd2 can lead to
independent lines, e.g. 3 g3 Nc6
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4 Bg2 g6 5 Ne2!? Bg7 6 0-0
Nge7 7 ¢3 0-0 (7 ... €5 is also
playable) 8 Be3 (8 d4 cxd4 9
cxd4 dS! — 9 ... Qb6 10 d5
Bxb2 11 Bxb2 Qxb2 12 dxc6! —
10 e5 f6 11 f4 fxe5 12 fxeS
Rxfl+ 13 Kxfl Nf5 14 Nbc3
Qb6 15 Na4 QbS unclear/+)
8 ... b6 9 d4 cxd4 10 cxd4 d5 11
Nbc3 dxed 12 Bxe4 Bb7 13 Qa4
a6 14 b4(?) b5 15 Qb3 Nf5 +
Spivak—Watson, Los Angeles
1981.

Or 3 Nd2 Nc6 4 g3 g6 5 Bg2
Bg7 6 41?7 Nge7 7 Nf3 (7 517
Browne, but 7...d6 8 exd6
Qxd6 is + — 9 Ned Qc7!)
7 ...d6(orjust7 ... 0-0 = with
8 g4 f5 or 8 e5 d6) 8 g4!? (8 00
5! Browne) 8 ... £5!? (Queried
by Browne; true, 8 ... 0-0! in-
tending ... f5 is equal, but the
move played is probably okay
too) 9 gxf5 gxf5?! (9 ... exf5!
=) 10 Nf1 Ng6? (Last chance; it
is not clear that 10 ... 0-0 11
Ng3 QeS8 is bad) 11 exf5 exf5 12
Ng3 with White advantage,
Browne—-Paolozzi, Lone Pine
1979.

3. Nc6
4 g3 g6!

A dynamic system to cut
across White’s plan of advanc-
ing with €5 and attacking the
kingside. Of course 4 ... d5 is
also fine (see 3.2). If 4 ... d5, 5
Qe2!? lets Black enter the old

main line with 5 ... Be7 6 Bg2
Nf6, the more so since White’s
queen should not be committed
too early to e2; or he can play
5 ... Nge76Bg2g670-0Bg78
€5 Qc7 9 Rel 0-0 10 ¢3 b5! with
counterplay, Rossetto—Cobo,
Havana 1964.

5 Bg2

A difficult alternative is 5
d4!?, with the idea that ... g6
and ... e6 do not coordinate
well after 5 ... cxd4 6 Nxd4,
and in fact 6 ... a6 7 Nc3 (or 7
Nxc6 bxc6 8 Bg2 £ Vasyukov-
Tal, USSR 1974) 7 ... Bg7 8
Be3 Nge7 9 Bg2 £ is not easy
for Black. But in Fedorowicz—
Watson, New York 1977, 1
found what I feel is a complete
answer to 5 d4, namely
5 ... ds.
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Now 6 Bb5 only helps Black
after 6 ... Qb6, and if 6 dxc5
Bxc5 7 Nd2 (or 7 exd5 exd5 8
Nbd2 Nf6, transposing; here 8



38 Play the French

Bd3? 0-0 9 0-0 Bh3 10 Rel
Ng4 is worse), 7 ... Nf6! 8 exd5
exd5 9 Nb3 (9 Qe2+? Beb +)
9..Bb6 10 Bg2 (10 Bg5?
Bxf2+; 10 Nfd4 Bg4!) 10 ...
Ned4 11 0-0 (11 Nfd4? Nxf2!)
11... 00 and now, for ex-
ample, 12 Bh6 Re8 13 c3 Bxf3!?
14 Bxf3 (14 Qxf3 Ne5 15 Qd1
Nc4) 14 ... Qf6! threatening
.. g5 and ... Ne5 with ... Rad8
etc.

So the game went 6 exd5!
exd5 7 Bg2 (7 Bg5 Qb6! and 7
Be3 Bg4-8 Be2 Nge7! with the
idea 9 dxc5 NfS5 are not as good)
7 ... Bg4 8 c3!7 (8 dxc5 Bxc5 9
0-0 Qd7! 10 Rel+ KIf8!? in-
tending ... h5 and, after h4,

.. Nf6 is promising for Black;

of course 10 ... Nge7 is play-
able too) 8 ... cxd4 9 0-0 Bg7
10 Qb3! and now I tried
10 ... dxc3!? 11 Qxb7 Nge7 12
Nxc3 Rb8 13 Qa6 0-0 with a
complex but satisfactory game
(after 14 h3!?, 14 ... Bc8! and
15 Qe2 d4 16 Ne4 Qb6 prepares
.. Ba6, or 15 Qa4 d4 16 Rd1!?
dxc3! etc. gives good play). The
simple course was 10 ... Bxf3
11 Bxf3 Nge7 12 Qxb7 0-0, e.g.
13 Rdl Qd6! (threatening
...Na5, or .. Ne5 and
.. Rfb8) 14 Bf4? Qf6 15 Bg2
Rfb8! 16 Bxb8 Rxb8 17 Qab
Rxb2 18 Rfl dxc3 etc.

Treacherous paths in such an
innocent opening!

5 ... Bg7
6 0-0

6 c3 57 0-0 Nge7 transposes
to 3.12 (note to 7 ... 0-0; here
7 Be3 d6 8 d4? exd4 9 cxd4 Bg4!
in no way helps White), and 6
¢3 Nge7 7 d4 cxd4 8 exd4 d5 will
either transpose to 3.12 below,
or be even better for Black,
who might do without ... 0-0to
play a quicker ... f6.

6 . Nge7
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Here we have another split:
3.11 7 Rel; 3.12 7 3.

7 Nc3 is another Closed Sici-
lian, but Black’s set-up has
been very successful against it;
see, for example, the last two
Spassky—Portisch  Candidates
matches.

7 Nbd2 is the other, fairly
neutral, try: 7 ... d6!? (Note
that 7 ... 0-0 8 c3 eS5! discour-
ages 9Nb3dueto 9 ... b6 10 d4
exd4 11 cxd4 Ba6 12 Rel Nb4!
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and 13 Bfl Bxfl 14 Kxfl c4!
with ... Nd3. But 7...0-0 8
Nb3 b6 9 d4 cxd4 — 9 ... b6!?
— 10 Nfxd4 a6 is unclear) 8 c3
(8 Rel transposes to 3.11)
8...0-0(or8...e5!)9NbL3 (9
Nh4 Rb8! 10 a4 5! 11 {4 exf4 12
gxf4 £5 13 Nc4 Be6 14 Ne3 Qd7
15 Nd5 fxe4 + P. Whitehead-
Watson, Berkeley 1976) 9 ...
e5 (9...a5 10 a4 b6, about
equal) 10 d4 Na5!? 11 Nxa$5 (11
dxcS5!?) 11... Qxa5 12 dxe5
dxe5 13 Qd6 Nc6 14 Be3 c4 15
Qd2 Rd8 = Tringov—Vranesic,
Amsterdam 1964.

3.11

7 Rel dé

Or 7 ... 0-0, and if 8 e5!?,
8 ... d6 9 exd6 Qxd6 10 Nbd2
b6 =.

8 c3

Now 8 Nbd2 is anemic, e.g.
8...0-09 a4 (9 a3 a6!? 10 Rbl
b5 11 b4 cxb4 12 axb4 Bb7 =
was Csom-Ivkov, Esbjerg
1981; more energetic would be
9...a5 10 a4 e5 or 9... h6)
9 ... h6! 10 Nc4 e5 11 Bd2 (11
Nh4 Kh7 12 f4 exf4 13 gxf4 5 or
here 13 ... Ng8 14 Nf3 Bgd)
11 ... Be6 12 Qcl Kh7 13 h3
Qd7 14 Kh2 £5!? ¥ Williams-
Watson, New York 1980.

White has no real plan here, so
4 ..f6 intending ... Rf7,
..Raf8, and ... f5S or ... d5 in

some cases, was also good.

8 ... es

Or 8 ... 0-0, in view of 9 d4?!
cxd4 10 cxd4 Qbé! 11 d5 Bxb2
12 Bxb2 Qxb2 13 dxc6 (13 Nbd2
Na5 + Hiibner) 13 ... Qxal 14
Qb3 (14 cxb7 Bxb7 15 Qb3
Bd5! 16 exd5 Rab8 17 Qd3
Nxd5 F Hiibner) 14 ... Nxc6 15
Nc3 Nd4 16 Rxal Nxb3 17 axb3
Bd7 F Ljubojevic—Hiibner,
Buenos Aires 1978.

After 8 ...0-0, 9 Na3 e5
transposes to the next note, as
does 9 Be3 e5.
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9 a3!?

This move has a good repu-
tation, but it may be overrated,
as b4 is no great achievement.
Another approach is 9 Na3 0-0
10 N¢2, and now Weinstein—
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Tapper, Boston 1972, went
0 ... h6!? 11 d4 cxd4? (11 ...
exd4! Weinstein) 12 cxd4 Kh7
13 d5 . Actually, White’s
manoeuvre invites 10 ... dS!
with space and a good game. A
similar idea, 9 Na3 0-0 10
Be3!?, is the same as 9 Be3 0-0
10 Na3 (and not here 10 d4?
exd4 11 cxd4 Bg4! with a beau-
tiful game for Black) 10 ... b6
(intending 11 ... d5) 11 d4 exd4
12 cxd4 Bg4 13 Nc2 “=~

(ECO). A complicated position;

Black might try 13 ... Qd7!? 14
d5 Ne5 15 Nxe5!? BxeS un-
clear, or 13 ... Qc8, which pre-
vents h3 and prepares ... Bh3
followed by ...f5 at some
point.

9 ... 0-0

Or 9...a5 10 a4 0-0 =;
Black plays ... h6 and ... Be6
with either ... Kh7 and ... f5 or

.. b6 and ... d5 depending on
what White attempts next.

10 b4 hé6!?

The most ambitious move,
although 10 ... b6 is playable,
e.g. 11 Nbd2 Be6 12 Ng5 (12
b5!?7) 12 ... Bd7 13 Nc4 h6 14
Nf3 Qc7 15 b5 Nd8! 16 a4 Rb8
17 Bd2 Be6 + Britton—Watson,
Philadelphia 1979.

11 Nbd2 Be6

A typical position. Now 12
Rb1l of Ivkov-Penrose, Nice
1974, can be answered by

2 ...Qd7()) or by 12 ... cxb4

13 axb4 bS! =, the former
offering more active chances.
In Mercuri-Watson, Man-
chester 1980, White tried 12
Nb3!?, hoping for 12 ... b6 13
b5. The game continued 12 ...
a5! 13 bxa$ (13 bxc5 a4 14 cxd6
Qxd6 15 Nbd2 Qxd3 +; 13 bS
a4! unclear, with ... f5 in the
air) 13 ... Nxa5!? (13 ..
Qd7!?) 14 Nxa5 Qxa$ 15 Bb2
(15 Qc2!?) 15 ... Nc6 16 Qc2,
and instead of my 16 ... Ra7!?
¥, 16...b5! 17 Nd2 Qad!
keeps a clear edge.

3.12

7 c3

White reasons that in posi-
tions like those of 3.11, Rel
was not very useful, so why not
skip that move?

7 .. 0-0!?

A change of strategy. Black
allows d4 and then plans to
assault that square as in the
Advance Variation. It is worth
noting that 7 ... e5, as in 3.11,
is still reasonable, e.g. 8 Be3 d6
9 d4?! (9 h3 £5! 10 exf5 Nxf5 11
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BgS Qb6 =; 9 Qd2 0-0 10 Na3

512 11 Bh6 £4! 12 Bxg7 Kxg7 13

d4 cxd4 14 cxd4 Bgs! F
Campo-Watson, Mexico 1976)
9 ... exd4 10 exd4 Bg4! 11 dxc5
dxcS! 12 Qcl 0-0!? (12 ... b6)
13 Nbd2 (13 Bxc5!?) 13 ... b6
F Hug-Hort, Petropolis 1973

8 d4

Critical. 8 Be3 b6 9 d4 cxd4
10 Nxd4!? Bd7 11 Nxc6 Bxc6 12
Qd6?! Nc8 13 Qd2 Qc7 14 Na3
Qb7! 15 Rfel b5 + was Radu-
lov-Taimanov, Leningrad
1973. Here 10 ... Ba6!? 11 Rel
Ne5 12 f4 Nd3 13 Re2 Nc5! 14
Rd2 Bb7 15 Qc2 a5 is also
interesting. Instead of 10 Nxd4,
10 cxd4 was recommended,
when White perhaps feared
10 ... d511 eS N15, e.g. 12 Bg5
f6 or 12 Bf4 f6, although then
13 h4 is complex.

Another defensive formation
would be 8 Be3 b6 9 d4 d6!?,
e.g. 10 e5!? (10 Na3 Bb7 11
dxc5 dxc5 12 Nc4? Ba6! 13 Qa4
Na5 14 Nfd2 QeS8 etc.; 10 d57!
exd5 11 exd5 Na5!, e.g. 12 Na3
Bb7 13 Nel Ba6! etc.) 10 ...
Ba6 11 exd6 (11 Rel? dxe5)
11 ... Nd5 12 Rel cxd4 13 Nxd4
Qxd6 and 14 Qa4 Bb7 or 14
Nxc6 Qxcé.

8 ... cxd4
9 cxd4 ds

PTF -~ D

Now 9 ... Qb6? is mistaken
after 10 d5S Bxb2 11 Bxb2 Qxb2
12 dxc6 Qxal 13 cxd7.

10 e5 Nf5
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The key position, hardly ex-
plored. Black intends ... f6 and
possibly ... Qb6/c7 to attack
White’s centre. I have played/
analysed as follows from the
diagram:

(a) 11 Na3!? (to guard d4 by
Nc2) can be met violently by

1 ... f6! 12 g4 (12 exf6 Bxf6 13
Nc2 Qb6 F; 12 Rel!? Qb6 13
Nc2 Bd7 14 g4 Nfe7 or even

4 ... Nfxd4!!? 15 Ncxd4 fxeS
16 Nxc6 bxc6 unclear) 12 ...
fxeS!! 13 gxf5 e4 14 Ne5! (14
Ng5 Rxf5 15 f4 Bxd4+; 14 Bg5?
Qb6 15 16 exf3 16 fxg7 Rf5S F)
14 ... Nxe5! (14 ... Nxd4?!! 15
Qxd4 Rxf5 16 Nac4 b5! with
tremendous complications,
Bonin~Watson, New York
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1979) 15 dxe5 Bxe5, and with
only two pawns for the piece
Black has compensation, e.g.
16 {417 exf3 17 Rxf3 Rxf5! 18
Rxf5 gxf5 makes it three pawns
with a surprising attack still in
the air (19 Qh5 Bd7! or 19
Nc4!1? Bf6). Or 16 fxg6 Qh4 17
h3 Rf3 (or 17 ... Bd7!?), when
Black at least draws: 18 gxh7+!
Qxh7!? (18 ... Kxh7 19 Bxf3
Qxh3 20 Bxed4+ dxed 21 f4
Qg3+ only draws as 21 ... Bd7
22 Qxd7+ Kh8 23 Kf2! es-
capes) 19 Qd2 (19 Bxf3? Qxh3;
19 Be3 Bd7 20 Rel Raf§ or 20
Nc4 Bc7 21 Rel Raf§ +)

9 ... Rxa3 and if 20 Qg5+,

0 ... Qg7 21 Qd8+ Kf7!? is a
risky try. Black can always opt
for 18 ... Kxh7 instead.

(b) 11 Nc3 £6 12 Rel! (The
toughest. 12 Bf4 g5! 13 exf6 —
13 Bcl g4 14 Nel fxe5 + —
13 ... Bxf6 14 Be5 g4! 15 Bxf6
Qxf6 16 NeS hS!. Also, 12 g4!?
was tried in Lombardy—Wat-
son, Columbus 1977, and 12 ...
Nh4!? 13 Nxh4 fxe5 14 Nf3
exd4 15 Ne2 e5 led to compli-
cations and finally a draw. Ac-
tually, just 12 ... Nfe7 13 exf6
Rxf6! 14 Bg5 Rf7 is fine; on 15
Qd2, for example, 15 ... Qf8!
hits f3 and covers h6) 12

. Qb6!? (12 ... fxe5? 13 dxeS
Bd7 14 Bf4 h6 15 h4 Be8 £ was
slow in Timman-Ljubojevic,
Hilversum 1973; but 12 ... h6is

also interesting, e.g. 13 Bf4!?
g5 14 exf6 Bxf6 15 Be5 g4 16
Nd2 Nfxd4 17 Qxg4+ Kh7, or
13 h4 Qbé6! 14 Na4 Qc7 15 Bf4
g5 16 exf6 gxf4 17 fxg7 Qxg7
and Black looks better. The
immediate 13 g4 is more of a
problem, e.g. 13 ... Nfe7 14
exf6 Rxf6 15 g5 hxg5 16 BxgS
Rf7 with a tough position) 13
Na4 (to defend the d-pawn)
3..Qc7, and now e5 is
attacked, but 14 Bf4(?) g5! 15
exf6 gxf4 16 fxg7 Qxg7 or 14
exf6 Bxf6 and d4 will fall. So 14
g4 is apparently necessary, and
yet 14 ... Nfe7 15 exf6 Bxf6 16
Bh6 Bg7 looks okay, while
14 ... £xe5!7 15 gxf5 e4 might
be a try for attack.

Of course these are just
ideas, and the whole variation
is too complex to reach a defin-
ite conclusion. So much the
better for over-the-board! If
your tastes are more civilized,
however, the 7 ... e5 optionisa
good bet, or you may wish to
look into the line which follows:

3.2

2 .. ds
3 Nd2 c5

I should also mention that
the system with 3 ... Nf6 4 Ngf3
b6 has been doing well for
Black.

‘side. On 7 ...
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4 Ngf3  Nc6
5 g3 Bd6!?

Recommended as a second
system because it is sound and
still relatively unanalysed. For
an alternate alternative (or
when facing other move or-
ders), there is 5 ... Nf6é 6 Bg2
Be7 7 -0 Qc7 8 Rel b6, which
has steadily gained popularity
in international praxis. Black
will usually follow up with
... Bb7 in conjunction with

.. 0-0-0 and a kingside pawn
storm.

6 Bg2 Nge7
7 0-0 0-0

Here Black has the oppor-
tunity to muddy the waters by
playing 7 ... Qc7!? or 7 ... b6
with the idea of deferring castl-
ing and perhaps going queen-
Qc7!? 8 Nh4
(looks tempting, to play f4 and
e5),8...¢5(8... Be51?,e.2. 9
4 Bf6 to Nhf3 g6, or 9 Ndf3 Bf6
10 Exd5 Nxd5) 9 Nf3 b6 is
possible, with ... Bd7 and
v.. 0~0-0to come. Or7 ... Qc7
8 Rel Bd7 9 Qe2 {6 is quite
playable; compare 8 Rel Qc7
below.

If7 ... b6 8 Nh4, 8 ... Be5!?
9 f4 Bf6 10 Nhi3 g6 11 5 Bg7
seems more effective than 8
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Nh4 BeS5 below, because 12 ¢3
Ba6! prevents d4.

Black’s strategy here is based
on controlling e5, and to this
end he is willing to play ... Qc7,

.. Ngb, and/or ... {6 if necess-
ary. Given time, he can either
expand with ... d4 and ... €5,
fianchetto his queen’s bishop,
or strike at the centre with

.. 15. For the present, White
has to get his pieces out, s0 he
usually chooses 3.21 8 Rel;
3.22 8 Nh4,

8 ¢3 or 8 Qe2 may transpose,
but they give Black extra op-
tions, e.g. 8¢3 b6 9 Rel dxed 10
dxed4 Bab = or 8§ Qe2 e5!?
(8...Qc7 or 8..Bc7 or
8 ... f6 are normal; see below)
9 exdS (9 ¢3 d4 10 Ncd §6)
9...Nxd5 and Black looks
okay, e.g. 10 Nc4 Bgd 11 c3 {6
or 10 Ng5 Nd4! 11 QhS Ni6 12
Qd1 Bg4! etc.
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3.21

8 Rel

Not so sharp as 8 Nh4. Here
White keeps his eye on d4 and
€5, intending 9 ¢3 and 10 e5.

8 ... Qc7

This is a matter of taste.
8 ... Bc7is a good alternative: 9
¢3 (9 e5? Ngb6 F; 9 exdS Nxd5
10 Ne4 b6 =; 9 Nh4!? of Niko-
lic-Schmidt, Vrnjacka Banja
1981, resembles 8 Nh4. Schmidt
played normally with 9 ... b6,
but 9 ... e5! seems the best way
to exploit the offside knight)
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And now:

(a) 9 ... b6 is the main move:
10 €5 (10 exd5 should be an-
swered by 10 ... Nxd3!, e.g. 11
Ncd4 Bb7 12 d4 cxd4 13 Nxd4
Nxd4 14 Qxd4 bS! 15 Ne3 Bbb
16 Qd1 Y:-Y2 Campora-Veli-
kovic, Vrsac 1981) 10 ... a5 (or

10 ... Kh§ intending a timely
... f6) 11 Nf1 Ba612h4d4 13 c4
Qd7 14 N1h2 Sznapik-Karpov,
Skopje 1972, and now 14 ... f6!
leaves White nothing better
than 15 exf6 (15 Ng4!? f5 16
Ngh2 b5!) 15 ... gxf6, which
transposes to the game. That
went 14 ... 571 15 exf6? (15 ad!
£ Karpov) 15 ... gxf6 16 Ng4
(16 Bh3 Nf5 17 Ng4 Kh8 Kar-
pov) 16 ... e3! 17 Bh3 QeS8 (or
7 ... Qdé6 Karpov) 18 Bh6 Rf7
19 Bd2 Kh8 +.

(b)9 ... Rb8!? 10 €5 (10 exd5
exd5!? 11 Nb3 Pytel) 10 ... b6
11 d4 NfS! 12 Nfl 6 13 exf6
Qxf6 14 Bg5?! Qg6 15 Qd2 cxd4
16 cxd4 Bd6 (16 ... Ncxd4!?) 17
NeS Nxe5 18 dxeS Bce5 19 Bf4
a5 + Ostojic-Pytel, Kikinda
1976.

(¢)9 ... a5!? 10 a4 b6 11 exd5
exd5 12 d4 Bgd (“=" ECO)
Medina—Portisch, Palma de
Mallorca 1967.

(d) Other moves are 9 ...
Ngb6!? 10 h4 b6 (Karpov) and

9 ... 1617 (Pytel).
9 ¢3

9 Qe2!? f6! 10 ¢3 need not
transpose to the text as Black
has 10 ... d4 (“!” Rosenberg)
11 Ncd e5 and 12 Bd2 (12 a4
Be6) 12 ... b5! 13 Nxd6 Qxd6

14 a4 was Rosenberg~Bukh-

man, USSR 1974, when 14 ...
Rb8! + (Rosenberg) was best.
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9 b3?! clearly misplaces the
queen’s bishop: 9 ... Bd7 10
Bb2 d4! 11 Nc4 €5 12 a4 b6 13
Qd2 6 + Calvo-Karpov, Mad-
rid 1973. Black later engineered
an ... 5 break.

9 ... Bd7
10 Qe2 fe!

With a fine position for
Black, as seen from:

(a) 11 Nf1 d4 12 Bd2 &5 (“F”
Gufeld) 13 Recl Rfc8! 14 h3
Be6 15 N1h2 Qd7 16 h4 (16 g4
Ng6 17 Nfl Bf8 + Gufeld)
16 ... b5 17 cxd4 cxd4 18 Nel
a5 19 f4 Bb4 + A. Zaitsev-
Gufeld, USSR Ch 1969.

(b) 11 Nfl Rae8 12 Bd2 as6!?
13 a3 d4 14 Rabl e5 15 Recl
Be6 16 b4 dxc3 17 Bxc3 Qd7 18
N1d2 b5 F Caldwell-Sax, Lon-
don 1980.

3.22

8 Nh4
(see following diagram)

A dangerous move, prepar-
ing f4 and e5 followed by QhS,
Ndf3 etc. Fischer used 8 Nh4 to
defeat Ivkov in Santa Monica
1966, but since then several
better defensive schemes have
emerged.

8 .. Bd7!1?
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Neither much better nor
much worse than other tries:

(a) 8 ... b6 was the defence
in Fischer—Ivkov. After 9 f4,
9...1f610 Rel Bc7 11 ¢3 a5 =
of Sax-Ligterink, Amsterdam
1976, was a solid answer; rather
than 9 ... dxed4!? 10 dxed4 Bab
11 Rel when Black, instead of
Ivkov’s 11...¢47 12 3 =+,
should play 11 ... Bc7!, e.g. 12
e5 Qd7 13 Kh1 (13 QhS Qd4+
14 Khl Qf2 15 Nhf3 Nd4 16
Ne4 Qxc2 17 Nxd4 cxd4 18 Ng5
Qg6 19 Qxgb hxgb6 20 Bxal
Rxa8 unclear — Minic) 13 ...
Rad8 14 QhS5 Nf5 15 Ne4 Ncd4
16 g4! Nxh4 17 Qxh4 f6! =/
unclear (Black is shooting for
... Nxc2) Minic-Sax, Vinkovci
1976.

(b) 8...Be5!? 9 f4 Bf6 10
Nhf3 g6 11 ¢3 Bg7 12 €5 b6
(“=" ECO) 13 Rf2 Ba6 14 d4
cxd4 15 cxd4 Qd7 16 Nft %
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Zuckerman-Vasyukov, Polan-
ica Zdroj 1972.

(c) 8 ... £5!7 9 4 Bc7 10 exdS
exdS 11 Rel Rf6! 12 ¢3 Beb
(“=" Weinstein) Hug-Ivkov,
Palma de Mallorca 1972.

(d) 8 ... Qc79141610c3 Bd7
11 Qh5 Be8 12 Qe2 Bf7 =
Rigo-Sax, Hungarian Ch 1976.

This last sequence is a very
logical one, to my mind.

9 f4 5
10 b3!?

10 5?7 Bc7 suits Black fine,
since his kingside is safe and he
can advance on the other wing.
And 10 exd5 exdS 11 Rel is
somewhat less pointed than in
Hug-Ivkov due to 11 ... Be8!
and 12 Nfeither)f3 BhS or 12¢3
Bf7.

The main option is 10 ¢3 Kh8
11 Kh1 b5 (or 11 ... Be8 =) 12
Ndf3 b4 13 c4 Bc7 14 exd5 exdS
15 Ng5 dxc4! 16 QhS h6 17

Ngb6+ Kg8 18 Nxf8 Qxf8 19 Nf3
Be8 20 Qh3 cxd3 21 Be3 Bb6
(21 ... c4!) 22 Racl Rd8 23
Rfd1 14-Y% Ciocaltea—Padev-
sky, Istanbul 1975.

10 ... bs

11 exf5 exfs
12 Bb2 Qb6
13 Khil Rae8

A position from Harding-
Penrose, England 1972. Black
has developed smoothly and
managed to refute White’s at-
tack after 14 QhS Nb4! 15 Ndf3
d4 16 Rf2? (16 Rael +)
16 ... Ned5 17 a3? Nf6 18 Qg5
Ng4 19 Rd2 Be7 20 QhS g6 ++.

As one can see, the King’s
Indian Attack does not in any
way challenge the validity of
the French Defence. It is rather
a safe system which can lead to
interesting and double-edged
play if that is what Black wants.

4
Tarrasch: 3 ...

1 ¢4 e6 2 d4 d5 3 Nd2 Nf6
//(4’
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Due in part to its espousal by
world champion Karpov, 3 Nd2
has become the most popular
method of combatting the
French Defence. It enjoys the
reputation of being safe, and
yet leading to a certain pull. In
the words of Keene and Taul-
but, “White’s plus does not
entirely evaporate and, more
importantly from a practical
point of view, White can play to
win without exposing himself to
serious risk of losing.”
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Nf6 with 5 Bd3

While these thoughts may
apply to 3 ... ¢5 4 exd5 exdS
(for 4 ... QxdS, see Chapter 6),
they do not at all describe the
situation after 3 ... Nf6. By im-
mediately attacking the centre
and provoking 4 €5, Black cre-
ates a permanent imbalance,
after which play is not only
unclear, but full of risk for both
sides. I have played 3 ... Nf6
for some years with good suc-
cess, and to this day know of no
reason it should be considered
inferior to 3 ... ¢5. From a stra-
tegic point of view, Black’s loss
of tempo after 4 e5 Nfd7 is
balanced by White’s loss of
tempo with Nd2. That piece
will inevitably have to move
again, and if it goes to f3 (the
usual square), the king’s knight
has lost izs most natural post
and will often head for ¢3 via
e2. In that case, White has
spent four moves to play Nf3
and Nc3, no small concession
for establishing his centre.
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Once €5 is in, Black plans to
lay siege to the pawn chain by
.. €5 and ... f6. White then has
two basic approaches. The d4
pawn must be defended regard-
less, and you will seldom see an
effective dxc5 by White. But €5
can be held by pawns (via 5 f4;
see Chapter 5) or it can be
defended by pieces, as in this
chapter. With Black’s knights
on d7 and c6, this usually means
that White will play exf6 in
response to ... f6, after which
the game revolves around con-
trol of d4 and e5. Other key
ideas are best explained by ex-
ample.

4 eS

4 Bd3 can transpose after
4 ...c55e5Ni{d7 6 c3 etc., and
here 5 exd5 Qxd5! + is a
pleasant version of Chapter 6
(Black is attacking g2 and d4). 5
dxc5 has the serious drawback
of 5... dxe4 6 Nxed4 Nxe4 7
Bxe4 Oxdl+ 8 Kxdl BxcS.
After 9 Kel or 9 Ke2, the play
is dull but not completely dead,
e.g. Black can prepare to ad-
vance his centre pawns. And
the move 5 ... Bxc5, criticized
on account of 6 Qe2 0-0 7 Ngf3
Nc6 8 0-0 (8 €5 Ng4 9 0-0 f6 10
exf6 Nxf6) 8 ...Qc7 9 ¢3 £
Westerinen—Uhlmann, Hast-
ings 1972/3, is also okay if Black
plays 8 ... Bb6! (instead of

8...Qc7M),e.g. 9e5(9c3Bc7
or 9...¢e5!7) 9...Nd7 10 c4
Bc7 11 cxdS exdS5 12 €6 Nc5 13
exf7+ Rxf7 (+7) 14 Bbl Bg4 15
Qe3 Qd6 16 g3 h6 17 Nd4 Bbo
F Ghinda-Farago, Romania
1982. Finally, 6 ... Nc6 7 Ngf3
(7 exd5 Qxd5) 7 ... e5!? looks
playable, if risky, e.g. 8 exdS (8
0-0 Bg4; 8 BbS 0—-0 9 Bxc6 bxc6
10 Nxe5 Re8 etc.) 8 ... Qxd5 9
Ne4 (9 0-0 Bgd) 9 ... Be7 (or
even 9..Bg4!? 10 Nxc5
Qxc5).

4 .. Nfd7
5 Bd3

(a) 5 Ngf3 may be more
accurate if White wants to play
the gambit line 5 ... ¢5 6 c3 Ncé
7 Bd3 etc. (for 7 Be2, see note
(c)), but in our repertoire this
does not matter. 5 Ngf3 attains
independent  significance  if
White responds to 5 ... ¢5 with
6 c4!? (6 Bb5!? Nc6 7 0-0 cxd4
is harmless at best). ECO gives
6 c4 Be7 7 cxd5 exd5 8 dxc5 0-0
9 Nb3 Nc6 10 Be2 Nxc5 with
free play, Klaman-Petrosian,
USSR 1957. Of course there is
more to it, e.g. Soltis showed
me &8 Qb3!?, after which
8 ...¢c4? 9 Qb5 leaves the d-
pawn hanging, so 8 ... Nc6! 9
Qxd5 cxd4 should be tried, e.g.
10 Bb5 (10 ... Ndxe5 was
threatened) 10 ... Nb4 (or
10 ... 0-0!? 11 Bxc6 bxc6 12

Tarrasch: 3 ...

Qxc6 Rb8 with complications)
11 Qed4 a6 12 Ba4 0-0 13
Qxd4(?!) Nc5 14 Qxd8 Rxd8 15
Bdl Ncd3+ 16 Kfl Nxcl and
17 ... Nxa2 with two bishops
and White weaknesses. Clearer
for Black would be simply
6 ... cxd4, which uses counter-
pressure on e5 after, for ex-
ample, 7 cxd5 exd5 8 Nb3
Bb4+! 9 Bd2 Bxd2+ 10 Qxd2
Nc6; here 8 BbS a6 9 Bxd7+
Nxd7 gains the two bishops as
compensation for the isolani.

(b} 5 Ndf3 is almost never
seen, and may transpose after
5...¢5 6 c3 Neb6 7 Bd3 to 7
Ndf3!? below. Here 7 Nh3!?
cxd4 8 cxd4 6 9 Nf4 (9 exf6)
9 ... Bbd+ 10 Bd2 Qe7 = was
Bannik-Korchnoi, USSR Ch
1957. Instead, 7 ... Qa5!? looks
good, since 8§ Bd2 Qb6 or 8
dxc5 Ndxe5 presents no prob-
lems.

(c) 5 3 5 usually transposes.
Independent was 6 Ne2 Nc6 7
417 of Muhlin-Korchnoi,
USSR 1969, when 7 ... f6 8 Nf3
Qb6 would be Chapter 5 (8
Ne2),and 7 ... cxd4 8 cxd4 Nbé
is another good idea, transpos-
ing to a Leningrad Variation
where White has played Ne2,
not the most dangerous line.
Korchnoi chose 7 ... b6 8 a3 (8
Qad!?) 8 ... Ba6 instead, with
equality following 9 Nf3 Be7 10
23 g6!? 11 h4!? hS 12 Bh3 Qc7.
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A different reason for 5¢3 is
3 ... €56 Ngf3 Nc6 7 Be2!?, but
this is effectively met by
7 ... Qb6 8 Nb3 cxd4 9 cxd4 a5,
e.g. 10 a4 Bb4+ 11 Kf1 0-0 12
g3 6 13 exf6 Nxf6 14 Kg2
Chiburdanidze—Vladimirov,
USSR 1979; and  now
4 ... Bdé! (Chiburdanidze; “+”
ECO), when 15 Be3 can be met
by 15 ... Ngd. After 15 Rfl,
however, it is about equal, with

.. Bd7 and ... Rae8 being a
good plan.

5. c5

6 ¢3

On 6 Ngf3, simplest is
6 ... Nc6 7 ¢3 with 4.1 below,
but 6 ... cxd4 7 0-0 Nc6 8 Rel
Bb4! gave Black an edge in
Gromer~Czerniak, 1940.

6 ... Nc6
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Now White can play gambit-
style or try for a long-term
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positional edge: 4.1 7 Ngf3; 4.2
7 Ne2.

7 Ndf3!? can transpose after
7 ... Qb6 8 Ne2, or Black can
play for more with 7 ... Qa5!?,
when ECO gives 8 Bd2 b5!? 9
Ne2!? (9 c4!) 9 ... b4 10 0-0
Ba6 +. For one thing, 8 Bd2
can be met by 8 ... Qb6! (+, at
least); yet an opponent of mine
found the better 8 Kf1(!) in a
game which went 8 ... Qb6 9
Ne2 cxd4 10 cxd4 f6 11 exf6
Nxf6 12 Nf4 and White played
g3, Kg2, etc. Black is still a bit
better; compare the main lines
of 4.2 below.

4.1

7 Ngf3

An old gambit which caught
on again in 1978 through GM
Nunn’s successful use of it.

7 ... 51?

This is, I believe, an original
idea which I will recommend
here as being both simpler to
learn and less drawish than the
usual 7 ... Qb6. But it is well to
know how that line goes, too: 8
0-0 (8 a37! cxd4! 9 cxd4 f6 +)
8 ... cxd4 (8 ... Be7 9 dxc5! in-
tending 9 ... Qc7 10 Nb3 Ndxe5
11 Bf4 1) 9 cxd4 Nxd4 10 Nxd4
Qxd4 11 Nf3 Qb6

/(/(
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12 Qa4!? (It seems that 12
Qc2 at best transposes after
2 ... Qc5 to the line 12 Qa4
Qb4 13 Qc2 Qc5; moreover,
there are ideas like 12 ... h6 13
Bf4 Nc5!? 14 Be3 Bd7 or here
4 ...Qb4 to contend with)
2...Q0b4 13 Qc2 Qc5'1?
(Again the “main” line, but
here Black can also deviate
with 13 ... N¢5 14 Bd2!? Qa4
15 b3 Qd7 = intending ... b6
and ... Bab Nunn—Moles, En-
gland 1971, Estrin—Bergdahl,
corres 1977, and Soltis—Brad-
ford, USA 1978. Or 13 ...
Be7!? 14 Be3 Nc5 unclear or
here 14 h3 Nc5 15 Bd2 Qb6 16
Be3 Bd7 = Andre-Farago,
Dortmund 1978; but not 14
Bxh7? Nxe5! 15 Nxe5 Qh4) 14
Qe2 (14 Bxh7 b6 15 Qbl — 15
Bf4 Ba6 16 Rfcl Qxc2 Fur-
man—Uhlmann, Polanica Zdroj
1967 — 15 ... Ba6 16 Be3 Qb4!
= — various) 14 ... Be7 (14 ...

Tarrasch: 3 ...

Qb6 15 Be3 BceS = Nunn-Far-
ago, Helsinki 1981) 15 Bd2!?
(15 Be3 QaS 16 Qc2 h6 =
Nunn) 15 ... 0-0 16 Racl Qb6
17 Bbl, and aside from 17 ... {5
18 exf6 Nxf6 =/unclear of
Nunn—-Mednis, Budapest 1978,
7 ... Qxb2 18 Re3 (“unclear”
— Nunn) 18 ... Nc5!?7 looks
quite playable, since 19 RxcS
Bxc5 20 Bxh7+ Kxh7 21 Ng5+
Kg8 peters out after 22 QhS
Qc2 or 22 Qd3 Re8. So if Black
wants equality, a number of
move orders suffice in this line.

8 exf6

The only move with some
pedigree, in that it can be play-
ed after 7 ... {6 too (but usually
it is not, as it is considered
harmless). Yet White lacks
another good plan, e.g. after 8
0-0, Black could play 8 ... Be7
intending ... 0-0 and, say,
... Qb6 when d4 can be a sore
point (9 c4!? dxc4 10 Bxcd4 Nbb
does not help much). Also 8
0-0 cxd4 9 cxd4 Nb6 is promis-
ing, now that the kingside is
secure {(as oposed to 7 ... cxd4
8 cxd4 Nb6, when any ... f5 or

.. f6 is immediately answered
by exf6). In this case, Black has
the usual Leningrad ideas of

.. Bd7, ...Qc¢7 and attack
along the c-file or — if a3 —

a5-ad. He can also consider
new ideas such as ... Be8—h5 or
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even attack with ... g5 at the
right moment. In the mean-
time, White will be frustrated
trying to start anything on the
kingside, as he can easily grant
Black chances in that sphere
too.

8 ... Nxf6

8 ... Oxf6 is recommended in
various books, but the text is
probably more logical. It pre-
pares to develop with ... Bd6
and ... 0—0 before undertaking
contral operations.

A sample line with 8 ... Nxf6
might be 9 0-0 Bd6 10 Rel 0-0
11 Nf1l (11 Ne5 cxd4 12 Nxcb
bxc6 13 cxd4 ¢S with good play)

1 ... cxd4 12 cxd4 Qb6 with a
strong version of the typical 7
Ne2 Qb6 positions below.
White can try to establish a
hold more quickly, e.g. by 9
Ne5!?, but then 9 ... cxd4 10
Nxc6 (10 cxd4 Nxd4 11 Qad+
Ne6 F)10 ... bxeb 1l cxddcSis
fine. A bit better would be 9
Bb5!?, when 9 ...Bd6 (9 ...
Qb6 10 Qe2 unclear) 10 Ne5
Qb6 11 Qad 0-0!7 is interest-
ing: 12 Bxc6 bxc6 13 Qxc6 cxd4!
14 cxd4 Bxe5 15 Qxb6 axb6 16
dxe5 Nd7 17 Nf3 Ba6 with
compensation, as Black threa-
tens ... RfS and ... Bd3-e4 as
well as ... Bed and ... Nc5. Or
12 Nxc6 bxc6 13 Bxcb Rb8 14
0-0 (else ... Ba6) 14 ... cxd4 15
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cxd4 Rf7! intending ... Re7 and
.. Baé6.

These are just examples of
the play, yet one can see that
7 ... 15 gives a double-edged
game with all the pieces on,
instead of the rather passive
{but pawn up) undertaking with
7 ... Qbb. Both moves are fully
playable, in my opinion.

4.2

7 Ne2

Introducing the key variation
of the 5 Bd3 line, probably the
only variation which seriously
threatens the theoretical status
of 3 ... Nf6. White will play his
queen’s knight to {3, castle
kingside, and hold the centre.

7 .. Qb6

The oldest and most consist-
ent move. Black pressures d4
and b2, thus restricting White’s
options over the next six or
seven moves. 7 ... cxd4 8 cxd4
Qb6 is equivalent.

8 Nf3

Note that 8 0-0!? cxd4 9 cxd4
Nxd4 10 Nxd4 QOxd4 11 Nf3
transposes back into the gambit
line of 4.1. But here 9 ... {6 10
exf6 Nxf6 11 Nf3 is the text, and
10 Nf4!? can be met by the

usual 10 ... Nxd4!? 11 Qh5+
Ke7 12 Ng6+ hxgé 13 exfo+
Nxf6 14 Qxh8 Kf7 unclear, or
by 10 ... fxe5!? e.g. 11 Nxeb6 e4
12 QhS+ g6 13 Qxd5 Nf6! 14
Qg5 Be7 with very promising
play, or 11 Qh5+ Ke7 12 Ng6+
(12 Qh4+ Nf6; 12 QgS+ Ki7)
12 ... hxg6 13 Qxh8 ed! with

.. Nxd4 or ... Qxd4 as appro-
priate.

8 ... cxd4

9 cxd4 f6
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10 exf6

The almost universal choice.
Notable attempts to force the
issue:

(a) 10 Nf4!? fxe5 11 dxe5 (11
Nxe6?! e4! 12 Bf4 Nde5 13 dxe5
Bxe6 14 Ng5 Bf5 15 Be2 Bb4+
16 Kft Rd8 17 Bgd 0-0 with an
obvious advantage, Barden-
Wade, Hastings 1958/9) 11 ...
Bb4+ (11 ... Ncxe5 12 0-0
Nxd3 13 Nxd3 Bd6 14 Be3

Tarrasch. 3

unclear A. Anderson—-Wik-
strom, corres 1968; 12 NxeS
Nxe5 13 Qh5+ Nf7 14 Bxh7
Bb4+ transposes) 12 Kfl
Ndxe5 15 Nxe5 Nxe5 14 QhS+
Nf7 15 Bxh7 Qd4! (“15 ... Bd7
16 Ng6 Bb5+ 17 Kgl Bc5 F”
ECO; but 18 g3! looks equal.
5...Qd4 threatens 16 ...
Rxh7! as well as 16 ... e5) 16
Be3 Qxb2 17 Rel Qe5 (“F”
ECO, but ...) 18 Qd1! Rxh7 19
Qa4+ Bd7 20 Qxb4 Rc8 21
Rxc8+ (21 Ng6!? makes Black
work for his gains, e.g.
21 ... Rxcl+ 22 Bxcl Qdé6 23
Qxb7 Nd8! 24 Qa8 — 24 Qxa7
e5 — 24 ... Rxh2! etc. and +)
21 ...Bxc8 22 Ng6 Qd6 +
Menke-Wilde, corres 1957.
Thus 10 Nf4!? falls a little short.

(b) 10 Nc3!? was first tried
against me by Shamkovich in
the 1976 US Open: 10 ... fxe$
11 dxe5 g6! (11 ... Ndxe5 12
Nxe5 Nxe5 13 Qh5+ Nf7 14
Bb5+ Ke7 15 0-0 “unclear”
ECO; but Black is getting
mauled) 12 Be3 (forced) 12 ...
Qa5!? 13 Bd2! Ndxe5? (13 ...
Bg7! 14 Nb5 is Shamkovich’s
suggestion, with unclear play
since the e-pawn will fall) 14
Nxe5 Nx:5 15 Bb5+ Bd7 16
Qe2 Bg7 17 f4! Nc6 18 Nxd5
Qd8 19 Bxc6 bxc6 20 Be3! with
a clear edge. Shamkovich gave
the line 12 ... Qxb2 13 Nb5
Bb4+ 14 Kfi 0-0 15 Nc7 Rb8
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16 Nxe6 “=x” in his notes; so in
the first round of a US Open in
Columbus 1977 I got ersatz
revenge when Chris Hendrick-
son (playing up by 1200 rating
points or so) demonstrated the
flaw to Shamkovich personally
by 16 ... Rxf3! 17 gxf3 NdxeS
+. Best is 15 Rb1 Qxa2 16 Ral
etc. with a draw. Of historical
interest: Shamkovich showed
the game to Fischer, who
recommended 12 ... Bc5. That
move is about equal, I think; at
any rate, this may be Fischer’s
last, (now-) published analysis!

(c) 10 0-0!? fxeS5 11 dxeS
Ndxe5 12 Nxe5 Nxe5 13 Nf4 is
given by ECO, quoting 13 ...
Nxd3 14 Nxd3 (Here 14
Qh5+!? g6 15 Nxgb hxgé 16
Qxh8 gives White some
chances. Wunsch—Richter,
corres 1976 continued 16 ...
¢5(?) 17 Bh6 Qdé6 18 Radl Bf5
19 g4! etc.; but this is not so
convincing, e.g. 16 ... Nxcl
should suffice) 14 ... Bd6
(14 ... Be7 15 Qh5+ g6 16 Qe5
0-0 17 Bho Bf6 18 Qg3 intend-
ing Ne5 and h4-h5 unclear was
Flanery—Whelan, Ireland 1976;
14 ... g6!? Minev) 15 Qh5+ gb
16 Qh6 Kanajan—Kotov, USSR
1956, with some pressure for
the pawn.

All of this is not very clear.
Perhaps omitting 13 ... Nxd3
by 13 ... Bd6 would be produc-
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tive, e.g. 14 QhS5+ Nf7 and 15
Bxh7 Bxf4 16 Bxf4 Qxb2 (17
Rael Qf6 18 Be5 Rxh7!); or
here 15 Nxe6? Bxe6 16 Rfel
Be7 or 15 Be3 Qd8 16 Bb5+
K18 planning ... Qf6.

Some more games would be
helpful here, but I am sceptical
about 10 0-0, since White does
not even have much lead in
development to compensate for
the loss of a pawn and the
centre.

10 ... Nxf6
11 0-0

11 Bf4!? Qxb2 12 0-0 Be7 13
Rbl Qa3 of Sznapik-Farago,
Polanica Zdroj 1978, led to a
quick Black win, but not
necessarily from the opening
concept. After 14 Ne5 0-0 15
Rb3 Qa5 16 Qbl, White had
some pressure for his pawn.
Note also that here 12 ... Bb4!?
13 Rbl Qxa2 leaves White no
better than 14 Ral Qb2 15 Rbl
etc. A possible way to meet 11
Bf4 more aggressively is 11 ...
Bb4+ 12 Nc3 0-0, e.g. 13 0-0
Ne4!? 14 Na4! Qd8 15 Be3
Bd6!? intending 16 Bxe4 (16
Qb1 Rxf3!) 16 ... dxe4 17 Ng5
h6 18 Nxe4 Bxh2+ with double-
edged play, even in an ending.

11 ... Bdé
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Our main position, the sub-
ject of an enduring debate in
international praxis. At first
sight the backward Black e-
pawn looks very weak, but a
closer examination reveals
some balancing factors, namely
White’s own weakness on d4,
Black’s useful f-file (as opposed
to White’s e-file, which if occu-
pied leaves the sensitive 2 less
well defended), and the con-
stant prospect of ... €5 which, if
safely achieved, will often
favour Black’s active pieces
despite his isolated queen’s
pawn.

White’s task is to prevent
that freeing move while trying
to accomplish a coherent
development of his pieces. To
this end he can choose: 4.21 12
a3; 4.22 12 Rel; 4.23 12 Bf4;
4.24 12 Bd2;4.2512b3;4.26 12
Nf4; 4.27 12 Nc3. :

Tarrasch: 3 ...

And that is not all! Some
other tries:

(a) 12 Qd2!? (heading for the
kingside) 12 ...0-0 13 Qg5
Bd7! (13 ... Qd8 14 Ng3 h6 15
Qh4 Nh7 = Matanovic—Barcza,
Stockholm 1952) 14 Qh4?!
Nb4! 15 Bbi BbS 16 Rel Nd3 +
Milic-Udovic, Yugoslavian Ch
1957.

(b) 12 Rbl defends b2 in
preparation for Bf4, but 12 ...
0-0 13 Bf4 Nxd4! is Uhlmann’s
clever response: 14 Nifxd4
Bxf4!? (or 14 ... €5 15 Be3 exd4
16 Bxd4 Qc7 =) 15 Nxf4 e5 16
Nxd5 Qxd4! = (Uhlmann). The
attempt to win time or material
by 17 Nxf6+ Rxf6 18 Qb3+
would backfire after 18 ... Be6!
19 Oxb7 Bd5 20 Qd7 Raf8 21
Radl Rxf2! etc. Here 18 Qc2
could be met by 18 ... Be6(!) 19
Bxh7+ Kh8 =, threatening
both ... Qh4 and ... Bxa2.

Kuzmin interpreted 12 Rbi
differently versus Farago in
Kiev 1978: 12 ... 0-0 13 b4!?
a6!? 14 B4 Bx{4!? 15 Nxf4 Bd7
16 Rel with perhaps a small
edge. But 14 ... Nxd4! looks no
worse than 13 ... Nxd4 of the
last paragraph, as b4 and ... a6
does not suobstantially alter
things. Also, 13 ... 5 may be
acceptable, if not inspiring: 14
b5 Nxd4 15 Nexd4 exdd 16
Nxd4 Bg4, or 14 dxe5 Nxe5 15
Nxe5 (15 Nfd4 Nxd3 = or
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15 ... Ned4!?) 15.. BxeS 16
Be3 Qc7 17 h3 Re8 18 Rel Qf7.

(c) 12 Ng3 0-0 13 Rel trans-
poses to 12 Rel. Here 13 b3!?

Bd7 (or13 ... e5 =) 14 Be3 (14
Bb2 Rae8 or 14 ... Bf4; see 12
b3 below) 14 ... Rae8!? (14 ...

Qc7, to make sure ... €5 gets
in) 15 Rcl (15 Ne5!?)
5 ... Qd8 (15 ... QaS!) 16 Bbl
was £ in Pederson—Hallsberg,
Ribe 1978, but this is not a good
example.

4.21

12 a3

Sometimes queried, but the
move is playable. White wants
to expand early on the queen-
side to cramp Black and pro-
vide a place for the c1 bishop.

12 .. 0-0
13 b4!?

Now this is flirting with dan-
ger. 13 Qc2 Bd7!? 14 Be3 Rac8
15 Nc3 Qd8 was equal in Klein-
inger—Fichtl, 1957, and 13 ...
e5! is probably a good answer.
Evenif ECO’s “+” seems exag-
gerated after 14 dxe5 Nxe5 15
Nfd4, Black should have no
complaints here.

Best is 13 Nc3!, when
13 ... Bd7 14 Be3 is 4.27 below
and 14 Rel!? is 4.22. Here
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3 ...e5? looks bad after 14
Nxd5! NxdS 15 Be4, e.g. 15 ...
Be6 16 Ng5 NaS 17 Qh5! h6 18
Qg6.

13 ... esS
Of course.
14 dxe5?!

The only chance to justify 13
b4 was 14 Qb3! (Uhlmann),
and now one line is 14 ... Bgd
(or 14 ... Nxd4; also 14 ... e4!?
15 Bxe4 Nxe4 16 Qxd5+ Kh8
17 Qxe4 Bf5 gives an unclear
attack. But 14 ... Kh8?! 15
dxe5 Nxe5 16 Nxe5 Bxe5 17
Bb2 may favour White, since
17 ... Bxh2+ is unsound) 15
dxe5 Nxe5 16 Nxe5 BxeS 17
Bb2 Rae8 =.

14 .. Nxes
15 Nxe5?

15 Nfd4? Nfg4! of Kolarov-
Pietzch 1965 threatens
.. Nxd3, e.g. after 15 h3 Nxd3
16 Qxd3 Ne5, Black takes over
¢4 and has two powerful bish-
ops. Best 15 Ned4 Bg4 16 Be2
(16 Be3 Nxf3+ 17 Nxf3 d4! F)
16 ... Nc4! + with outposts on
e4 and c4.

15 ... Bxe5
16 Ra2

16 Rb1?? Ng4 0-1 actually
happened in a game of mine.

16 ... Ngd
17 Ng3 Bd4
18 Nhi Bd7

White’s  contorted man-
oeuvres have saved material,
but his pieces are not even out
yet. Govedarica—Uhlmann,
Vrbas 1977, continued 19 h3
Ne5 20 Be2 (lest ... Nxd3 and
... Bb5) 20 ... Bc3! 21 Qb3 (21
Bb2 d4!) 21... Rac8 22 Rc2
Be6! 23 Bd2 d4 24 Qa4 Bxd2 25
Rxd2 d3! 26 Bg4 (26 Bd1l Rc3!
intending ... Nc4) 26 ... Bxg4
27 hxg4 Rc3! 28 Ng3 (Too late!
But 28 Qd1 Qd4! hits g4 and a3
with effect) 28 ... Nxg4 29 Qd7
Nf6!? (29 ... Qh6! 30 Qxg4
Qxd2 31 Ne4 Qe2 ++) 30 Qf5
Rd8 31 Rel Rxa3 32 Re6 Qxb4
+7+, since 33 Rxf6 Ral+ 34
Kh2 Qh4+ wins.

4.22

12 Rel

An odds and ends section,
yet not without importance. [
use 12 Rel to illustrate several
lines, most of which could also
arise by different move orders.

12 .. 0-0

(see following diagram)

Tarrasch: 3 ...
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13 Nc3!?

13 Nf4 is analysed under 4.26
12 Nf4 below. The alternatives
include some instructive ideas:

(a) 13 Bf4 Bxf4 14 Nxf4 Qxb2
transposes to 12 Bf4 of 4.23
below, but Black can also play
14 ... Re8!?, when Petraki-
Voisca, Bihac 1979, continued
15 Re2 Bd7 16 Rel??
16 ... Re7! 17 Bbl Rf8 18 a3
Ne4!? (18 ... Na5 19 Ne5 Be8)
19 Nh3 Nf6 (does not do much)
20 Qd2 Be8! 21 Nf4 Na5 =

(b) 13 Ng3 is held to be bad
because of 13 ... Kh8! ¥ (Uhl-
mann), hitting at d4 and plan-
ning ... Qxb2 after 14 Be3. This
assessment has not been chal-
lenged, although it is not im-
mediately apparent why White
is badly off after either 14 Bf1!?
(14 ... e5? 15 dxe5 Ng4 16 exd6
Nxf2 17 Be3; 14 ... Ngd!? 15
Qb3 unclear, and not 15 h3?
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Nxf2! 16 Kxf2 €5 etc.), or 14
Bb1(!), which prevents 14 ...
Ng4 due to 15 Qc2 and likewise
4 ... e57 due to 15 dxeS Nxe5
{15 ... Ng4 16 Qc2) 16 Nxe$
BxeS 17 Rxe5 Ng4 18 Qc2. Of
course 14 Bfl Bd7 and 14 Bbl
Bd7 are by no means bad for
Black, in the latter case 15 Re2
Rae8 16 Be3 Qc7 (=7?) being a
plausible continuation.

The other move is 13 ... Bd7,
given “7” or “?!” by everyone.
If that were true, it would con-
stitute the only case I know of
in this variation where ... Kh8
was better than ... Bd7 first
(not excluding a later ... Kh8§,
of course). White’s counter to

3...Bd7 is 14 b3 (14 Be3?
Qxb2! 15 Rbl Qxa2 is good
after 16 Rxb7 Bc8 or
6 ... Rab8. In Tseitlin-Gruz-
man, USSR 1971, 14 ... Rae8!?
15 Ne5 followed instead, and
now 15 ... Re7 was still equal,
but no more), and now
4 ... Bb4!? 15 Re2 Bc3 16 Bb2
was lightly £ in Georgadze-
Doroskevich, USSR 1971; but
this is not very thematic. Better
14 ... Rae8 15 Bb2 (15 Be3
Re7!? 16 Ne5 Be8 hinders 17 4
due to 17 ... Bb4 18 Re2 Bc3
=, but more accurate scems
5...Qc7! 16 Rcl Qb8 =,
even 16 ... Qa5) 15 ... Bf4 (!
Or 15 ... Kh8 =, when 16 Ne5
Bxe5 17 dxe5 Ned! is good for
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Black, and 16 Rcl(?) Bf4! is
excellent. Worse 15 ... Qd8?!
16 Ne5 £ of Bellin-Born-
gasser, Odessa 1973, although
it is noteworthy that Black got
the advantage in that game too,
after only a slight misstep by
White, when he reorganized by
... a6 and ... Ne7-f5) 16 Re2
(16 Ne5? Bxe5 17 dxe5 Ned
etc.; 16 Ne2 Bb8!) 16 ... Ngd!
and White must prevent ... €5
by, for example, 17 Bc2 (17 h3?
Nxf2 18 Kxf2 e5) 17 ... Nb4! 18
Bb1 BbS, or by 17 Bbl Kh8 18
Qd3 g6 and ... €5 is in the air
again. For more ideas on
White’s set-up, see 12 b3
(4.25).

(c) 13 b3 Bd7 14 Bb2 Rae8
would be normal; here 13 ... 5
14 dxe5 NxeS 15 Ned4! is
roughly equal.

13 .. Bd7
14 Bgs!?

A common try, but it is
dubious for a surprising reason.
14 Ne5? of Shamkovich-Nei,
USSR 1956, fails utterly after
14 ... Nxe5 15 dxe5 Ng4 16 Be3
Nxe3 17 Rxe3 Rxf2! (18 Kxf2
BcS 19 Qd2 Bxe3+ 20 Oxe3
Qxb2+). But 14 Be3 is play-
able, transposing to 4.27 (the
line 12 Nc3 0-0 13 Be3 Bd7 14
Rel!?). A final try is 14 a3!?,
when Gomez-Watson, Mexico
City 1977 went 14 ... Kh8!? 15

}%E/I%I%E

Bc2 Rae8 16 Qd3 Re7 17 Bgs
Ref7 18 Bh4 g6 19 b4 Nh5!?
threatening ... Rxf3. An eccen-
tric example; also possible was
simply 14 ... Rae8 and 15 Bc2
Re7 16 Qd3 Be8 or 15 Be3 ab.

14 .. Ng4!

An ingenious idea of Bron-
stein’s. Even the second time 1
reached this position, knowing
it was “book”, I thought for
some time because I could
hardly believe that the idza was
good! As a side note, Matulo-
vic-Farago, Helsinki 1981,
went 14 ... Kh8 15 Nad4 Qc7 16
Rcl Ngd4! 17 g3 (17 h3 Bh2+ 18
Kfl Nxf2!) 17 ... Bb4 12-14 (18
Rf1 Nh6!?).
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15 Bh4

The first point is 15 h3? Nxf2!
16 Kxf2 Nxd4 17 Be3 Qxb2+ 18
Qd2? Qxd2+ 19 Bxd2 Beb +.
And Black’s attack is first after

Tarrasch: 3 ...

15 Qc2? Nxd4. Even 15 Na4
Qc7 (or 15 ... Qa5(!) 16 Bd2
Qc7) 16 h3? fails to 16 ... Bh2+
17 Kf1 Nxf2! 18 Kxf2 Qg3+ 19
Kfl e5 or 19...Nxd4! 20
Bxh7+ Kxh7 21 Qxd4 Bb5+.
Finally, 15 Qd2 fails to protect
after 15 ... Nxd4! 16 Nxd4 Rxf2
17 Qd1 e5 18 Nxd5 Qxd4.

15 .. Nhé!

Simple and effective. d4 is
the weak point in White’s posi-
tion, so Black plays for ... Nf5.

16 Bg3

16 Qb3? Nxd4d 17 Qxbb6
Nxf3+ left Black in command
in one of my games. 16a3!?

16 ... Be7!

Preventing tactics with Ng5
and contemplating ... Bf6 in
some lines. Quite an unusual
sequence, but it is all aimed at
the d-pawn.

17 Nad Qa5
18 Nc5!1?

An attempt to improve upon
18 a3 Rxf3! 19 gxf3 Nxd4 20
Nc3 Bf6 21 Khl Qb6! + of
Keres—Bronstein, Moscow
1956, with Black’s central con-
trol and f-file coordinating
against White's weak f-pawns.

The text is Winslow—-Watson,
Texas 1975, which went

18 ... Bxc5 19 dxc5 Qxc5 20
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Ng5 Nf5 21 QhS5 h6 22 Nxeb
Bxe6 23 Rxe6 Nxg3 24 hxg3
Qxf2+ 25 Kh2 Qf7! 26 Qg4
Rfe8 27 Rxh6 Ne5 28 Rh8+
Kxh8 29 Qh4+ Kg8 30 Rfl!
Nxd3 31 Rxf7 Kxf7 32 Qh5+
Kf6 33 Qf3+ Ke5 34 Qe3+ Kd6
35 Qxd3, and now 35 ... Rad8!
keeps the advantage, with in-
tent to push the d-pawn.
Overall, 12 Rel poses few
problems, although it may
transpose to critical lines.

4.23

12 Bf4

Attempting to win the dark
squares immediately, even at
the cost of a pawn. This has a
reputation as a drawing at-
tempt, in view of 12 ... Bxf4 13
Nxf4 Qxb2 14 Rb1 Qxa2 15 Ral
Qb2 16 Rb1 etc. So why should
White wish to play this way at
all? We shall see that he does
have options, and so does the
second player.

12 .. Bxf4
13 Nxf4

And now a last split: 4.231
13 ... 0-0; 4.232 13 ... Qxb2.

4.231

13 ... 0-0!?
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This is held to be bad by a
variety of sources for a variety
of different reasons, but may in
fact be fully satisfactory. Care-
less analysis plays its part, e.g.
ECO, Richmond, Keene ef al.
give “14 Rbl!” leading to =+,
but none mentions 14 ... Nxd4!
15 Nxd4 e5 =, which is the well-
known line we quoted under 12
Rb1.

14 Qd2

(a) 14 Ng5!? Nxd4 15 Qh5?
(hoping for 15 ... Nxh5?? 16
Bxh7+) 15 ... h6 F (various)
leaves White without compen-
sation. Better looks 15 Qbl!,
and I think Black must try
15 ... Nf5 (15 ... Ne4d 16 Bxed!
dxed 17 Qxe4 Rxf4 18 Qxh7+ is
awfully loose) 16 Nfxe6 (16 h3
Qd6 or 16 ... g6!?) 16 ... Bxe6
17 Nxe6 Qxe6 18 Bxf5 Qdé =,
in view of White’s lack of pieces
out, e.g. 19 Qd3 g6 20 Bh3 Ne4
or 19 Qd1 Rae8.

(b) 14 Rel at best transposes
to 13 ... Qxb2 14 Rel!? 0-0,
which is equal if Black wishes,
or he can avoid the draw (see

4.232). Thus the text looks the

only serious independent try.
14 .. Kh8

The main line. Another, ad-
mittedly rather dull solution is
4 ... Qb4, e.g. 15 Qxb4 Nxb4
16 Be2 Bd7 17 a3 Nc6 18 Nd3
Ned 19 Nde5 Nxe5 20 Nxe5 Bad
21 Bg4 Rae8 22 Racl Re7 =
Bjuhr—Wikstrom, corres 1970.

15 Ngs!

15 Bc2 Qxb2 16 Rabl Ne4 17
Qe2 Qa3 ¥ Kinmark—Kanko,
1963.

15 ... Nxd4

I first liked 15 ... Re8!?,
e.g. 16 Rfel Nxd4 17 Re3 Kg8!
and ... h6; but then 16 Rael!
17 Qd1 with attack (Hellers) is
critical.

16 Bxh7 Nxh7
17 Ng6+ Kg8

Here White apparently must
take the draw by 18 Ne7+,
since 18 Nxh7(?) Re8! (18 ...
Rf5?7 19 Ng5) 19 Ng5 e5! (Hel-
lers) is good for Black. Certain-
ly 13 ... 0-0 deserves more res-
pect than it is generally given.

Tarrasch: 3 ...

4.232

13 ... Qxb2

The “safe” method, but
White can still play for attack.

14 Rel

Most ambitious; it can arise
from 13 ... 0-0 14 Rel Qxb2,
and from 12 Rel Bd7 13 Bf4 as
well. 14 Rbl Qxa2 (14 ..
Qa3!? 15 Ng5 is held to be +
but after 15 ... 0-0 16 Nfxe6
Bxe6 17 Nxe6 Rf7 Pribyl-
Prandstetter, Hradec Kralove
1981, this was not so clear, e.g.
after Pribyl’s 18 Rb3, could

8 ... Qxa2 have been tried?
Admittedly risky, but at least
19 Ng5 Nxd4 and 19 Bbl Qa4
20 Ng5 Nxd4 do not win out-
right) 15 Ng5 0-0 16 Ral Qb2
17 Rb1 =. This is the drawing
line, given by Uhlmann and
others. One reason that Black
should not attempt to deviate
by 17 ... Qa3 is 18 Qc2(!), e.g.
18 ... Ne4 19 Bxe4 Rxf4 20
Bxh7+ (20 Bxd5!?) 20 ... Kf8
21 Rxb7! Bxb7 22 Nxe6+ etc.

14 .. 0-0
15 Re2!?

Again the most interesting.
The game Upton—Farago,
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Malta 1980 illustrated how end-
ings like the one after 15 Nxe6
Bxe6 16 Rxe6 Rae8 17 Rxe8
Rxe8 are not as straightforward
as they seem. Black is a little
more active, and knights can
serve as well as bishops since
there is no central tension: 18
Qcl (18 Rbl Qxa2 19 Rxb7
Ne4! Uhlmann, e.g. 20 Qel?!
Nd6 21 Qcl Nxd4! 22 Nxd4
Nxb7 23 Qc6 Rf8 etc., or 20
Bxed4 dxe4 21 Ne5 Rf8 +)
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8 ... Qxcl+! (18 ... Qbs!?
19 Rb1 Qa5 unclear, intending
20 Rxb7 Nxd4!; so Uhlmann
gives a line 20 h3 a6 21 Rxb7
Nxd4 22 Qg5 Nxf3+ 23 gxf3
Qel+ and ... Re7 =) 19 Rxcl
Rc8 20 BfS Rc7 21 NeS Kf8
(Still equal, but Black has more
winning chances due to his
pawn majority and chance for a
knight-versus-bishop ~ advan-
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tage) 22 g4!? g6 23 g57 (23 Bbl
Re7 =; 23 Bd3 Nxe5!? 24 Rxc7
Nxd3 =) 23 ... Ne8! 24 Bg4 (24
Nxc6?? gxfS) 24 ... Nxe5! 25
Rxc7 Nf3+! 26 Bxf3 Nxc7 (+F;
note White’s structural prob-
lems) 27 Kfl Ke7 28 Ke2 Ne6!
29 Ke3 Kd6 30 h4 b5 31 Bd1 (31
Be2 b4 32 h5 gxh5! 33 4 h4 34
Bg4 a5 etc.) 31 ... Ng7 32 Bc2
a5 33 Kd2 (33 Bd3 b4 34 Kd2
Ke6 ++)33 ... Ke634 Bd3 NS
(or 34 ... b4) 35 Bxb5 Nxd4 36
Bd3 Nf3+ 37 Kc3 Kd6 38 hS
gxhS 39 Bxh7 Nxg5 and Black
won shortly. A fairly typical
example, since in general only a
lower-rated player will be try-
ing this line as White.

15 .. Qbe(l)

5... Qa3 has been played
more often, with the continu-
ation 16 Nxe6(?!) Bxe6 17 Rxe6
Rae8 18 Qe2 (or 18 Rxe8 Rxe8
19 BbS Estrin—Filtser, USSR
1957, about equal, but again
Black has more possibilities
after 19 ... Rc8or 19 ... Ned!?)
18 ... Rxe6 19 Qxe6+ Kh8 20
Qe2 Re8 21 Qd2 Ned (21 ...
Qb4d!? F) 22 Rel Qb4 23 Qe3
Jacob-Zier, West German Ch
1978, and now 23 ... Re7!
(Shamkovich) was best and +.

I do not like 15... Qa3 as
much as 15 ... Qb6 because of
16 Re3 (! Shamkovich’s 16 Ne5
has a similar idea), e.g.

6...Qd6 17 Ne5S! and now
what? 17 ... Nxd4 18 Bxh7+
Nxh7 19 Qxd4 is very poor, vet
17 ... Kh8 18 Rh3 or 17 ... Bd7
18 Nxd7 are unplayable.

16 Rbl Qc7
17 Ne5i?

17 Nxe6 Bxe6 18 Rxe6 Rae8
is naturally safer, and equal.

17 ... Ned

Simplifying defence, now
that the queen is back. This
renders further attack problem-
atic, e.g. 18 Bxe4 (18 Nxc6
bxc6) 18 ... NxeS5! 19 dxeS (19
Nxd5 exd5 20 Bxd5+ Nf7; 19
Be2 Nf3+) 19... Rxf4 and
Black retains his extra pawn.

4.24

12 Bd2

This introduces one of the
most important White ideas in
these Bd3 lines. A comparison
of other sections shows that
White has considerable diffi-
culty developing his queen’s
bishop to a square where it has
influence without losing either
the b-pawn or d-pawn in the
process. 12 Bd2 followed by 13
Be3  protects d4 and b2,
strengthens White’s influence
on e5, and yet also watches

Tarrasch: 3 ...

over key queenside squares,
i.e. b4 and a5 (contrast 12 b3
and 14 Bb2 below).

On the negative side, Black
gets a certain freedom of
development, since White fore-
goes attack on either the king
or the e6 pawn. Also, White’s
lack of dark-square influence
on the kingside can lead to a
pleasant posting of black pieces
in that sector.

12 .. 0-0

2 ... Qxb2?? 13 Rbl Qa3
(13 ... Qxa2 14 Ncl1 Qa3 15
Rb3) 14 Rb3 Qa4 15 Bb5 Qxa2
16 Ncl Qal 17 Bc3 £+,

2...e5!7 13 dxeS Nxe5 14
Nxe5 Bxe5 15 Be3 “+” is given
by several sources. Then 15 ...
Bxc3 (15 ... Bxh2+ 16 Kxh2
Ng4+ 17 Kgl Qh6 18 Qad+!
and 19 Qf4) 16 Ncx3 0-0 does
not seem to give White much,
so 16 bxc3 looks correct, with
the typical £ of this kind of
position, based on the d4
square and better bishop after
16 ... 0-017 Nd4 (16 ... Bgd?!,
to prevent this, runs into 17
Qa4+ Bd7 18 Qa3!).

13 Bc3 Bd7

As a general rule, ... Bd7 in
these variations should precede
.. Kh8. This prevents certain
back-rank themes by connect-
ing rooks, indirectly covers a4,
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and contains the possibility of a
quick ... Be8—h5 or ... Rae8
and ... e5, in which cases the
move ... Kh8 may be a waste of
time or worse.

14 Ng3
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(a) Notice that 14 Ne5? can
be answered by 14 ... Bxe5! 15
dxe5 Ng4 16 Bd4 Nxd4 17 Nxd4
Rf4! (or 17 ... Nxf2!) 18 Nf3
Raf8 (intending ... Rxf3) Janet-
schek-Diez del Corral, Barce-
lona 1975.

(b) Also possible is 14 Rcl,
when 14 ... Rae8 intending

..Re7 and ... Be8-h5 can
transpose to the text, but the
early Rcl may not fit in (e.g.
.. Bf4 comes with tempo in
some lines). A nice example
was Paoli-Uhlmann, 1966: 14
Rc1 Kh8!? 15 Qd2 Rae8 16 Khl
Re7 17 h3 (17 Ng3 Ngd4 +
Uhlmann; 17 Ne5? Bxe5 18
dxe5 Ng4) 17 ... NhS! (based
on the absence of White’s bish-
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op from the c1-h6 diagonal) 18
Qg5 Nf4 19 Nxf4 Bxf4 20 Qh4
h6; “F” (Uhlmann) is probably
exaggerated, but White has no
positive plan after, for ex-
ample, 21 Rael Ref7.

(c) Finally, with 14 Qd2!?
White does not commit his e2
knight as yet, preferring to con-
trol f4 and perhaps consider a
queenside attack. The best an-
swer seems to be 14 ... RaeS§,
again intending ... Re7: 15
Rael (15 a3 Qc7!? 16 h3 e5 was
equal in Pilnik—Teschner, Mos-
cow 1956; or 15 ... Re7) 15 ...
Re7 16 Ng3 (White is not sure
how to do without this move
anyway) 16 ... Ng4! (the f4
square again; ... Bf4 and ... €5
is in the air) 17 h3 (17 Qg5 Nhé
18 Re2 Rxf3! 19 gxf3 Nxd4 20
Bxd4 Qxd4 21 Rdl Qb6 22
Qe3? Be5 + Westerinen—Uhl-
mann, Halle 1967; the ex-
change sac is obviously sound)
17 ... Nhé6 18 Bbl Bf4! 19 Qc2
g6 (threatening ... e5) 20 Ne2
Bb8 21 Qd2 Nf5 (“+” Uhl-
mann) 22 Ncl Nd6 23 Nh4(?)
Nc4 24 Qh6? Bf4 0-1
(whoops!).

14 ... Bf4!

This is the author’s improve-
ment — I think a considerable
one — over 14 ... Rae8 15 Ne5!
Re7, and now very effective is
16 Rcl!, e.g. 16 ... Be8 (16 ...

Kh8 17 Bb1) 17 Kh1 (threaten-
ing f4 with a secure edge)
7 ... Kh8 (17 ... g5!?7 was in-
teresting but not quite equal
after 18 f4!) 18 Bb1 g6 19 f4 Rg7
(preparing ... Ne7-£5, but:) 20
Qd2! Ne7 21 Ba$ Qa6 22 Bb4
t/+ Janosevic-Watson, Lone
Pine 1979. Accurate play by
White.

14 ... Bf4!is an excellent way
of avoiding such problems. For
one thing, it controls g5, thus
preventing Bxh7/Ng5 attacks
after, for example, ... Ng4.
Also, the move ... e5 is now
always in the air, since there is
no fork after dxeS. Finally, Ne5
by White does not cut off
Black’s bishop; it can be an-
swered by ... Nxe5 in some
cases, an option obviously not
possible with the bishop on dé.

15 Rel

On 15 Khl, 15 ... e5(!) 16
dxe5 Ng4 17 Qe2 Rae8 etc. is
logical. 15 NeS5 looks better, but
15 ... Be8! is a good answer,
e.g. 16 Qe2? Nxd4 or 16 Rel?
Bxe5 17 dxe5 Ne4.

15 ... Kh8

To meet 16 Ne5 with
16 ... Nxd4(!), e.g. 17 Nxd7
Nxd7 18 Bxh7 Nb5!, keeping
the ... Bh6 resource.

So in Sulman—Watson, Lone
Pine 1981, White tried 16 Bc2

Tarrasch: 3 ...

Rae8 17 b4!? (17 Ne5 ReT7!)
17 ... Ng4 18 Qd3 g6 19 h3? (19
Rb1? e5; but 19 Re2 Re7)
9 ... Nxf2! 20 Kxf2 5 21 b5
(A pretty line results from 21
Qd1 exd4! 22 Bb2 Kg8! 23 Bd3
Be3+ 24 Kfl Nxb4 +F intend-
ing ... Nxd3 and ... BbS, or
here 22 Bxd4+ Nxd4 23 Qxd4+
Qxd4+ 24 Nxd4 Be3+ FF)
21 ...e4 22 Qdl Bxg3+ 23
Kxg3 Qc7+ 24 Kf2 Rxf3+ 25
gxf3 Qh2+ 26 Ke3 exf3+ 27
Kxf3 Rf8+ 0-i. The kind of
attack Black has in mind when
he plays 7 ... Qb6.

4.25

12 b3 0-0

2 ... e5(*17 ECO) 13 dxes
Nxe5 14 Ned4 0-0 15 Be3
Nfgd? (15 ... Nxf3+ L) 16
Bxh7+! Kxh7 17 Ng5+ Kg8 18
Nde6 Nxe3 19 OhS ++.

13 Bb2

13 Bf4 Nxd4! 14 Nfxd4 e5 F
(compare 12 Rb1).

(see following diagram)

This is obviously similar to 12
d2 and 13 Bc3, but with some
subtle differences. White need
not worry about his b-pawn
hanging, and yet the attack
.. a5-a4 could be a factor.
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Also, both sides have a better
chance to do something on the
c-file. Lastly, and most import-
antly, the bishop does not cover
squares like b4 and a5, which is
to Black’s advantage.

13 .. Bd7
14 Ng3

14 Ne57 Bxe5 15 dxe5 Ng4 16
Bd4 Nxd4 17 Nxd4 Rf4! (as in
4.24) or here 17 ... Nxf2! etc.

14 ... Rae8

The main published line is
4 ... Kh8 15 Bb1t? (15 Rei?!
Rae8 16 Bc2 Ng4! 17 Qd3 — 17
Bxh7 e5! — 17 ... g6 18 Qe
Kg8! 19 Radl e5 +/F Minev-
Bruchner, Bulgaria~-DDR
1953) 15 ... a5 16 a3 Rac8 17
Rel!1? Ne7 18 Ne5 Be8 19 Re3
Bxe5 20 dxe$ Nd7 21 Bd4 QdS§
22 Bd3 Bgb6 = Florian—Uhl-
mann, Bulatonfured 1959. But
4 ... Kh8 is rather a waste of
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time, e.g. White could have
played 15 Qd2 intending Rael-
e2 or, after 15 Bbl a5 16 a3
Rae8, 17 NeS! Re7 18 Kh1 £
intends 4, as in the Janosevic—
Watson game above.

Perhaps most accurate is
4 ... Bf4(=), as in 4.24. After
14 ... Rae8, however, Black
has a reasonable game, €.g. 15
Ne5 Re7 16 Khl Kh8 would
follow the Janosevic plan, but
White does not have the move
Bas5 in reserve if Black transfers
his c6 knight. Coudari-Watson,
New York 1979, went 15 a3!?
Kh8 16 Bc2 e5!7 (16 ... Re7 is
roughly =) 17 dxe5 Nxe5 18
Nd4 Nc4!? 19 bxced Qxb2 20
Qd2? (20 cxd5 unclear) 20 ...
Be5 21 Nf3 Be3 ++.

4.26
12 Nf4

The establishment of Black’s
system in the 1950s depended
upon an adequate response to
this move, which threatens
simply Rel and Nxe6. The
main line has long been con-
sidered equal, yet recently an-
other White move order has
arisen to obscure the situation.

12 ... 0-0
13 Rel

13 g3 Bd7 (13 ...
transposes to 14 g3.

e5) 14 Rel

13 ... Bd7!

Schmid’s gambit move,
which challenges White to take
the e-pawn at great cost in time.
13 ... Ne4 14 g3!'and 13 ... Re8
14 Be3! are both better for
White.

14 Nxeé

This must still be considered
the main line.

(a) 14 g3 gives Black time to
consolidate with 14 ... Rae8
and now 15 Be3?! was played in
Vasilchuk—-Nei, USSR 1956:

5...0Qxb2 16 Rbl Qxa2 17
Bd2 (! 17 Rxb7Bc8 ) 17 ... €5
18 Ral “=" (ECQO); Black can
repeat, or he may have a very
slight edge after 18 ... Qxal 19
Qxal exfd4. In Reback—Watson,
New York 1981, Black tried to
avoid the possible draw with

5 ... Qd8: 16 Bfl! Ng4 17 Nd3
Nxe3 18 fxe3 Re7 19 Bg2 Be8,
and the play was very unclear.
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{b) 14 Be3!? had a successful
debut in the game Georgiev-
Farago, Dubna 1977, and is still
controversial  today: 14 ...
Qc7!? (used several times, but
probably not best; see the next
paragraph) 15 g3 Rae8 (15 ...
e5!7 16 dxeS Nxe5 17 Nd4 £ or
17 NxeS BxeS 18 Qb3! L) 16
Rcl Qb8 17 Ng5! hé (perhaps
17 ... Re7!?) 18 Nf3 Ng4 (The
Georgiev—Farago game went
18 ... Ned!? 19 Ng6 Rf7 —
19 ... Rf6 20 Nfe5! — 20 Kg2
Rf67 21 Nfe5! Rd8 22 f3 with a
sizable advantage) 19 Ngb6 Rf6
20 Bbl (20 a3 Rd8!? 21 Bbl
Be8 22 Nfh4 Nxe3 23 Rxe3 Qc7
fed to a draw in Ristoja—Far-
ago, Helsinki 1981, although
White looks somewhat better as
things stand) 20 ... Rd8 21 Kg2
Be8 22 Nfh4 Nxe3+ 23 Rxe3 e5
24 dxe5 Nxe5 25 Nxe5 Bxe5 26
Qd3 and White was on top,
Cabrilo-Prandstetter, Trnava
1981.

There are at least three op-
tions to the rather negative

4 ... Qc7. Keene suggests the
straightforward 14 ... Ne4!? 15
g3 (15 Bxed Bxfd =) 15
... Qxb2 with 16 Rbl Qxa2 17
Rxb7 Bxf4! as a sample line.
Also interesting is simply 14 ...
Qxb2!7, taking up the chal-
lenge. Then Maki-Farago, Jar-
venpaa 1982, continued 15 Rbl
QOxa2 16 Rxb7, and instead of
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16 ... Rab87 17 Rxd7! Nxd7 18
Nxe6 L, 16 ... Rae8 (Orfalea)
or 16 ... Bc8 seem to improve.
But this is a difficult line.

Deserving attention too is
14 ... Rae8, unsuggested since
White is supposed to be threat-
ening 15 Ne5. But 15 Ne5 Qc7!
gives Black a healthy share of
the centre after 16 Nxd7 Qxd7
or 16 Nxc6 bxcé threatening the
knight and ... €5. On the other
hand, 15 Rbl Qc7 16 g3 e51?
also frees Black’s game, the
critical hine being 17 dxe5 (17
Nxd5? Nxd5 18 Be4 Be6 19 Ng§
NaS! F) 17 ... Nxe5 18 Nxe$
BxeS 19 Qb3! Kh8! 20 Nxd5
Nxd5 21 Qxd5 Bce6 with dan-
gerous counterplay based on
manoeuvres like ... Qd7-g4.

All in all, then, the new 14
Be3 line does not appear too
fearsome, but there is still work
to be done here.
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15 Bfs

Practically forced, since 15
Bf4?! Bxf4 16 Nxf4 Rxel+ 17
Qxel Nxd4 F Horberg-
Schmid, Amsterdam 1954, and
15 Nc¢571 Nxd4! (also 15 ...
Rxel+ 16 Nxel Bg4! of Gross-
man-Marszalek, Polish Ch
1975) 16 Nxd7 Nxf3+ 17 gxf3
Nxd7 18 BfS Nf6 19 Bgs
Bxh2+! 20 Kg2 Be5 + (Uhl-
mann) are unsatisfactory for
White.

15 ... Bb4!

15...Na5 is considered
equal, but the text may be even
better.

16 Bd2

(a) 16 Re2 Nd8!? 17 a3 and
now 17 ... Bf8!? 18 Nxf8 Bxf5
19 Rxe8 Nxe8 20 Nh4 Qf6 (“+”
various} 21 QhS! g6 22 Qxh7+
Kx18 23 Bh6+ Ng7 24 g4 Be4 25
g5 (25 f317) 25 ... Qxd4 26
Nxg6+ Bxgb6b 27 Qxgb =
(Gufeld). Or 17 ... Bd6!? 18
Nfg5 h6 19 Nxd8 Rxe2! 20
Bxd7 Re7 21 Be6+ Kf8 22 Bh3!
Rxd8 23 Ne6+ Rxe6 24 Bxeb
Bxh2+, leading to a draw,
Georgadze~Doroskevich,
USSR 1972. 16 ... Na5!? is of
interest here.

(b) 16 Re3 Na35 (threatening
€6, and intending ... Nc4) 17 a3
Bf8 18 Bd2 (18 Qel Nb3 19 Rb1

Rac8 F) 18 ... Nc4 19 Rb3
Ba4! 20 Rxb6 Bxdl 21 Rxdi
axb6 22 Nc7 Nxb2 + (various
sources).

16 ... Bxd2
17 Qxd2 Ne7!

And White has real prob-
lems, e.g. 18 Bh3 Ned + or 18
g4 Nxf5 19 gxf5 Ned 20 Qe3
Bxe6 21 fxe6 Rxe6 + Riedmiil-
ler-Heemsoth, corres 1957.

So 18 Nxg7 Kxg7 19 Qg5+
Ng6 20 Bxd7 Nxd7 21 h4! hé6 22
Qxd5 is recommended (ECO
and others}, but this much-
quoted analysis does not even
seem to take account of
18 ... Nxf5(!), e.g. 19 Nxe8
Bxe8 20 Qg5+ Bg6 or 19
Rxe8+ Nxe8 or 19 Nxf5 Bxf5
20 Qg5+ Bg6 21 NeS Ne4 etc.
Thus 13 Nxe6é6 contains more
risk for White than for Black.

4.27

12 Ne3

The most favoured move by
international players at present,
largely because world cham-
pion Karpov has used it. White
foregoes both attack on the e-
pawn and kingside threats in
order to consolidate his centre,
usually via Be3 and moves like
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a3, h3, Rel and Rcl. Given
time, he can advance with b4,
Nad4-c5 etc., while a timely Ne3
may also turn out to be good.
The main drawback to White’s
plan is that his pieces still lack
much scope, despite the time
that it takes to bring them out.
Black’s king’s bishop stands
better than White’s counterpart
on €3, and the only significantly
worse piece he has is the prob-
lem bishop on ¢8. If he can
succeed in transferring this via
... d7-e8 to h5 or in some cases
g6, there will be nothing wrong
with the Black position; indeed,
he may stand better.

In general, this variation pro-
vides a good illustration of how
the weakness of White’s d4 can
be traded off Black’s on 6.

12 .. 0-0
13 Be3

13 Rel is discussed in 4.22
above.

(a) 13 Bg5!? is the main
alternative, intending 13 ...
Qxb2? 14 NbS5 etc. The accept-
ed move is 13 ... Kh8 (threat-
ening ... Nxd4), and now 14
Na4 Qd8! 15 Rel Qe8! 16 Bh4
Ng4 17 Bg3? (17 h3) of Kudrin-
Watson, Philadelphia 1979,
allows 17 ... Bxg3 18 fxg3
Nxd4! 19 Nxd4 Nxf2 etc., but
White’s moves were not forced,

and 14 Na4 makes good sense.
Also possible was 14 Bc2, e.g.
14 ... Bd7 15 a3 Be8! 16 Qe2
Bh5 17 Qxe6 Nb4!? 18 Qe2
Rae8 19 Qd2 Nxc2 20 Qxc2
Bxf3 unclear, Espinosa—Wat-
son, New York 1978, or here 15
Rel Rae8, which is Estevez—
Farago of 4.22 above. Both of
these 14th moves look more
critical than theory’s 14 Be3
Bd7 = or 14 Bb5 (14 ... Bd7 =;
14 ... Ned =).

As usual, Black also does
well to answer 13 Bg5 by
13 ... Bd7!, not trying to bowl
White over. Then 14 Na4 Qa5!
15 Bc2 e5 is pleasant, and 14
Bh4 Kh8 15 Be2!? (15 Bc2
Qxb2!; how else to defend the
d-pawn?) 15 ... Rae8 of Nicev-
ski-Prandstetter, Decin 1978,
was equal, or here 15 ... Be8(!)
16 Bg3 Bxg3 17 hxg3 Ne4! with
active pieces.

(b) 13 a3 Bd7 14 Be3 trans-
poses to the text, or here 14
Bg5!?7 Kh8 (14 ... Rae8 =) 15
Be2 Ne7!? (15 ... Rae8 and
15 ... Rac8 intending ... Na$
are both reasonable, too) 15
Ne5 Be§ 17 Rbl Rce8 18 Rel
Bxe5! 19 RxeS Bgb6 (usually an
indication of equality) 20 Bxgé
Nxg6 21 Rel Red 22 Be3 Qcb =
Harper—Barager, Montreal
1981.

13 ... Bd7



70 Play the French

2 R®
%27I7I%ﬂ

7

A
BB A N
%l%l%l/
Hanoh

The diagrammed position is
recognized as the main one for
12 Nc3, but there have been
few relevant games and little
analysis on it. An alternative to
Black’s last is 13 ... Qd8, when
Karpov~Hort, Budapest 1973,
went 14 BgS Bd7 15 Rel Qb8
16 Bh4 %: but possible was

4 .. Qe8(') e.g. 15 Bh4 QhS
16 Bg3 Bxg3 17 hxg3 Ng4 (Tal).
Here 15 h3 of Unzicker-
Husain, Lucerne 1982, should
likewise be met by 15 ... Qh5
(threatening ... Nxd4) and 16
Be2 Ned or 16 Qd2 h6 17 Be3
e5 ete.

Tal himself answered 13 ...
Qd8 with 14 Rel QeS8 versus
Diez del Corral in Malaga 1981,
and now perhaps 15 h3 was
better than 15 Ne5!?, as played.

After 13 ... Bd7, the main
White moves are: 4.271 14 Rel;
4.272 14 Rcl; 4.273 14 a3.

{a) 14 Na4 Qa5! (indirectly
attacking ad) is equal, e.g. 15

Bd2 Qd8 16 Nc5? (but 16 Rel
Qe8! threatens ... Nxd4 and
.. Qh5) 16 ... Nxd4! 17 Nxb7
Nxf3+ 18 Qxf3 Bxh2+ etc.

(b) 14 Nb5!? could be an-
swered by 14 ... Bb8 with good
chances. In Adorjan-Farago,
Hungarian Ch 1977, Black
chose 14 ... Nb4 15 Nxd6 Nxd3
16 Qxd3 Qxd6 17 Ne5 Qb4! 18
Rfcl Rac8 19 Qb3 Qxb3 14-14.

(c) 14 Qd2!? has no refuta-
tion, but 14 .. Ngd (14 ..
Nh5!?) 15 h3 (lest ... Rxf3)
15 ... Nxe3 16 fxe3 gb6! of En-
right-Watson, Fremont 1976,
gave Black at least equality.

(d) 14 Ne5!? is an older idea,
allowing 14 ... Bxe5 15 dxe$
Qxb2 16 exf6 Qxc3 17 fxg7
Qxg7 and White probably has
not enough for a pawn, e.g. 18
Rbl Be8 19 f4 Bg6 20 Kh1(?)
Rad8 21 Bxg6 hxg6 ¥ Kojder-
Farago, Lodz 1980. There are
better tries for White, e.g. 20
Rf3 intending Rg3 and Bel-b2;
or earlier, the immediate 18 {4,
since 18 ... Be8 19 5 intending
Qd2 creates some threats; or,
finally 18 Qd2 Rf7 (threatening
... Ne5; ECO’s 18 ... Ne5! is
not convincing after 19 Be2) 19
Bh6, aithough 19 ... Qd4 or

9..Qg4 may still favour
Black. Compare 14 a3 Be8 15
Ne5 below.

If Black wants something

simpler, 14 Ne5 Be8 is quite

Tarrasch: 3 ...

satisfactory, e.g. 15 Na4 Qa5 =
(Uhlmann).

4.271
14 Rel Kh§!
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A good all-purpose move,
based upon the idea that the ¢3
knight is still undefended in the
case of 15 Ne5 BxeS 16 dxeS
Qxb2 etc., and on the idea of

.. Be8-hS without certain tac-
tical drawbacks.

(a) 14 ... Be8 at once has to
deal with 15 Ng5, when the
standard 15 ... BhS might meet
with 16 Bxh7+41? Nxh7 17 QxhS
Nxg5 18 Oxg5 Qxb2 19 Recl
(£?) or here even 16 f3 Rae8 17
gd!? Bf7 18 Nxf7 Rxf7 19 g5
Nh5 20 g6 Rf6 unclear. So in
Geller—Farago, Novi Sad 1978,
Black played 15 ... Bf7 16 Rcl
Kh8 17 h3!? Bg8 18 Nad Qc7 19
NcS Rae8 20 BbS Bxe5 21 Rxc5
Nd7 22 Rcl €5 and the game
was drawn shortly.
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(b) 14 ... Rae8 15 a3 (15
Rel) 15... Qd8 16 Bg5 Qbs
(“=" Shamkovich) Diesen-
Farago, Polanica Zdroj 1977.

(c)14 ... QdB 15 Bg5 Qb8 16
Bh4 h6!? Jansa—Prandstetter,
Warsaw 1979; but I do not trust
this.

(d) 14 ... RacB 15 Rcl Kh8
16 Ne5 Be8 17 Nad Qa5 18 Bd2
Qd8 19 Nxcb6 Rxc6 20 Rxcé
Bxc6 21 Nc5 Ned! with an in-
teresting counterattack, Bed-
narski—Farago, Svendborg
1981, which concluded 22
Bxed4?! dxed 23 Nxe6? Qh4 24
g3 Oh3 25 Be3 Qxe6 (-1. Here
16 Nad4 Qa5 17 Nc¢5 BxcS 18
Rxc5 Qxa2 = was Radulov-
Prandstetter, Warsaw 1979,

15 Rel

This will lead to play similar
to 4.272. The choice is broad
(from the diagram):

(a) 15 h3 a6!? (or 15 ... Rae8
or 15 ... Rac8) 16 Rcl (16 a3
Ne7 17 Ne5 Be8!, e.g. 18 Na4
Bxad 19 Qxad4 Qxb2, while 18
b4 Nf5 is also satisfactory)
16 ... Ne7! (Another of Black’s
main ideas, unmasking the
bishop and threatening

.. Qxb2 as well as preparing
... Nf5) 17 Nad4 Bxad (17 ...
Qa5 18 Bc2) 18 Qxad Nf5 (=)
19 Bg5? Bb4! 20 Qb3 Nd7 21
Re2 Nxd4 F Barden—Uhl-
mann, Hastings 1958/9.
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(b) 15 Ne5 Bxe5 16 dxe5

Qxb2 17 Na4 (17 Nb5 Nxe5!)
7 ... QxeS 18 BeS Qf4 =,

(¢) 15 a3 Be8!? (or
15... Ne7) 16 Ng5 (16 NeS
Nxd4!, another benefit of 14 ...
Kh8; 16 Na4 Qc7 17 Rcl Ng4 =
or here 17 h3 e5 =) 16 ... BhS
17 Qd2!? (17 Qc2 Nxd4 18
Bxd4 Qxd4 19 Nxe6 Bxh2+!;
17 £3 Rae8 18 g4 Bf7 =, since 19
Nxf7+ Rxf7 20 g5 Nh5 21 g6
Rff8 or 21 ... Rf6 is very safe
now) 17 ... Rae8 18 b4 Qd§
(note the drift of pieces towards
the kingside) 19 4 (else ... e5)
19 ... h6 20 Nh3 Ng4! 21 Ne2
Qh4 ¥ Kudrin—Watson, New
York 1981.

15 ... Be8

Here too 15 ... Ne7 is an
option.

16 Nad

16 Ng5 BhS is good with the
king on h8, and 16 a3 BhS
(16 ... Ne7!7) 17 Be2 Qd8
(covers e5) posts Black’s pieces
actively (=), e.g. 18 Na4 Ne4 or
18 h3 RcS8.

16 ... Qas

And Black’s queenside press-
ure keeps things even, in view
of 17 Bd2 Nb4 or 17 Nc5 Bxc5
18 Rxc5 Qxa2 and now 19 Re2
Ne4 or 19 Ng5 BhS5 20 3 5.

4.272

14 Rcl

White develops with the idea
Nad-c5.

14 ... Kh8

Again this noncommittal
move, although one or two
others are probably just as
good:

(a) 14 ... Qd8 acknowledges
that the queen has seen her best
days on the queenside, having
provoked the rather limited re-
organization with Be3 and Nc3.
Now Black would like to play
... €5, and 15 Bg5 Qe8 16 Rel
QhS5 or here 16 Bh4 Qh5 17 Bg3
Bxg3 and ... Ng4 equalizes. A
game Hulak—Gunawan, In-
donesia 1982, went 15 Bb1!?
Qe8 16 Rel QhS5 17 h3, and
now 17 ... Rae8 intending

.. Re7 and ... e5 looks fine.

(b) 14 ... Be8!? is still poss-
ible, although 15 Ng5 must be
contended with. Perhaps then
15 ... Nd8 with the idea ... h6
and ... BhS; compare 14 a3 Be8
below.

(c) 14 ... Ne7 would threaten
.. Qxb2, and now 15 Ne5 Be8
keeps the idea of ... Nf5 alive
too. Needs investigation.

(d) 14 ... Rac8 is “book”,
with 15 Rel transposing to 14

Tarrasch: 3 ...

Rel Rac8 above, and 15 NeS
Be8 16 Qd2 Ne7! 17 £3 Qd8 18
BfZ a6 (“=" ECO) being Trifu-
novic-Uhlmann, Halle 1963.

15 Ne§

(a) 15 Nad4 QasS (ECO) 16
Bd2!? Bb4 =, e.g. 17 Bxb4
Nxb4 18 NcS Nxd3 etc., and 15
Rel Be8 transposes to 14 Rel
above,

{b) 15 a3 Ne7 could be sticky
after 16 Ne5 Be8 17 Na4!? Bxa4
18 Qxa4 Qxb2, but White does
not appear to have enough for a
pawn.

15 .. Be8

And now what? d4 hangs,
but 16 Nxc6 Bxco6 frees Black’s
game, and 16 Na4 Qa5 17 Nc5
Bxc5 18 Rxc5 Qxa2 puts the
burden of proof on White.

Thus the play after 14 Rel or
14 Rcl seems to offer Black
both equality and good coun-
terchances.

4.273

14 a3
(see following diagram}

Often given “!”, this move
goes a long way towards
guarding the queenside pawns
which Black harassed in the last
two sections. It also prepares
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b4, which in turn could preface
Nad—¢5 with a bind. The White
rooks remain uncommitted
until further notice.

14 ... Be8()

A move the author has in-
vestigated and played. Its effec-
tiveness stems from a direct
challenge to White’s bind (by
threatening ... BhS and antici-
pating the key move Ne5).
Other continuations try to work
around that bind and have per-
haps less practical value.
Theoretically, however, the al-
ternatives are still interesting:

(a) 14 ... Qd8 prevents Ne5:
15h3 (15 b4 Re8 16 Rel Qe8 =,
e.g. 17 Rel Kh8 and 18 Bbl
OQhS5 or 18 Na4 Nxd4! or 18 bS
Na5) 15 ... Rc8 16 Rel Kh8
(16 ... Qe8!7) 17 Rcl Qe8 18
Re2! (18 b4 a6 19 Bb1!? QhS =
Szily-Uhlmann, 1959. Bbl de-
prives White of the excellent
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move Be2 after ... Qh5) 18 ...
a6 19 Rce2!? (allows Black’s
next) 19 ... QhS = (Uhlmann).
Perhaps so, in view of 20 Bg5?
Nxd4 or 20 Rd2 e5! =. Critical
might by 20 Bcl!?, e.g.
20 ... Bb8 21 Bc2 Ba7 with
complex play, White’s d-pawn
again denying him a simple x.

{b) 14 ... Rae8!7 is relatively
unexplored. After 15 b4
(threatening Ne5, which could
not be played immediately due
to 15 ... Bxe5S 16 dxe5 Qxb2
etc.), better than Uhlmann’s
15 ... a6 (16 NeS!) is 15 ...
Qd8!, e.g. 16 Bg5 Re7 17 Rel
Be8 18 bS5 (18 h3!?) 18 ... NaS
19 Ne5 of Karolyi-Farago,
Hungarian Ch 1979, and now
19 ... Rc7! (20 Bd2 Nc4).

15 Ng5!?

Certainly the most natural
response. Theory has always
given the game Boleslavsky—
Pietzsch, Berlin 1967, which
went 15 Ne5 BxeS 16 dxeS
Qxb2 17 exf6é Qxc3 18 fxg7
Qxg7 19 f4 “2”, the ideas being
Qd2 and f5 or Rb1 followed by
Bel-b2 or a Rf3—g3 man-
oeuvre. But in Grunfeld-Wat-
son, Lone Pine 1981, I played
19 ... Rd8!, which defends all
threats since it allows a timely
... ddor ... 5 (with d5 defend-
ed). White tried 20 Rcl!? Bgé
21 RcS Rf6! 22 Rf2 Qe7 23 Rfc2

d4 24 Bcl, andnow 24 ... e5 +
was clearest. Better than 19 {4
would be 19 Qd2 Rf7 or 19
Rbl, but White will find it
difficult to show compensation.

Of course there are other
possibilities. If 15 h3!?, Black
might well reply 15 ... Ne7(!)
threatening b2 for real, e.g. 16
Na4 Bxad 17 Qxad NI5, or 16
Ng5 Bb8, or 16 b4 Re8 17 Rel
aS with good counterplay.

15 Nad4 Qd8 threatens ... e5
(16 Rcl e5 =) or in some cases
... BhS, whereas 15 Bg5 BhS
puts immediate pressure on the
d-pawn. Finally, 15 b4!? BhS 16
Nad Qc7 17 h3 e5 is equal, or
here 16 Be2 Rae8 17 Nad4 Qd8
18 Nc5 Qb8 19 h3 (versus
... Ng4) 19 ...e5! (20 NzxeS
Bxe2 21 Nxc6? Bxdl 22 Nxb8
BxcS +F).

15 ... Ne7

Again there is room for in-
vestigation. In Wells—Sulman,
Lone Pine 1981, Black tried
15 ... Bf7!? 16 b4 Rae8 (?
16 ... Kh8) 17 Qf3! Kh8 18 Qh3
Bg8 19 Racl Qd8 20 f4 with
White advantage.

Better 15 ... Nd8!?, as in
Slotnik—Janata, Prague 1979:
16 Qc2 (prompted by the attack
on b2) 16 ... h6 17 Nh7!? Nxh7
18 Bxh7+ Kh8 (“=" Slotnik).
17 Nf3 might be more appropri-
ate, intending 17 ... BhS 18
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Ne5 (18 ... Bxe5 19 dxe5 d4 20
Na4). Yet 17 ... Rc8 maintains
a balance in that case, too.

16 Kh1!?

On 16 Nxe6, 16 ... Bxh2+ 17
Kxh2 Qxe6 regains the pawn
with convenient moves in store
on the kingside, i.e. ... Nf5,
... BhS5, and/or ... Ne4 is some
combination.

16 Nad is the other candi-
date; the 16 ... Bxad 17 Qxa4
Nf5! threatens e.g. ... Ng4, and
18 Nxe6 Nxe3 19 fxe3 (19 Nxf8
Nxfl) 19 ... Bxh2+ favours
Black.

The text (16 Kh1) was Orfa-
lea—Watson, Los Angeles 1981.
Black’s ... Ne7 gained the time
to respond smoothly to the
threat on e6 by 16 ... Bc7, and
after 17 b4 Nf5, White blund-
ered with 18 g4?? Qd6 ¥+, but

Black stood well in any case.

Dramatic conclusions are not
in order, but White’s seeming
positional pull tends to be illu-
sory in the face of pesky black
threats against his queenside
and his d4 square. At the very
least, Black can achieve ob-
scure, unbalanced positions
versus the key moves 12 Bd2,
12 Nf4, and 12 Nc3. Evidently,
he can claim overall equality as
well; anyway, an enterprising
player will appreciate retention
of all the pieces on the board
and the availability of several
plans at any juncture. Creative
possibilities abound; indeed,
games in this main line have
very seldom imitated previous
contests. In short, the 7 ... Qb6
system grants the defender fine
practical chances and scope for
chessic expression.
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With 5 f4, White establishes
his space advantage on the
kingside and bolsters e5. His
plan is fairly direct: f5 if poss-
ible; or, if Black plays ... f5
himself, g4 will be used to get at
the enemy king. Ideally, White
will develop one knight to 3,
the other to e2 or h3, his bish-
ops to d3 and perhaps €3, and
castle kingside.

76

Nf6 with 5 {4

The drawback to 5 f4 is two-
fold: it exposes the white king
should d4 fall (note that
White’s move does nothing to
support the base of the pawn
chain); and White’s queen’s
bishop is blocked from play, so
in many cases the f5 break
becomes not just desirable but
essential for the harmonious
development of White’s pieces.
Also, the lack of flexibility with
regard to strategy makes it
easier for Black to counter the
white formation.

5 .. c5
6 c3

The main move, but a num-
ber of players have preferred
other moves, to support d4 with
pieces and avoid too many
moves. To this end 6 dxc5?
Bxc5 is not so good; 7 Qg4 0-0
8 Ngf3 £5 9 Qh3 Qb6 + Perez-
Tatai, Netanya 1973. And 6
Ngf3!? leaves the d2 knight

Tarrasch: 3 ...

blocking traffic after 6 ... Nc6,
when 7 ¢3 is the note to 7 Ndf3
in the main line, and 7 dxc5
Nxc5 (7...Bxc5 =) 8 Bd3
Nxd3+ (or 8 ... Qb6) 9 cxd3 of
Siemionawa-Jurczynska, Po-
land 1979, should offer Black a
good game after 9 ... Qb6! 10
Nb3 (10 Qe2a50r 10 ... Bd7 11
Nb3 Bb4+) 10 ... Bbd+, e.g.
11 Bd2? Qe3+ 12 Qe2 Qxf4 or
11 Kf1 0-0 12 d4 6 etc.

6 Ne2 Nc6 7 Ndf3 transposes
to 6 Ndf3 (see next paragraph),
and here 7 ¢3 Qb6 8 Ndf3 is 5.1
below, which is fine for Black.
For variety, Black has 7 ... bS!?
in this line, with the plan ... b4
and perhaps ... Rb8 and/or

.. Qb6 with ... Baé.

6 Ndf3 makes the best im-
pression among these irregu-
lars. Then the most flexible
move order is 6 ... Nc6 7 Ne2
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(a) 7...cxd4 releases the
tension and is not best, but it is
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playable: 8 Nexd4 Nc5 9 ¢3 Bd7
10 Be3 f5! (securing e4 and
stopping f5) 11 Be2 (£; 11 exf6
gxf6 is unclear) 11 ... Nxd4 (or
11 ... Be7) 12 Bxd4!? Ne4 13
0-0 Be7 14 Khl 0-0 15 Rgl
Ermenkov-Hecht, Moscow
1977, and now an idea is

5 ... Qe8! intending ... Bb5 or
in some cases ... QhS.

(b) 7 ... Qa5+ appears rea-
sonable, since 8 c2 transposes
to the line 6 ¢3 Nc6 7 Ndf3 Qa5
8 Ne2, when 8 ... bS is con-
sidered =, e.g. 9 Bd2 (9 Be3 b4
10 Kf2 Ba6!) 9 ... b4 10 cxb4
Nxb4 11 Nc3 ¢4 = Matanovic—
Portisch, Portoroz 1973. Also,
8 ... £6!7 looks interesting, e.g.
9 dxc5 fxeS! or 9 a3 Be7.

So after 7 ... Qa5+ 8 Bd2!?,
Kavalek—Ree, Wijk aan Zee
1982 went 8...Qb6 9 Bc3
Be7!? 10 Qd2, and now Kava-
lek gives 10 ... 0-0!? 11 0-0-0
cxd4 12 Nexd4 Nc5, with rough
equality. Simpler either 9 ...
cxd4 10 Nexd4 Bb4! = (or here
10 Bxd4 Bc5=); or 9 ... f6!!?2,
intending 10 f5 fxeS! 11 fxe6
cxd4 12 exd7+ Bxd7 13 Bd2 e4
with great compensation; or 10
Ng3 fxe5 11 fxeS cxd4 +; or,
finally 10 exf6 Nxf6 (10 ...
gxf6) 11 g3 Ned =.

(c) 7...Qb6! is attractive,
when 8 c¢3 is the line of 5.1
below with 8 Ne2, and 8 g3 can
be met by 8 ... f6(!), e.g. 9 Bh3
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Nxd4 10 Nexd4 cxd4 11
Nxd4(?) fxe5 12 Nxe6 Nf6!, or
here 11 exf6 Bb4+! 12 Kf1 Nxf6
13 Nxd4 0-0 etc.

(d) 7 ... f6!? might also trans-
pose after 8 ¢3 Qb6 or 8 g3
Qbéb.

(e) 7 ... Be7 is also sound,
the impressive game Bujupi-
Farago, Pristina 1976, continu-
ing 8 ¢3 0-0 (or 8 ... b5) 9 Be3
6! 10 a3 (10 exf6 Nxf6 11 dxc5
Ng4! 12 Qd2 e5! Chess Chat)
10 ... fxe5 11 fxe5 (11 dxe5!?
=) 11 ... cxd4 12 cxd4 Qb6 13
Nc3!? (13 Qd2 — to prevent
... Ndxe5 — 13 ... NaS! 14 Nc1
Nc4 15 Bxc4 dxc4 16 d5 Bc5!
with Black initiative — Chess
Chat) 13 ... Ndxe5! 14 Nxe5
Nxe5 15 Na4 Bhd+ 16 g3 (16
Kd2 Qd8! 17 dxe5 d4 18 Bgl
Bd7 19 Nc5 Qg5+ with attack
— Chess Chat) 16 ... Nf3+ 17
Kf2 (17 Oxf3 Qa5+!; 17 Ke2
Qb5+) 17 ... Qb3!! 18 Bd3
Qxd1 19 Rhxdl Nxh2+ 20 Kg2
Ng4 ++.

Very pretty! Overall, 7 ...
Qa5+ looks solid and equal,
7 ... Qbb is a good try for ad-
vantage, and 7 ... Be7 is logical
but needing further analysis.

6 ... Ncé6
7 Ndf3

Unusual is 7 Ngf3, when
7 ... Be7 8 Bd3 Qb6!? 9 dxc5
Nxc5 10 Nb3 (! £ ECO) of

Pillsbury—~Maroczy, Paris 1900
Is not so convincing, but Black
can avoid allby 8 ... 0-0!and 9
0-0? Qb6 or 9 h4 f5!. Another
good strategy is 7 ...cxd4 8§
cxd4 Nb6 with an improved
Leningrad Variation where the
knight on d2 is in the way.

The natural answer to 7 Ngf3
may not be quite as good:
7 ...Qb6 (7...cxd4 is more
accurate first) 8§ Nb3 cxd4
(8...f6!7 ECO) 9 cxd4 (9
Nbxd4, but this would not be an
option after 7 ... cxd4) 9 ... aS!
10 Rb1 (10 a4 Bb4+ 11 Kf2 f6
12 Be3 0-0 13 Rcl Qd8 14 Bd3
Steinitz—Schiffers, Rostas 1896,
or here 13 Bd3 Qd8 14 h4 Ne7!
15 Kgl Nf5 of Ulvestad-
Durao, Costa del Sol 1964, is
unclear, but White may have a
small edge. 10 a4 creates weak-
nesses, however, which are best
exploited by 10 ... f6!) 10 ... a4
11 Nal Bb4+ 12 Kf2 £6 13 Nc2
Be7 “with a minute edge for
White” (Winters), Nalik—~Ber-
told, Berlin 1958.

Aside from 7 ... Be7 and
7 ... Qb6, it seems to me that
7 ... cxd4 8 cxd4 f6(!) is appro-
priate, e.g. 9 Bd3 fxe5 10 fxe5
(?, but 10 dxe5 is very nice for
Black) 10 ... Nxd4! 11 Nxd4
Qh4+ wins a pawn. Or 9 Nb3
a5! 10 a4 (What else? 10 Be3 a4
11 Nd2 Qb6) 10 ... Bb4+ 11
Bd2 (11 Kf2 0—0 wins two tempi
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on the above example) 11 ...
Bxd2+ 12 Qxd2 Qb6 and
13 ... 0-0 with easy equality.

7. Qb6
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Our repertoire move, about
which opinions vary wildly,
from “a sharp move which puts
considerable pressure on the
white centre” (Keene and Taul-
but, 1980) to “this archaic move
is unsatisfactory and is hardly
used today” (Slotnik, 1982). In
fact, 7 ... Qb6 is being used
increasingly often, and more
frequently than any other move
at the time of this writing.

It is not within the scope of
this book to cover two different
systems versus this subvariation
(3 ... ¢5 is the second system;
see Chapter 6), but I will offer
options at most junctures which
follow. Otherwise, I can
recommend the Leningrad
System with 7 ... cxd4 8 cxd4
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h5 followed by ... Nb6, ... Bd7,

.. a5 etc. The Leningrad is
sharp, full of complications,
and hardly explored for an
established system.

From the diagram, White
has: 5.1 8 Ne2; 5.2 8 g3.

Two other natural moves go
completely unmentioned in
most books, although one of
them was tried (once) some
years back and again recently.
That is 8 Nh3!?
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This avoids the congestion of
White’s pieces brought about
by 8 Ne2, yet still develops a
piece and aims at the kingside
in variations with Ng5 or f5/
Nf4. The older game, Saharov-
Bagirov, USSR 1960, went
8...cxd4 9 cxd4 Bb4+!? 10
Kf2 f6 11 Kg3!? Nf8 12 Nf2 Ng6
13 Bd3 (“roughly equal” —
Winters). Better looks 11
Be3(!) and 11 ... 0-0 12 a3 (or
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12 Bd3 fxe5 13 fxe5 Be7 14
Qc2! £) 12 ... Be7 13 b4, or
11 ... Be7 12 Qd2 or 12 b3,
with White advantage in each
case.

Fearing that kind of solid
White edge, the author took a
radical approach in Shirazi-
Watson, Los Angeles 1981: 8
Nh3 f6! (8 ... Be7!? is also logi-
cal, intending 9 a3 c4 or 9 Nf2
£6) 9 exf6!? Nxf6 10 Bd3 (10 a3
cxd4 11 cxd4 Bd6 with rapid
development) 10 ... cxd4 11
cxd4 Bb4+ 12 Ke2 0-0 13 a3
Bd6 14 Rel Ned! (14 ... Bd7 15
Kf1 ) 15 Kf1 (15 Bc2 Kh8 or
15 ... Bd7 16 Kfl Be8!? 17
Bxed4 dxe4 18 Rxe4 BhS! un-
clear) 15 ... e5! 16 dxe5 (16
fxe5? Bxh3 17 gxh3 Rxf3+! 18
Qxf3 Rf8 19 Bf4Nd2+, or here
17 exd6 Nxd4 with the idea 18
Be3 Qxb2) 16... Bxh3 17
Bxed4! (17 Be3 Be5! 18 Bxe4
dxe4 19 Qd5+ Kh8 +, e.g. 20
Bxc5 Qb5+ 21 Kgl exf3 22
gxh3 Rad8 23 a4 f2+! or 20
Qxc5 Bxg2+!) 17 ... dxe4 18
Qd5+! (18 Qxd6? Rad8; 18
Rxe4? Bf5; 18 exd6 exf3 19
gxh3 Nd4; 18 Ng5 Qb5+!)
18 ... Kh8 19 Ng5 (19 gxh3 exf3
20 exd6 Nd4!) 19 ... Nxe5! 20
Be3!? (20 gxh3 Nd3; 20 Nxh3
Ng4 21 Rxed4 Nxh2+ 22 Ke2
Rae8 F) 20 ... Bxg2+ 21 Kgl?
(21 Kxg2 Qxb2+ 22 Kg3 Nf3

F)21 ... Qxb222Bd4 Qd2 ++.

This game is illustrative of
the violent attacking chances
Black can get due to White’s
many pawn moves and rather
airy centre. The question
naturally arises whether White
need play 9 exf6. True, 9 Nh4?!
cxd4 10 Qh5+ Kd8 11 Ng6 hxgé
etc. is a typically good exchange
sacrifice, but 9 Bd3 is more
interesting, e.g. 9 ... cxd4 10
cxd4 Bb4+ 11 Kfl fxe5 (or

1 ... 0-0, which avoids Nf4 in
some cases) 12 fxeS (12 dxeS
Nc5, e.g. 13 Bc2 Qb5+ 14 Kgl
Ne4 unclear) 12 ... 0-0 13 Nf2
(13 Nf4!?, which could be
avoided by 11 ...0-0, etc.,
leads to a possible draw after
13 ... Nxd4!? 14 Nxd4 Nxe5 15
Nf3! Nxf3 16 Qxf3 Bd7 17 Qh5
g6 18 Bxg6 etc.) 13 ... Ndxe5!?!
14 fxe5 Nxe5 unclear, e.g. 15
Be2 (! probably  Dbest)
15 ... Bc5!1? 16 Nd3 Ng4, or here
15...Bd7 16 Qd4 Nxf3 17
Qxb6 Nxh2+ with a typically
obscure position.

The other mystery move
would be 8 a3, threatening b4
and stopping ... Bb4+. Prob-
ably theoreticians and players
were not happy with the res-
ponse 8 ... c4, fixing on b3 and
preparing a major reorganiz-
ation with ... Qc7, ... Nbé,
.. 16, ... Bd7 and ... 0-0-0. At
any point b3 gives away too
many queenside squares, and
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an effective g4 and f5 break will
not be easy to achieve. Never-
theless, 8 a3 looks reasonable.
Another answer would be
8 ... a5, when 9 g3 £5!?7 10 Bg2
Be7 resembles the ... f5 lines
below, a sample line being 11
Ne2 a4 12 0-0 QbS5 intending
.. Na5.

5.1

8 Ne2

A move which continues to
be played despite poor results
to date.

8 ... fo

Immediately  undermining
the centre. Another idea which
has had success is 8 ... Be7: 9
23 (9 a3 c4; 9 g4 £6; 9 Ng3 cxd4
10 cxd4 £5!? 11 Be2 0-0 12
0-0?t g5! 4 Enevoldsen—Gil-
fer, Helsinki 1952; 12 a3 =;
9...16!17)9 ... cxd4 (9...15 is
5.21 below) 10 cxd4 6 11 Bh3
(11 a3 =) 11 ... fxe5 12 fxeS
0-0! (a theme we shall see more
of later) 13 Bxe6+ (7! 13 Nf4
Bb4+ 14 Ke2 — 14 Bd2 Nxd4
— 14 ... Kh8 15 Nxe6 Ndxe5!
Kapengut) 13 ... Kh8 14 Bxd5
(14 Bxd7 Rxf3! F Shamkovich)

4 ... Ndxe5! 15 dxe5 Nxe5 16
Nfd4 (16 NxeS Bbd+ F+; 16
Ned4 QaS+) 16 ... Bbd+ 17
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Nc3 Bg4 18 Qd2 Rae8 19 Nde2
Rf2! 0-1 Foigel-Monin, USSR
1977.
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9 g3

(a) Keres recommended 9
exf6 Nxf6 10 g3. Then a good
sequence is 10 ... Bd6 11 Bg2
0-0 12 0-0 (12 Ne5?7 cxd4 13
cxd4 Bb4+) 12 ... Ned 13 Khi
Bd7 intending ... Be8-hS.

(b) 9 a3 guards against
.. Bb4+ and prepares b4.
Enevoldsen—Koch, Helsinki
1952, continued 9-Be7 10 b4
(10 Ng3 0-0 11 Bd3 fxe5 12 fxe$
cxd4 13 cxd4 a5! + Euwe)
10 ... cxd4 11 cxd4 0-0 12 Qd3
a6!? (Not really necessary;

2...0Q0d8 or 12...Qc7 is
faster) 13 Be3 Qd8 14 g3 Nbb

Very involved was 9 a3 cxd4
10 cxd4 Be7 11 N¢3 00 12 Na4
Qc7 13 b4 fxe5 14 dxe5 Ndxe5!
(Black just insists upon this
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sacrifice!) 15 fxe5 Rxf3!? 16
Qxf3!? (16 gxf3 Bh4+ 17 Kd2
unclear) 16 ... Nd4 17 Qc3
Qxe5+ 18 Kf2? (18 Be3 Bh4+
unclear) 18 ... Bd7 19 Be3
Rf8+ 20 Kgl Rxfl+! 21 Kxfl
Qf5+ 22 Kel Ne2+ 23 Kd2
Nxe3! 24 Kxe3 Bf6 25 Qd3 d4+
F+ Orev-Padevsla, Bulgaria
1976.

9 .. cxd4
10 cxd4

10 Nexd4!? has not been
tried, but 10 ... fxe5 11 fxe5
Nxe5(?) 12 Nxe5 Nzxe5 13
QhS5+ looks strong. Perhaps
11 ... Be5 is best, intending
... Ndxe5 or ... 0-0 next.

19 ... Bb4-+

On 10 ... fxe5 first, 11 fxeS
Bb4+ transposes to a line
below, and 11 dxe5? Bb4+ 12
Bd2 Qe3!(F): 13 Qb3 (? but 13
Bg2 0-0) 13 ... Qed4 14 Bxb4
(else ... Nc5) 14 ... Nxb4 15
Ng5 Nc¢2+ 16 Kf2 Nxal ++
Skrobek-Lechtynsky, Decin
1978. Finally, the speculative
11 ... fxe5 12 Bh3!? of Chibur-
danidze-Lechtynsky, Vilnius
1978, should be answered not
by 11 ... exd4 12 Bxe6 unclear,
but by 11 ... Bb4+! 12 Kfl (12
Bd2 Nxd4) 12...Nxd4 13
Nfxd4 exd4 14 Nxd4 Nf6 +.

11 Ne3

11 Bd2? led to a crushing
position for Black in Hamann-
Uhlmann, Halle 1963, after
11 ... fxe5 12 fxe5 0-0 13 Bg2
Ndxe5! 14 dxe5 NxeS5(F) 15
Ned4 (15 Nf4 Qe3+ 16 Kfl
Bxd2 17 Nxe5 Qxe5 18 Qxd2 g5
19 Rel Qdé6 FF Uhlmann)
15 ... Nd3+ 16 Ke2 Nxb2 17
Qb3 Qa6+ 18 Kf2 Bxd2 19
Qxb2 Qd3! 20 Radl Qe3+ 21
Kf1 b6! 22 Qxd2 Bab+ 23 Ne2
Rxf3+ 24 Bxf3 Qxf3+ 25 Kgl
Bxe2 26 Rel Bd3! 0-1.

11 .. 0-0

After 11 ... fxe5 12 fxeS 0-0
13 Bf4 (13 a3 Rxf3!), theory
gives 13 ..Be7 14 a3t £
Ghinda—Prandstetter, Buchar-
est 1980. But 13 ... g5!7 looks
interesting, since 14 BxgS Rxf3
15 Oxf3 Oxd4 is unclear, and 14
NxgS Qxd4 15 Qh5 Bxc3+ 16
bxe3 Oxc3+ 17 KiZ Qc2+ de-
fends h7 with ongoing attack.

12 a3!?

A move leading to enormous
complications. Wrong are 12
Bh3? fxe5 13 Bxe6+ Kh8 + and
12 Bg2?! fxe5 13 fxeS Rxf3! 14
Bxf3 Nxd4. So theory goes 12
exf6 Nxf6 13 a3 (“=" Bondar-
evsky). Then 13 ... Bd6 is pre-
sumably equal, but more ambi-
tious would be 13 ... Bxc3+ 14
bxc3 Ne4d (intending moves like
... Na3s, ... Nd6—c4, and
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... Bd7, ... RacB etc.}, or here
14 ... Bd7 with ... Be8~h5 in
mind.

12 .. Be7!?

Keeping the pieces on. Ob-
jectively better was 12 ...
Bxc3+ 13 bxc3 Qc7 intending
... Nb6, ... Na$s, ... Bd7 etc.;
but here 13 ... fxeS 14 fxe$
Ndxe5!? 15 dxe5 Nxe5 16 Bg2
Bd7 falls a little short after 17
Bf41.

13 Nad

13 Bh3 Kh8 (13 ... fxe5!1?7 14
Bxe6+ Kh8 15 Nxd5 Qd8 is
unclear) 14 Nad Qa6 (or 14 ...
Qc7) 15 Bf1 b5 16 Nc3 fxe5! 17
Bxb5 Qb6 18 Bxc6 Qxc6 19 fxeS5
Ba6 ¥ Sznapik-Knaak,
Czechoslovakia Championship
1983.

13 ... Qc7
14 Bel

14 Bh3 fxe5! 15 Bxe6+ Kh&
16 dxeS Ndxe5! 17 Bxd5 Nxf3+
18 Bxf3 Bh3.

.. g51?

A surprising thrust. In res-
ponse, White could just devel-
op, but he prefers to grab
material.

15 exf6 Nxf6
16 Nxgs

16 fxg5 Ng4 17 Bf4 (17 Bgl
Bd6! threatens ... Bxg3+)
17 ... Rxf4 18 gxf4 Qxf4 is un-
clear, with ideas of ... Nxd4,
... BxgS, and ... Bd7 with
... Rf8.

16 ... eS!

Black goes for broke with a
thematic sacrifice to free the c8
bishop. Now Shamkovich-
Brown, London 1981, went 17
Qc2?! (17 fxe57 Ng4 18 Qd2
Ncxe3! 19 dxeS Qxe5 +; 17
dxe5! Ng4 18 BceS!l) 17 ...
Qas+1? (17 ... exf4! 18 Bxf4
Qa5+ 19 b4, and now both
19 ... Bxbd+ 20 axb4 Nxb4 and
19 ... Nxb4 20 axb4 Bxb4+
followed by ... Re8, ... Bgd4,
... Rac8, etc., are strong) 18 b4
Bxbd+ 19 axb4 Nxb4 20 Qc3!
Nc2+ 21 Kd2 Nxall! 22 Qxas
Nb3+ 23 Kc3 NxaS 24 dxeS,
and instead of 24 ... Ne4+? 25
Nxed +,24 ... Ng4 25 Bc5 Rd8
26 h3 Nhé6 27 g4! is unclear,
with better practical chances for
White.

Overall, 8 Ne2 cannot be said
to solve White’s developmental
problems. While the main line
is dynamically balanced, Black
holds the practical edge with a
constant threat of sacrificial
violence in the centre.
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The main line. White pre-
pares to put his bishop on h3
(or g2) and avoids the traffic
jam that 8 Ne2 caused. A re-
sulting advantage is that Bd3 is
still a viable option in many
lines. So why play 8 g3 in that
event? Because it creates a
secure haven for the king after
Kf2-g2, and at the same time
makes a useful, semi-waiting
move.

The drawbacks are fairly
clear: yet another pawn move,
no direct support for d4 or €5,
etc. We shall look at a solid,
conservative defence, and two
confrontational ones: 5.21 § ...
£5;,5.22 8 ... 6; 5.23 8 ... Be7.

5.21

8 ... f5

This attempts to nip White’s
kingside expansion in the bud.
After establishing a solid king-
side position, Black will turn to
the other side of the board,
where he has natural attacking
prospects. On the dark side,

.. f6 is no longer an option, so
it will be difficult to achieve any
demolition of the white centre,
even by sacrificial means. Thus
8 ... f5 may be summarized as a
stabilizing move with a view
towards long-term expansion.

9 Ne2

The most common response.
The game Pavlov-Farago,
Romania 1982, went 9 h3 Be7
10 g4 a5!? 11 Ne2 (Or 11 gxf5
exf5, when 12 h4 and 12 Bg2
are logical options) 11 ... 0-0
12 Rgl Kh8 13 h4 (White seems
to feel that normal develop-
ment does not achieve any-
thing; 13 Rb1!? intending Be3)

3 ... Ndb8 14 Bh3 Na6 15 Kf2
Bd7 (“+” Farago, but, for ex-
ample, Rbl and Be3 is still
possible on this and the next
move) 16 Kg2 a4 17 Kh2 a3 18
b3 cxd4 19 cxd4 Nab4 20 Ng3?!
(20 gxf5 exfS 21 Ng3)
20 ... fxg4 21 Bxg4 Qa6! (now
Black is clearly better) 22 Rg2
Qd3 23 Qg1 Nc2 24 Rd2 Qc3 25
Rbl Ne3 26 Bh3 NfS! 27 Nxf5
exfS + intending ... Be8-h5
and eventually ... Nd8-e6.

Tarrasch: 3 ...

Poor play by White, but that
does not invalidate Black’s
opening idea.

9 .. Be7

A game Radulov—-Gunawan,
Indonesia 1982, saw 9 ... h5!?
10 Bg2 Ndb8 11 h3 Bd7 12 Kf2
a5 13 g4 cxd4 14 cxd4 g6 15 gx{5
(15 Nh4!1?) 15 ... gxf5 with an
unclear position, when 16 h4
was probably better than 16
Ng5 h4!, as played.

9 ... a5 10 Bh3!? Be7 11 g4
0-0 would be complex and
roughly equal; also possible
here is 10 Ngs5!?7, e.g.
10 ... Ndb8 11 Rgl Be7 12 g4
Bxg5 13 fxg5 cxd4 14 cxd4 0-0
= Van der Wiel-Ree, Arnhem
1983.

10 Bg2

Or 10 Kf2 a5 11 Kg2 Ndb8!?
12 Rbl 0-0 13 Be3 Na6 14 h3
Bd7 15 g4 a4! 16 Ng3 Nc¢7 17
Rh2 c¢xd4 18 Nxd4 Nxd4 19
Bxd4 BcS Govedarica—Farago,
Belgrade 1982; “+” (Farago);
maybe 18 cxd4 was best. If 10
Bh3, 10 ... hS is good, with the
idea 11 Bg2 h4 or 11 Ng5 Nf8.

10 .. a$
11 0-0 cxd4

12 ¢cxd4 a4 13 Rf2 a3 14 b3
Ndb8 15 Be3 Bd7 16 Ncl1 Nb4
17 Nel %»-¥2 Vogt-Ambroz,
Trnava 1982. Black followed
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the same plan as in the two
Farago games. He might con-
tinue by ... Nbc6-dB8-f7 and
work for a kingside break. In
any case, results thus far sug-
gest that 8 ... f5 yields a solid,
workable position.

5.22

8 ... f6

Only one square away from
8 ... 5, but what a different
game! With 8 ... {6, Black al-
ready intimates that he is going
for broke against White’s
centre, since an exchange on €5
will only favour the first player
unless there is a follow-up, e.g.
a sacrifice on d4 or e5 or 3. Yet
on the positive side, White now
finds it very difficult to even
develop his pieces without his
centre collapsing. To begin
with, 9 ... cxd4 10 cxd4 Bb4+
11 Kf2 fxe5 is threatened, win-
ning a pawn. Note too that 9
Ne2 transposes to 5.1 above,
whereas 9 Kf2 is not possible by
virtue of the attack on e5.

9 Bd3!1?

Considered best by Keene
and Taulbut. White should
avoid 9 57 cxd4 10 cxd4 (10
fxe6 Ndxe5 +) 10 ... fxe5 11
fxe6 Nf6 12 dxeS Ned +.
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But 9 Bh3!? is critical:
9..cxd4 10 cxd4 (10 Bxeb
dxc3 helps Black) 10 ... fxe51?
11 fxe5 Bbd+ 12 Kf1 Portisch~
Tal, Oberhausen 1961 (“+”
ECO), and here Keene and
Taulbut correctly point out that
instead of 12 ... Nf8?, 12 ...
0--0! should be tried.
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Now 13 Bxe6+ Kh8 (threa-
tening ... Ndxe5) and White
has problems, e.g. 14 BxdS?
Qb5+ or 14 Bxd7 Bxd7 15 Kg2
BI5 preparing ... Bed. So they
give 13 Kg2! as best, and
13 ... Ndxe5! 14 dxe5 Nxe5, an
extremely interesting position
where White has trouble de-
veloping with his loose king and
Black has dangerous centre
pawns. One line is 15 Bf4 Nc4
(Keene), who claims “superb
compensation for his piece” for
Black, although 16 Qe2! is
quite unclear. Then violent
measures like 16 ...e5 and

16 ... Rxf4 do not seem to
work, so 16 ... Bd7 intending
... Rae8 looks best, e.g. 17 b3
(17 Ne5 Nxe5 18 Qxe5 Bd6!)

7 ... Na3 18 Ne5 BbS or here
18 Be3 Qdé6 19 Bd4 Rac8. Not
for the faint of heart!

15 Qd4 seemed to me a refu-
tation at first, but, remarkably,
the position after 15 ... QOxd4
16 Nxd4 Nd3! (threatening

.. Rf2 or ... Nel Mate) gives
Black ongoing play, e.g. 17
Ngf3 e5 18 Bxc8 Raxc8 or here
18 Ne6 Rf6; or 17 Bxe6+ Bxeb
18 Nxe6 Rf2+ 19 Kh3 Rf1!; or,
finally, 17 Be3 Rf6 with ... e5,

..d4, andlor ... Nxb2 and

.. N4 to follow.

One game, Yudasin—Knaak,
Trmava 1983, followed this
whole line and White came up
with 15 Qb31?. After 15 ...
Nc4!? 16 a3 Be5 17 Qxb6 Bxb6,
White still had problems de-
veloping and 18 b3!? Na5 19
Bf4 (19 Rb1 eS!) 19 ... Nxb3 20
Rel h6 eventually led to a
draw. But I think Black can
play for more with the amazing

5 ... Qb5(!) and 16 a3? Nxf3
wins, 16 Nxe5?? or 16 Nd4??
fail to 16 ... Qf1 Mate, and 16
a4 Nxf3! 17 Ox{3 (17 axb5 Nel
Mate; 17 Bf4 Nd4!) 17 ... Qc4
18 Qe2 BeS! or here 18 Qd1 e5!
gives Black too much. Likewise
16 Bf4 Nxf3 17 Oxf3 e5 or here
17 Nxf3 Qe2-+ is unpalatable.

Tarrasch: 3 ...

A surprising line is 16 Bd2,
when 16 ... Nxf3 17 Bxb4 is
strong, but 16 ... Rxf3! 17
Qxb4 Rf2+! 18 Kxf2 Nd3+
refutes!

A new try is 15 Qe2!?. Then
Knaak gives 15 ... Nc4!? 16 b3
Bc3! 17 Rbl Nd6 intending

.. Ned and ... e5. Here 17 bxc4

Bxal 18 Ba3 Rf6 19 cxd5S Bd7
gives good play. Ermenkov-
Knaak, Bulgaria-East Ger-
many 1983 went instead 15 ...
Nxf3 16 Nxf3 e5! 17 Bxc8 Raxc8
18 Nxe5 Qe6 19 Bf4 RfS 20
Racl, and now Black should
play 20 ... Ref8 (Knaak), with
the idea 21 h4 Re8! 22 QbS5 Bd6
or 21 Re2 g5! ete.

Rather than deal with all
that, 9 Bd3 tries to prevent
Black from safely castling king-
side, and exploits the fact that

.. f6 allows a discovered check
on g6 if Black captures too
many times on d4.

9 ... cxd4
10 cxd4 Be7!

Avoiding 10 ... Bb4+ 11 Kfl
when White slips outon g2, e.g.
11 ... fxe5 12 fxe5 0-0 13 Kg2
and here 13 ... Nxd4 14 Nxd4
Nxe5 15 Bf4 seems to come up
short.

11 Ne2

The main alternative is the
standard king march, initiated
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by 11 Kfil. An interesting an-
swer would be 11 ... Kd8
(threatening d4 and reserving
.. fxe5 and ... Rf8); but also
adequate looks 11 ...0-0 12
Kg2 Kh8 13 Bbl! (d4 must be
protected, and 13 Ne2? fxe5 14
fxe5 Rxf3! 15 Kxf3 Nxd4+ 16
Nxd4 Qxd4 is obviously strong.
If 13 h4!?7, one line is
13 ... Nxd4 14 Ng5 h61? 15 Qh5
fxg5 16 hxg5 Nf5 17 gxh6 gb! 18
Qxg6 Rg8 or here 17 g4 Nc5 18
Bc2 Ned! etc. As this is all
risky, Black should also con-
sider simply 14 ... fxg5 15 hxg$
Nf5 16 QhS h6 — a simpler way
to get to the same position —
when 17 g4 can also be an-
swered by 17 ... Qd4, e.g. 18
gxf5 Qxd3 19 gxh6 Qxf5! and
Black defends) 13 ... Rf7!? 14
Qd3 (14 £5 Ndxe5! with a very
strong attack) 14 ... Nf§ and
Black develops smoothly with
good play on the queenside.

11 ... fxes
12 fxeS 0-0
13 Nf4

13 Bf4 g5(!), e.g. 14 Nxg5
Bxg5 15 BxgS Ndxe5! 16 dxeS
Nxe5 17 Rfl Rxfl+ 18 Kxfl
Nf3 threatening the bishop on
g5 and ... e5.

{(see following diagram)

13 ... Nxd4!
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A typical “at-all-costs” centre
demolition which prevents cast-
ling, nets two pawns and frees
Black’s centre pawns to ad-
vance.

14 Nxd4 Nxe5

With the immediate threat
S ... Qxd4! 16 Bxh7+ Kxh7 17
Qxd4 Nf3+.

15 Nc2

15 Be3 Bb4+ (or 15 ...
Qb4+!? with the idea 16 Ke2
Ng4! or 16 Qd2 g5') 16 Ke2 Bcs
unclear (threatening ... Ng4 or
... Nxd3 and ... e5), or here
16 ... Ng4!? 17 Bgl Qdé! and
Black has many ideas such as

g5, ... Qe5+, etc.

15 ... Bb4+!
16 Bd2

16 Ke2 Nxd3 17 Nxd3 e5! is
killing, threatening ... Bgd+,
.. €4, etc. 16 Nxb4 Qxbd+ 17
Ke2 (17 Bd2? Nxd3+ 18 Nxd3
Qed+) 17 ... Nxd3 18 Nxd3 (18

Cxd3 e5! 19 Qxd5+ Kh8 with

.. Bgd+ and/or centralizing
rook moves to follow) 18 ...
Qed+ 19 Kd2 Qg2+ 20 Kc3 e5!
with a crushing attack.

16 ... Bxd2+?!

Clearer is 16 ... Rxf4!, when
Black was wary of 17 Bxh7+
Kxh7 18 Qh5+ Kg8 19 gxf4, but
then 19 ... Nd3+ leads to a
win.

The text is Henley—Watson,
New York 1981, which con-
tinued 17 Kxd2 Nxd3 18 Nxd3
e5! (the point) 19 Kcl (19 Nxe5
Qh6+ and ... Bf5S, or just

9 ... Bf5) 19 ... Bf5 20 Kbl
Rac8 21 Rfl, and although
Black won with 21 ... Qb5!?,

1...Qg6 22 Rxf5 Qxf5 was
best, with winning central
pawns and other threats.

5.23
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Tarrasch: 3 ...

For those who find 8 ... f6
too hair-raising, this is a less
committal move which an-
nounces no particular strategy,
but does prepare the same kind
of assault as in 5.22 should
Black so choose. The idea is to
see where White is going first.

9 Bh3

9 Bd3? loses the d-pawn, of
course, but there are alterna-
tives:

(a) 9 Ne2 {6! is Foigel-Monin
of 5.1 above.

(b) 9 Kf2 cxd4 10 cxd4 g5!
was  Ermenkov-Despotovic,
Smederevska Palanka 1979. In
view of 10 fxg5 Ndxe5! and
faced with ... g4, White tried 11
h3 gxf4 12 gxf4 £6! (Black’s king
can always run to d8) 13 Qb3!
Qxb3 14 axb3 Nb6 =.

(c) 9 h4!? is aggressive, but
that is a lot of pawn moves:
9 ...cxd4 10 cxd4 6 11 Bd3
fxe5 12 fxeS 0-0! 13 Bf4 (13
Bxh7+? Kxh7 14 Ng5+ Kg8 15
QhS Bbd+! FF Despotovic)

3 ... Qxb2 Gavela—Despoto-
vic, Belgrade 1976; and instead
of 14 Rcl? Qg2! ¥+, White
had to try 14 Rb1 Qxa2 (14 ...
Qg2 15 Rh2) 15 Ne2 unclear
(Despotovic).

9 .. cxd4
10 cxd4 0-0
11 Ne2

PIF ~ ¢
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Not 11 57 exf5 12 BxfS
Ndxe5 etc.

| § fo!

The same old idea.

1 ... Qa6 12 0-0 Nb6 13 g4 f6!
14 exf6 Bxf6 = was Mestel-
Farago, USSR 1980, but Har-
dicsay likes “13 Rf2!” intending
Bf1.

12 Bxe6+ Kh8
13 exf6

What else? Now Hardicsay-
Ortel, Hungary 1981 went
13 ... Bb4+! (a Sznapik sug-
gestion) 14 Bd2 (14 Kf1!?)
14 ... Nxf6 15 Bxc8 Bxd2+!?
(Before this game came in, I
had analysed 15 ... Raxc8 with
fair play for a pawn, e.g. 16 0-0
Bxd2 17 Qxd2 Ne4 or 16 Bxb4
Qxbd+ 17 Qd2 Ned! etc.) 16
QOxd2 Ned4 17 Qd3 Qa5+?
(17 ... Raxc8 18 0-0 Nb4 19
Qb3 Rc2 20 Rael unclear —
Hardicsay) 18 Nc¢3 Raxc8 19
0-0 Nb4 20 Qe2 Nxc3 21 bxc3
Rxc3 22 Qe7! Rb8 23 Rael h6
24 Qf7! Nc6 25 NgS! hxgs 26
fxg5 g6 27 Re8+ 1-0.

Finally White wins one, but
the notes to Black’s 15th and
17th show that this was not a
direct result of the opening. In
any case, 8 ... Be7 treads some
sort of middle ground between
8..f5and 8 ... f6.
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What is to be said about all
this? Theory has not yet dis-
covered a convincing answer to
3 ... Nf6. In fact, no one seems
to have located even a reliable
I, a situation which in my
opinion does not exist for the
main line with 3 ... ¢§ 4 exd$
exd5. When one considers the

bonuses of active play and
attacking chances, 3 ... Nf6
makes for an ideal practical
weapon versus the Tarrasch.
The only real drawback is risk,
so in the next chapter we look
into a safer, more positional
method of meeting 3 Nd2.

6
Tarrasch: 3 .

1 ed e62dd4dS 3Nd2c5
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An entirely different ap-
proach from 3 ... Nf6. Here
Black tries to break up the
White centre immediately,
even at positional cost of tempi
or structure. This straight-
forward clarification reduces
the risk of a long-term bind
(White’s e-pawn does not reach
e5, for one thing).

4 exd5

. ¢S with 4 .

91

. Oxd5

The main move, but White
sometimes plays 4 Ngf3, which
prevents our main line 4 exd$
Qxd5 5 Ngf3 cxd4 6 Bed Qdo,
since, for example, 4 ... Nc6 5
exdS Qxd5 6 Bed Qd6? loses its
point after 7 Ne4.

But there are two other
moves which lead most players
of White to prefer 4 exd5:

(a) 4...Nf6 5 exd5 {5 &5
Nfd7 is the gambit version of
Chapter 4: 3 ... Nf6 4 e3 Nfd75
Ngf3, which is not very promis-
ing for White) 5 ... NxdS (5 ...
Qxd5!1? 6 Bc4 Qd8 7 0-0 cxd4 8
Nb3 Nc6 is the main line, but
with 6... Qd8 instecad of
6 ... Qd6. This is not as flex-
ible, but Petrosian has drawn
many games with 6 ... Qd8) 6
Nb3 (The only difficult move. 6
dxc5 Bxc5 7Nb3Be78c¢4 Nb4 9
Qxd8+ Bxd8 = was Krnic-
Ivkov, Smederevska Palanka
1981. After 6 Ned cxd4 7 Nxd4,
7 ... Be7 held the balance in
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Keres—Bronstein, USSR Ch
1947. Easier would be just
7 ... Nd7 intending ... Ndf6 or
.. Nc§. Finally, even 7 ... a6!?
planning ... e5 is interesting)
6 ...cxd4 7 Nbxd4 (7 BbS+
Bd7 = Prins—Gligoric, Venice
1949; 7 Qxd4!? Nc6 8 BbS Bd7
9 Qed4 Peters—Brown, North
Hollywood 1982, and now
Peters gives 9—-a6 10 Bxc6 Bxc6
answering 11 Nbd4 with 11 ...
Nc3or 11 ... Bb4+)7 ... Be7 8
g3 (8 Bd3 0-0 9 0-0 Bf6 =
Torre—Korchnoi, Nice 1974, or
8 Be2 0-0 9 0-0 Bf6 10 c4 Ne7
=, as in Ivkov—Petrosian,
Zagreb 1965) 8 ... Nc6 (or
8...0-0, e.g. 9 Bg2 Nc6 10
Nxc6 bxc6 11 0-0 Ba6 12 Rel
Bf6 13 c3 c5 14 Qc2 Rb8 15 Ne5
Qc7 16 Ng4 Be7 17 a3 Bd6 =
Djuric—Uusi, Tallin 1981) 9 ¢3
(9 Nxc6 bxc6 10 Bg2 Ba6! Orn-
stein) 9 ... 0-0 10 Bg2 Nxd4 11
Nxd4 Qb6 12 0-0 Bf6 13 Nf3
RdS8 14 Qe2 Bd7 15 c4 Martin-
ovic—Ornstein, Vrnjacka Banja
1979, and Ornstein gives 15 ...
Ne7! =, which seems true.
After 15 ... Qa6!? 16 Ng5!,
Black still had 16 ... h6 17 Ne4
Rac8 18 Nxf6+ (18 Qg4 Rxcd
19 Bxh6 unclear) 18 ... Nxf6 19
b3 Bc6 (Ornstein) with fairly
balanced play.

(b) 4 ... cxd4(!) is ideal for
the French player in its simpli-
city and transpositional charac-

teristics, i.e. 5 Nxd4 (5 exd5
Qxd5 is our main line) 5 ... Nf6
(5 ...e5!?7) 6 e5 (6 Bb5+ Bd77
e5 Bxb5 =) 6 ... Nfd7 7 f4? (7
Ndf3 Nc6 8 Bf4 Qb6) 7 ... Ncb
8 N4f3 Nc5 with a satisfactory
side variation of the 5 f4 Tar-
rasch; or 7 ... Nxe5!.

4 .. Qxd5
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For years, Petrosian has used
this move to obtain short draws
and occasional wins, but no one
took much notice (“Who could
refuse a draw with Petrosian?”,
they reasoned). Until the last
two years, that is. Suddenly
international players every-
where are capturing with the
queen, and doing rather well.
Some very sharp ideas involv-
ing active piece placement have
popped up, most of them attri-
butable to Swedish IM Axel
Ornstein, who played key early
games and has made some very

Tarrasch: 3 ..

fundamental suggestions. At
present, Spassky, Seirawan and
Lein are a few of the prominent
names who have joined Orn-
stein and Petrosian in espousing
4 ... Qxds.

Philosophically, this old idea
looks pretty modern. Whereas
in the 4 ... exdS variation,
Black takes on an isolani and
tries to develop quickly,
4 ... Qxd5 sacrifices develop-
ment for the sake of a favour-
able pawn structure, i.e. one
with an extra centre pawn. The
result is very much like a Sici-
lian Defence where Black has
achieved the freeing ... d5 and
recaptured (after White’s exd5)
with a piece. Of course if it
were that simple, the Tarrasch
would be an insignificant devi-
ation from 3 Nc3. The problem,
as with the Sicilian, is that
Black has to give up several
tempi and is therefore subject
to considerable pressure from
the White pieces. As with the
Sicilian, too, a violent White
attack can succeed brilliantly.
On the other hand, if it fails
Black will often be left with the
pleasant task of mopping up
disorganized enemy forces. If
White cannot achieve an attack
or bind early on, Black’s pieces
tend to develop effectively and
he even has some chances to
assume the initiative.
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5 Ngf3

5 dxc5 Bxc5 6 Ngf3 Nf6 7 Be4
Qc6! allows Black to develop
quickly with no real problems.

5 ... cxd4
6 Bcd Qdeé

The best move, simply be-
cause Black does not fall too far
behind in development and
keeps an eye on key squares
like e5, d4, and f4 (stopping
Bf4). 6 ... Qd8, as mentioned
earlier, has done okay for
Petrosian, yet has no real ad-
vantages over the text. Note
that with 6 ... Qd6, Black is
one move closer to ... 0-0-0, if
he wishes it.

7 0-0 Nf6
8 Nb3 Nc6
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9 Nbxd4

White has twice tried 9 Qe2?!
Be7 10 Rd1l e5!, but has not
done well, e.g. 11 Bb5 Bg4 12
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Na5 0-0! 13 Nxb7 Qc7 +F
Medina-Eliskases, Mar del
Plata 1953.

The main alternative is 9
Rel. Then Black can safely
enter the Spassky/Lein set-up
of 9 ... Bd7 10 Nbxd4 Nxd4 11
Nxd4 and now either 11 ... Be7
= or 11...0-0-0(!) with a
good game (compare 6.1 be-
low).

9 ... Nxd4
10 Nxd4

The ending after 10 Qxd4 is
assessed as £ by everyone, but
Black has no weaknesses and
free development. The true
state of affairs is indicated by
how few international players
choose 10 Qxd4; after all, who
would not be happy to have a
nice £ without queens against
Spassky, Seirawan, Petrosian
and the like? But the Sicilian
structure is a tipoff; in fact,
Black has two paths to equality:

(a) 10 ... a6 11 Bf4 Qxd4 12
Nxd4 (10 ... Qxd4 11 Nxd4 a6
12 Bf4 is another possible or-
der) 12 ... b5! (simplest) 13
Bb3?7! (13 Be2 is correct, but

3 ... Bb7 14 Bf3 Bxf3 15 Nxf3
Rc8 or here 15 ... Be7 16 Ne5
Rc8 is comfortable for the
second player) 13 ... BcS 14
Radl Bb7 15 Be3 0-0-0 16 Nf5
Bxe3 17 Nxe3 Ne4 + intending
.. Nd2 Prandstetter-Ornstein,

Skara 1980. White took the
rooks off, but lost the bishop-
versus-knight ending which
followed capture on b3.

(b) 10 ... Qxd4 11 Nxd4 Bd7
(11 ... a6 is note {a); 11 ...
Be7!? 12 Rel — 12 Nb51? —

2 ... Bd7 13 Bf4 Rc§ 14 Bb3
Rc5!7 15 Radl 0-0 16 Nf3 Rfc8
17 Be3 Ra$5 18 Bd4 4-% Hor-
vath-Adorjan, Reykjavik
1982; but this is not very con-
vincing. Note, however, Ador-
ian’s faith in 4 ... Qxd5, against
which he has failed to make
progress as White) 12 Rel (12
Bf4 Rc8 13 Be2 — 13 Bb3 Be7
— 13 ... Nd5 14 Bg3 Bc5 15
Nb3 Be7 16 ¢4 Nb6 17 Rfcl Nad
=) 12 ... Re8 {12 ... Be7 trans-
poses to the note on move 11)
13 Bd3 Bc5 14 Nb3 Bb6 15 c4
0-016 Bg5 Rfd8 17 Racl Bc6 =
Horvath—Herzog,  Keszthely
1981. Taking on f6 would just
emphasize the strength of the
two bishops.

E A o8 X

At P tEt
& .

4 7 /
%I%I%I%
I%@%I%l%
/I%I%I/E
I%E/I H
%I%I%E%

Tarrasch: 3 ...

The key position for
4 ... Qxd5. Unfortunately, a
famous loss by Stahlberg to
Geller in 1955 dampened inter-
est in the diagrammed position
and, recently, one should-have-
been brilliancy (Shamkovich-
Seirawan) and a quick kill (Lar-
sen—Seirawan) may again have
the effect of discouraging play-
ers from this line. But, as so
often happens, Black played
poorly in all three of those
encounters; in fact, he has good
prospects here, for either
equality or for active counter-
play, depending on his choice
of lines. There are two basic
approaches: 6.1 10 ... Bd7; 6.2

0 ... a6.

6.1

10 ... Bd7

One might consider this the
conservative approach, in that
it is a bit safer than 10 ... a6. I
call it the “Spassky/Lein Vari-
ation”, since both players have
used it on various occasions.

11 b3

(a) 11 Nb5 can be answered
by 11 ... Qc6 12 Qe2 a6 13 Nd4
Qe4 =, or by 11 ... Qc5!? 12
Qe2 Rc8, e.g. 13 b3 a6 14 Be3
Qe5! =

c5 with 4 ... Oxd5 95

(b) 11 Bb3 Qc7 12 Bg5 Ned
13 Bh4 Bd6 14 Qg4 Bxh2+ 15
Khi Qf4! 16 Oxg7 Oxh4 17
Qxh8+ Ke7 18 Nf3! Qh6 19
Qxa8 Ng3+! 20 fxg3 Bxg3+ 21
Kgl Qe3+ V-4  Stean-
Mestel, Canterbury 1973.

(c) The other move is 11 ¢3,
when Black can play 11 ... Be7
12 Rel Qc7 13 Bb3 00 14 BgS
Nd5 =, as in Balashov-
Spassky, Munich 1979, or try
the more ambitious 11 ... Qc7
(11 ... 0-0-0 is also logical) 12
Qe2 0-0-0, e.g. 13 a4!7 Bd6 14
h3 Bh2+ (14 ... h5!?) 15 Khl
Bf4 16 a5? Bxcl 17 Rfxcl hS5 18
Kgl Ngd! 19 Nf3 Be6 Hecht-
Herzog, Buenos Aires 1979,
and White should have tried 20
a6!? (¥), but lost quickly after
20 hxgd? hxgd 21 NeS Rh5! 22
4 gxf3 23 Nxf3 Bxf3 0-1.

11 .. Be7

{a) Interesting is 11 ..
0-0-0!?, as in Grundfeld-Lein,
New York 1981: 12 Bb2 Qf4!
(12 ... Qc7 13 Qe2 Bd6 14 h3
h5!? 15 Rfd1 Bc5 16 b4!? Bxb4
17 Nb3 Bc6!? 18 Be5 Bd6 19
Rxd6 Rxd6 20 Qe3 Rhd8 —
20 ... Kb8 may be an improve-
ment — 21 Bxd6 Rxdé6 22 Qxa7
with the advantage, Grunfeld-
Herzog, Randers 1982; an ec
centric example} 13 Qf3 Bd6 14
Qxf4 Bxf4 (thus far Lau-Stop-
pel, Cleveland 1979; note that
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Lein has lived in Cleveland) 15
Rfel h6 16 a4 a6 17 Nf3 Bc6 18
Ne5 BxeS 19 Bxe5 NdS = in-
tending ... Nb4.

(b) Two other games have
seen 11 ... a6 12 a4 Qc7: 13 Qf3
Bd6 14 h3 0-0 15 Bd2 »-1%
Marjanovic-Petrosian, Banja
Luka 1979, and 13 Bb2 Bd6 14
Nf3 Bc6 15 h3 0-0! 16 Qe2 Nd5
15-V4 Unzicker—Spassky, 1979.

The impression is that Black
has a fundamentally sound
position.

12 Bb2 0-0
13 Rel

13 Qe2 Qf4 (V2-12 Adorjan-
Lein, New York 1981) 14 Radl
1515 Stean—Mestel, Marbella

1982. The ... Qf4 idea catches
on fast.
13 ... Rfe8
Or 13 ... Rfd8. After 13 ...
Rfe8, Liberzon—-Spassky,

Baden 1980 went 14 Nf3 Qxdl
15 Raxdl Red8 16 Ne5 Be§,
and the game was drawn short-
ly.

Overall, a draw seems the
legitimate result from 10 ...
Bd7.

6.2

10 ... a6(!)
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More ambitious and interest-
ing than 10 ... Bd7, although
probably not objectively super-
ior. With this Sicilian-like
move, Black prepares ... Qc7
and ... Bd6, defends against
NbS5, and hopes to develop with
tempo via ... b5 and ... Bb7.
The negative side of 10 ... a6 is
that Black is already behind in
development and must suffer
the possibility of tactical sur-
prises inherent in yet another

pawn move. But why not? If

.. a6 can be good in the Naj-
dorf or Kan Sicilians with simi-
larly neglected development,
why not here?

In the diagrammed position,
White faces a wide and critical
choice: 6.21 11 b3; 6.22 11 Bb3;
6.23 11 Rel. Others are a littie
less dangerous:

(a) 11 Be3?! Qc7 12 Qe2 Bd6
13 h3 b5 = Matanovic—Elis-
kases, Stockholm 1952. Black

Tarrasch: 3 ...

has achieved his ideal piece
placement and is piobably
somewhat better, with the long
white diagonal under control
and ... Nd5-f4 and/or ... €5-e4
in the air.

(b) 11 a4 Qc7 (11 ... Be7 12
b3 0-0 13 Bb2 Qc7 14 Qf3 Bd7
1h-1p Unzicker—Petrosian,
Buenos Aires 1962, but this is
dull. Or 11 ... Bd7!? 12 b3 Q¢7
13 Bb2 Bd6 14 h3 0-0 15 Rel
Rad8 16 Qf3 Rfe8 17 Radl Be¢§
18 Re3 Bf8 =/unclear Ljubo-
jevic—Seirawan, London 1982;
Black can unravel with ... b6 if
he is given time) 12 Qe2 (simp-
lest after 12 b3 is 12 ... Be7,
e.g. 13h30-0 14 Bb2 b6 15 Qe2
Bb7 16 Radl V2~ Olafsson-
Ornstein, Iceland 1981; 16
Ne4 could follow. 12 ... BcS is
an alternate approach) 12 ...
Bdé6 (or 12 ... B¢5 =) 13 h3 (or
13 Nf3 12-V», Weinstein—Petro-
sian, Lone Pine 1976) 13 ...
0-0 14 a5 (14 b3 Bd7 15Bb2 e5
= Mednis—Fuchs, 1962) 14 ...
Bd7!? (14 ... e5(1) 15 Nb3 BfS
intending ... Rac8 looks abso-
lutely satisfactory for Black) 15
c3 Rfe§ Bronstein—Poljak,
USSR 1964. Given variously as
“X” or “=". Black seems okay
to me, but 14 ... e5 was
simpler.

(c) 11 c3 can transpose to
other lines but is somewhat
committal: 11 ... Qc7 12 Qe2

S with 4 ... Oxds 97

(12 Be2 Bd6 13 h3 0-0 14 Bf3
€5 Ornstein; 12 Bd3!? Bdé6 13
h3Bd7—or13 ... 0-0=— 14
Qe2 Bh2+!? 15 Khl Bf4 =
Boleslavsky~Guimard, Argen-
tina 1954. Also 14 ... 0-0 15
BgS BeS with the idea 16 Rfel
Bxd4 17 cxd4 Nd5 is interest-
ing) 12 ... Bd6 13 Nf5?! (13 h3
0-0 14 BgS Ned! 15 Be3 b5 =
Bagirov—-Durasevic, Ober-
hausen 1961; a typical trick if
White does not take time for
Bb3 or Bd3 at some point).
13 ... Bxh2+ 14 Khl 0-0 15
Nh6+7! (15 Nxg7!? is worth a
try, although Black has an ade-
quate answer in 15 ... Qe5 16
Qd2! Ng4 17 13 OQxg7 18 fxg4
BeS5 19 g5 bS etc., if he needs it)
Dobosz—Ornstein, Gausdal
1979, and now best was
5 ... gxh6! 16 g3 b5 17 Bd3
Bxg3 18 fxg3 (18 Rgl Bb7+)
8 ... Oxg3! 19 Rxf6 Bb7+ 20
Be4 Qh4+ ++ (Ornstein).

6.21

11 b3

Formerly the main line, but
recently several games by Orn-
stein have shown how Black
should defend.

11 .. QcT!

Preparing ... Bd6. In general
it is almost always desirable, if
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possible tactically, to play with

.. Bd6 or ... Bc5 rather than
.. Be7. Similarly, if one can
develop the queen’s bishop to
b7, it usually has more effect
than from d7.

12 Bb2

12 Qe2 was met by
12 ... Bd6?! 13 Nf5! Bxh2+ 14
Khl 0-0 15 Nxg7! in Geller-
Stahlberg, Goteborg 1955, with
the idea 15 ... Kxg7 16 Qd2!
(various). This could use an-
other look, but safer would be
12 ... Bc5 13 Bb2 0-0 14 a4 b6
= (15 Nf3 Qf4!? or even
15 ... Bb7 16 Bxf6 gxf6 17 Be4
Rad8).

In Kaiszauri—Ornstein,
Eksjo 1981, Black tried the
most ambitious move, 12 ...
b5(!): 13 Bd3 (Old Horowitz
analysis runs 13 Bxe6 fxe6 14
Nxe6 Bxe6 15 Qxe6+ Be7 16
Ba3 Qd7 17 Rfel Qxe6 18 Rxe6
Ra7 19 Rael Ng8 “and Black
should win”) 13 ... Bc5 14
Nf5?! (better 14 Bb2, but
14 ... 0-0 15 Radl Bb7 or here
15 Nf3 Qf4 is equal) 14 ... 0-0
15 Nxg7 Kxg7

(see following diagram)

16 Bb2 (16 Bh6+ Kxh6 17
Qd2+ and 16 Qf3 Ng8!?7 17
Bxh7 — 17 Qxa8 Bb7 — will
only draw at best for White,
and Black has options, e.g. 16
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Bh6+ Kxh6 17 Qd2+ KhS5! and
16 Qf3 Rg8!? Ornstein)
16 ... Rg8! 17 Bed (17 Qf3 Be7
18 Qg3+ Qxg3 19 fxg3 hS! 20
Rf4 Rh8 21 Rdfi Rhé Ornstein)
17 ... Ra7 18 Qh5 hé6 19 Radl
Be7 20 BeS5 (20 Rd3 Qd4!)
20 ... Bb7! 21 Rd4 (21 Qg4+
Kf8 22 Qxg8+ Kxg8 +; 21
Bxb7 Qxb7 22 3 — else

2 ... Oxg2+!1—22 ... QcB! 23
Rd4 Kh7! +; 21 £3 Bxe4 22 fxe4
Qxc2 23 Rf2 Qxe4 F Ornstein)
21 ... Bxe4 22 Rxed4 Qxc2 23
Rgd+ (23 Rf4 Qg6! 24 Rg4 Kh7
Ornstein) 23 ... Kf8 24 Qxh6+
Ke8 25 Rxg8+ Nxg8 26 Qh8
Qg6 ¥+ (27 Bg7 Bf8!).

Again we see the analogy
with the Sicilian: White goes all
out with his pieces versus
Black’s good structure but poor
development. In this case the
structure held.

12 ... b5

Tarrasch: 3 ..

Or 12 ... Bd6, e.g. 13 h3 0-0
14 Rel b5 15 Bf1?!' Rd8! F
Lobron-Petrosian, Plovdiv
1983.

13 Bd3 Bdé6!

On 13 ... Be7, 14 Qf3 Bb7 15
Qh3 gave White good attacking
chances in Ghizdavu-Padev-
sky, Varna 1973. After 13 ...
Bdé6!, if White defends with 14
h3, Black simply develops by
14 ... Bb7 or 14 .. 0-0 and
prevents such ideas. And 14
Qf3!? Bxh2+ 15 Khl Bb7 16
Qh3 Bf4 does not give White
much for a pawn. So:

14 Ni3 0-0!
15 Rel

Biack is not afraid of 15 Bxf6
gxf6, which gives him two bish-
ops and the g-file, e.g. 16 Nh4
(16 Qe2 f5; 16 Qd2 Bf4 Orn-
stein) 16 ... f5 17 QhS Kh8 in-
tending ... Rg8 and ... Bb7.

The text is an improvement
over 15 Qe2 Nd5! of Kaizauri-
Ornstein, Eksjo 1980, when
Black had “a fantastic position”
(Ornstein), since 16 Bxh7+?
Kxh7 17 NgS+ Kg8 (or

7 ... Kgb) 18 Qed (18 Qh5
Qxc2) 18 ... f5 holds, and 16
Ng5 h6 or 16 Qe4 {5 leads to
nothing.

After 15 Rel, 15 ... Nd5? 16
Be4! Bb7 17 c4! is strong
(rather than 17 Ng5? h6 = of

.S with 4 ... Oxd5 99

Skrobeck~Ornstein, Pampor-
ovo 1981}, e.g. 17 ... bxcd 18
bxcd4 Qxcd4 19 Ng5 hé 20 QhS
++ (Ornstein). But his sug-
gestion 15 ... Bb7! 16 Bxf6 gxf6
17 Be4 Rad8 18 Qe2 BcB! im-
proves greatly, since White
cannot prevent ... f5 and
.. Bb7 with a fine game. Thus
11 b3 is not currently seen as
much of a threat to Black’s set-

up.

6.22

11 Bb3

/

The most popular move at
present, although superficially
it seems to commit White's
king’s bishop a shade early in
the struggle. Black has two
good plans.

11 ... Qc7
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Petrosian drew twice with
11 ... Be7 and 12 ... 0-0, but
the games are not very convine-
ing. Seirawan has recently
played 11 ... Bd7!?, apparently
a more circumspect move than

1...0Qc7 in that continued
pressure on d4 prevents moves
like Qe2 or Qf3 without first
securing the knight. The main
line is 12 ¢3 (12 Rel!? 0-0-0
unclear — Larsen; indeed, a
game Ager—Stoppel, Austria
1977 continued 13 Be3 Qc7 14
Qe2 Bd6 15 h3 Bh2+ 16 Khl
Bf4 17 Radl Kb8 and the con-
test was soon drawn) 12 ... Qc7
13 Qf3 Bdé 14 h3 Bh2+
(14 ... 0-0-0!7? Larsen) 15 Khl
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Adorjan-Seirawan, Baden
1980. That game went 16 Bg5?
Bxd4 17 cxd4 Beb 18 Qe3 NdS
19 Bxd5 BxdS 20 Qe3 Qxe$
with a tiny edge to Black. But
Larsen-Seirawan, Clarin 1982,

saw the superior 16 Be3! 0-0 17
a4 and now 17 ... Rfd8? 18
Rfel!? Be8? allowed 19 aS!
with obvious advantage (19 ...
h6?? 20 Nxe6! followed and
White won quickly). After the
normal 17 ... b6, White has a
better-coordinated  position,
but Black is getting his pieces
out and it is not clear if White
has any edge at all.

So 11 ... Bd7 looks reason-
able, in particular because ideas
of castling queenside have not
even been investigated. 11 ...
Qc7 is more ambitious, in that
development of Black’s queen’s
bishop to b7 is still contem-
plated.

12 Qf3

12 BgS was tried in Ermen-
kov-Bajovic, Bulgaria 1982:
12...Be7 13 Rel 0-0 14 ¢3
Nd51?  (safer 14 ... Bd7 or
4 ... b5) 15 Bxe7 Nxe7 16 QhS5
Ng6 17 Re3 (maybe 17 g3 7)
17 ... Nf4 18 Qg5 h6 19 Qg3 b5
with good counterplay. 12 Qf3
is more aggressive.

720 Bdé6
13 h3 0-01?

Introducing a bold, creative
strategy. The other, solid move
15 13 ... Be5 14 ¢3 Bd7 15 Bgs?
(falling for it. 15 Be3 0-0 16
Radl is given by Ornstein, with
perhaps a slight edge to White,

Tarrasch: 3 ...

but a playable game for the
second player, e.g. after 16 ...
h6). 15 ... Bxd4! 16 cxd4 Bcb
17 Qe3 Nd5 18 BxdS BxdS F
Ernst-Ornstein, Swedish Ch
1980. Obviously a theme to
remember!

14 BgSs!

14 Be3 e5! with the idea 15
Nf5?7 e4 16 Nh6+ Kh8 +F or 15
Ne2 Bd7 with a good game.

14 ... b5(!)

This is it, Ornstein’s remark-
able gambit idea, to improve
upon 14 ... Be5 15 Radl Bd7?
16 Rfel Rad8 17 Qe3! Bd6 18
Bxf6 gxf6 19 Qh6 5 20 Nf3 f6
21 Nd4 Be5 22 Nxe6 Bxe6 23
Bxe6+ Kh8 24 Rd7! 1-0
Schneider—O’Kelly, Sandefjord
1976. Actually, this order de-
serves consideration, but with
15 ... h6!, e.g. 16 Bh4 Rb8 17
Rfel bS5 18 Qe2 (18 Qe3 Bf4)
18 ... Bh2+ 19 Khl Bb7 20
Bxf6 gxf6. While this is risky,
and there are various sacrifices
on e6, White’s king is also
exposed to, for example,
.. Of4, ... Rg8, and/or a timely
.. Bxg2+. Tests needed.

15 Bxf6

15 Qxa8? Bb7 16 Qa7 Bh2+
17 Kh1l Bxg2+ wins material
(Chandler). Note that Black
has delayed ... Bh2+. Were it
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already in when White played
Qxa8, ... Bb7 could be an-
swered by Nxe6!, winning.

15 ... gxfo
16 Qxf6 Be5
17 Qh4

Obviously 17 Qg5+ Kh8
does not help, with ... Rg8
coming.

17 ... Bb7

With interesting compen-
sation for a pawn: two powerful
bishops and the g-file. But
Black’s kingside needs defence
also.

18 ¢3

Chandler—Ornstein, Lucerne
1982. Now Chandler gives
18 ... Kh&(!) 19 Bc2 5 (20
Nxe6? Qc6). With ... Rg8 com-
ing, this looks quite dangerous,
especially as 20 ... Bf6! follow-
ed by ... Bxd4 is threatened
right away, winning a piece!
Ornstein played the weaker

8 ... Qd8?!, but still got inter-
esting play out of 19 QhS (19
Qxd8 Rfxd8 20 Rfdl Bxd4 21
cxd4 Rac8 and ... Bd5 Chand-
ler) 19 ... Qf6 20 Bc2 h6 21
Rael Bxd4 22 cxd4 Rfd8 23 Be4
Bxed4 24 Rxed4 Rd5. White
eventually won, but only after
Black missed draws.

An important postscript to all
this was the game Yudasin-
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Ornstein, Trnava 1983, where
Black played 18 ... Kh8, and
White found 19 f4(!). Omn-
stein’s 19 ... Rg87! 20 Rf2 Bxd4
21 cxd4 Rg6 22 5! exf5 23 d5
might have drawn with perfect
defence, but White has the
better chances. In my opinion,
Black should play 19 ... Bxd4+
20 cxd4 Qd8 21 Qxd8 (forced)
21 ... Raxd8 22 5 (22 Radl
Rg8!, and 23 Rf2 Be4 intending
... Rd6, ... £5, or 23 g4 h5 24 g5
Bed! etc.) 22 ... exfS 23 RxfS
Rxd4 planning ... Rd2; or here
23 Radl Be4.

Both 13 ... Be5 and 13 ..
0-0!7 look sufficient in this
line, but the latter provides
more exciting and double-
edged play.

6.23

11 Rel

Relatively  untested, but
direct and very critical for
10 ... a6. Black must be alert to
tactics.

11 .. Qc7!?

(a) 11 ... Be7 (This move is
hardly ever best) 12 ¢3 0-0
(12 ... e5 16 Nf3 Qxd1 14 Rxdl
¢4 14 Ne5 * Keres—Benko,
Curacao 1962) 13 Qe2 Qc7 14
BgS5 (or 14 a4 1) Peters-Berry,

USA 1976, and 14 ... Nd5 15
Bxe7 Nxe7 16 Radl % was
suggested.

(b) Better is 11 ... Bd7(}),
e.g. 12 ¢3 Qc7 13 Bd3 Bd6! (or
13 ... 0-0-0 =) 14 NfS Bxh2+
15 Khl 0-0-0!, e.g. 16 Ne7+
Kb8 17 g3 Qc5; or 12 Bg5 Qcs,
or 12 g3 0-0-0 13 Bf4 Qc5 =,
or 12 Be3 Qc7, again with the
idea ... Bd6.

The text (11 ... Qc7!?7)
shakier, yet full of possibilities.

12 Bd3 Bd6!?

12 ... Bc5!?7 would avoid the
dangers of the text, e.g. 13 NfS
Kf8! 14 Ne3 hS 15 h3 e5 = (16
Ncd? e4! 17 Bxed Bxh3!), or
here 14 Ng3 e5 15 BgS5 Bgd 16
Qd2 h5!?, and things are at
least complicated. 12 ... Bd6 is
extremely risky, and yet entire-
ly up in the air theoretically.

13 Nfs! Bxh2+
14 Khl
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Tarrasch: 3 ...

So far the critical position for

11 Rel, although the options
1...Bd7 or 12... BcS5 may
prove judicious choices if this
main line does not hold up.

After 14 Khl, Black has
three moves:

(a) 14 ... h5(7) 15 g3! Kf8
(15 ... h4 15 Bf4 Qc6+ 17 Kxh2
hxg3+ fails to 18 Kxg3 Nh5+
19 Qxh5 Rxh5 20 Nxg7+ and 21
Nxh5 + Shamkovich) 16 Bf4
Qb6 (And here 16 ... Qc6+ 17
Be4!! Nxe4 18 Qd8+ Qe8 19
Qxe8+ Kxe8 20 Rxe4 followed
by Kxh2 is winning — Sham-
kovich) 17 Bd6+ Ke8 Sham-
kovich—Seirawan, US Ch 1980.
Black’s game has gone awry.
White played 18 Nxg7+ Kd7 19
Be5 Ng4, and now he could
have won with 20 Bb5+! Ke7
21 Nf5+ Kf8 22 Qd6+!; but,
after missing this chance and
one other, the game ended in a
draw.

(b) 14 ... 0-0 15 Nxg7! Kxg7
16 Qd2! forces either 16 ...
Ng8? 17 g3 * or 16 ... Bf4 17
Qxf4 Qxf4 18 Bxf4, which is
depressing-looking but not
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necessarily that bad after 18 ...
Nd5! and ... bS.

(c) Best seems 14 ... Kf8!, as
suggested by Christiansen. He
mentions 15 Nxg7 Kxg7 16 Qd2
h6 17 g3 Ng4!. Likely best
would be 15 g3 exf5 16 Kxh2
(16 Bf4 Qb6), which wins the
dark squares but still is not easy
to assess after, for example,

6...h5 or 16 ... Be6, with
Black having an extra pawn.

In conclusion, 11 Rel is as
much of a threat as anything to
the 10 ... a6 idea, but 11 ...
Bd7 looks perfectly okay, 11 ...
Qc7 12 Bd3 Bc5!? experi-
mental, and 11 ... Qc7 12 Bd3
Bd6 for the enterprising player
who prepares himself.

Certainly the ... Qxd5 option
is better than its reputation and
can be a useful part of a French
player’s repertoire, provided
that he does not mind a few
rather dull endgames. As a win-
ning tool, the Ornstein lines are
appropriate; whereas for safe-
ty, the Spassky/Lein ... Bd7
variation is best.
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3 ... Bb4 characterizes the
Winawer Variation, which puts
pressure on e4 and prepares in
many variations to double
White’s c-pawns with conse-
quent positional pressure. The
Classical variations with 3 ...
Nf6 are certainly playable, but
most players today choose the
Winawer, which is sound,
sharp, and one of the main
reasons for playing the French.

104

Once White commits himself
to 4 e5, the position takes on a
closed character that does not
appeal to some players, especi-
ally those for whom the acqui-
sition of two bishops brings no
special joy. What else, then?
This chapter examines no less
than six reasonable alterna-
tives, all of which are import-
ant, and several of which have
enjoyed periods of great popu-
larity in international play.
Presently, 4 Ne2 and 4 Bd3 are
receiving the most attention,
but the well-prepared French
player must know something
about each of the following: 7.1
4a3;7.24Qg4;7.34Bd2;7.44
Ne2; 7.5 4 Bd3; 7.6 4 exd).

7.1

4 a3 Bxc3+
5 bxc3
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An old Bobby Fischer fav-
ourite (and before that a wea-
pon of Alekhine and Smyslov),
4 a3 attempts to strengthen the
centre while keeping the path
of White’s queen to g4 free.
While it uses a tempo, 4 a3 is
one of the few lines which
directly attempts to prove that
the loss of Black’s King’s bishop
can lead to early trouble on his
kingside. Thus the main lines
are very unbalanced, with
plenty of optional piece deploy-
ments for both sides.

5 ... dxed

If a safer move is desired,
5 ... Ne7!? looks a reasonable
candidate. 6 e5 ¢5 would trans-
pose to a normal main line
Winawer, and 6 Qg4 0-0 threa-
tens 7 ...e5,s07e5cSwitha
main line 7 Qg4 0-0 can follow,
or here 7 ... f5(!) with good
play. ECO mentions 6 Bd3!?,

PTF - H

but 6 ... ¢S5 looks a satisfactory
answer, ¢.g. 7 dxc5 Qa$, 7 exd5
exdS, 7 Qgd 0-0, or 7 Nf3 c4!? 8
Be2 dxe4 9 Ng5 (9 Nd2 Nd5! F)

and now 9 ... Qd5 or 9 ... Nd5
(10 Bxc4 €3!? or 10 ... Qc7!?)
with unclear play. Finally,

5...Ne7 6 Nf3 dxe4 7 Ng5
should be met by 7...¢c5! 8
Nxe4 cxd4 9 cxd4 Nco, e.g. 10
c3 e5 11 Bed BfS 12 Ng3 (12
Ng5 0-0 F) 12 ... exd4 13 0-0
0-0 (13 ... Qd7!? is more am-
bitious) 14 Bg5 Qd7 15 cxd4
Bg4 16 £3 Be6 17 Bxe6 Qxe6 18
Rel Qd7 =/unclear, Banas-
Herzog, Keszthely 1981. The
game was eventually drawn.

6 Qg4 Nfé6
7 Qxg7 Rg8
8 Qho

The point where the action
begins. Black has a nice lead in
development, but his kingside
pawns are shattered. Two lines

are: 7.11 8 ... Nbd7; 7.12 8 ...
c5.
7.11

8 ... Nbd7

(see following diagram)
9 Ne2

The alternatives illustrate
Black’s ideas:
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{a) 9 Bb2 Nbé! (or9 ... 510
0-0-0 Qc7! 11 Nh3 b6 = Lein-
Zagorovsky, USSR 1959) 10 a4
(widely recommended, in view
of 10 c4 Nad4 11 0-0-0 Bd7 12 {3
Qe7! 13 fxed Nxed 14 Qe3 — 14
Qxh7? Qg5+ — 14 ... fS15Nf3
c5! 16 Rgl — 16 dS Nxb2 17
Kxb2 Qf6+ — 16 ... 0-0-0 17
Qb3 Nxb2 18 Qxb2 cxd4 19
Rxd4 Bes + Foguelman-
Byrne, Buenos Aires 1964)
10 ... Bd7 11 a5 Na4 12 Qcl ¢5
13 Ne2 QOxa5 14 dxc5 OQxc5 15
Ba3 QeS 16 g2 Rc8! ¥ Quin-
teros—-Watson, Mexico 1976.

{(b) 9 Bg5 Qe7! threatens

.. Ng4 (Wicker). Also good
are 9 ... c5and even 9 ... ¢6!7,
e.g. 10 Ne2 Rg6 11 Qh4 Qa5 12
Bxf6? (12 Bd2 Qa4 unclear —
Moles and Wicker) 12 ... Nxf6
¥  Foster~-Hamblin, Man-
chester 1970.

(c) 9 £3!1? is unmentioned by
theory, but has its points after

9 ...exf3 10 Nxf3. So better
seems 9 ... Rg6 10 Qh4 (10 Qe3
Nd5! 11 Qxe4 Nxc3, e.g. 12
Qd3 Qh4+ 13 g3 Rxg3 14 hxg3
Qxhl 15 Qxc3 Qxgl 16 Bf4
Nb6! with good attacking
chances) 10 ... ¢5 11 fxe4 (else
...QaS) 11..Rgd 12 Qhé
Rxed4+ 13 Be2 Qa5 14 Bd2
Qbs! +.

9 ... 1

A good alternative is 9 ... ¢5
10 Ng3 Qc7.

10 Ng3
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(a) 10 Bg5?! was rendered
suspect by the famous game
Fischer—Kovacevic, Rovinj
Zagreb  1970: 10 ... Qe7!
(threatening ... Ng4 and pre-
venting ... 0-0-0) 11 Qh4 (11
Nf4 Ng4!? oreven 11 ... Bb712
Bb5 Ngd4! 13 Bxe7 Nxh6 F
Watson (not the author!)-
Blackstock, Manchester 1970;
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after 11 Ng3?7, 11 ... Ng4! 12
Bxe7 Nxh6 13 Bh4 Rg4 wins the
bishop) 11 ... Bb7 12 Ng3 hé!
(F) 13 Bd2"? (13 Bel +; 13
Bxh6? Rgd4! 14 Qh3 0-0-0 and
... Rah8; 13 Qxh6? Ngd4! ¥+)
13 ... 0-0-0 14 Be2 Nf8! 150-0
Ng6 16 Qxh6 Rh8 17 Qg5 Rdg8
18 £3 €3! 19 Bxe3 (19 Qxe3 Nd5
and ... Qh4) 19 ... Nf8 20 QbS5
NdS ++.

(b) 10 Bb2 Bb7 11 0-0-0?
(11 h3 Qe7 +) 11 ... Ngd! +
intending 12 Qf4 Qg5 or 12
Qxh7 Qg5+ (Moles).

10 ... Bb7
11 Be2!

ECO’s 11 Bb2 intending
0-0-0 does not achieve any-

thing after 11 ... Qe7 12 0-0-0
0-0-0, and 11 ... ¢5 12 0-0-0
Qc7 is another healthy ap-
proach.

The text (i1 Be2) is a
recommendation of Shach-
Archiv, which suggests that
White follow up with 12 0-0
and 13 f3.

1m .. Qe7

Now Moles gives 12 0-0
0-0-0 13 f3 Rg6 and “Black
stands better”. Probably not
after 14 Qh4! (14 Qd2 Rdgs!
¥), but, on the other hand,
14 ... Re8 15 fxe4 Nxed is
equal, and 14 ... exf3 15 Bxf3
Rdg8 16 Bxb7+ Kxb7 17 a4

Qdé! tries for more. So at any
rate there is plenty of play here.

A recent move is 12 a4!?, e.g.
12 ... Rgb!? 13 Qh4 0-0-0 14
0-0 (14 Ba3?”! cS takes the
bishop off key squares like hé
and f4) 14 ... Qf8 (14 ... Rdg8?
15 BhS! Henley) 15 a5 Qg7
(“=" Henley) 16 axb6 axb6 17
Ra7! Kb8 18 Rxb7+! (18 Ra2
Rdg8 19 c4 Ng4 20 c3 {5 unclear
— Henley) 18 ... Kxb7 19 Bh5?
(19 3! Ra8 20 fxe4 e5 21 Bd3
Ral unclear; 19 Nxe4!? Hen-
ley) 19 ... Ra8! 20 Bxg6 Qxgé
21 Be3 Ra3! + and Black went
on to win in Cunningham-~Hen-
ley, USA 1982. A complex
game which typifies play in this
line. Black should consider
12 ... 0-0-0 13 0-0 e5!?, e.g.
14 Nf5 Qe6 15 Ng7 Qcb6 etc.

Since 9...c5 as well as
9 ... b6 gives reliable counter-
play, 8 ... Nbd7 should prove a
durable method of meeting 4
a3.

7.12

8 ... cs

This simple central attack
forces White to defend d4.

9 Ne2

9 Qe3?! Qa5 10 Bd2 Qa4 ¥.
9 Bb2 has several good an-
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swers, e.g. 9 ... Nbd7 trans-
posing to 7.11 (10 0-0-0 Qc7),
or 9...Rg6 10 Qd2 Qc7 11
0-0-0 c4!; or 9 ... BA7!? 10 13
(10 0-0-0 Bc6 11 dxc5 Nbd7 +
Schwarz) 10 ... Bc6 11 0-0-0

(11 fxed Bxe4 12 Qd2 Qa5 F)
11 ... Nbd7 12 Qe3 Qc7 etc.

9 ... Rg6
10 Qd2!

10 Qe3?! Ncb 11 dxcs (11
Bb2 Qa5 12 0-0-0 Bd7 +; 11
Bd2 Ne7 ¥ Smyslov—-Botvin-
nik, match 1957) 11 ...e5 12
Ng3 Bg4 (or 12 ... Qd5 13 Bd2
Ng4! +) 13 Bd2 (13 Bb2 Qa5)

3...0Qd514h3 Be6 14 ¢4 Qd4
F Swandhio— Winiwarter,
Havana 1966.

10 ... Nbd7!?

Black logically eyes c4 and
a4, but he may have still better
in the ambitious 10 ... Qa$!
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This stops both c4 and a4-a5
(two of White’s plans) and does
not commit Black’s minor
pieces, e.g. 11 g3 Bd7! 12 Bg2
Bc6 13 0-0 Nd7 14 dxc5 Qxc5!
15 Qd4 QfS 16 a4 e5 17 Qc4
BdS 18 Qb4 a5 19 QbS5 Qeb 20
Rel b6 21 Be3!? Ng4 22 Radl
Nxe3 23 fxe3 Bcb 24 Qb3 Rb8
25 Qxe6+ Rxe6 and White’s
weak queenside pawns ensured
Black the edge in Banas-
Knaak, Trnava 1981.

11 Bb2

11 g3!7 b6!?7 12 Bg2 may
favour White slightly, but a
good answer is 11 ... Qa5! 12
Bg2 Nb6 and Black gets light-
square pressure.

11 ... Nb6!?

A direct approach, as op-
posed to 11.. Qc7. After

1 ... Nb6, Mitchell-Goren-
stein, corres 1962, continued 12
Nf4 Rg8 13 Bb5+ Bd7 14 dxcs
Na4! 15 Bxa4 Bxa4 16 0-0-0
Qxd2+ 17 Rxd2 Rd8 18 g3
Rxd2 19 Kxd2, which is given as
“£” by ECO, but the game
went 19 ... Rg5! 20 Rel Bc6
and Moles more accurately calls
Black “somewhat better”. The
game was in fact drawn.

Altogether, 8 ... ¢5 is a safe
line, with chances for compli-
cations if Black wants them,
e.g. by 10 ... Qa5.
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7.2

4 Qg4

The “Blitz Variation”, Zeu-
then calls it, which is similar to
the “Semi-Blitz” (4 a3) in in-
tent. White saves a whole
tempo on that line by bringing
the queen out directly. On the
other hand, he has not bol-
stered his centre in advance, so
Black may be able to counter-
attack effectively in that area.
While 4 Qg4 has a rather miser-
able reputation, it is probably
just as good as 4 a3 or 4 Bd2.

4 .. Nfé
5 Qxg7 Rg8
6 Qhé6
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6 ... c5

6...dxed 7 Ne2 c¢5 is also
okay, transposing after 8 a3
Bxc3+ 9 bxc3 to 7.12 above.

Instead, 8 Bg5!? runs into
8 ... Ng4! 9 Bxd8 Nxhé 10 Bh4
NfS.

It should also be noted that
6 ... Rgb!? 7 Qe3 (ECO’s 7
Qh4 can be met by 7 ... Rg4!)
7 ... c5 8 Bd2! Ng4 9 Qd3 Nc6
is not clear after either 10 h3(!)
c4 11 Qg3!, or 10 Nge2 cxd4 11
Nxd4, when 11 ... Nxf2!?
(ECO and others call this “¥”)
12 Kxf2 BcS5 13 Be3 Qf6+ 14
Kel! (Moles and Wicker), e.g.
14 ... Nxd4 15 NbS or 14 ...
Bxd4 15 Bxd4 Nxd4 16 Rdl1, or
here 15 ... Qxd4 16 Qxd4 Nxd4
17 Kd2. But in this latter line
either 11 ... Nce5S intending
.. Bb6 or 11 ... Qb6 looks to
improve.

7 a3

7 dxc57?7 d4 8 a3 Rg6 9 Qf4
Ba5 ++ or here 9 Qh4 Qa5 +F
and 7 exd5?? cxd4 8 a3 Bf8 both
lose outright, and 7 Bd2? cxd4 8
€5 dxc3 9 bxc3 Qc7! is very nice
for Black. Better 7 e5!? cxd4 8
a3 (! 8 exf6 dxc3 9 b3 Rg6 10
Qxh7 Qxf6 + or 8 Bd2 dxc3 9
bxc3 Qc7! ) and now:

(a) 8 ... dxc3 9 axb4 cxb2 10
Bxb2 Qb6 11 0-0-0! (Hau-
schild. Forced, actually, in view
of 11 ... Qxf2+! and 11 ...
Qxb4+) and the position is
unclear. A better approach is:

(b) 8 ... Bf8(!) 9 Qxf6 (9 QOh4
dxc3 10 exf6 Nd7 11 Bb5 cxb2
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12 Bxb2 Qbsé!) 9 ... Qxf6 10
exf6 dxc3 and Black’s structure
looks the better one, e.g. 11
bxc3 Nd7 12 Bb5!? Rxg2 or 11
Ne2 cxb2 12 BxbZ Nc6 with
.. Bc5, ... Bd7, and ... Rac8
coming.

7 ... Rgé
8 Qe3 BaS5!

Most. interesting, although
8 ... Bxc3+ 9 bxc3 cxd4 10 cxd4
Nxe4 is safe and perhaps even
+ (Zeuthen and others).
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9 Bd2

Again, 9 57 Ngd4 10 Qd3
cxd4 and 9 exd5? NxdS 10 Qd3
cxd4 11 Qxd4 5! (12 Qd3
Rdé!) are bad (all). Likewise 9
Nf3? Ngd4 (or 9 ... Nxed) 10
Qd2 dxed4 11 Ne5 cxdd! +
(Keres) and 9 Ne2 Nc6! (see the
next note) are just about hope-
less.

9 ... Nce6!

This looks even better than
theory’s 9 ... cxd4 10 Qxd4 Ncé
11 Qd3 (11 BbS Bb6! and

.. Rxg2), when Moles and
Wicker give 11 ... d4 12 Nbl or
1...Ne5 12 Qd4 and “has
Black anything better than
12 ... Nc6 = 7”. Probably he
does: 12 ... Negd! 13 Nh3 eS 14
Qd3 (14 Bb5+ Bd7 15 Qa4
Bx¢3 16 Bxc3 Nxed +)
14 ... Bxc3 15 Bxc3 Nxe4 16 3
Nxc3 + (17 Qxc3 d4 or 17 bxc3
Nf6). But 9 ... Nc6! puts more
pressure on:

10 Nf3

What else? 10 BbS cxd4 11
Qxd4 Bbb and ... Rxg2 + is
very strong, and 10 Nge2 fails
to the simple but overpowering

0 ... Bb6! (++)).

10 ... Ngd
11 Qd3 cxdd

The same idea as in the note
to Black’s sixth, but here h3
was never an option for White,
and the bishop is definitely
better on a5 than on b4.

12 Nxd4

And now Black has two con-
tinuations. The combination
with 12 ... Nxf2!? works much
better than before: 13 Kxf2 Bb6
14 Be3 Qf6+ 15 Kel Nzxd4!,
since 16 NbS NxbS (This was
not possible with the bishop on
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c5) 17 Bxb6 Bd7 or 17 ... Nd6
wins a pawn with advantage.
Even stronger looks 12 ...
Qbo(!), after which White can
hardly allow 13 Be3? Qxb2 or
13 Nxc6 Qxf2+ (or just
13 ... bxc6), so 13 Ncb5 looks
forced. But then among others
Black has 13 ... a6, e.g. 14
Nd6+ Kd7 15 Nxc8 Rxc8 16 c3

.Nxd4! 17 cxd4 Qxb2 etc. All in

all, then, the 6 ... c5 system

constitutes a complete answer

to 4 Qg4.

7.3

4 Bd2

A true gambit this time, since
4 ... dxe4 5 Nxed? Qxd4 gives
White nothing but a centre
pawn less. White’s strategy
again involves Qg4, so in some
lines the play will resemble 7.1
and 7.2. The main difference is
that White develops faster than
in 7.2, and in particular the d-
pawn will not prove defensible
if Black wants to win it.

4 ... dxed

4 ... Ne7!? is a reasonable
possibility, especially versus a
player who might be trying to
draw in the main lines. Then 5
Bd3 is held to be best, but the
oddidea5 ... Nbc6!? has merit,

e.g. 6 Nf3 Nxd4 7 Nxd4 dxed
etc.

5 Qg4

5 Nge2 is the only reasonable
alternative, but aside from
5 ... Nf6 6 Nxe4 Bxd2+ 7 Nxd2
Nc6 8 Nf3 0-0 9 Nc3 Qdé! 10
Qd2 a6 11 0-0-0 b5 of Nagy-
Gonda, corres 1948, Black can
try to hold on to the pawn with
5 ... Bxc3!?, e.g. 6 Nxc3 Qxd4
7 Nb5 Qd7 etc.

5. Nf6

5 ... Qxd4 is also equal, and
can lead to the text after 6
0-0-0 Nf6 7 Qxg7 Rg8 etc.
Here 6 ... h5!is a good winning
try, e.g. 7 Qe2! (best) 7 ... Bd7
8 Nxed (8 3 Nc6! 9 fxe4 Qb6!
10 a3 Hausner—Uhlmann,
Halle 1981, and simplest was
10 ... Bxc3! 11 Bxc3 Nf6 +
Uhlmann) 8 ... Bxd2+ 9 Rxd2
Qa4 10 a3 Na6! ¥ (Uhlmann).

Unfortunately, 5 ... Qxd4
has the immediate drawback
that 6 Nf3! practically forces a
drawn ending. If 6 ... h5, 7
Qxe6+ Bxe6 8 Nxd4 and
8...Bd7! 9 Nxe4 = or
8 ... Bxc3?! (not worth it) 9
Bxc3 Bd7 (9 ... Nf6 10 Nxe6
fxe6 11 Bc4) 10 Nb5 Bxb5 11
Bxb5+ c6 12 Bc4 and White
cannot lose. On 6 ... Nh6, 7
Qf4 (7 Qxe6+ is also thought to
be equal) 7 ... e5 (What else?
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7 ... Qf6 8 Qxed! gives way too
much for a pawn) 8 Qxe5+ (or
8 Nxd4 =) 8 ... QxeS 9 Nxe5
Ng4 (9 ... Bxc3 10 Bxc3 Nf5 11
Bc4 Nd6 12 0-0-0 f6 13 Rxd6!
Archives, or 10 ... 0-0 11 h3
Nd7 12 0-0-0 Nxe5 13 Bxe3
Bf5 14 g4 + Pachman) 10 Nxg4
Bxg4 11 Nxe4 Bxd2+ 12 Kxd2
Y415 Ekstrom-Karlsson, Swe-
dish Ch 1975.

Thus 5 ... Qxd4 is a legiti-
mate defence, but Black must
be prepared to split the point.
On the other hand, this is a
good illustration of why 4 Bd2
is unpopular. If Black has an
option on the 5th move which
either gives him the advantage
or leads to utterly drawish posi-
tions, why play the line for
White?

6 Qxg7 Rg8
7 Qhé
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The key posmon, forced
from White’s point of view. We

examine two moves: 7.31 7 ...
Rg6; 7.32 7 ... Qxd4.

In addition, since Black is
ahead in development and
stands solidly, two other moves
deserve consideration, i.e. 7 ...
b6 and 7 ... Nbd7. For ex-
ample, 7 ... b6 8 0-0-0 Bb7 9
Bb5+ (#?” Zeuthen, but Black
stands well) 9 ...c6 10 Be2
Nbd7 11 £3 Bxc3 12 Bxc3 Qe7
13 Qh4 ¢5 14 fxed Nd5!? un-
clear Adamski-Marovic 1963;
or here 14 ... Nxed!.

7.31

7 ... Rg6

This move has the advantage
that White must decide at once
where his queen is to go. It can
be more ambitious than
7 ... Qxd4, but will often be
riskier, too.

8 Qel!?

Keres strongly recommended
8 Qh4 instead, and that is called
“preferable” by Moles and
Wicker. Then it is true that
8 ... Nc6 9 0-0-0 transposes to
the well-known game Keres-
Botvinnik, Hague 1948, where
White was somewhat better.
What seems to have escaped
notice, however, is 8 Qh4 Rg4
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(8...Qxd4 9 Nf3! Qc5 10
Nxed, about equal) 9 Qh3 (9
Qh6 Qxd4 10 0-0-0 Oxf2! 11
Bb5+ ¢6 12 Nh3 QfS 13 Rhfl
Rg6 — the point — 14 Qe3 Qc5
15 Nf4 Qxe3 16 Bxe3 Bxc3 17
bxc3 and 17 ... cxb57! 18 Nxgb
Ng4 19 Bg5S 6 20 Bxf6 Nd7 F
Zoringt—Holm, Siegen 1970, or
17 ... Nd5(!) is good for Black)
9 ... Qxd4! 10 0-0-0 (10 £37?
€3; 10 Nge2 Qe5 and White can
no longer get the key f3 in: F;
10 Be2 Rg6 11 0-0-0 trans-
poses after 11 ... Qxf2) 10 ...
Qxf2 11 Be3!? Qf5 12 Nbs
Na6!.
This intends 13 Nd4 Qgé!
meeting 14 Bb54+ by ... Bd7
(Keres, Schwarz). Actually,
3 ... Qa5!? may be good too,
e.g. 14 Bb5+! c6! 15 Bxc6+!
(15 Nxc6 bxc6 16 Bxco+ Ke7!
17 Bxa8 Qxa2 etc.) 15 ... bxcb
16 Nxc6 Qc7 17 Rd8+ Qxd8 18
Nxd8 Kxd8 and Black’s mater-
ial probably counts for more
than his loose pawn structure.
Note here that 11 Be2 Rg6 12
g4, as in 7.32 below, is not
effective against 12 ... Qc5 13
g5 (7 but there is little else)
13 ... Bxc3! with two pawns if
14 Bxc3, and the pleasant
choice of 14 .. Rxg5 or
14 ... Qa3+ after 14 bxc3,

8 .. Nc6
9 Nge2 esS!?

Batygin’s move, exploiting
Black’s trump, his superior
development. If Black wants a
safer move, 9 ... Bxc3 fits the
bill. After 10 Qxc3! (10 Bxc3
Qd6! + Keres) 10 ... Nd5 11
Qb3 a$ 12 0-0-0 a4 13 Qa3
Qf6! (various), Black looks to
have fair prospects.

10 dxes

10 Nxe4? Ngd4 11 Qg3 (11
Qb3 Bxd2+ 12 Nxd2 Nxd4 F)
1 ... £5112 Bxb4 Nxb4 13 Qb3
fxed4 14 Qxb4 Qf6 F (Archives).

10 ... Ngd!
11 Qf4

11 Oxe4? Nxf2! and every-
thing falls apart, e.g. 12 Kxf2
Qxd2 13 Rdl BeS5+ 14 Kf3
Bgd+ 15 Qxg4 Qe3 Mate.

11 ... NcexeS
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Now Black has a nice cluster
of pieces around White’s king
and threatens ... Bd6. The
analysis and examples go:

(a) 12 Oxe4 Qe7! 13 Nf4 (13
£4 £51) 13 ... BfS! T (Archives).
A funny place to stop. Of
course 14 QOxf57?7 Nd3+ is mate
in one more move, but 14 Nxgb6
hxg6 15 Qe2 Bxc2 is not as
clear, although, for example, 16
Bg5!? 6 (or 16 ... Qxg5!? 17
Qxc2 0-0-0 threatening moves
like ... Re8 and/or ... Qf4) 17
Be3 (17 Oxc2 Nf3+) 17 ..
Bxc3+ 18 bxc3 Bd3 19 Qd2
0-0-0 looks pretty strong (20
Rd1 Ncd; 20 Qcl Nxf2!).

(b) 12 0-0-0 Bd6 13 Kbl 5
14 NbS Nc4 15 Nxd6+ Rxdé6 16
Kel Nxf2 ¥ (Archives).

(c) 12 h3!? Bd6 13 Qxed £5 14
Qad+ (14 Qd4 5! Archives;
then 15 Qd5 Nf6! 16 Qb3 ¢4 and
the queen is embarrassed)
14 ...Bd7 15 Qb3 Qh4 +
(Archives). A poor assessment,
since 16 hxgd! Qxh1 17 0-0-0 is
risky for both sides, although
the burden of proof is still on
White. A line like this illus-
trates how 9 ... e5!? demands
home analysis.

(d) 12 Nxe4 (given as best by
all  commentators) 12 ..
Bxd2+ 13 Oxd2 (13 Nxd2 Qe7
threatening ... Rf6 gives good
play, e.g. 14 Ne4 Qb4+) 13 ...
Bf5! 14 Qxd8+ (14 Qf4 Bxed 15

Qxe4 Qd7! intending 16 f4
0-0-0 or 16 Rd1? Qxdl+!)
4 ... Rxd8 15 N2c3 Re6 16
Be2 Bxe4 17 Nxe4 Nco6! 18 Ng3
Nd4 19 Rel Kf8 20 ¢3 Nxe2 21
Nxe2 Ne§5 with a very good
game, Schreyer—Hoffman, cor-
res 1957.
The conclusion is that
7 ... Rgb achieves easy equality
if Black wants (e.g. 9 ... Bxc3),
and maybe more if he plays
aggressively, but that is not yet
established.

7.32

7 ... Qxdd

A more forcing line than
7.31, and a big reason why 4
Bd2 is so seldom played, since
White has to play accurately
just to stay in the game.

8 0-0-0

_ Not 8 Nge2?! Qe5 9 Bf4 Qf5
+ (Keres).

8 .. Bf8!?

Black could try to transpose
to the note to 8§ Qe3!?in 7.31 by
playing 8 ... Rg6. One answer
would be 9°Qf4 (instead of 9
Qh4) 9 ... Bd6 10 Nge2 Bxf4 11
Nxd4 Bxd2+ 12 Rxd2 = (Pach-
man). The text tries to consoli-
date the kingside.
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9 Qhd
Again 9 Qf4 Bd6 10 Nge2 =
is possible. The 7 ... Qxd4 line

leaves White some simplifying
options.

9 .. Rgd
10 Qh3 Qxf2
11 Be2!

The only move to avoid dis-
advantage, since 11 Nb5 Na6
and 11 Be3 Qf5 12 Nb5 Nab6 are
very solid.

1 ... Rg6!?

An interesting option is
1...0xg2 12 Bxg4 Qxgd4 13
Qxg4 Nxg4 14 Nxed Bd7!,
about equal. Otherwise a well-
known “trap” is 11 ... Rh4!? 12
Qxh4! Qxh4 13 g3, when
3 ... Qhé! 14 Bxh6 Bxh6+ 15
Kbl Bd7! (Keres) is best, but
certainly no better for Black.
12 g4

This prevents a queen retreat
to {5 and threatens 13 Be3. The
only other way to look for
compensation is 12 Rf1!?, when
Moles and Wicker recommend
2 ... Qb6 with the idea 13
Rxf6 Rxf6 14 NdS exds! 15
Qxc8+ Ke7 16 Bgs Bhé!, but
this is messy.

12 .. QcS
13 Bed

13 g57 Rxg5! 14 Be3 (14 Bxg5
Qxg5+ with three pawns and

the dark squares) 14 ... QfS 15
Qh4 Rg2 16 Nh3 BcS! F was
Mestrovic-Matanovic,  Kral-
jevo 1967,

13 ... QeS

And the position is drawn
after 14 Bd4 Qf4+ 15 Be3 Qe5
etc., since 14 Qh4 Bce5! or 14
Nb5 Na6 favours Black. Here

3 ... Qa5 14 g5 RxgS 15 Qhd!
Rg6 16 Nh3 is too dangerous
for the second player.

So 7 ... Qxd4 can be used as
an equalizer, but if Black wants
to avoid the repetition at the
end he must play either
8 ... Rgbor, later, the endgame
with 11 ... Oxg2, neither of
which promises much. How-
ever, it is clear that 4 Bd2 is no
threat whatsoever to the sound-
ness of the Winawer.

7.4
4 Ne2
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Originally popularized by
Alekhine’s aggressive use of it
in the 1930s, 4 Ne2 has been
revived of late, but primarily as
a means of securing riskless
play for White. The avoidance
of doubled c-pawns is a plus,
but as a price White confines
his own development and al-
lows his centre to be challenged
quickly. Among others Gheor-
ghiu has been a proponent of
the White position, while Uhl-
mann and Korchnoi have done
very well as Black. The fre-
quent use of 4 Ne2 over the last
five years has at least led to a
clarification of the variation’s
problems, and the establish-
ment of some main lines.

4 ... dxed

Those determined to avoid
theory might wish to look into
4 ... Nc6!?, eg. 5 a3 Bas
(5 ... Bxc3+ 6 Nxc3 dxe4 is
7.41 below) 6 €5 (6 Qd3 dxed 7
Qxe4 Nf6 = Barcza-McCam-
bridge, Dortmund 1982) 6 ... f6
(6 ... Ne7!?7) 7 Nf4 (7 exf6 Nxf6
= or 7...Qxf6; 7 f4 Nhe!)
7 ... Qd7 with an interesting
game in store (8 Qh5+ Qf7 or §
Bb5 fxe5 9 Qh5+ Qf7 10 QxeS
Ne7 etc.).

5 a3

Here there is one ambitious
move and one safe one: 7.41
5...Bxc3+;7.425 ... Be7.

7.41

5 ... Bxc3+
6 Nxc3 Ncé6

The much-maligned 6 ... £5!?
is actually playable, as I dis-
covered from conducting the
white side some years ago. The
key to Black’s defence, regard-
less of whether White plays 7
3, 7 Bc4, or 7 Bf4, is an early

.. ¢6, often followed by trans-
fer of a knight to d5. Of course

-one could find this a slightly

depressing way to conduct
one’s game.
7 BbS

Not 7 Be3? Nf6, since then

Bg5 (the response to 6 ... Nf6)
is not available.

Ne7
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8 Bg5
Probably best, although 8
Be3 may just transpose after
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8 ... 0-0 9 Qd2 £5, since here
8 ... NfS 9 Qd2 does not im-
prove and 8 ... 0~0 9 Qd2 a6!?
10 Bxc6 Nxc6 11 0-0-0! (11
Nxed e5! 12 d5 Nd4 13 Bxd4
Qxd5! = Miles) 11 ... £5 12 BgS
Qe8 13 3! exf3 14 gxf3 gave
White a nice attack in Miles—
Reefshliager, Porz 1981/2. This
method of opening up the g-file
is White’s key attacking idea.
8 Nxed4 gives no advantage
after 8 ... 0-0 (or 8...e517 9
Bg5 — 9 dxe5 Oxdl+ 10 Kxdl
Bf5 = Moles — 9 ... Qxd4 10
Qxd4 exd4 11 Bxe7 Kxe7 12
0-0-0 Rd8 = Gheorghiu-Gli-
goric, Manila 1974; but this is
dull} 9 ¢3 (9 Be3? {5t and ... f4)
9..e5 10 Bxc6 (10 dxe5?!
Qxd1+ 11 Kxd1 Nxe5 ¥ Bron-
stein-Bondarevsky, USSR Ch
1977 10 ... Nxc6 11 d5S Ne7 12
c4 (12 d6 cxd6 13 Qxd6 N5 =
Tartakower—-Bondarevsky,
Saltsjobaden 1948; here 12 ...
Nf5 = keeps more play) 12 ...
£5 (Or 12 ... b5!? 13 b3 Ba6 14
Nc5 Qd6 Wicker) 13 Nc3 {4 (!
To improve upon 13 ... Ng6!?
14 0-014 15 f3 Nh4 16 Ned £ of
Enevoldsen—Duckstein, Am-
sterdam 1966) 14 3 Nf5 (the
difference) 15 0-0 Rf6!7 (15 ...
a5!) 16 b4 a5 17 bS! (17 Rbl
axb4 18 axb4 Rgb) 17 ... Rgb
18 Ra2 Qe7 19 Ne4 Bd7
(19 ... a4!?) 20 a4 Rd8 21 Qel
b6 22 Re2 Nd4 23 Rd2 Hor-

vath~Knaak, Trnava 1981, and
although 23 ... Qb4!? 24 Rxd4!
exd4 25 Qxb4 axb4 26 Bxf4
Ra8! was enough to draw,
23 ... Bf5 is safer. A dynamic-
ally balanced line.

8 ... f6
9 Be3 0-0

The sometimes-played 9 ...
a6 was virtually refuted in Barc-
zay-Sharif, Dortmund 1982
due to 10 Bxc6+ Nxco6 11
Qh5+! gb 12 Qh6 with a clear
plus. After 9 ... 0—0, White can
no longer play 10 Nxe4? f5!,
e.g. 11 Nc3 f4 12 Bd2 Nxd4 13
Bd3 e5 ¥ MaClee—Watson,
Los Angeles 1982.

16 Qd2 f5

Also deserving attention is
10 ... €517 11 d5Nd4 12 Be4 (12
Bxd4 exd4 13 Qxd4 Ni5 Y214
Sax-Barczay,  Magyarorszag
1982) 12 ... Kh8 13 0-0-0, and
now Informant 33 gives 13 ...
Bg4 intending ... c5 “unclear”,
which seems fair in view of
13 ... Bg4 14 Rdel c¢5 15 Nxed
Rc8 16 3 BhS with pressure on
ds.

i1 3

The most common, but by no
means necessarily best, move.
True, 11 BgS?! h6 12 Bxe7
Nxe7 13 0-0-0 NdS5 14 Bc4 c6
15 £3 exf3 16 gxf3 Qh4 17 Ne2 {4



118 Play the French

18 Rdgl Qf2! was excellent for
Black in Braga—Korchnoi, Sao
Paulo 1979; and 11 0-0 a6 12
Bxc6 Nxc6 is equal (13 37! f4!
14 Bxf4 exf3 15 Radl e5! +
Radulescu—Balanel, 1948). But
a major alternative is 11 0-0-0
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Now 11 ... Nd5!? succeeded
beyond reason in Pavlov—Uhl-
mann, Halle 1981, after 12
Bg577 e3! 13 Bxe3 f4 14 Nxd5
Qxd5 15 Bxf4 (15 Bxc6 Qa2!
++; the point) 15 ... Qxb5 with
a winning advantage. Also 12
Bxc6 bxcé 13 Nxd5 Qxd5!, or
here 13 Bg5 Qdé intending
.. h6 is nice for Black. The
problem is 12 Nxd5! and 12 ...
exd5 13 Bxc6 bxc6 14 Bf4 («£”
Miles), which is still unclear
(e.g. 14 ... a5 15 Qc3 Rab 16
Rhel Rf7 17 Qc5 g5 18 BeS5
Qf8), but not much fun for the
second player; or 12 ... Qxd5S
13 c4 and White clearly has play
for his pawn since he can com-

bine breaks like f3 and dS.

Safer, therefore, seems 11 ...
a6! 12 Bxc6 (12 Be2? NdS!; 12
Ba4? bS5 13 Bb3 Na5 +)
12 ... Nxc6 13 f3 (Everything
else is too slow) 13 ... exf3
(Two other playable moves are
13 ... 5 14 d5 Na5 15 fxe4 4!
16 Bc5 Nc4 = and ... Nd6, as in
Greif-Letelle, Mar del Plata
1955; and 13 ... b5!? 14 fxed
Na5 15 BgS Qe8 16 exf5 Nc4
unclear Wade—-Duckstein,
Hastings 1958/9, although the
latter line is not convincing) 14
gxf3 e5! with an equal game,
e.g. 15 dxe5!? Qxd2+ 16
Bxd2!? Be6! (16 ... NxeS 17
NdS5!) and 17 Bg5 hé or 17 Bf4
RadS8 or 17 f4 Rad8. Or 15 d5
Na5!? (15 ... Ne7! is at least
equal, defending the kingside
and a pawn up) 16 Qe2 b5 17
Rhgl Ciocaltea—Ornstein,
Smederevska Palanka 1981,
and Black should try either
17 ... Nc4 or 17 ... f41? 18 BcS
Rf7 19 Ne4 Nb7 with fair pros-
pects. 15 ... Ne7 looks best,
however.

11 ... exf3

Keres’ widely-quoted 11 ...
f41? 12 Bxf4 exf3 might well
transpose to the next note.
Also, 11 ... Nd5 is well play-
able, intending 12 fxe4 Nxe3 +
or 12 Bxc6 bxc6 13 fxe4 Nxc3 14
Oxc3 Qhd4+ etc., or 12 Nxd5
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Qxd5 13 ¢4 Qd6 =/unclear. But
11 ... exf3 is more ambitious.

12 gxf3

12 0-0-0!? looks more dan-
gerous, since Black can hardly
afford 12 ... fxg2 13 Rhgl; but
then 12 ... a6 13 Bxc6 Nxc6 14
gxf3 Rf7 = is Fejgelson—Petro-
sian below, whereas 12 ... {4!?
13 Bxf4 e5! activates Black’s
pieces, e.g. 14 Bxe5!? (14 dxe5
Qxd2+ 15 Bxd2 fxg2 16 Rhgl
Bh3; best 14 Bed+ =) 14 ...
Nxe5S 15 dxe5 Qxd2+ 16 Rxd2
Be6! T, e.g. 17 gxf3 c6! 18 Be2
Rae8 with ... Ng6 etc. to fol-
low.

12 .. f4!?

Safer and also equal was
2...a6 13 Bxc6 Nxc6 14
0-0-0 Rf7! 15 Bf4 e5! = Fejgel-
son—Petrosian, USSR 1979.

13 Bxf4

13 Bf2 e5! (or 13 ... Nf5=)
14 Bc4+ Kh8 15 d5 Nd4! favors
Black.

13 ... e5

With at least equality, e.g. 14
Bce4+(!) Kh8 15 Bxe5 Nxe5 16
dxe5 Qxd2+ 17 Kxd2 Bh3! etc.
Also 13 ... Nxd4 14 0-0-0 c5 is
possible.

Thus the 5 ... Bxc3+ system
provides a complete answer to 4

Nge2, particularly since Black
has at least two playable op-
tions on each of the critical
10th, 11th, and 12th moves.

7.42
5. Be7

As usual with our “alternate”
line, we will explore a reper-
toire with a minimum of analy-
sis on detailed alternatives for
Black. 5 ... Be7 is the sepsible
man’s move, with no preten-
sions to advantage but few
problems for the defence.

6 Nxed

6 g4!? Bd7! (or 6 ... h5!?) 7
Ng3 Bc6 8 Bg2 h6 9 Be3 Nf6 10
Qe2 Nbd7 11 0-0-0 Nb6 12
Ncxe4d Nxe4 Planinc-Ivkov,
Yugoslavian Ch 1975, and in-
stead of 13 Nxe4 BdS! 14 f4
Qd7 ¥ intending ... Qa4, ECO
gives 13 Bxe4, but 13 ... Bd5!is
still a good answer ().

6 ... Ncé

A little simpler than
6 ... Nf6, although both moves
are equal.

(see following diagram)
7 Be3

Currently the most popular
set-up, but not the most chal-
lenging:
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(a) 7 g3!7 is best answered by
7...e5! 8 Be3 (8 d5 Nd4! 9
Nxd4 Qxd5 ¥) 8...Bgd 9 d5
Bf3 10 Rgl Bxe4 11 Nc3 Bxd5!
F (Wicker).

(b) 7 Bf4 Nf6 8 Qd3 and 7
Qd3 Nf6 8 Bf4 are interchange-
able: 8...0-0 (8..b6!7 9
0-0-0 Bb7 10 N2c3 Qd7 2-14
Gheorghiu-Miles, Baden 1980)
9 0-0-0 Nd5! (9 ... b6 is equal
too, e.g. 10 Nxf6+ Bxf6 11 Qg3
Bh4 12 Qe3 Stoica—Farago,
Albena 1983, and now Farago
gives 12 ... Ne7! =. 9 ... Rb8!?
is also possible) 10 h4!? (“1”
various) 10 ... f5! (Improving
upon 10 ... Nxf4?! of Scheipl-
Heil, BRD Ch 1972) 11 Ng$
Rb8! 12 g3?1 (12 ¢4 Nxf4 i3
Nxf4 BxgS 14 hxgS Qxg5 15
Qe3 Bd7!) 12 ... b5 13 Bg2 (13
c3 a5 or 13 ... b4!?) 13 ... b4
(F) 14 a4 b3! 15 c4 (15 cxb3
Na5) 15 ... Ndb4 16 Qe3 (16

Qxb3? Na5) 16 ... Na5 17 d5
(the only move, attacking a7)
7 ... Qe8! 18 Nc3 (18 Qxa7
Qxad4 19 Qxb8 Qal+ leads to
win of the queen and then
mate; 18 Bxc7 Qxad!) 18 ...
Na2+ 19 Kbl Nxc3+ 20 Qxc3
Bb4 21 Qd3 Qxa4 22 dxeb Nxc4
and Black won in a few moves,
Iskov—Watson, Gausdal 1978.
(c) 7 ¢3 Nf6 (or 7 ... b6!?2,
anticipating that White’s f4 will
be answered by ... Nh6) 8 N2g3
e5! (8 ... 0-0 9 41?7 should be
met by 9 ... Nxed! 10 Nxe4 Qd5
11 Qf3 NaS! =, but 9 Bcd! sets
some problems) 9 Nxf6+ Bxf6
10 d5 Ne7 11 ¢4 (11 Be4 0-0 12
0-0 Ng6 13 Ned?! Be7 15 QhS
Kh8! 15 Ng5 Bxg5 16 Bxg5 Qd6
+ intending ... 5, Gheorghiu-
Uhlmann, Skopie 1972)
1...0-0!? (11 ... Ng6 12 Bd3
Nh4! 13 0-0 0-0 is complex,
intending ... gb, e.g. 14 4 exf4
15 Rxf4 Be5 16 Rfl f5! =, with
the idea ... f4-f3 and or ... ¢6)
12 Bd3 g6 13 Bh6(?) Bg7 14
Bxg7 Kxg7 15 Qe2 Re8! 16
0-0-0 Nf5! 17 Bxf5 gxf5! 18 £4?
exfd 19 Nh5+ Khé6 20 Qf3 Re3
21 Oxf4+ Qg5 + Dolmadjian-
Toshkov, Bulgarian Ch 1981.

7 .. Nfé
8 Nxf6+

8 N4c3 be6! followed by
.. Bb7, ... Qd7 and perhaps
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.. 0-0-0 is equal, and 8 N2g3

€5 equalizes on the spot. The
main alternatives are 8 Qd3 b6
(8...0-0 9 0-0-0 RDB!?) 9
0-0-0 Bb7 10 N2g3 Qd7 and 8
N2c3 0-0!?7 (Dvoretsky gives
8 ... Nxed! 9 Nxede5 =,e.g. 10
d5 Nd4! or 10 dxe5 Qxd1+ 11
Rxdl Nxe5; he also says
9 ... 0-0! ¥ intending ... f5-f4,
but 10 g3! is a good response) 9
Ng3 (9 Qd2 e5 = Moe-Pytel,
Nice 1974) 9 ... b6 10 Be2 Bb7
11 0-0 (11 Bf3 Qd7 12 d5 Ne§
=) 11...Qd7 =, e.g. 12 f4
Rad8 13 Bf3 Qc8! = Speil-
mann—Riumin, Moscow 1935,
or 12 Qd2 Rad8 13 Rfd1 Qc8 =
Alekhine-Fuwe, match (5)
1935.

8 .. Bxf6
9 Qd2

Or 9 ¢4 0-0 10 Qd2 b6 11
Rd1 Bb7 12 Ng3 Ne7! 13 3 NfS
= Tompa-Szabo, Hungary
1976.

9 ... es

10 0-0-0 (10 d5 Ne7 =)
10...0-0 (=) 11 d5 Ne7 12
Ng3 Ng6 12 NhS Be7 = Lilien-
thal-Botvinnik, Moscow 1936.
A game Campora—Petrosian,
Vrsac 1981 showed that Black
can also play simply 9 ... 0-010
0-0-0 Ne7!: 11 Nc3 Nf5 12 Ned
Be7 13 Bg5 b6 with an easy
game.

PTF - I
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4 Bd3
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A neglected continuation
which has never received ade-
quate analysis, although
White’s results have not been
bad. Black has two good ap-
proaches, but he should know

what he is doing: 7.51 4 ... ¢5
7.52 4 ... dxed.
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7.51

4 ... c5

By simply attacking in the
centre, Black obtains an un-
balanced game. -

5 exd5s

The main move. 5 a3 Bxc3+
6 bxc3 can lead to 6 ... ¢4
(Easiest, although 6 ... Nc6 is
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fully playable) 7 Bf1 (Consider-
ed best. 7 Be2?! dxe4! 8 Bxc4
Qc7 9 Qe2 Nd7 10 Bb2 Ngf6 11
f3 b5! Hyin-Zhenevsky—Rago-
zin, Match 1930. Because 12
Bxb5? Rb8 13 Rb1 0-0 14 fxe4
Nxed! or here 13 ¢4 0-0 14
Bxd7 Bxd7 15 Rbl Qa5+
favours Black, White has to
allow a queenside bind, assess-
ed as “+” by ECO) 7 ... Qa$
(7 ... dxe4!? 8 Qg4 Nf6 9 Qxg7
Rg8 10 Qho6 Rgé is unclear, but
apparently fine for Black. An-
other move would be 7 ... Ne7,
e.g. 8 Qg4 Ngb6 9 e5 Nc6 10 h4
h5 11 Qd1 — 11 Qg3 Nce7! —
11 ... Nxh4 12 g3 Ng6 =
Riemsdyk-Miranda, Brasilian
Ch 1974) 8 Qf3 Nc6 9 Ne2 Nge7
= Bastrikov-Dubinin, RSFSR
Ch 1975.

5 ... exd5!

The variation with 5 ... Qxd5
6 Bd2 Bxc3 7 Bxc3 cxd4 8 Bxdd
Qxg2 9 Qf3 is not only some-
what better for White despite
his pawn less, it is also very
depressing to defend. The text
gives a nice imbalance with a
full share of the centre.

6 dxcS

The main line, although
White’s d3 bishop is misplaced
to exploit the isolated queen’s
pawn. Harmless is 6 Bb5+ Nc6

7 Ne2, and now 7 ... ¢4 is quite

playable, or Black can go in for
7 ... Nge7 8 0-0 (8 a3 Bxc3+ 9
Nxc3 0-0 threatens capture on
d4 with at least equality)
8 ... 0-09dxc5 Bxe5 =. Lastly,
6 Nf3 c4! 7 Be2 Nge7 is comfor-
table for Black.

6 ... Nc6
7 Bd2 BxcS
8 Nf3 Nge7
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Usually better than ... Nf6 in
these positions. Now Black has
a typical isolani with White’s
bishops temporarily misplaced,
e.g. 90-00-0(or9... Bg4 10
h3 Bh5 intending ... Bg6) 10
Bf4 Nb4 11 Na4 Nxd3 12 Qxd3
BfS 12 Qd2 Bd6 = Bilek—Ozs-
vath, Budapest 1954,

7.52

4 ... dxed
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The natural move, since now
Black will gain a tempo by
attack on e4.

5 Bxed

Now there are two ways to

equalize: 7.521 5 ... Nf6; 7.522
5...¢5
7.521

5 .. Nf6

6 Bf3

Keeping the bishop active.
Others:

(a) 6 Bd3 c5 (or 6 ... Nbd7!
intending ... ¢35} 7 a3!? (7 dxc3
Nbd7 8 Bd2 Nxc5 9 Bb5+ Ncd7
of Averbach—-Botvinnik, USSR
Ch 1955, is a better way for
White to get to equality)
7 ... Bxc3+ 8 bxc3 Qc7 (In-
tending ... cd4; also good is
8 ... Nbd7 with the idea ... b6)
9 Nf3 ¢4 (or 9 ... Nbd7) 10 Be2
Nd5 11 Qd2?! Nd7 12 a4 N7f6
13 Qg5 0-0 + with the better
pawn structure, Sherbakov-
Petrosian, USSR Ch 1955.

(b) 6 Bg5 receives periodic
attention.

{see following diagram)

One answer is 6 ... ¢5: 7 dxc5
(7 a3? Bxc3+ 8 bxc3 Qa5 F
Tal-Kérner, Parnu 1971) 7 ...
QOxd1+ 8 Rxdl Nbd7 9 Bf3 (9
c6? Nxed4) 9 ... Bxc3+ 10 bxc3
Nxc5 = (11 Be3 Nfd7!).

AR w e
E 1
./I/B%l/
/l/g/lﬁ!

W A
/lﬁl%l/l
W’/Q%E%
E EeE b=

Another good reply is
6 ... Nbd7(!), when White in
turn has several approaches: 7
Nf3 h6 8 Bxf6 Nxf6, at least
equal; or 7 Bf3 ¢5 8 dx¢5 Qas =
Tal-Lein, USSR Ch 1971, or
here 8 a3 Bxc3+ 9 bxe3 Qas 10
Qd2 0-0 11 Ne2 Hoen—Huss,
Norway 1980, and now 11 ... ¢4
is good, or 11 ... Re8 12 0-0
cxd4 13 Nxd4 e5 14 Nb3 Qc7
(14 ... Qad!?) 15 Rfel, as play-
ed, and now just 15 ... Rb8!
with the idea ... b6. Or 7 Qd3"7
c5! (rather than 7...h6 of
Lutikov-Sahovic, Vurmala
1978}, and 8 d5 Bxc3+ 9 bxc3
exd5 10 Bxd5 0-0, at least
equal, or 8 dxc5 QaS =. Final-
ly, 7 Ne2 h6 8 Bxf6 Nxf6 9 Bf3
¢S5 (or even Petrosian’s 9 ... c6,
since Black already has the
bishops) 10 dxc5 (10 a3? Bxc3+
11 bxc3 Qc7! 12 0-00-0 13 Rb1
Rb8 + intending ... b6, Gips-
lis~Bronstein, USSR 1961)
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10 ... Bxc5 11 Oxd8+ Kxd8 12
Rd1+ Ke7 + Padevsky—Bron-
stein, Moscow 1962.

6 c5

6..0-0 7 Ne2 e5! = is a
fairly direct method, and even
6 ... Nd5!? 7 Ne2 Nxc3 8 bxc3
Bdb6 led to equality in Sahovic—
Rajkovic, Vrnjacka Banja
1982. More interesting is
6 ... Nc6!1? 7 Ne2 e5 8 Bxco+ (8
d5? e4!) 8 ... bxc6, which is
held to be equal also, e.g. 9
dxeS Qxd1+ 10 Kxd1 Ng4 or 9
0-0 Ba6 10 dxe5?! Bxc3 11 bxc3
Ned! ¥+ B6hm-Hecht, Amster-
dam 1972. The key line here is
10 Rel 0-0 11 dxe5 Ng4 12 Bf4
of Gusev-Kalining, Leningrad
1975; after 12 ... Re8 13 Nd4,
Gipslis makes the apparently
good suggestion 13 ... Nxf2(!)
14 Kxf2 Bc5. Then, for ex-
ample, 15 Be3 Qh4+ 16 Kgl
Rad8 could follow. Thus
6 ... Nc6 is riskier than 6 ... ¢5
or 6 ... 0-0, but perhaps okay,
too.

7 Ne2

7 a3 Bxc3+ 8 bxc3 Ncb is
7.522 below (=), and here
8 ... 0-0 9 Ne2 Nbd7 10 0-0 e5
= of Novak—Pranstetter, Tbilisi
1972 is okay too. 7 Be3 NdS5 (or
7..Nc6 =, or 7...cxd4 8
Qxd4 Qxd4 9 Bxd4 Nc6 10
Bxc6+ bxc6 = Moen—-Renman,
Eksjo 1981) 8 Bd2 Nxc3 9 bxc3

Ba5 10 Ne2 0-0 11 0-0 Qe7 =
Michel-Czerniak, Mar del
Plata 1950.

7 ... Ncé6
8 Be3
Again, 8 a3 Bxc3+ trans-
poses to 7.522.

8 ... cxd4
9 Nxd4 Nes

Or 9 ... Bxc3+ 10 bxc3 Ne5,
given as ¥ by Schwarz, al-
though this is certainly exag-
gerated. 9 ... Ne5 leads to at
least equality after 10 Be2 Nd5
11 Bd2 Nxc3 12 bxc3 Be7 (!
12 ... BaS, about =, was
Fichtl-Uhlmann, Berlin 1962)
13 0-0 0-0 14 f4 Nd7! 15 Bd3
Nc5 16 Qf3 Bd7 17 Rael Nxd3
18 cxd3 Qc7 19 Re3 Bf6 + (two
bishops on an open board),
Fichtl-Uhlmann, Zinnowitz
1966. Relatively better was 10
0-0!? Nxf3+ (10 ... 0-0!?) 11
Qxf3 Bxc3 12 bxc3 Gusev-
Hait, USSR 1980, and now
12 ... Qa5!? is one of several
ideas, e.g. 13 Rabl!? 0-0 14
RDb3 e5! 15 Nf5 Be6! with good

play. :

7.522

5. ¢S
Here is an alternative move
order if anything in the preced-
ing analysis bothers Black.
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6 a3

6 Ne2 Nf6 7 Bf3 (7 Bg5 cxd4
8 Bxf6 — 8 Nxd4? Bxc3+ 9
bxc3 Qas + — 8 ... Qxf6 =)
7 ... Nc6 8 a3 transposes.

6 ... Bxe3+
7 bxc3 Nf6
8 Bf3

8 Bd3 Qc7! = threatens ... c4
again.

8 ... Neb6

Or 8...Qc7!? 9 Ne2 Bd7
intending 10 a4 Bc6!

9 Ne2 e5

9 ... Qa5!? 10 0-0 c4 11 a4
0-0 is a challenging idea.

10 Bg5

The only testing move since
10 Bxc6+ bxc6 11 Be3 can be
met by 11 ... cxd4 12 cxd4 0-0
13 0-0 exd4 14 Nxd4 QdS = of
Vasyukov—Golz, Gotha 1957.

i0 ... exdd

Or10 ... cxd4, e.g. 11 Bxc6+
bxc6 12 cxd4 exdd 13 Qxd4
Qa5+! 14 Bd2 Qd5 = Hort-
Pietzsch, Kecskemet 1964.
Groszpeter—Sinkowitz, Hun-
gary 1978, saw 10 ... cxd4 11
0-0!?, when best was just
11 ... dxc3!, e.g. 12 Qxd8+
Nxd8 13 Nxc3 Be6 =/unclear,
or perhaps 13 ... Nd7!? intend-

ing 14 Nb5 Ne6, although that
is touchy.

11 cxd4

11 BxcH+ bxcb 12 cxd4 cxd4
is the last note.

11 .. h6

Eliminating the two-bishop
factor in an ending. 11 ... cxd4
is equal too. After 11 ... h6,
Ortega—-Uhlmann, Polanica
Zdroj, continued 12 Bxf6 Qxf6
13 ¢3 0-0 14 0-0 Rd8 15 Qa4
Bd7 “with at least equality”,
according to Moles/Wicker.
They suggest 13 dxc5, but then
13 ... Ne5 14 Bed 0-0 intending
... Rd8 gives excellent counter-
play.

Overall, 4 Bd3 is no particu-
lar worry, but one is advised to
have a specific sequence against
it.

7.6

4 exds

A secondary version of the
Exchange Variation (Chapter
2). That the trade of N¢3 for
... Bb4 in any way helps White
can seem a dubious propo-
sition. But there is still a lot
going on as, in the words of
Moles/Wicker, “each side still
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has 15 men”. Black in particu-
lar can play ... Bxc3 at some
point and attempt to dominate
the light squares, a theme with
which he has been successful
many times.

4 ... exd’

4 ...Qxd5 is not recom-
mended. Now White has two
main lines: 7.61 5 Qf3; 7.62 5
Bd3.

(a) 5 a3 is a loss of time:
5 ... Bxc3+ 6 bxc3 Ne7 7 Nf3
0-0 (or 7 ... Nbc6 § Bd3 Bg4!)
8 Bd3 Bf5 9 0-0 Nbc6 10 Bf4
Treybal-Nimzowitsch, Carls-
bad 1923, and Nimzowitsch
recommends 10 ... Na5 +.
Here 7 Bd3 Nbc6 8 Ne2 Bgé is
also nice for Black.

(b) 5 Be2!? Nf6 6 Nf3 0-0 7
0-0 Bf5 (7 ... Bxc3!? 8 bxc3
Ne4 intending ... Nd6 looks in-
teresting) 8 NeS§ ¢6 = is from a
game in ECO. The more flex-
ible approach would be 5 ...
Ne7 6 Nf3 Nbcé6.

(c) 5 Nf3 Ne7 (Botvinnik
played 5 ... Nc6 6 Bd3!? Bgd to
good effect versus Lasker in
Moscow 1936) 6 Bd3 Nbc6 (or
6 ... Bgd) 7 h3 (7 0-0 Bgd s
bothersome) with two moves:
7 ... Bf5 8 Bxf5(?) Nxf5 9 0-0
Bxc3 10 bxc3 0-0 11 Qd3 Nd6
+ Mannheimer—Nimzowitsch,
Frankfurt 1930, and 7 ... Be6!?
8 0-0 Qd7 9 Bf4 Bxc3 10 bxc3

f6 11 Rbl g5!? (or 11 ... Nd8
Moles) 12 Bg3 0-0-0 13 Qe2
(13 Nd2! Alekhine; but 13 ...
Rdg8 14 Nb3 b6 is unclear)
13 ... Rde8 14 Rfel Nf5 15
BxfS BxfS ¥ Marshall-Nimzo-
witsch, New York 1927.

7.61

5 Qf3
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A move Larsen was fond of
at one time. White prevents the
doubling of his c-pawns, pre-
pares to pressure f6 if Black’s
knight ventures that way, and
keeps an eye on d5. On the
other hand, bringing out the
queen so early tends to be
problematic, for the same rea-
son as in other openings:
harassment by the enemy
pieces with loss of tempi.
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5. Qe7+1?

Given “!” in most sources,
although Moles and Wicker
claim that 5 ... Ncb6 gives better
winning chances. That move is
also reasonably promising, e.g.
6 BbS Ne7 7 Bf4 (7 Bg5 f6 8 Bf4
0-0 9 0-0-0 a6 10 Bd3?! Nxd4!
11 Bxh7+ Kxh7 12 Rxd4 ¢5 +
Saharov-Krasnov, USSR 1971)
7 ... 0-0 8 0-0-0 (8 Nge2 Bf5
=) § ... Be6! 9 Nge2 and now
either9 ... a6 10 Bd3 Qd7 11 h3
Bxc3! from Ghizdavu—Kapen-
gut, Orebro 1966 or 9 ... Qd7
10 h3 a6 11 Bxc6 Nxc6 12 g4 b$
13 Rhgl Rfb8 14 Ng3 Bi8! 15
NhS Kh8! F Mestrovic—Uhl-
mann, Sarajevo 1965.

6 Ne2

(a) 6 Be3?! Nf6 (6 ... Nc6 7
Ne2 transposes to the text, and
here 7 Bd3 Nf6 8 Ne2(?) Bg4 9
Qg3 Bxe2! 10 Bxe2 Ned 11
Qxg7 0-0-0 is bad — Moles/
Wicker) 7 Bd3(?) c5! 8 Kfl
Bxc3 9 bxc3 ¢4 10 Bf5 Bx{fS 11
QxfS 0-0 ¥ Mestrovic—-Maric,
Kraljevo 1967.

(b) 6 Qe3 is rather absurd,
i.e. why play this line when one
has the advantage of being
White? Worse, White does not
quite equalize(!) after 6 ... Nc6b
(6 ... Be6!? Moles/Wicker) 7
Nf3 (7 BbS Bf5 8 Qxe7+ Nxe7
9 Bf4 Bxc2 10 Bxc7 Rc8 11 Bf4

a6 F Saharov—Antoshin, Sochi
1966) 7 ... Bf5 8 Bd3 Bxd3 9
cxd3 0-0-0 10 0-0 Qd7! +

Ajala—Farago, Harrachov
1967.

6 .. Ncé

7 Be3 Nf6

8 a3!?

Probably better than 8 h3
Bxc3+ 9 bxce3 Ned, and White
is in quite a bind, 10 0-0-0
failing to 10 ... Qa3+ 11 Kbl
Nxc3+ 12 Nxc3 Qb4+ etc.
(ECO).

8 ... Bxe3+
9 bxc3 Ned

9 ... Bg4 10 Qg3 does not
achieve much.

10 QhS!  Be6

Biyiasis—Watson, Vancouver
1977. After 11 f3 g6 12 Qhé6
Nd6 13 Ng3 0-0-0 14 Kf2 f6 15
Bd2 Na$5 F, Black had a nice
positional edge.

7.62

5 Bd3

The obvious developing
move, but Black can bring his
pieces out very efficiently.

5. Ncé
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6 Ne2

(a) Recently 6 a3!? has been
played a few times, e.g.

6 ... Bxc3+ (6 ... Be7 is pass- -

ive, if equal) 7 bxc3 Nge7 (or
7 ... Nf6!? — stopping Qh5 —
8 BgS Qe7+ 9 Ne2 Bd7 10 0-0
h6 11 Bf4 0-0-0 with fair pros-
pects, Miles—Short, British Ch
1979) 8 Qh5!? Be6! (8 ... 26?7 9
Qf3! £) 9 Ne2 Qd7 10 Ng3 (10
0-0 Bf5 + Uhlmann) 10 ...
0-0-0110-0 Rde8 12 a4 g6 13
Qf3 h5 14 h4 Nf5! 15 BgS (15
Nxf5 Bxf5 16 Bxf5 Oxf5! 17
Oxf5 gxf5 +) 15 ... Rhi8 16 Bf6
Nxg3 17 fxg3 Bg4 18 Qf2 Re6!
19 Rabl (19 Bg7? Rfe8 20
Qxf7? Rée7) 19 ... Rfe8 20 c4
Be2 + Casper—Uhlmann, Leip-
zig 1982.

(b) 6 Nf3 Bg4 7 Be3 Nf6 and
a good light-square example
was Belenzon-Watson, Phoe-
nix 1976: 8§ a3? Bxc3+ 9 bxc3

Na$! 10 h3 Bh5 11 g4(?) Bg6 12
NeS Ned! 13 ¢4 (13 h4 Nc4!l)
13 ... Nxc4 14 Nxc4 dxc4 15
Bxc4 Qf6! (threatening ... Qc6
and ... 0-0-0) 16 Rb1?? Nc3
0-1.

(c) 6 Be3 can be answered by
6 ... Nf6 (since 7 Bg$ is not an
option) or by 6 ... Nge7 7 Qf3
Be6 = Kozomera—-Duckstein,
Sarajevo 1967.

6 ... Nge?
7 0-0

7 Bg5 £6 8 Bf4 Bf5 (8 ... Bg4!
looks more pointed) 9 0-0
Bxc3!? (9...0-0 =) 10 bxc3
Bxd3 11 Qxd3!? Na5(?) 12
Qg3! NfS 13 Qh3 Sliwa-Bot-
vinnik, Moscow 1956, and
13 ... Ne7 trying to repeat was
best.

T ... Bgd

Most interesting, although
7 ... Bf5 is considered quite
fevel, e.g. 8 Ng3 Bxd3 9 Qxd3
Bxc3 (or9 ... Qd7) 10 Oxc3 (10
bxc3 (0-0 11 Ba3 NaS or

1...Re8 =) 10...0-0 11
Bg5?! 16 12 Bd2 Qd6! 13 Qd3 £5
14 Rfel f4 ¥ O’Siochru-Moles,
Cork 1971.

8 f3 BfS

8 ... Beb6 is also playable.
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9 Rel

Or 9 Bf4 Bxc3 10 bxc3 0-0 11
Ng3 Bxd3 12 ¢xd3: Szabo-
Geller, Géteborg 1955. After 9
Rel, Nogueiras—Sisniega,
Camaguey 1977 went 9 ... Qd7
10 a3 Bxc3 11 Nxc3 0-0 12 Be3
Rfe8 =. Blacks two knights
might prove more valuable than

White’s two bishops in such a
position.

4 exdS should not bother
Black. Indeed, probably for the
reasons outlined in Chapter 2
(The Exchange Variation),
Black’s successes outnumber
White’s in games which extend
beyond the opening moves.
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Now White’s first choice has
always been 5 a3, but these
alternatives are consistently
tried out: 8.1 5 Bd2; 8.2 5 dxc5;
8.3 5 Qg4.

For the last five years or so, 5
Qg4 has been more popular
than the other two moves, but
that is not to say fashion cannot
change. Note that alternatives
are hard to find, since 5 ... cxd4
threatens to break up White’s
centre. Nonetheless, it is re-

130

markable that 5 Nf3 is not even
mentioned in the major
sources. If 5 ... Ne7,6 a3 and 6
dxc5 transposes respectively to
the main line and to 9.2 below.
On 5...Nc6, 6 dxc5 again
transposes, this time to the
hypercritical 5 dxc5 Nc6 6 Nf3.
The only logical independent
move would be 5 ... cxd4,
when 6 Nxd4(?) Qc7! appar-
ently backfires, so White
should play 6 Oxd4, e.g.
6 ... Nc6 7 Bb5 (7 Qgd?! Nge7
is 5 Qg4 Ne7 6 dxc5 Nbc6 7 Nf3
below, but with White’s c-pawn
gone!) 7 ... Qa5 8 BdZ Ne7!
(8 ... Bxc3? 9 Bxc6+ favours
White) 9 Bxc6+ (9 a3 0-0!)
9..bxc6 (9...Nxc6 10 Qgd
0-0 11 0-0 with a3 or Bhé6 to
follow) and Black stands satis-
factorily with a strong centre
and two bishops, e.g. 10 0-0
0-0 11 a3 Bc5 12 Qg4 (12 b4
Bxd4 13 bxa5 Bxc3 +) 12 ...
Qc7.
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8.1

5 Bd2

White’s intentions are clear:
he avoids doubled pawns and
threatens 6 Nb5.

5 .. Ne7

The most ambitious. An al-
ternative equalizer is fairly
simple this time, so it goes in a
note: 5 ... Nc6 6 NbS (6 Qgd?!
Nge7 7 Qxg7 Rg8 8 Qxh7 cxd4
9 Nb5 Bxd2+ 10 Kxd2 Nxe5 F
Haag; 6 Nf3 cxd4 7 Nb5 Bc5! 8
a3 Nge7 —or 8 ... a6 9 b4 Be7
= — 9 b4 Bb6 10 Bd3 — 10
Nd6+? Kf8 intending ... Bc7 -
10 ... Ng6 11 Qe2 Bc7! 12 BgS
Qd7 13 Bxg6 Christoffel-Bot-
vinnik, Groningen 1946, and,
as so often, 13 ... fxg6! would
give Black a fine game —
Keres) 6 ... Bxd2+ 7 Qxd2
Nxd4 8 Nxd4 (8 Nd6+ Kf8 9
0-0-0 Nh6! 10 Bd3 5 F or
10 ...f6 +) 8 ... cxd4 9 Nf3 (9
Qxd4 Ne7 10 Nf3 transposes; 9
f4 Ne7 10 Nf3 0-0 11 Nxd4 f6
=,orhere9 ... Qb6!? 10 0-0-0
Ne7 11 Nf3 Bd7 12 Nxd4 0-0 =
intending ... Rac8 and/or ...f6)
9 ... Ne7 10 Qxd4 (10 Bd3 Nc6
11 0-0 Bd7!? 12 b4 6 13 exf6
Qxf6 14 b5 Ne7 15 Nxd4 0-0; or

here 11 ... Qb6or11 ... Qc7—
Moles and Wicker; 10 Nxd4
Nc6 11 Bb5S Qc7 12 f4 Bd7 13
Qc3 Rc8 = Moles and Wicker)
10 ... 0-0 11 Bd3 Nc6 12 Qe3
(12 Qg4? £5! + Steiner—Szabo,
Budapest 1948) 12 ... £5 13 0-0
Bd7 (=) 14 c4!? f4 15 Qe2 Qe8!
16 Rdel QhS, with dynamic
equality, Fuchs—Franz, Kiel-
baum 1958.
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After 5 ... Ne7, White has
two approaches: 8.11 6 a3; 8.12
6 Nbs.

(a) 6 Nf3 cxd4 7 NbS trans-
poses to 6 Nb5, but Black also
has 6 ... Nbc6 7 dxc5 Ng6!? (or
7 ... 0-0 8 Bd3 f6!) 8 Bb5 Bxc5
9 h4(?) f6 F Lee—Short, British
Ch 1977, e.g. 10 exf6 Qxf6 11
Bg5 Qf5! 12 Bd3 Qg4 etc.

(b) 6 dxc5 Nbc6 7 Qg4 0-0 8
0-0-0 or 8 Nf3 is a direct
transposition to 5 Qg4.
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8.11

6 a3 Bxc3
7 Bxc3

7 bxc3 is inconsistent, as the
bishop has gone to d2 for no
reason, e.g. 7 ... Nbc6 8 Qgd
0-0 9 Nf3 f6 + Steiner-Elis-
kases, 1933, or here 8 Nf3 Qc7
9 Bd3 Bd7 10 0-0 c4 (or

0 ... f6) 11 Be2 f6 +; compare
the main lines of Chapter 10.

7. Nbc6

Most direct, aithough 7 ... b6
is also well established: 8 b4 (8
Qg4 0-0! 9 Nf3 Bab =; 8 Nf3
Ba6 9 Bxa6 Nxa6 =, e.g. 100-0
Nb8!? 11 b4 Nd7 12 Qe2 0-0 13
Bb2 Qc7 + Sydor-Marsalek,
Polish Ch 1972) 8...Qc7 9
N131? (9 bxc5 bxceS 10 dxc5 Nd7
11 Nf3 Nxc5 12 Bb4 0-0, at
least =, Wittkowski—Pietzsch,
Warsaw 1959) 9 ... cxb4 10
Bxb4 Ba6 11 Bd3 Bxd3 12 Qxd3
(12 cxd3? Nbc6 13 Rel Qd7 14
Bdé 0-0 + Pachman-Uhl-
mann, Dresden 1957) 12 ...
Nbcé 13 Bd6 Qd7 14 a4 Na$ 15
Nd2 Rc8 16 0--0 0-0, lightly +
(due to the pawn structure and
... Nc4)  Sanguinetti-Fuchs,
Munich 1958.

8 Nf3 cxd4
9 Bxdd4
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9 Nxd4!? leads to the com-
plex line 9 ... Nxe5 10 Nxeb
Bxe6 11 Bxe3 0-0
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Biack has a lead in develop-
ment: 12 Bd3 (12 Be2 Nc6 13
Bg3 Of6 14 ¢3 d4! Moles and
Wicker) 12 ... Nc6 13 Bg3 Qf6
14 0-0!? (14 3 d4 Moles and
Wicker; but perhaps 14 ...
a5(!) is better, e.g. 15 ad d4

“ete.) 14 ... Oxb2 15 Rbl Qxal

16 Rxb7 Rfe8!? 17 QhS (Better
than 17 Rel? Re7! 18 Re3 Qa2
F Tringov-Uhlmann, Skopje
1972) 17 ... h6 18 f4 Re7 19
Rb3 (? 19 Rxe7 Qxe7 20 {5 Bd7
21 6 Qe3+ 22 Kh1 Qg5 23 Of3
Be6 etc.) 19 ... Qc5+ 20 Bf2
Qdé6 21 £5 Bd7 ¥ Obukhovsky~
Hasin, USSR 1973.

9 .. NfS

Or 9... Nxd4 10 Qxdd4 Ncb
11 Qg 0-0 =.
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But 9 ... NfS is more inter-
esting: 10 ¢3 Bd7 (10 ... Ncxd4
11 cxd4 Qb6 12 Qd2 Bd7 in-
tending ... Bb5 — Schwarz) 11
Be2 Rc8!?7 (11 ... Nexd4 12
cxd4 Qb6 =, as in the last note;
or 11 ... Nfxd4 12 cxd4 Qb6 13
b4 Ne7 14 0-0 0-0 15 Qd2 Bb5
=, intending ... Rfc8-c4,
Estrin—Doroskevich, Polanica
Zdroj 1971) 12 0-0 0-0 13
Qd2!? Nfxd4 14 cxd4 NaS!
Savon-Hort, Skopje 1968.

8.12

6 Nb3S Bxd2+
7 Qxd2 0-0
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White’s hope is to secure his
centre and the advantages of
space and better bishop. But his
development has not been
speedy and the centre can be
subjected to considerable press-

ure from ... Nf5 and ... f6. In-
deed, White has to be careful
just to maintain a balance in the
position. Here are the tries:
8.121 8§ c3; 8.122 8 f4; 8.123 §
dxcS; 8.124 8 Nf3.

Not 8 Nd6? cxd4 9 Nf3 Nbcb -
10 Nxc8 (10 Nxd4 f6! +
Schwarz, although 10 ... Nxe$
is clear enough) 10 ... Rxc8 11
Bd3 {6 (simplest) +

8.121

8 ¢3 Nbc6

Or “8 ... a6! 9 Na3 Qb6 un-
clear” (Farago).

9 Nf3!

Otherwise the centre is col-
lapsing, e.g. 9 Nd6? 16! or 9 47!
cxd4 10 cxd4 (10 Nxd4 f6! +)
10 ... Nf5 (10 ... Qb6 11 Nf3
Bd7!? 12 Nc3 Nf5 13 Na4!?) 11
Nf3 f6! 12 Bd3 a6 13 Bxf5 axb5!
14 Bd3 Qa5 (“¥” ECO) 15
Qxa5 (15 Ke2 fxe5 16 OxasS —
16 fxe5 Nxd4!+ — 16 ... Rxa5
17 fxeS Bd7 18 a3 Rfa8 +
Kuneth-Oppenreider, corres
1951) 15 ... Rxa$ 16 Kd2 Bd7!?
(16 .. fxeS) 17 a3 Rfa8 18 Racl
b4 19 axb4 Ra4 20 b5 Nxd4 F
Lilienthal-Mikenas, USSR
1940.

9 ... ab
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9 ... f6is about as good after 10
exf6 Rxf6 11 Be2.

10 Na3!

Clearly better than 10 Nd6?
cxd4 11 cxd4 6 12 Nxe8 (or 12
Bd3 fxe5 13 NxcB Rxc8 14 dxe5
Qe8 15 0-0 Ngb 16 Rfel Rx{3!
17 gxf3 Nh4 18 Qf4 QhS +
Poletayev-Sokolsky, corres
1950-1) 12 ... Rxc8 13 exf6
Rxf6 14 Bd3?! Qdé6 15 0-0 Rcf§
16 Rael?! Rh6 17 h3 Rxf3 +
Wagner-Mainz, corres 1959.

10 ... cxd4

11 cxdd Nf5
Or 11 ... f6 =. After 11 ...
Nis, Stolz-Troianescu,

Bucharest 1953 went 12 Nc2
Qb6 13 b3 Kh8!? (13 ... f6(!)
and 13 ... Bd7 are the ways to
play for advantage) 14 g4?! (14
Be2 =) 14 ... Nfe7 15 Bd3 6!
and Black had the advantage.

The ineffectiveness of 8 ¢3 is
demonstrated by the many pit-
falls White must avoid, and by
his failure to clearly equalize
even with perfect play.

8.122
8 42!

A move queried by most
sources, and if playable, only
barely so.

8 ... a6

Simplest, although 8 ... Qb6
and even 8 ... cxd4 are fully
equal.
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9 Ndé6

Putting White in trouble, but
the other move, 9 Nc3!?, look-
ed anything but effective in
Kupreichik—Farago, Polanica
Zdroj 1981: 9 ... cxd4 10 Ne2
Nbe6 11 Nf3 Nf5!? 12 0-0-0
Ne3 13 Rel Nc4 14 Qd3 Qa5!?
15 Kbl Qb4! 16 b3 Na3+ 17
Kal Qa5 18 c3 dxc3 19 Ng$5 g6
20 Qh3 h5 21 Rel d4?
(21 ... Nb4! 22 Nxc3 Nb5s +
Kupreichik) 22 Ng3 {57! 23
Nxh5 gxh5 24 Qxh5S Qc7 25 h4
with an incredibly complicated
position which turned out about
equal (although White won).
Aside from the game continu-
ation with 21 ... Nb4!, 11 ... f6
and 14 ... {6 both look strong.
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9 ... cxd4
10 Nf3 Nbcé
11 Bd3

11 0-0-0 f6 12 Nxc8 Rxc8 13
exf6 Rxf6 + Bogdanovic-Iv-
kov, Sarajevo 1963, since 14
Nxd4 Nxd4 15 Qxd4 Qc7 wins
the critical f-pawn. 11 Nxd4
Nxd4 12 Qxd4 6 is not much
better.

| § fo
12 -0 Bd7

Or 12 ... fxe5 13 fxe5 Rxf3!
14 Rxf3 Nxe5 15 Rh3 Qxdé6 +
Janosevic—Marovic, Vrsac
1977. After 12 ... Bd7, Gas-
anov-Bagirov, Azerbaidzhan
1960, went 13 Qf2 Be8 (or
13...Nc8 14 Qh4 h6 +
Schmid) 14 Nxe8 Qxe8 15 Nxd4
Nxd4 16 Qxd4 Nc6 17 Qb6 fxe5
18 fxe5 Qd7 19 Rfel Rf4 +.

8.123
8 dxc5

In some ways the best idea:
since White has not the re-
sources to defend pawns on
both d4 and €5, he concentrates
on e5 and clears an active
square on d4 for his knight. The
drawback is further loss of
time.

8 ... Nd7!

135

Leading to at least equality.
8 ... Nbc6!? is interesting, al-
though not convincing, with the
gambit line 9 Nf3 b6!? 10 cxbé
(10 Qc3 Rb8) 10 ... Qxb6 11
0-0-0! (11 Qc3 Rb8 12 b3 {6!?,
or 12 ... Ba6 13 a4 Rfc8 14 Nd6
Rc7; 11 Bd3? Ng6! 12 Qe3
Ngxe5 13 Nxe5 Qxe3+ 14 fxe3
Nxe5 ¥ Brown—Watson, New
York 1979) 11 ... Rb8 12 b3
Qc5 13 Nbd4 a5 14 Kbl a4 15
Bd3 h6 (“unclear” ECO; per-
haps I) Spassky-Bronstein,
USSR Ch 1957.

9 £4!?

9 Qc3 a6 (or perhaps
9 ... Nc6!? 10 Nf3 f6 11 exf6
Qxf6! 12 Oxf6 Rxf6 13 a3 Nxc5
= Enevoldsen-Unzicker,
Travemiinde 1950) 10 Nd6 Qc7
11 Nf3 (11 b4?aSor 11 ... b6 +
Moles and Wicker) 11 ... Qxc5
12 QxcS5 Nxc5 13 Bd3 Nc6 14
0-0 Rd8, at least =, Bogolju-
bov—Berger, 1927.

9 Nf3 (best?) is unmentioned
anywhere, presumably because
9 ... Nxc5 equalizes so easily.

9 .. Nxe$§
(see following diagram)
10 Bd3

An improvement over 10
Nd6? 6 11 Qe3? Qa5+!12 Qd2
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Nc6 + Janosevic-Ivkov, Bel-
grade 1969. Ivkov suggests 10
Nf3, but as Moles and Wicker
say, that is hard to believe after
simply 10 ... Ne4, when the
queen does not have many
squares, and ... Qb6 and/or
.. f6 are coming.

After 10 Bd3, Moles and

Wicker suggest 10...f6 or

0 ... Qb6 11 0-0-0 Nc6 “with
good play”. Combining plans
may be best, i.e. 10 ... Qb6 11
0-0-0 f6!.

At any rate, 8 dxc5 seems to
leave White struggling to hold
his game together, and offers
practically no chances for ad-
vantage.

8.124

8 Nf3

Common sense develop-
ment, although White cannot

8 .. a6(!)

8 ... cxd4 is less active, e.g. 9
Nbxd4 (9 Bd3 Nbc6 10 N5xd4
f6! = or 9 0-0-0 Nbco 10 Bd3
f6 =) 9 ... Nbc6 10 Bd3 Nxd4
(10 ... f6!7) 11 Nxd4 Qc7 12
Qe3 Nc6 = Stoltz—Ekstrom,
Zaastreek 1946.

9 Nc3

9 Nd6 cxd4 10 Nxd4 Nbc 11
£4 f6! (ECO).

9 ... cxd4!?

9 ... Nbeo(!) is attractive,
with the idea 10 dxc5 Ng6 and
White cannot hold his centre.
So even 8 Nf3 does not assure
White a draw, which would
perhaps be the proper result
from the text move.

10 Nxd4 Nbc6
11 4 Nxd4

Omari-Golz, Leipzig 1960.
Equal, to all appearances, e.g.
12 Qxd4 Nc6 13 Qd2 16 14 exf6
Qxf6 15 g3 Bd7, and instead of
16 0-0-07! Be8 17 Bd3 Nb4! +,
16 Bg2! Rac8 17 0-0 Qd4+! =
is a possible order.

The more one looks at it, the
less 5 Bd2 ¢5 6 NbS impresses,
since White just does not seem
to have time to shore up his
centre.
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8.2

5 dxc5

This can devolve into a two-
fisted struggle between White’s
active pieces and Black’s extra
pawns. We shall show one risky
and one safe response: 8.21
5... Ncb; 8.22 5 ... Ne7.

8.21

5 ... Ncé6

Black can get the position he
is aiming for by 5 ... Ne7 first,
but this order is more forcing,
and offers an interesting 6th-
move alternative.

6 Nf3

6 Qg4!? Ne7 transposes to 5
Qg4 below, and 6 Bf4(?) d4 7
a3 Ba5 8 b4 Nxb4 etc. is just
bad for White.

(see following diagram)
6 .. Nge7

Very attractive here is
6...Qc7 (or 5...Qc7 6 Nf3
Nc6) 7 Bf4 (The book move,
although 7 Bd2!? is interesting.
Black should avoid 7 ... Nxe5?!
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8 NbS! and try 7 ... Bxc5, so
that if 8 NbS, 8 ... Qb8 9 Bf4
Bd7, or here §... Qd8) 7 ...
Nge7 8 Be2 (Again “book™.
Here 8 a3!? Bxc3+ 9 bxc3 is
unclear after either 9 ... Qa5 or
9 ... Ng6 10 Bg3 h5!? intending
11 h4 Ngxe5, oreven 9 ... f6!7.
On the other hand, 8 Bd3? d4 9
a3 seems wrong on two ac-
counts: 9 ... BaS 10 b4 Nxb4
etc. and 9 ... dxc3 10 axb4 cxb2
11 Rbl NdS etc.) 8...f6 (!
Theory gives 8 ...a6 9 0-0
Bxc5 10 Bd3 £ and 8 ... Ng6 9
Bg3 f) 9 exf6 Qxfd4 10 fxe7
BxcS with what looks like good
play.

I do not see anything wrong
with this line, which perhaps
underscores the general harm-
lessness of 5 dxc5.

7 Bd3!?

A speculative gambit se-
quence, but 7 Bb5 0-0 and 7
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Bd2 Ng6 8 Nb5 Bxd2+ 9 Qxd2
0—0 are harmless at best.

7 .. d4

Again, 7 ... Qc7!? should be
considered, in view of 8 Bf4
d4!, 8 Bd2 Nxe5, or 8 0-0 Bxc3
9 bxc3 NxeS, although in this
line 10 NxeS Qxe5 11 Be3!7 is
interesting.

8 a3 Bas
9 b4 Nxb4
10 axh4 Bxb4
11 0-0

Forced, since 11 Bb5+ Bd7!
12 Qxd4 Bxc3+ 13 Qxc3 Bxb5
14 Nd4 Ba6 is good for Black
(several commentators). Now
White gets considerable press-
ure for his pawn, primarily be-
cause of threats to transfer a
knight to d6 via d2 or g5 and e4.

11 ... Bxc3
12 Rbl

The key position. Black has
two attractive courses:

(a) 12 ... h6 13 Nd2! (13 Nh4
Qd5! 14 4 Bd7 15 5 exf5 16
Bxf5 Zinser—Ackerman, corres
1964, and now 16 ... Bxf5! 17
Nxf5 Nxf5S 18 Rxf5 0-0-0 19
Qg4 Qe6 “leaves White struggl-
ing” -— Moles and Wicker)

3 ... Bxd2 14 Bxd2 Bd7! 15
Qg4 (15 Rxb7 Bc6 16 Rb4 Qd5
and ... Qxe5 +) 15 ... Bc6 16
Rb4 QdS 17 Rxd4 Qxe5 18 Rel
(Honfi-Farago, Hungarian Ch
1974) 18 ... Qf6 19 Bc3 Qg5 20
h4! (Rizzitano) 20 ... Qxgd4 21
Rxg4 0-0-0! 22 Rxg7! Rhg8 =.

(b) 12 ... Qc7 is at least play-
able, too, e.g. 13 Bf4 h6, and if
White plays the normal 14 Nd2,
then 14 ... Bxd2 forces 15 Qxd2
(else the e-pawn hangs), which
is undesirable (compare (a)).
So 13 Qe2 h6 14 Nd2 Bxd2 15
Bxd2 is probably best, with
15 ... Bd7 unclear.

If none of this appeals,
6 ... Qc7!? should be exam-
ined.

8.22

5 ... Ne7

A very solid solution, intend-
ing ... Nd7, ... Nxc5 etc., with
possible harassment of the e-
pawn.
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6 Nf3

6 Qg4 transposes t0 8.3 5 Qg4
below.

6 .. Nd7
6 ... Nbcb is 8.21 again.
7 Bd3!?

7 Bf4 Bxc3+ (7 ... Nxc5 8
Qd4!? Qa5 9 Bd2 NfS 10 Qf4 is
complex) 8 bxc3 Nxc5 =. 7 Qd4
Bxc58 Qg4 Ngbor 8 ... 0-0 =,

7 .. Qc7

Orjust7 ... Nxc5 =. There is
little evidence to go on here to
decide, for example, whether
the trade-off of ... Qc7 for Bf4
favours White or Black.

8 Bf4

A wilder continuation is 8
0-0 Bxc3 9 bxc3 Nxc5 and now
10 Be3 Nxd3 11 cxd3 0-0
(ECO), or 10 Ba3!? Bd7 11
Rb1!? (11 Nd4 a6 12 f4 Na4
unclear) 11 ... b6 12 Rel Rc8!
13 Bf1 Stein-Bronstein, Mos-
cow 1964; 13 ..0-0 (=;
Euwe). Or perhaps here 13 ...
Na4!?, e.g. 14 Qcl! Nxc3! (15
Bd6 Qb7 16 Bd3!? Nxb1 17 Qg5
Be6! 18 Ba6 h6! 19 Qxg7 Rg8 20
Qf6 Rg6! etc.).

8 ... Nxc5
9 0-0 Bxc3

And Black equalizes after 10
bxc3 by 10 ... Bd7 or the im-

mediate 10 ... Nxd3 11 cxd3
0-0 12 Rcl Bd7 13 ¢4 Gheor-
ghiu—Just, Skopje 1972, and
here 13 ... dxc4 14 Rxcd Qa5 is
at least equal, intending ... Nd5
and an eventual queenside ad-
vance.

5 dxc5 has not been seen of
late, probably in despair of im-
proving much on lines such as
those above.

8.3

5 Qg4

An aggressive, development-
conscious sortie, more pointed
(and more popular) than 5 Bd2
or 5 dxc5. Of course the move
does neglect protection of d4,
at least temporarily, and there-
in lies Black’s counterplay.

5 ... Ne7
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Now comes a fork in the
road, although one line may
lead to the other: 8.31 6 dxcS5;
8.32 6 Nf3.

What else? 6 Bd2? cxd4 7
Qxd4 Nbcb is bad and 6 Qxg7?!
fails to 6...Rg8 7 Qh6 (7
Qxh7? cxd4 8 a3 QaS!++,
since 9 Rbl dxc3 10 axb4 Qa2
wins) 7 ... cxd4 8 a3 Bxc3+
(Simplest, yet 8 ... BaS 9 b4
Bc7 10 Nb5 a6! favours Black
too) 9 bxc3 Qc7 10 Ne2 dxc3 11
f4 Bd7 12 Rbl Nbe6 13 Ng3
0-0~0 14 Bd3 Nd4 15 QhS Qc5
+ Sigurjonsson—Uhlmann,
Hastings 1975/6.

The most complicated vari-
ant is 6 a3(?) Qa5 (!
6 ... Bxc3+ would be the main
line with 7 Qg4 — see Chapter
9), which is held to be practic-
ally winning for Black:

(a) 7 Ne2 cxd4 8 axb4 Qxal 9
Nb5 0-0! 10 Nc¢7 Nbc6 11 Nxa8
Bd7 12 Kd1 d3! 13 cxd3 Qa4+
14 Kd2 Nxb4 0-1 Engholm-
Freyer, corres 1968.

(b) 7 axb4 Qxal 8 Kd1 cxd4 9
NbS 0-0! 10 Nf3 (10 Nc7 Bd7!
11 Nxa8 Na6 + Korchnoi)
0 ... Nbc6t 11 Bd3 Ngb6 12 Rel
Nxb4 F+  Jansa-Korchnoi,
Luhacovice 1969.

(c) 7 Bd2 (best) 7 ... cxd4 8
axb4 Qzxal+ 9 Ndl and
9 ... Nf5! (Moles) or 9 ... Nbcé
10 Nf3 Bd7 11 Qxg7 Rg8 12
Qxh7 a6 + intending ... 0-0-0

(Uhlmann) gives Black the ad-
vantage.

8.31

6 dxc5

Attacking b4 and beginning a
fight for control of d4 with
pieces.

6 ... Nbc6

6 ... d4!7 7 a3 Qa5 8 Rbl!is
not worth it in view of Black’s
options, e.g. if he wants some-
thing wilder than the text, he
can try 6 ... Bxc3+ 7 bxe3 Qc7
(or 7 ... Nd7 8 Nf3 Qc7, trans-
posing) 8 Nf3 (8 Oxg7 Rg8 9
Qxh7 Nd7 10 Ne2 Nxe5, at least
equal, Duckstein—Uhlmann,
Wageningen 1957) 8 ... Nd7 9
Qxg7 Rg8 10 Qxh7 Nxe5 and
now:

(a) 11 Be3!? Ng4 12 BbS+
Bd7 13 Bxd7+ Kxd7! +
Husak—Smith, corres 1962.

(b) 11 Nxe5 QxeS5+ 12 Kdl
Bd7!? (12 ... Rh8! 13 Qd3
Rxh2 F) 13 Qd3 Nt5 14 Rbl
Bce6 15 Rb4 0-0-0 16 Bf4 Qf6
17 Bd6 5 18 Qh3! Rh8 19 Qg4
= Boskovic-Watson, New
York 1977.

(c) 11 Nd4!? Qxc5 12 Bd2
Nc4!? (12 ... Bd7Y) 13 f4 Bd7
14 Bxc4 dxcd 15 Qed 0-0-0 16
g3 Rg4 17 Rbl NdS unclear,
Verber—Kus, Chicago 1982.
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(d) 11 Qh5!? Nxf3+ (11 ..
Ngd4!? would be enterprising)
12 Qxf3 Bd7 and Black has lots
of play, but this may be the
critical line.

6 ... Bxc3+ throws into some
question the efficacy of 6 dxc5,
even should White improve
upon the main line which fol-
lows,

7 Bd2

7 Nf3!? was considered re-
futed a few years back, but
there is more to say about it
now:
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7...d4 (7..0-0 8 Bd3!1?
intending 8 ... Ng6? 9 QhS5! or
8 ... Nf5 9 Bd2 is uncomfor-
table) 8 BbS (8 a3? Qas ¥F)
8 ... Qa5!? (8 ... Kf8!? — see
the next paragraph) 9 Bxc6+
bxc6 (9 ... Nxc6? 10 Oxg7 Rf8
11 Bh6! Bxc5 12 0-0-0 dxc3 13
Rd6! ++ Sokolov-Starastin,

Gorky 1962) 10 Qxd4 (10
Qxg7?? Rg8 11 Qxh7 Baé! 12
Ng5 Bxc3+ 13 Kdi 0-0-0 14
Nxf7 d3! 0-1 Aarseth—Rittner,
corres 1966-71; in view of 15
Ndé6+ Rxd6 and ... Qad) 10 ...
Nf5 11 Qc4! (11 Qe4?? Bxc3+
12 bxc3 Qxc3+ 13 Kdl Rb8!
++ and 11 Qd2?7 Ba6 12 Nd4
0-0-0 13 Nb3 Rxd2 14 Nxas
Re2+ 15 Kd1 Rd8+ 0-1 were
two correspondence games,
which does not say much for the
subtlety of chess by maill)
11 ... Ba6 12 Qb3 Qb5 13 Kdl
(13 Bd2?? Bxc3 14 Qxbs
Bxd2+ was — you guessed it!
— another correspondence
game) 13 ... Oxc5 14 Bd2 Bced
(= this is very hard to improve
upon, e.g. 14 ... Qxf2 15 Oxb4
Qxg2 16 Rel Qxf3+ 17 Kcl =
or 14 ... 0-0-0 15 Kel, at least
=) 15 Qad (15 Ned4? Bxb3 16
Nxc5 Bxc5 17 axb3 Bxf2 +
Banas) 15 ... Bxc3 16 Bxc3 00
(16 ... Bd5!? is a thought) 17
Nd2 Rfd8 18 Kcl Banas-
Prandstetter, Czechoslovakian
Ch 1978, and instead of
18 ... Bd5 19 Qf4 Bxg2 20 Rgl
Bd5 21 Nb3 Qc4 22 Qxc4 Va-122,
18 ... Bb5!? intending 19 Qf4
Nd4 20 Bxd4 Rxd4 (21 Qe3
Qd5) would be a way to try for
more.

Also worth mentioning here
is 8 ... Kf8!7, an attempt to win
material without the problem of
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Bh6 which ... 0—-0 would incur.
Then Banas gives 9 Bxcé
Nxc6 10 a3 Qa5 11 Rbl “un-
clear”, which may be forced
unless White can justify 11 axb4
Qxal 12 0-0!? dxc3 13 Bhé
Qxfl1+ or {better, if still specu-
lative) 12 Ne2 Nxb4 13 0-0.
After 11 Rbl, play might go
1 ... dxc3 12 b3! (12 0-0? cxb2

or 12 axb4 Qa2 is a tempo .

worse than this) 12 ... Qa6!7? 13
axb4 Qa2 14 0-0 Oxbl 15 Bho
Qxfl+ 16 Kxfl gxh6 17 Qh4
with an odd position which
pretty much defies analysis
(mine, anyway).

7 .. 0-0

In general, White’s Bd2 en-
courages ... 0-0, since the ag-
gressive moves Bg5 and Bhé
are only playable at loss of
tempo. Fairly similar is 7 ...
Ng6 8 Nf3 -0 (or 8 ... Bxc5 9
Bd3 Bd7 10 0-0 Nb4 = Keller—
Hug, Zurich 1975) 9 0-0-0 {5
10 exf6 Qxf6 11 Qg3 BxcS =
Vasyukov—-Kuzmin, USSR Ch
1974.

8 Nf3

(a) 8 0-0-0 is given “!” in
some sources. This line could
come from 5 Bd2 Ne7 6 dxc5
Nbcé 7 Qg4 0-0 8 0-0-0, too.
Black can play 8 ... Bxc5!1? 9
Nf3 Ng6 10 QhS5 16 11 exf6 gxf6
with equal prospects, as in Iv-

kov—-Uhlmann,  Wageningen
1957, or perhaps 8 ... Qal
(threatening 9 ... Nxe5) 9 a3
Bxc3 10 Bxc3 QxcS intending
.. Nf5, although that is un-
clear. A third move is untested,
but looks quite thematic: § ...
5(1), e.g. 9 exf6 Rxf6 and now
the only worry looks to be 10
Bd3 e5 11 Qh4 (11 QhS hé!),
but then 11 ... NfS! 12 BxfS
BxfS 13 Bg5 Bxc3 14 Bxf6 gxf6
seems to at least give good
counterplay after 15 bxc3 Qa5!.

(b) 8 47! is too slow, as
illustrated by Nash-Watson,
Columbus 1977: 8 ... f5! (8 ...
617 9 0-0-0!7 or 9 Nf3) 9 exf6
(else ... d4 and ... Qd5 etc.)
9 ... Rxf6 10 Qe2 Ng6 11 Nh3
e5! 12 fxe5 Ngxe5 13 Bg5 Bxh3
14 Bxf6 Qxf6 15 gxh3 d4 ++.

(c) A similar idea to 8 0-0-0
is 8 Bd3, as in Block—Leroy,
corres 1969, but after 8 ... {5 9
exf6 Rxf6 10 0-0-0, 10 ... eS(!)
would transpose to (a), instead
of 10 ... Qa5?! 11 QhS g6 12
Qh4 Rf7 13 Nf3 Qxc5 14 Rfel
with excellent chances for
White.

8 ... 5!
(see following diagram)

The key to Black’s counter-
play, both preparing ... d4
(without the response Ned
being possible) and denying
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White the attacking chances
associated with Bd3. Again
8..67 9 0-0-0! favours
White (Bronstein—-Schmid,
Vienna 1957).

9 Qh4
(a) 9 exf6 would be more
consistent, but then ...e5

comes too quickly, e.g. 9 ...
Rxf6 16 0-0-0 (what else?)
10 ... e5 11 QhS Rf5! 12 Qh4
Bxc3! 13 bxc3 (13 Bxc3 Rf4!
Uhlmann; then 14 Qg3 Rg4 15
Qh3 Ngb 16 g3 Rd4 is a possible
follow-up) 13 ... Qas +
Pietzsch—Uhlmann, East Ger-
man Ch 1963.
(b)90g3d4(or9 ... Ngb6 10
Bd3!? d4 11 NbS Bxd2+ F
Strenzwitk—-Bradford, St. Paul
1982) 10 Nbl (10 Nb5? Bxd2+
11 Kxd2 — 11 Nxd2 f4 —
11 ... a6 12 Nd6 Qa5+ 13 Kd1
QxcS5 + Jansa-Pietzsch, Bad
Liebenstein 1963} 10 ... BxcS

and Black has the better game
with moves like ... Ng6 (threa-
tening ... f4) and ... Qb6 in the
air.

9 .. Ng6

The safest, although 9 ...
d4(!) 10 Ne2 Bxd2+ 11 Nxd2
Qd5 12 Nb3 Ngb is okay too.
Then Estrin—Rittner, corres
1965-6, went 13 Qg3? 4! 14
Qf3 Qxe5 15 0-0-0 Qg5! +,
but Schwarz’s “13 Qh3 £” does
not convince, e.g. 13 ... a5 (lor
13 ... Ngxe5!? 14 0-0-0 Ng4)
14 0-0-0 a4 or here 14 a4
Ngxe5 +.

10 QxdS8

10 Qh3? Ngxe5 11 Nxes
Nxe5 12 Qe3 Nc6 + Popovych—
Mednis, US Ch 1972.

10 ... Rxd8
11 Na4! Bd7

“="_according to analysis by
Mednis, who points out that
instead of 11 Na4, 11 a3 Bxc3
(or 11 ... Bxc5) 12 Bxc3 d4 is
F. After 11 ... Bd7, Black’s
centre pawns may actually
grant him some edge, according
to Moles and Wicker.

8.32

6 Nf3



144 Play the French

Superficially, this move
makes the most sense, since it
supports d4 and e5 while im-
proving White’s development.
Nevertheless, it allows Black
strong and immediate counter-
play in the centre and on the
queenside.

6 .. Nbc6!?

Certainly the most attractive
move on principle, but the al-
ternative 6 ... cxd4(!) is much
better than its reputation, and
may even be a refutation of 6
Nf3. After 7 Nxd4, there are
two ideas:
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(a) 7 ... Qc7!? 8 Bb5+! Nd7!
9 0-0 Grigorov-Lukov, Bul-
garia 1976, and now 9 ... 0-0(!)
10 Nxe6 fxe6 11 Qxb4 Nxe5
{(Minev) looks fine, or here 11
Bxd7 Bxd7 12 Qxb4 Nco6 13
Qd6 Oxd6 14 exd6 Nd4 15 Bg5
Nxc2 16 Racl Nbd with a fair
share of the play.

(b) But even more attractive
is 7 ... Ng6(!) 8 Nf31? (or 8
Bb5+ Bd7 9 0-0, but
9 ... Bxc3!? 10 bxc3 Qc7 11 Bd2
0-0 leaves White struggling,
and a recent game Murey-
Sigurjonsson, Brighton 1983,
went 9 ... 0-0! 10 Bd3 — 10
Nxe6? Bxc3! — 10 ... Nxe5 11
Bxh7+ Kxh7 12 Qh5+ Kg8 13
QxeS Nc6 +; Black’s bishops
and centre dominate) § ... Nc6
9 Bd2 (9 Bb5 Qas5) 9 ... d4 10
Ne4 Bxd2+ 11 Nexd2 Qas +
Kuzmin-Dolmatov, Minsk
1982. White needs improve-
ments badly here.

7 Bd2

(a) 7 Oxg7?! Rg8 8 Qhé
(forced; 8 Qxh7 cxd4 9 a3 QaS!
wins, since the bishop on ¢l is
unprotected) 8 ... cxd4 (“="
says ECO, enigmatically) 9 a3
Bxc3+!? (Or 9 ... Ba5(!) 10 b4
Bc7 F; but not 9 ... Qas5?! 10
axb4! Qxal 11 NbS with
threats) 10 bxc3 Qc7 11 cxd4!?
(The best practical try? Other-
wise White is a tempo down on
the main lines of Chapter 9)

1 ... Nxd4 12 Nxd4 Qc3+ 13
Qd2 Qxal 14 BbS+ (14 {4 Bd7
15 Nb5 Bxb5 16 Bxb5+ Ncb
and White lacks compensation)
14 ... Bd7 15 0-0 J. Little-
wood—-Morley, British Ch 1977.
“White should lose”, according
to Moles and Wicker, but they
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do not say how. Perhaps 15 ...
Rc8(!) 16 Qb4 Qc3 17 Bxd7+
Kxd7 18 Qxb7+ Rc7 19 QbS+
Nc6 is a fair sample continu-
ation.

(b) 7 BbS!? is a later, logical-
looking addition to White’s
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Now  Grigorov—-Marszalek,
Pazardzik 1978, continued 7 ...
cxd4i? 8 Nxd4 0-0 9 Nxcb
Bxc3+ 10 bxc3 bxe6 11 Bd3 (At
first sight 11 Bg5!? looks
strong, since 11 ... cxb5 12 Bf6
g6 13 Qg5 Re8 14 g4! wins; but

1 ... Qc7! seems to be a solu-
tion, based on the line 12 Bxe7
Qxe7 13 Bxc6 Qc5! 14 Bxa8
Qxc3+ and wins. 11 Bd3 is the
typical Winawer trade-off, giv-
ing White two bishops and
kingside space at the cost of
horrible queenside pawns).
Now, instead of 11 ... Qa57 12
Bd2 £5 13 exf6 Rxf6 14 Qh5 Ng6
15 c4! (as played), Marszalek

gives 11 ... 5 (“=") and 11 ...
Qc7!?. Both look sufficient,
e.g. 11 .. 5 12 exf6 Rxf6 13
Bg5 Rf7 14 Qh4 h6 intending
...e5, or 11 ... Qc7(1) 12 Bf4
Ng6 13 Bg3!? (13 QhS Ba#é! or
13 0-0 f5) 13 ...Nxe5 14
Bxh7+ Kxh7 15 QhS+ Kg8 16
Bxe5 Qe7 intending ... f6 and
.. es.

From the diagram, 7 ...
0-0!? also looks playable, e.g. 8
Bg5 (8 Bxc6 bxc6, so as to
answer Bh6 with ... Nf5)
8 ... Qa5! 9 0-0 Bxc3 10 Bxcé
Nf5! and Black’s queenside
play comes to the rescue, e.g.
11 bxc3 bxe6 12 Bd2 Qa4 13
R(either)cl f6 etc. A game
Hebden—Plaskett, London
1982 tested 7 ... 0-0, but with 8
0-017 cxd4 (8 ... Nxd4 is equal,
but dull) 9 Ne2 Qc7 (9... f5
looks good, too) 10 a3 Ba5 11
b4 Bb6 12 Bf4 (12 Bd3 f5!)
12 ... Ng6 13 Qh5 Nxf4 14 Nxf4
6 15 Bd3 (What else?) 15 ... g6
16 Bxg6, and now aside from
16 ... NxeS, as played, does not
16 ... fxe5 17 NgS5 Rxf4 18
Bxh7+ Kf8 lead to a win?

Finally, 7 ... Bxc3+ 8 bxc3
Qa5 is a straightforward de-
fence, after which Hebden—
Vaganian, Hastings 1982/83
continued 9 Bxc6+ bxc6 10 Bd2
(10 0-0!7) 10 ... Qad! 11 0-0
Nf5 12 Rfcl 0-0 =. At any rate,
Black can both defend and cre-
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ate counterchances against 7
BbS.

(c) 7 a3 is probably the main
alternative, when 7 ... Bxc3+ 8
bxc3 0-0 transposes to the
7 ...0-0 defence to 7 Qg4.
That is rather popular for Black
of late, but I will note two
alternatives, since they have
hardly been looked at.
7 ... Qa5!? 8 Bd2! (ideas like 8
axb4!? Qxal 9 Kd1 Nxd4(!) and
8 Ra2!? Bxc3+ 9 bxc3 cxd4 are
not convincing) 8§ ...cxd4 9
Nxd4 Nxd4 10 Qxd4 Nc6 11
Qg4 Bf8 12 Nb5 (12 0-0-0!?7)

2 ... Qd8 13 0-0-0! Nxe5? 14
Qg3 fo 15 f4 Murey-Tiller,
Randers 1982, and White has a
strong attack after 15 ... Nc6 16
5 e5 17 Qf3!, as in the game, or
after 15... Nf7 16 c4!. 13 ..
a6! would improve, however.

7 ... Bxc3+ 8 bxc3 Qc7!?is a
unique move order which could
transpose to the main line 7
Qg4 Qc7 of Chapter 9 after 9
Qxg7 Rg8 10 Qxh7 cxd4 11
Kd1!?, but White may be able
to do better with 11 Bf4, e.g.
11 ... Bd712 Bd3 0-0-0 13 Bg3
(13 0-0 £5!) 13 ... dxc3 14 0-0
(£7) Rauzer—Rabinovitch,
Leningrad 1936, although this is
still interesting. Instead of 9
Qxg7, Diaz—Vilela, Cuban Ch
1982, went 9 Bd2 0-0 10 Bd3 3
11 exf6 Rxf6 12 QhS g6!? with
approximate equality; here

12 ... h6 intending ... Bd7-e8
with ... ¢4 is also logical. Of
course those who do not want
to go into 7 a3 Bxc3+ should
also strongly consider the 6 ...
cxd4 option.

7 .. 0-0
8 Bd3 fs!
9 exf6 Rxf6

Note the similarity to vari-
ations with 5 a3 Bxc3+ 6 bxc3
Ne7 7 Qg4 0-0. Here White has
not expended a tempo on a3,
but the move Bd2 is not parti-
cularly useful, since the bishop
would rather go to g5 or h6 in
one jump, and the d4 square
has no pawn protection. For
now, 10 ... e5 is threatened.

10 Qh5 h6!?
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A move which has been pass-
ed over without comment, but
why not 10 ... g6(!), intending
to sacrifice on f3? For example:
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11 Qh4 Rxf3! 12 gxf3 Nxd4 13
Qg3 c4 or here 13 Qf6 Bd7 (or
3...0f8) 14 Bg5 (14 BhS
NefS) 14 ... Nec6 etc. Since 11
Qg5 Rxf3 does not appear to
improve in any meaningful
way, and 11 Qg4? or 11 Qh3?is
met by 11 ...e5, 11 Qhé is
probably best. But then
11 ... Rxf3 has some good
points anyway, e.g. 12 gxf3 c4
13 Be2 Nxd4 or even 13 ... Nf5
14 Qg5 Be7l etc. 11 ... Qf8 is
less interesting, but gives a
balanced endgame.

11 a3 Bas

Cleareris 11 ... Bxc3 12 bxc3
(12 Bxc3 cxd4 13 Nxd4 e5)
12 ... ¢4 13 Be2 Nf5 intending
... Ndé, e.g. 14 Ne5 Ndé6 15
Nxc6 bxe6 16 Bf3 e5! or 14 0-0
Ndé 15 Ne5 Ned with ... Rf5
and in some cases ...e5 to
follow.

The text is Sax—Nunn, Buda-
pest 1976, which continued 12
0-0-0 (12 dxc5?7 e5) 12 ..
cxdd!? (12 ... Nxd4(!) or 12 ...
c4 gives more winning chances)
13 Ne2 Bb6 14 h4!? (14 Bg5
hxg5 15 Qh7+ Kf8 16 Qh8+
Ng8 17 Bh7 leads to a forced

draw, according to analysis by
Byrne and Mednis) 14 ... Bd7
15 Bg5 Qe8! 16 Qgd4? (16
Oxe8+ and 17 Bxf6 is best,
when with best play the game is
equal — Byrne and Mednis)
16 ... €517 Qg3 Re6 +.

6 Nf3 gives Black particularly
dangerous counterplay. Note
especially the analysis of
6 ... cxd4(!), White’s 7th-move
options, and 10 ... g6 in the
main line. White has a long
ways to go to make this idea
playable again.

Of the three options dis-
cussed in this chapter, 5 Qg4
gives rise to the most complex
play, and in particular a type of
play where Black must face a
kingside attack. But due to the
unstable situation of the centre,
Black can defend the threats
against his monarch by appro-
priately energetic play versus
d4 and e5. Apparently the first
player simply lacks the lead in
development or the dominance
in the centre which would
justify his early flank excursion.
This provides the rationale be-
hind his main move, 5 a3, an
analysis of which follows.
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This aggressive queen sortie
introduces what may be the
quintessential Winawer line.
White tries to show that Black
has abandoned his kingside by
ceding the king’s bishop,
whereas the second player
counts on his structural advan-
tage and development to pro-
vide him counterchances. In the
late forties and early fifties, 7
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Qg4 was considered a complete
answer to 5 ... Bxc3+ and
6 ... Ne7. As time went on,
Black discovered resources
which had the effect of making
this (instead of e.g. 5 ... BaS)
the main line. In the early
sixties, and once more in the
mid-seventies, theory again
seemed to favour the White
pieces, but there always seemed
to be another way for Black to
arrange his forces to advantage.
Today the essential validity of
5 ... Bxc3+ has been estab-
lished, so that the positional
lines of Chapter 10 (and of
course 3 Nd2) are seen more
often at the highest levels of the
game. In subdued form, debate
continues over the ultimate
merits of White’s attack. But
for now, 7 Qg4 has become
relatively rare on the inter-
nattonal scene. I will be giving
only one main system against it
(the alternate Winawer System
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is analysed in Chapter 11) with,
however, numerous valid Black
alternatives in the notes.

7. Qc7

One can hardly recommend
7 ... 0-0 when the text is so
much fun! Why play the French
if not to grab the opportunities
to play its most interesting
lines? By the way, 7 ... cxd4 8
Qxg7 Rg8 9 Oxh7 Qc7 leads to
the same position, and here 8
cxd4 Qc79 Kd1 0-010Bd3 5 s
equal. Just in case the next note
does not appeal.

8 Qxg7

The only real option is 8
Bd3!?. Then play can go
8..cxd4(B... c49Be20-010
Nf3 Nbcé6 is solid and equal, as
in Sax—Farago, Romania 1982;
8 ... h5!1?7 9 Qxg7 Rg8 10 Qhb
cxd4 11 Ne2 was Velimirovic-
Uhlmann, Bern 1973, and here
Uhlmann gives 11 ... dxc3 as
unclear} 9 Ne2 dxc3 10 Qxg7
Rg8 and now:

(a) 11 Qh6!? has two an-
swers: 11 ... Nbc6 12 Bxh7 Rh8
(or 12 ... Rf8!? 13 Qg7 Bd7 14
Bh6 0-0-0 unclear — Moles)
13 Qg7 (else 13...Nf5)

3 ... Qzxe5 14 Qxe5 Nxes 15
Bd3 Nxd3+ 16 cxd3 e5 17 Nxc3
Bf5 with good play (Moles). Or
11 ... Nd7 12 Bf4 Nxe$5 13 Bxh7
Rxg2 14 Kfl Rg4 15 h3 Rxf4 +

(Uhlmann), but here 14 Qf6
=/unclear (ECO) improves.
(b) 11 Qxh7 Nbct 12 f4
(Keres. 12 Bf4?! Bd7 13 0-0
0-0-0 14 Qh5 d4 15 Bg3 Be8!
16 Qf3 Nxe5 17 Qf6 Bc6! 18
Rfel Rxg3! ¥ Unzicker-Uhl-
mann, Varna 1962) 12 ... Bd7
“about equal” (Moles), to
which ECO adds 13 0-0 0-0-0
“unclear”. An interesting posi-
tion: if 14 Qxf7 (14 Nxc3
Nzxe5!), 14 ... Rdf8 15 QhS5 (15
Qh7 NxeS5! 16 fxe5? Qc5+ etc,)
15 ... Rh8 16 Qg4?! (to avoid
repetition) 16 ... Qb6+! and
.. Nxe§ is strong. Otherwise
play will resemble the main
lines, White having his king’s
bishop developed, but Black
having the white queen trapped
offside on h7 to compensate.

8 ... Rg8
9 Qxh7 cxd4
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A crossroads, We look at: 9.1
10 Kd1; 9.2 10 Ne2.

9.1

10 Kd1!?

Euwe’s move, both avoiding
the piece congestion Ne2 brings
and planning Nf3 with perhaps
Ng5 and Bd3 or h4-hS to fol-
low. The disadvantage is ob-
vious: White’s exposed king.
But his king hardly ever reaches
real safety in the 10 Ne2 lines
either, and 10 Kd1 is highly
rated by ECO. Another plus
(from White’s point of view) is
that the line is less analysed
than 10 Ne2. In my opinion
Black has good play but the
position demands great pre-
cision.

10 ... Nbc6
11 Nf3

11 f4 Bd7 12 Nf3 causes few
problems after 12 ... 0-0-0
(12 ... dxc3 13 Ng5 Rxg5 14
fxg5 0-0-0is also playable, e.g.
15 Oxf7? Nf5 14 Bf4 Qb6 17
Bd3 NxeS5! ¥ with the idea 18
Bxe5 Qf2, Traxler—-Olsommer,
Swiss Ch 1962) 13 Qd3 (13
cxd4? NfS!, e.g. 14 c3 Rh8 15
Qxf7 Rdf8 16 Qg6 Nce7 and

7 ... Qxc3 with ... Bad+ to
follow) 13 ... dxc3 14 Qxc3 d4!

15 Qc5 (15 Qc4 Nd5 16 Bd2 6!
17 Kcl Nb6'— or 17 ... Kb8!?
— 18 Qb3 fxe5 19 fxe5 NxeS5 20
Nxd4 Nec4 with good play,
Vasyukov—Krasnov, USSR
1960) 15 ... Nd5 16 Bd2 b6 17
Qc4 £6! 18 Kcl Kb7! 19 g3 Rc8
20 Bd3 Qd8 F and Black
switched to the attack in Kosen-
kov—Novotelnov, USSR 1961.

1 ... dxc3
12 Ng5!?

(a) 12 Bf4!? has been played
of late.
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In fact, ECO grants it “+!”,
quoting 12 ... Bd7 13 Ng5(1?)
Rxg5 14 Bxg5 Qxe5 15 h4 =+
from Scriba-Dahl, corres 1977
(also Sanz-van der Sterren,
Marbella 1982). A game of note
here is given by Moles:
13 ... 0-0-0!? (instead of 13 ...
Rxg5) 14 Nxf7 Qb6! 15 Nxd8
Qd4+ 16 Qd3 Qxf4 17 Nxcb
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Nxc6 18 Qxc3 Qxf2 19 Qd2 Qc5
with interesting play for the
material, Moe~Holm, Den-
mark 1970. The other logical
try in this order is 13 Bg3, e.g.

3...0-0-0 14 Bd3 Qbs 15
Ke2, roughly equal, Kuijpers—
Padevsky, Moscow 1963, or
here 15 h4!?.

In  Wiedenkeller-Watson,
Oslo 1980, I came up with an
improvement for Black, i.e.

2 ... Qbs(1). Now f2 is at-
tacked, and Black has a tactical
resource planned: 13 Kel Bd7
14 Ng5 NxeS5! 15 BxeS Rxg5 16
Bf6 (16 Bxc3 Qc7!) 16 ... Rgb!?
(16 ... Rg8! F, e.g. 17 Bxe7
Kxe7 18 Qh4+ Kdb6 19 Qf4+
e5! etc.) 17 Bxc3 Rc8 18 h4!
(intending Rh3) 18 ... e5! 19
Qh8+ Ng8 20 hS Rg5 21 Bxe5?
(But 21 h6 Rxc3 22 h7 Kf8! 23
hxg8+ Rxg8 24 Qxe5 Rxc2 25
Be2 Bga! ¥F) 21 ... Rxc2 22
Be2 Bb5 23 Kdl Rxe2 24 Rel
Qxf2 0-1.

The critical line here is prob-
ably 12 ... Qb6 13 Bg3!?, when

3...0b2 (13 ... Bd7 is Kuij-
pers—-Padevsky, but avoiding
Ng5) 14 Rcl Qxa3 (or 14 ...
Bd7 15 Bd3 Qxa3 16 h4 QcS,
transposing) apparently holds
up well, e.g. 15 h4 Bd7 16 Ng5
(16 Bd3 Qc5 17 Ng5 0-0-0!7 —
or 17 ... Rf§ — 18 Qxf7 Be8 19
Qxe6+ Bd7 is promising for
Black; here 18 Nxf7? Rxg3!

intends ... Qf2 with too many
threats) 16 ... Rf§ and Black
has queenside play and pawns
worth an exchange, e.g. 17 Be2
Nf5 18 BhS Nxg3! 19 fxg3
0-0-0 or 17 Bd3 Nb4 18 Be2
Qb2 19 Nxf7 Rxf7 20 BhS
0-0-0 21 Oxf7 Na2 etc.

(b) 12 h4!? was tried in
Davies—-Watson, Manchester
1978. After 12 ... Bd7 13 Ng§,
13 ... Nxe5!? is perhaps play-
able, e.g. 14 Bf4 f6 15 OQhS+
N7g6 16 Bd3 f5! unclear, but
this is certainly risky. The game
went 13 ... Rf8 14 f4 Nf5 15 g4
(15 Bd3 Qbé6!7) 15 ... Ng3 16
Rgl Nxfl 17 Rxfl and now
17 ... 0—0~0! was best, since 18
Nxf7 Rxf7 19 Qxf7 Nd4 leaves
White in serious trouble against
the threats of ... Qc4, ... Ba4,
and ... Nxc2 or ... Qd3+.

{c) Other moves are less
pointed, e.g. 12 Rb1!? Bd7 13
Bg5 0-0-0 14 Qd3 Minic-
Ivkov, Yugoslavian Ch 1965,
and pow 14..d4 = or
14 ... Rxg5!? 15 Nxg5 Nxe5
{unclear — ECO) 16 Qd4 Kb8
17 Ba6 b6 18 Rb3 f6 19 Nf3
Nxf3 20 gxf3 e5 21 Qxc3 Beb 22
Rgl ¥2-%, as played. Or 12
Bg5 Bd7 (12 ... Qb6!?) 13 Bf6
Qbs6!?, e.g. 14 Ng5 0-0-0 15
Nxf7 Nf5! intending ... Qxf2.

12 ... Nxes
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Korchnoi’s idea 12 ..
Qxe5!? 13 Qxf7+ Kd7 works
well after 14 Nf3 Qh8! or 14 Bf4
Qd4+ or 14 f4 Qd4+ followed
by ... Kc7!. But in Winston-
Watson, New York 1977,
White played simply 14 Nh7!,
and after 14 ... Qd4+, 15 Kel!
(instead of 15 Bd3) would have
been strong, e.g. 15 ... Ne5 16
Nf6+ Kd8 (16 ... Kd6 17 Bf4!)
17 QhS threatens the rook and
18 Be3 (17 ... Ng4 18 Nxg8!).

13 f4

13 Bf4 is cleverly met by
3...0b6! 14 Bxe5 (14 ..
Qd4+ and 14 ... Qxf2 were
threats) 14 ... Rxg5 15 h4 (15 f4
Qe3 16 Qd3 RxeS; 15 Qh4 Rf5;
15 Bxc3 Qxf2; 15 Be2 Rxg2! 16
Bg3 Nf5 17 Bh5 Qd4+ 18 Kel
Qed+ 19 Be2 Bd7 + Schutt-
Balogh, corres 1971) 15 ... Rg8
(15 ... Oxf2!? 16 Bxc3 Rgd 17
Bb5+ Bd7 18 Rfl Rxh4 19 Qg7
Qc5 20 Oxf7+ Kd8 21 Qf8+
"Kc7 22 Ba5+ b6 23 Qxa8 Bxb5
Kotenko—Korelov, USSR cor-
res Ch; 24 Qxa7+! =) 16 Bxc3
(16 Kel Bd7 17 Rh3 Rg4! 18
Rf3 0-0-0 + Matulovic—Uhl-
mann, 1967) 16 ... e5! 17 Qd3
Qc7! (Moles). Black stands
well, threatening 18 ... BfS 19
Qb5+ Nc6 etc., whereas 18
Rbl Bd7 19 Bb4?! (otherwise
.. 0-0-0) 19 ... Bf5! is similar.

13 ... fo!
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An idea of Uhlmann’s which
the author has used on several
occasions. The “main line”
13 ... Rxg5!? 14 fxg5 N5g6 has
never been solved, and certain
variations such as 15 h4 e5 16
Be2!? and 15 Be2 e5 16 Rfl1 Beb6
17 h4 are untested.

14 fxeS!?

Two dangerous alternatives:

(a) 14 Bb5+ Bd7 15 Nxe6
Qb6 (Uhlmann) 16 Bxd7+
Kxd7 17 fxeS Griego—Watson,
Boston 1981, and now the most
ambitious course was 17 ...
Kxe6!, e.g. 18 exf6 Nf5 19 Rfl
(19 Rel+ Kxf6) 19 ... Qd4+ 20
Kel Qxf6 with the superior
attack; or 18 Qh3+ NfS5 19 Rfl
Qd4+ 20 Kel Oxe5+ 21 Kdl
Qd4+ 22 Kel Rae8!.

(b) 14 Oh5+ N5g6!? (Per-
haps better 14 ... Kd8, when 15
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Nf7+!? Nxf7 16 Qxf7 is un-
clear, but 16 ... Qc5!? 17 Oxf6
Bd7 planning ... Qf2 is promis-
ing; 15 fxe5 fxg5 16 QhS+ is the
main line text) 15 Nh7 (15
Bb5+!? Bd7 16 Nxe6 Qbb i7
Bxd7+ Kxd7 18 f5 Nxf5! with a
pawn and development in the
ending) 15 ... Kf7 (15 ... Rh8
16 £5 exf5 17 Bd3 unclear) 16
g4!? (16 Bd3) 16 ... Qc5 17 g5
(17 Bd3 Qd4) 17 ... Qd4+ 18
Bd3 e5 19 gxf6 e4 20 fxe7 exd3
etc. Of course 14 ... Kd8 is
more solid.

14 ... fxgs
15 Qh5+ Kd8
16 Bxg5s QcS!

As suggested by Moles.
Black intends ... Bd7 and
.. Kc7, to untangle. In the
meantime, White’s king and
dark squares are exposed.

17 h4!

17 Qh4?! Rxg5! 18 Qxg5 Kc¢7
19 Bd3 Bd7 20 g4 Rf8 21 Rel
Rf3! ¥+ was Popovych—Watson,
New York 1980, which finished
quickly after 22 Kc1? (But 22 a4
Qd4!, e.g. 23 Qxe7 Rxd3+ 24
Kcl Rd1+! 25 Rxdl Qe3+ 26
Kbl Qb6+ etc.) 22 ... Rxd3 23
cxd3 Qf2 ++.

The text is best, preparing
Rh3; yet Black has further re-
sources.

PTF - X

17 ... Bd7
18 Rh3 Kc7!

Better than 18 ... d4 19 Qf7,
as given by Moles. Black makes
the usual pawn sacrifice for
structural superiority.

19 Bxe7 Qxe7
20 Rxc3+ Bc6

Now Black intends to invade
on the kingside with moves
such as ... Rh8, ... Raf8, and
... d4. Popovych—Watson, New
York 1981, continued 21 Rf3!
Raf8! 22 Rb1 d4 23 Rxf8, and
although Black won with 23 ...
Rxf8, best was 23 ... Qxf8! F
with ... Qf4 and ... Bxg2 in the
air.

The system with 13 ... f6 ap-
pears to give Black a complete
answer to 10 Kd1.

9.2

10 Ne2

This introduces one of the
most controversial and exciting
of Winawer lines, in which
White gains a powerful passed
h-pawn, keeps the two bishops,
and can win a pawn or two in
some variations. In return,
Black gets superior develop-
ment, good play along the c-, g-
and h-files, and ongoing
chances against White’s king.
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10 ... Nbc6
11 f4

Poor are 11 cxd4? Nxd4! and
Bd2?! dxc3 12 Bxc3 Nxe5. 11
Bf4!? has not been refuted, but

1 ... Bd7 (11 ... dxc3!? threa-
tening ... Nxe5) 12 Rb1 dxc3 13
h4 0-0-0 of Bakali-Uhlmann,
Lugano 1968, gave Black a
good game: 14 Qd3 Ngé6 15 Bg5
Ngxe5 16 Qxc3 Rdf§ 17 Nd4
Nxd4 18 OQxd4 Ncb 19 QcS, and
here 19 ... b6 preparing ... f6
should favour Black.

| § G Bd7
12 Qd3

The alternatives tend to
transpose, as White needs his
queen back for defence, and in
order not to get her trapped
after ... 0-0-0 and ... Nf5.
Some independent orders:

(a) 12 cxd4? Nxd4.

(b) 12 h3 dxc3 13 g4 0-0-0 14
Qd3 was the order of Byrne-
Uhlmann, Monte Carlo 1968,
which is analysed under 13 h3
below (9.25).

(c) 12 h4 will also transpose
after 12 ... dxc3 13 h5 0-0-0 14
Qd3 or 12...0-0-0 13 Qd3
(else ... Nf5) 13 ... dxc3, both
to 9.26 below.

(d) 12 g3 is pretty slow:
12 .. dxe3 (or 12 ... 0-0-0 13
Qd3 dxc3 14 Nxc3 Hartmann—
Golz, Leipzig 1960, and al-

though 14 ... a6 15 Rbl Na$
was equal, the immediate 14 ...
Na5(!) intending ... Nc4,
... Nf3, and ... Qc5 looks best)
13 Be3 (13 Qd3 0--0-0 is the
last note, and here 13 ... d4!17is
also possible, e.g. 14 Nxd4
Nxd4 15 Qxd4 Qc6 16 Rgl Nf5
17 Qd3 0-0-0 or here 17 Qf2
Qed4+) 13 ... 0-0-0 14 Qxf7
Nf5 (“=/unciear” ECO) 15 Bf2
Rh8! 16 g4 (The queen is threa-
tened by ... RdfS, ... Rig8, and
... Nd&/... Rh6) 16 ... Raf8 17
Qg6 Nce7 18 Qg5 Rig8 19 Qf6
Rh6 20 Qf7 Be8! 21 Qxg8 (21
Qxe6+ Bd7 22 Qf7 Be6 +3)
21 ... Nxg8 22 gxf5 Qh7! ++
Meystre—~Walter, corres 1962.
(e) 12 Rb1 transposes after
2...0-0-0 13 Qd3 (13 cxd4
Nxd4! +) 13 ... dxc3 to 12 Qd3
dxc3 13 Rbl 0-0-0; and after
2 ... dxc3 13 Be3!? 0-0-0 14
Qd3 NfS or 14 ... d4 to the 13
Be3 line of the next note. Fin-
ally, 12 ... dxc3 13 Qd3 is 12
Qd3 dxc3 13 Rbl below.

12 .. dxc3
(see following diagram)

The position from which the
action really begins. The main
moves, all important, are: 9.21
13 Rbl; 9.22 13 Nxc3; 9.23 13
Ng3; 9.24 13 Qxc3; 9.25 13 h3;
9.26 13 h4.
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Others:

(a) 13 Ra2? 0-0-0! «“F”
(Moles); compare other lines,
over which Black is effectively a
tempo up.

(b) 13 Be3 has never done
very well. Aside from 13 ...
d4!? 14 Bf2 0-0-0 15 Nxd4
Nxd4 16 Qxd4 b6 17 Bh4 BbS
(equal) of Spassky—Korchnoi,
Belgrade 1977/78, the normal
13 ... Nf5!is quite good: 14 Bf2
(14 Bd4 0-0-0 15 Bxc3 d4! 16
Bd2 f6! 17 exf6 e5! 18 0-0-0
Rge8 19 g4 e4 + Fichtl-Golz,
Dresden 1959; 14 Nd4 can be
answered by 14 ... Nfxd4 15
Bxd4 0-0-0 16 0-0-0! Nxd4 17
Qxd4 Qa5 18 Qb4, about equal.
Still better looks 14 ... Nxe3!
15 Qxe3 Qb6 16 Rd1 Nxd4 and
17 Rxd4 Qbl+ 18 Kf2 a5! with
the idea ... b5-b4, or 17 Qxd4
Qb2 planning 18 Qb4 Qxc2 19
Qxb7 Qed4+ 20 Be2 Rxg2! —

Moles) 14 ... 0-0-0 (or 14 ...
d4!? 15 Ng3 0-0-0 and 16 Nxf5
exf5 17 Bh4 Rde8 18 Kf2 Rg4
19 g3 Rxe5! 20 fxe5 Nxe5 with a
winning attack Cobo-Ivkov,
Havana 1963; or here 16 Ne4
Nxe5! 17 fxe5 Qxe5 with a
strong attack — Zeuthen) 15
Rb1 (15 Ng3 d4!? would be the
last note) 15 ... d4 16 Ng3 f6!
17 Nxf5 exf5 18 exf6 Qxf4 +
Fuchs—Uhlmann, Dresden
1956.

The themes of the play from
the diagrammed position are
best explained by example.

9.21

13 Rb1

A popular move which fulfills
several aims. Now ... Qb6 is no
longer possible and if Black
answers Nxc3 with ... a6 (to
prevent Nb5) and ... 0-0-0,
the pseudo-sacrifice Qxa6 may
work.

13 ... 0-0-0

13 ... d4 is also good, intend-
ing 14 Nxd4 Nxd4 15 Qxd4 Nf5
with compensation. If then 14
Ng3 0-0-0 15 Ne4?, 15 ..
Nxe5! 16 fxe5 QxeS is too good,
and here 15 Be2 Nf5 equalizes.
But the immediate 13 ... Nf5!?,
widely recommended, seems
well met by 14 h3(!).
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14 Nxc3

Threatening NbS. Here 14
Qxc3!? won a big point in
Mecking—Uhlmann, Manila
1976, after 14 ... NfS 15 Rgl
6!? 16 g4 (16 exf6 d4 17 Qd3
e3! unclear — Minic) 16 ...
Nhé 17 exf6 Rxg4 18 Be3 Rxgl
19 Bxgl NfS 20 Rdl! Rf§ 21
Rd3, and now 21 ... Nd6 was
interesting {Minic). Another
perhaps better approach would
be 14 ... d4(1), e.g. 15 Nxd4
Nd5 16 Qcd4 Nxd4 17 Qxd4
Qxc2 with excellent play, or 15
Qd3 NdS intending ... {6. I do
not think 14 Qxc3 poses too
many problems — compare 13
Qxc3 below — but it could be
an incentive to play 13 ... d4

14 .. Na5!

Guarding b5 and threatening
.. Nc4.

15 Nb53

15 Be3 Kb8 16 NbS is no
improvement after 16 ... Bxb5
17 Qxb5 Nf5 18 Bd2 Nc4 with
good play (Moles).

i5 ... Bxb3
16 RxbS

16 Qxb5 Ncd {or 16 ... Kb8)
17 Bxc4 dxc4 18 Bd27 (18 0-0
Rd5! 19 Qb4 Nf5 F) 18 ... RdS
19 Qb4 Rxg2 F Bachschmidt-
Gragger, corres 1968.
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16 ... Kb8

“” (Pytel), although it is
pretty much a matter of taste.
16 ... Nf5 is natural and also
sufficient: 17 g3 Rh8!? (or
17 ... Nc4 18 Be2 Qc6 19 Rb3
QcS = Sherbakov~Krasnov,
USSR 1959) 18 Bg2 a6 19 Rb4
Qc5 20 Bd2? (20 h3 Rdg8 21 g4
Nh4 Botterill) 20 ... Rxh2! 21
Rxh2 Qg1+ F Casse—Botterill,
England 1978.

17 g3

Best, according to Moles. 17
Bd2?! Nc4 18 Bc3? N5 was
Dorowa~Pietzsch, East Ger-
man Ch 1958, which continued
19 Rb3 Nce3 20 g3 Re8 21 Bh3
Nxc2+! F (22 Qxc2 Nd4j.

17 ... Rc8
18 Bd22!

The same plan, a mistaken
one because White gives up e3.
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18 Kdl should be tried, al-
though Black is better. After 18
Bd2, Schubert-Milovukovic,
corres 1981, continued 18 ...
Nc4 19 Bb4 Qd7! 20 Rc5 Nf5
“F” (Informant). Black has
more than enough for a pawn
with his  beautifully-posted
knights and better pawn struc-
ture {... Nde3 and ... Qad, or
.. ddand ... QdS can follow, as
well as just ... a5).

9.22

13 Nxe3
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Directly capturing the pawn
with a threat of NbS. As in the
last section, however, this gives
Black good play down the ¢-file
as well as better development.
The difference here is that
White will often send his h-
pawn running.

13 ... a6

Stopping Nb5 and in some
cases providing support for a
later ...BbS or ...Nb5S. A
fascinating option, too risky to
recommend as a first choice, is

3 .. NfS!?7 intending 14
Nb3(?) Qd8 (with the idea
.. Qh4+), or 14 Rbl Ncdd4, or
14 g4!7 Rxg4 15 Bh3 Nxe$ 16
fxeS Qxe5+ 17 Kf2, which is
very complex (17 ... Rc4!?).

14 Rbl

The most serious try, again
stopping 14 ... 0~0-0 due to 15
Qxab!. 14 Be3 loses time, as
usual, after 14 ... Nf5, e.g. 15
Bf2 Rc8 16 Kd1t? Nas +
Hamblin~Tate, Manchester
1970. And 14 g3 is most simply
met by 14 ... Re8 15 NeZ NfS
16 Bh3 (16 Bg2 Na5 Moles)
16 ... Nce7! F, with threats of

.. Bb5 and ... Qxc2, Bagin-
Konstantinov, Saratoy 1948.

14 Bd2 is the main option,
yet it is rather slow after
14 ... Rc8 and now:

(a) 15 h3 NaS! 16 g4 Ncé 17
Ne2 Nxd2 18 Kxd2 Qa5+ 19
Kdl Rc4 F or here 16 Qh7 Qc5
17 g4 Qa7! threatening ... Rxc3
Monti-Janata, 1963.

(b) 15 g3 Na5 16 Nd1 Nc4 17
Bc3 BbS 18 a4 (18 Qf3 d4h)
18...Nb2 FF  Kupper-
Schmid, Zurich 1954,
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{c) 15 Ne2 Nf5 16 g47 NxeS!!
17 fxe5 Oxe5 18 Bc3 Rxc3! 19
Qxc¢3 d4 20 Qd3 Ne3 Balashov-
Sitzky, USSR corres ch 1950.
Black threatens ... Qa5+ and
... BbS or ... Bcb-e4. Balashov
tried 21 Kd2, but 21 ... Rxg4 22
a4 (versus ... BbS) 22 ... Qg5!
23 Kel Ned+ 24 Kbl BbS! 25
Qh7 Qc5 was crushing. A
pretty game.

(d) 15 h4 is given by ECO,
with 15 ... Nf5 16 h5 Ncd4 17
Rcl 6! 18 exf6 Kf7 19 h5 Qd8
20 Be3 Qxf6 = Zhuravlev-
Doroskevich, USSR  1976.
Zhuravlev  mentions 15 ...
NxeS5!?, but best of all seems
just 15 ... NaS5(!) intending
.. Nc4 (at least equal).

14 ... Na$

Considered most accurate by
current theory, although a care-
ful 14 ... Rc8 may be okay, too:
15 h4 Nf5 16 h5 N3d4 17 h6 Nb5S
18 Nd1 Nbd4 19 c3 BbS 20
Rxb5 Nxb5 21 a4 Nbd4! Oech-
slein—Walter, corres 1968-71,
leading to apparent equality
(Moles).

15 hd

15 h3 could be met by
15 ... Re8. In Domier-King,
Calgary 1977, play went 15 ...
Nc4!? 16 g4 0~-0-0 17 Bg2 QcS
(or 17 ... Bc6) 18 Rb3 Bcob
(18 ... Ng6 may be more accur-

ate, as now White reorganizes)
19 Bf3 Ng6 20 Ne2 Qa5+ 21
Bd2 Qc7 22 h4? NgxeS! and
Black went on to win by taking
on 3 and pushing his centre
pawns.

15 ... Nf5
16 Rh3 0--0-0

Uhlmann’s idea, to use
Black’s rocks on the kingside if
necessary while continuing to
advance with his minor pieces.

17 hS
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17 ... Ned

A terrific position for analy-
sis. 17 ... Rg4 is doing well,
too, with the idea 18 h67 Rh8
19 h7 Rg7 +, as in Dueball-
Uhlmann, Raach 1969. Moles
18 Qf3! gives the most prob-
lems, e.g. 18 ... Rdg8 19 hé6
R5g6 20 h7 Rh8 21 g4 Nd4!1? 22
Qf2! (22 Qd3 Nb5; 22 Qd1 Qcs
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and ... Nb5) 22 ... Ndc6 23
Na4! Rxg4 24 Be3 Rg7 25
Nb6+1? Kb8 26 Nxd7+ Qxd7
27 Bxa6 Rgxh7 28 Rxh7 Rxh7
29 Qgl! “with initiative for
White” (Kastner). The final
position is not clear at all, how-
ever. Black could play 29 ...
Qd8!, thinking about counter-
attack via ... Qh8. It is hard for
White to use his bishops, since
his back rank needs defence.
On the other hand, 25 Bb6 may
improve for White.

Perhaps it is all academic, as
21 ... Ne7(!) (instead of 21 ...
Nd4!?) succeeded in Baluev-
Nikolic, corres 1974/5: 22 a4
Ne4 23 Bd3 Rg7 24 Qe2 Ngb6 25
Bxc4 Rgxh7! 26 Rxh7 Rxh7 27
Nxd5 Rhl+ 28 Kd2 exd5 29
Bd3 d4t ¥+,

After 17 ... Nc4, Hort-Uhl-
mann, Hastings 1970-1 con-
tinued 18 Rb4!? (18 Ne2 QcS;
for 18 h6, see the next para-
graph) 18 ... Bc6 (18 ... b5
should be considered, intending
... QcS, ...Bc6 and ... aS. It
takes a long time for White to
get anywhere on the kingside, if
he can at all) 19 NeZ Bb5 20 a4,
and npow instead of 20 ..
Nxe5!1? 21 Qc3 Bxe2 22 fxes
with a slight endgame advan-
tage to White, Moles suggests
20 ... Be6! threatening ... a5
and ... Bxad4. He gives 21 Nc3
Qa5! and 21 Nd4 Nxd4 22 Qxd4

a5 23 Rbl Bxad 24 Qa7 bS!.
More critical is 18 he6, e.g.
18 ... Rg6 19 h7 Rh8 20 Of3
Nce3?! 21 Bxe3 Qxc3+ 22 Bd2
Qxf3 23 Rxf3 Rxh7 24 Rc3+
Beb 25 Kf2 with White advan-
tage (25..d4 26 Rxc6+!)
Kastner—Maxwell, New York
1970. But here 20 ... Rgg7! im-
proves, with the idea 21 g4
Nfe7! and White cannot defend
both the g- and h-pawns (23
Bd3 Nxe$5). Thus the whole line
with 13 Nxc3 affords Black
long-term positional pressure
with excellent tactical chances.

9.23

13 Ng3
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With this move White delays
recapture on c3 in favour of
development by Be2 and 0-0.
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He intends to keep open op-
tions like Ned (after ... d4) or
NhS. Of course White’s grip on
d4 is weakened and, as will be
seen, ... Nf5 may even gain in
strength, since Nxf5 ... gxf5
strengthens Black’s grip on the
centre and kingside.

13 ... 0-0-0

Fuchs—-Uhlmann, Zinnowitz
1967 went 13 ... Qb6!? 14 Qxc3
Nd4! 15 Bb2 2-14. Moles con-
tinues 15 ... Nef5! 16 Nxf5
Nxf5 with compensation.

14 Be2

14 Nh5 d4 15 Nf6 Rgb threa-
tens ... Nxe5, or Black can try
15 ... Nxe5!? 16 Qe4 N5c6 17
Nxg8 Rxg8 Larsson-Thiele,
corres 1968, and now 18 Bd3 e5
is “promising” (Moles), where-
as White’s 18 Rb1? e5 19 Bc4
Bf5 20 Qe2 e4 was +.

14 ... Nfs

Here 14 ... Kb§ intending
... Qb6 is an option, but the
text is thematic.

15 Nxf5 exfs
16 0-0

(a) 16 Qxd5? Be6 17 Qf3 Bd5
+.

(b) 16 Bf3 Qb6!? 17 Qxc3
Kb8 18 Qb3 Qxb3 19 cxb3 Nd4
20 Kf2 Nxb3 21 Rbl Ba4 =
Ree-Darga, Amsterdam 1969.

Here 16 ... d4 17 0-0 (or 17
Rb1 f6! 18 exf6 Rae8+ with
advantage — Moles) transposes
to the text line.

(c) 16 Oxc3 Qbb!? is the last
note, or 16 ... Rxg2 17 Bf3 d4
18 Qc5 Rgb unclear.

16 ... d4
17 Bf3

17 Rb1 may transpose after
17 ... Be6 18 Bf3, and here 18
a4 Na5 19 Rb4 Nc6 20 Rb5!? a6
21 Rc5? Kb8 22 Ba3 Qb6! +
was Pavlov—Gunsberger,
Romania 1958. A simple an-
swer to 17 Rbl is 17 ... 16, e.g.
18 exf6 Rdf8 19 Bf3 Rxf6 20
Rel Re6 = Ivkov-Sofrevsky,
Yugoslavian Ch 1962.

17 ... Be6

Several games have shown
that 17 ... Rg6! (intending
... f6) is good, perhaps even
better than the text. After 18
Rel:

(a) 18 ... Be6 19 Rbl a6 20
a4 f6 21 exf6 Rxf6 is fine. In
faci, Black won after 22 Ba3 (22
Rxe6? Rxe6 23 Qxf5 Qd7 24
Bgd4 Rae8 25 Qg5 d3! won
quickly in  Jordan—Anton,
corres 1973) 22 ... BdS 23 BxdS
Rxd5 24 Re8+ Rd8 25 Rxd8+
Qxd8 26 Rel Qd5! 27 Re8+
Kc7 and ... b5(+) in Gulich-
Lehmann, corres 1973.

(b) 18 ... Qb6! 19 a4?! (19
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h3? also took a fall in Stojanov-
ski—Despotovic, corres 1974 5:
19 ... Ne7! 20 Kh1 Bb5 21 Qd1
Bc6 22 a4 Rdg8 23 Ba3 Rxg2!
etc.) 19 ... Nb4 20 Qc4+ Bcb
21 a5 (21 Bxc6 Qxc6 F)
21 ... Qb5! 22 QxbS Bxb5 23
Bd1 Bc6! 24 g3 Bed4 F Rossini—
Despotovic, Italy 1975.

After 17 ... Be6, the main
line goes 18 Rbl and Black
could take ECO’s draw by
18 ... Ba2 19 Ral Be6 20 Rbl
Ba2 etc.; but he also has
18 ... NaS or 18 ... Qa5!?, e.g.
19 Rb5 Qa6 20 Rf2 Kc7 21 Rbl
Qa4 22 Qb5 QxbS 23 RxbS a6
24 Rb1 b5 + Burnevsky—Zaga-
rovsky, USSR 1969.

9.24

13 Qxc3

Traditionally this capture has
been frowned upon, since it
exposes the queen to attack
down the c-file and fails to get
the king’s knight out of the way
for development (which 13
Nxc3 does with tempo). But 13
Qxc3 does keep some control
over d4, and may hold a rough
equality.

13 .. Nf5

13 ... 0-0-0 makes a good,
less committal alternative, but

after 14 Ng3 of Matulovic-Lie-
bert, 1963, 14 ... Nf5! asin 9.23
is better than 14 ... f6.

14 Rbl

14 Ng3 Nxg3 15 hxg3 Rc8 16
Bd3!? Qb6 + Simunek-Zleb-
chik, corres 1969, and 14 h4
Rc8 (or 14 ... 0-0-0 =) 15 Ra2
Ncd4 16 Qxc7+ Rxc7 17 Kf2
Ba4 = Zagorovsky-Rittner,
corres 1968, are not impressive
for White.

14 Bd2!? has been played a
few times. 14 ... 0-0-0 is the
solid and obviously sound an-
swer (perhaps intending ... d4,
...f6, and ...e5 etc.); but
14 ... Qb6!? will also grant
Black chances (and ultimately
equality): 15 g3! (15 Qb3 Ncd4!
Pachman; 15 a4? Rc8 16 a5 Qd8
17 Qd3 a6! 18 Ra3 Na7 +
Bogdanovic—-Uhlmann, Sara-
jevo 1963) 15 ... Rc8 16 Qb3
Nedd4 (16 ...Qc7 17 Qc3
Qd8!?; 17 Qb2!? Moles) 17
Qxb6! (17 Nxd4? Oxd4! +
Cobo-G. Garcia, Havana
1963) 17 ... axb6 (17 ...
Nxc2+? 18 Kf2 axb6 19 Ra2 ¥
Moles) 18 Nxd4 (18 Ra2 Rxc2)
18 ... Nxd4 19 Bd3 Nxc2+ =,
but with no winning chances
(Moles).

14 ... d4

Simplest. 14 ... 0—0-0 should
also be okay, when 15 Rgl (! 15
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Be3? d4!) is Mecking-Uhl-
mann of 9.21 above (13 Rbl
0-0-0 14 Qxc3 Nf5 15 Rgl).

15 Qc4 QaS+!?

Of course 15..0-0-0 is
playable too, e.g. 16 Bd2 f6! 17
exf6 Rdff (or 17 ... Nd6) with
good play. The text is slightly
speculative.

16 Bd2 Qxa3

This is Portisch-Uhlmann,
Monte Carlo 1968. After 17
Rxb7, Portisch gives 17 ...
Ne3! 18 Bxe3 dxe3 19 Qc3 (19
Qb3 Qa5+ 20 ¢3!17 Ke7 21 Qdl
Rgd8 led to a draw in two
games) 19 ... Qxc3+ 20 Nxc3
Nd4 21 Ne4 Beo = (22 Ndo+
with a perpetual).

Thus 13 ... 0-0-0 or 13 ...
Nf5 14 Rbl d4 15 Qe4 0-0-0
are the best winning tries, if
Black wishes to avoid a draw.

9.25

13 h3

A move which has not seen
much action, but makes sense
in that it attempts (through 14
g4) to neutralize both the eter-
nal pressure down the g-file
exerted by Black’s rook and the
powerful outpost on f5 for his
knight. The negative sides of

this plan are fairly clear: White
delays his development still fur-
ther and loosens his pawn struc-
ture to the extent that a sacri-
fice on e5 gains force. This line
can also arise from 12 h3 dxc3
13 g4 0-0-0 14 Qd3.

13 ... 0-0-0
14 g4 a4
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The main position. Black in-
tends a violent approach with
..Ng6 and ... Ngxe5 or,
denied that, he may play for

.f6 and ... e5. White has
these possxbnht;es

{a) 15 Rbl NxeS5!? (15 ..
Ng6 is logical — compare the
text — and even 15 ... Be8 16
Bg2 Ngb is interesting) 16 fxe5
Bce6 17 Rgl Ng6 18 Bf4!? Nxf4
19 Nxf4 Qxe5+ 20 NeZ Rd5 21
Bg2 BbS 22 Qed4? (22 RxbS
Rxb5 23 OQxd4 Rbl+ 24 Kf2
Qd4+ 25 Nxd4 Rxgl 26 Kxgl
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Rd8 = Ulhmann) 22 ... d3! 23
Qxe4 Rxe4 24 Rbe Byrne—
Uhlmann, Monte Carlo 1968,
and here 24 ... Rxe2+! 25 Kd1
Rd2+ 26 Kcl Rxc2+ 27 Kbl
Rd8! was to Black’s advantage.

Uhlmann has suggested the
improvement 18 Qg3, when
Larsen’s 18 ... Bed4!? is very
unclear, e.g. 19 Bg2 could lead
to 19 ... Bxc2 20 Rxb7 Qc4 21
Qf3!? (...d3 is a big threat)
21 ... Nxe5 22 Rb8+ Kd7 23
Qb7+ Kdb6 24 Rxd8+ Rxd8 25
Bf4 d3. Complex, to say the
least.

(b) 15 Ng3 Ng6 16 Bg2 (16
Be2? is worse) 16 ... Ngxe5 17
fxe5 Nxe5 18 Qe2 Nxg4 “with
some chances for Black”
(Moles), an understatement
considering his three mobile
centre pawns and attack on the
g-file for the piece.

(c) 15 Bg2 Qb6!? (Uhlmann;
15 ... Na5!? Moles, intending
16 Nxd4? Bc6! or 16 0—0 Bc6 or
16 Qxd4 Bc6, in each case with
counterplay) 16 Ng3 (16 0-0
Nxe5!? 17 fxe5 Bb5S 18 Qf3
Bxe2 19 Qxe2 d3+ 20 Qf2 d2)
16 ... NaS (!) 17 a4 (17 Ned
BbS 18 Qg3 Nf5 and ... Ne3; or
here 18 Qf3d3,0r 18 ... Ng6 19
Nd6+ Rxd6! 20 exd6 Nh4 etc.)

7 ... Bc6 18 0-0 (18 Ne4 Nf5!)
18 ... Bxg2 19 Kxg2 Ng6 with
even material and positive
chances based on ... Qc6+ and

.. Nc4, with ... Nh4(+) in
some cases. White’s cl bishop
could be passive for a long
time, since €3 needs defence.

Clearly 13 h3 needs a closer
look. For now, Black’s counter-
attack looks both adequate and
exciting.

9.26

13 h4

Zeuthen comments: “No
reason to hesitate!?”. The idea
is to advance the h-pawn as
quickly as possible in order to
tie down Black’s rooks.

13 ... Nf5

As usual, 13 ... 0-0-0 is also
possible, but the text is more
energetic.
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14 h5

14 Rbl d4 15 h5 can be
similar, e.g. 15 ... 0~0-0 16 h6
Rg6! (to keep this rook active)
17 h7 Rh8 18 Rh5!? (with the
idea Qh3 and g4) 18 ... Qas!?
(or 18...16!7 19 exf6 Be§
Lundquist, when 20 RxfS ex{f5
achieves nothing; compare the
note to 17 Rh5 in the text
below) 19 g3 (19 Qh3 Qd5
intending ... Qa2 or ... Qed —
Lundquist) 19 ... Rg7 20 Kf2
(20 Qed Qd5!; 20 Bg2 Rgxh7!
21 Rxh7 Rxh7 22 g4 Rh2 23
Bxct Bxeb 24 gxf5 QdS! F
Lundquist) 20 ... Qc5 21 Bg?
Na$5 Arnlind-Lundquist, corres
1958, and Lundquist gives 22
Be4 Rgxh7!? as leading to
equality, based on 23 Rxh7
Rxh7 24 Bxi5! =, and not 24 g4
Rh2 and 25 Kgl Rxe2 etc.

Of course 14 ... 0-0-01is also
perfectly playable; compare the
text.

14 .. 0-0-0
15 hé6 Rg6
16 h7 Rh8
17 Rh5

Vasyukov—~Doroskevich,
Moscow 1967 saw 17 Rbl f6!7
(17 ... d4 ‘would be the note to
14 h5 above) 18 exf6 Be8 19

Qxc3 Rxh7 20 Rxh7 Qxh7 21
Rb3 Yo-Y,. Ivkov adds 21 ..
d4! +, which is plausible.

17 ... f6!

The aggressive approach,
Now Carleton-Botterill, Bri-
tish Ch 1978, continued 18 exf6
Be8 19 Rxf5 (both h7 and f6
hang) 19 ... exfS 20 Qxf5+
Kb8! 21 Nxc3 Qxh7! 22 Be3 d4
23 Bxd4 Bd7! (23 ... Nxd4 24
Qe5+ unclear) 24 BeS+ Ka8 25
Qed4 Qhd+ 26 Kd2 Nxe5 27
fxe5 Rgd 28 Qel Rg3! + with
too much attack.

There is still leeway for im-
provement in these 10 Ne2
main lines, but the impression
after many years is that White
has to search for equality and,
with precise play by Black, he
does not always get it. As a
general note, endings tend to
favour the second player, who
has the superior pawn structure
and {usually) the more active
pieces.

The failure of 7 Qg4 to swing
the balance of power eventuaily
led players of White back to the
basics of development and cen-
tral control. In the next chapter
we shall discuss the most com-
mon modern moves, 7 Nf3 and
7 a4.

10

Winawer: Positional Main Lines
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Rather than go in for the
complications of 7 Qgd (Chap-
ter 9), White will usually play
one of the positional continu-
ations introduced by 7 Nf3 or 7
a4. Both of these moves are
designed to protect White’s
centre and to find activity for
his minor pieces before under-
taking aggressive action. A par-
ticularly interesting aspect of
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this strategy is that both White
and Black now have the poten-
tial to attack on either wing, i.e.
White can launch pawn storms
such as f4-f5 or h4-h5 on the
kingside, not to mention a piece
assault with Nf3-g5 and Bd3;
or he can play a4 and Ba3 with
Rbl on the queenside. Some-
times he will combine threats
by dxc5 and Nf3-d4, poised to
attack on both wings. For his
part, Black can attack along the
c-file versus the pawns on c¢2
and ¢3, blockade with, for ex-
ample, ... Bd7-a4 or ... Qa5-
ad, or move on the kingside
with ... 0-0, ... {6 and conse-
quent attack along the f-file. To
be sure, there are many addi-
tional strategies which will be-
come clear from the examples
to follow.

To begin with, White has:
10.1 7 Nf3; 10.2 7 a4.

Some other moves, a few of
which can transpose:
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(a) 7 f4?! gives away light
squares and cuts off White’s
bishop on cl. A good answer is
7 ...Qa5 8 Bd2 (8 Qd2 c47! 9
Nf3?t — 9 a4 Moles —
9 ... Nd7 10 Nh4!? Nb6 11 Qe3
Na4 12 Bd2 QbS! ¥ von Gott-
schall-Tarrasch, Niiremberg
1888. Better simply 8 ... Nbcb
or 8 ... Qad4!?) 8 ... Qa4! 9 Nf3
b6 (or 9 ... Nbc6 10 Qb1 c4 11
g3 Bd7 12 Bh3 0-0-0 + Kazic-
Trifunovic, 1945) 10 Be3!? Ba6
11 Bxa6 Nxa6 12 0-0 Nf5 13
Bf2 cxd4 14 cxd4 Rc8 F Pfeif-
fer—-Teschner, West Germany
1955.

(b) 7 Bd3 commits the bishop
rather early, e.g. 7 ... Nbc6 8
Qg4 c4 9 Be2 0-0 10 ha!? £51?
(or 10 ... f6!) 11 Qg3 Qa5 12
Bd2 Qa4 ¥ Heuer-Dvoretsky,
USSR 1972.

(¢} 7 h4 makes sense, to
weaken the dark squares on the
kingside by h5-h6 or at least
claim space on that wing. But it
is rather early for more pawn
moves. One fairly effective
reply is the manoeuvre 7 ...
Qa5 8 Bd2 Qa4, which tends to
work when White plays slowly.
Then White could continue 9
Nf3 (9 Qb1 c4 10 h5 hé 11 Nf3
S. Bermnstein—Bereira, corres
1954, and now 11 ... Nbcél,
e.g. 12 g4 Bd7 13 g5 hxg5 14
Bxg5 0-0-0 is equal — Moles)
9 ... Nbc6 10 h5 cxd4 (Safer

10 ... h6 11 Rh4 c4 12 Rf4 Bd7
13 g4 Ri8 14 g5 —lest ... 0-0-0
and ... f6 — 14 .. hxgd 15
Nxg5 Nf5 16 Bh3 Nce7 with a
good game — Moles) 11 Rh4
NfS 12 Rf4 {6! 13 exf6 gxf6 14
g4 e5! 15 RxfS Bxf5 16 gxf5
dxc3 17 Bxc3 0-0--0 (Evans), a
very promising position for
Black considering the 5(!) iso-
lated White pawns and Black’s
active, centralized position.

The other answer to 7 h4 is
7 ...Nbc68h5h6 (or 8 ... Qad
9 Bd2 Bd7 Uhlmann, intending
10 h6 gxh6) 9 Qg4 (9 Nf3 Qc7
10 a4? cxd4 11 cxd4 Nb4t F
Levy-Ivkov, Stockholm
1970/1) 9 ... Qa5 10 Bd2 Bd7!
11 Qxg7 0-0-0 12 Qg4 (virtu-
ally forced) 12 ... Qa4 13 Nf3
Qxc2 14 Qf4 Qed+ 15 Be2 cxd4
16 cxd4 Nf5 + Drimer-Duck-
stein, Raach 1969,

(d) 7 Ne2!? is an original
idea, tried by Wedberg versus
Renman in Eksjo 1981. That
game went 7 ... Bd7!? 8 a4
Nbc6, with a position we will
analyse in 10.2 below, under
the order 7 a4 Nbc6 8 Ne2!?
Bd7.

In my opinion, the immedi-
ate 7 Ne2 is less accurate due to
7 ... Qc7!. This first of all pre-
vents 8 Nf4 and 9 Qg4 (also 8
Bd2 Nbc6 stops 9 Nf4) because
of pressure on the d-pawn; at
the same time, Black leaves
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open the option of ... b6 and
. Bab, e.g. 8 g3 b6 9 Bg2 Ba6
10 0-0 Nbc6 +.

///

[ Bl &
T 11 f1
B i G
///%./%g%//. 7
0L
ol
“WiE EaE

£ Awia B

7 ... Bd7 is well-known to-
day, but it was quite rare when
Uhlmann first had insight into
its merits in the early sixties,
and did not really catch on until
he had demonstrated its sound-
ness and flexibility.

The idea is to force 8 a4, a
move White sometimes does
without after 7 ... Nbe6, 7 ...
Qc7, or 7 ... QaS. Recently,
White has tried some other
moves, with these choices:
10.11 8 dxc5; 10.128 h4; 10.13 8
a4.

(a) 8 Be2 Bad! illustrates
Black’s idea: 9 Rb1 (9 Be3 Qc7
10 0-0 cxd4 11 Bxd4 Nbc6 12
Bd3 Nxd4 13 cxd4 Re8 +; 9 0-0
Qc7 10 c4 dxc4 11 dxc5 Nd7 12
Rbl Nxc5 13 Bxced 0-0 +
Ravinsky-Bondarevsky, USSR
1936) 9 ... Qc7 10 dxc5 (Other-
wise White suffers from the c-
file pressure with no counter-
play) 10 ... Nd7 11 Rb4 Bcb
(11 ... Nxc57? 12 Rxa4) 12 Rgd
Kaplan-Moles, Skopje 1972,
and instead of 12 ... Ng6, about
equal, Black has 12 ... 0-0!,
e.g. 13 Qd2 f6! (Moles). This is
not possible in the 8 dxc5 lines
below because White’s bishop
is on d3.

(b) 8 Bd3!? is obscure but not
bad. One safe solution: 8 ... c4
9 Be2 Ba4 10 Ng5 Qa5 11 Bd2
h6 12 Nh3 Nbc6, or here 9 Bfl
Qa5 10 Bd2 Nbe6 11 g3 £5 (or
11 ... 0-0-0 =) 12 exf6 gxf6 13
Bg2 0-0-0 14 0-0 Nf5 “un-
clear” (ECO). Black stands
very comfortably.  Similar
would be 8 ... Qa5 9 Bd2 c4
efc.

More dynamic is 8 ... Bad!?
INg5(190-0Qc710Rel b6 11
Rb1 Nd7 ) 9 ... h6 10 Qh5 g6
11 Qh4 Westerinen—Webb,
Roskilde 1978, and now 11 ...
Nd7!is better than 11 ... Nf5 12
Bxf5 gxf5?! 13 QhS Qe7 14 Nh3
+ intending BgS. After 11 ...
Nd7, play might go 12 dxc$



168 Play the French

Nxc5 13 Be3 (13 Nxf7? Kxf7 14
Qf6+ Kg8 +; 13 0-0 Qd7! 14
Nf3 Nxd3 15 ¢xd3 0-0-0 =, or
here 14 Be3 Nxd3 15 cxd3 Bc2!)
13 ... Nxd3+ 14 ¢xd3 Qas
(14 ... Qd7t?) 15 Bd2 (15 0-0
Nf5 16 Qh3 Qxc3 or 16 ... Be2;
15 Nxf7!? Qxc3+ 16 Ke2 NfS!
17 Of6 Qb2+ 18 Bd2! Nd4+ =,
and not here 18 Kf3? 0-0! 19
Qxg6+ Ng7) 15 ... Nf5 16 Qh3
d4(!) 17 Ned!? (17 cxd4 Qd5 18
Ned 0-0-0) 17 ... OQxeS 18 {417
Qg7 19 g4 dxc3 20 Bxc3 Nd4
unclear!

10.11

8 dxc5
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Probably the most important
anti-Winawer weapon develop-
ed in the last ten years. Spassky
introduced it versus Korchnoi
in  the 1977/8 Candidates

Matches and, in spite of losing
two games and drawing one, he
established 8 dxc§ as a system
which could very easily give
White the advantage, the main
line going 8 ... Qc7 9 Bd3 (9
Rbl Ng6! 10 c4 Bce6, at least
equal, de Firmian—Watson, Los
Angeles 1982) 9 ...Ba4 10
Rb1! Nd7 11 Rb4 Beb 12 0-0
Nxc5 13 Rgd4 Ng6 14 Nd4!
0-0-0 15 4, at least L.

Belyavsky—Foisor, Bucharest
featured a try to improve by
10 ... Nec6!? (stopping Rb4) 11
0-0 Nd7 12 Be3, but after
12 ... Ndxe57? 13 Nxe5 Nxe5 14
Bf4, White had a big edge, e.g.
14 ... 6 15 Bxe5! fxe5 16 QhS+
KI8 17 f4 e4 18 5! etc. But the
recommended 12 ... 0-0-0
(“=funclear” -—  various)
should aiso favour White, I
think, after 13 Rel! Ndxe5 14
Nxe5 Qxe5!? (14 ... Nxe5 15
Bd4! Nxd3 16 Qxd3 threatening
17 ¢6 and 17 Bxg7, or here
15 ... 16 16 c6! ) 15 Qgd! d4
(to protect the bishop on a4) 16
cxd4 Nxd4 17 BgS and White
should win.

Worth looking into here is
8 ... Qc7 9 Bd3 Na6!?, not ex-
pending time on another bishop
move. Then critical is 10 Bxa6
bxa6 11 Be3 BbS, ¢.g. 12 a4 Bed
13 Qd4 a5!? 14 Kd2 0-0 un-
clear, intending ... f6. But the
best solution may be:
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8 ... Bad(!)
9 Rbl

Easy equality comes from 9
Bd3 Nd7, e.g. 10 Be3 Qc7 11
0-0 (11 Rbl Nc6!) 11 ... Nxc5
12 Bxc5 Qxc5 13 Ng5 hé 14 QhS
g6 15 Qh4 Bd7 = Planinc-
Farago, Novi Sad 1978. And 9
Nd4!? Nd7! 10 BbS BxbS 11
Nxb5 0-0! is at least equal, e.g.
12 Nd6 Nxc5 13 Be3 b6 etc.

9. Nd7!

Renman’s gambit move, giv-
ing up the b-pawn outright for
piece play. 9 ... Qc7 10 Bd3
would transpose back to
Spassky—-Korchnoi above.

10 Rxb7*

This has not worked out so
well, but it does practically
eliminate ... 0—0-0 as an option
and it wins a pawn. The choices
do not seem very attractive,
e.g. 10 Rb4 Bcb 11 Be3 Qa5, or
10 Be3, when at worst Black
has 10 ... Qc7 11 Bd3 0-0-0
followed by ... Nxc5. 10 Bd3
Nxc5 11 0-0 develop< safely,
but is harmless.

16 ... Nxc5
11 Rb4 Qas
Essential to prevent 12 Rxa4
and to guard against Be3. The
weakness of White’s queenside
pawns begins to loom as a
factor.

PTF - L

12 Nd4

Perhaps 12 Bd2!?, but, for
example, 12 ... 0-0 13 Rgd!? {5
14 exf6 Rxf6 15 ¢4 Qc7 leaves
Black very active.
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12 ... 0-0
13 Qgd!?

The threat is ... Qc7, ... a5
and ... Ned and/or ... Rab8. In
deFirmian—-Watson, Berkeley
1983, White tried 13 Bd3 Qc7!
{13 ... Nxd3+? 14 Qxd3 with a
pawn and good attacking
chances) 14 0-0 (14 f4 a5 15
Rbl Ned F: 14 Qe2 a5 15 Rbl
Nxd3+ and ¢3 or e5 falls; 14
Nf3!? Ng6 15 0-0 Nxe5!? or
15 ... Bd7; here 15 Bxg6 fxgb!
is forced, but good for Black
who has ... h6, ... Be8 for de-
fence, if necessary) 14 ... a5 15
Rxad (Forced, lest 15 ... Oxe5
with complete control. 15
Bxh7+7? Kxh7 16 QhS5+ Kg8 17
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Nb5 Bxb5 18 Rh4 {5 19 exf6
Rxf6 and White lacks compen-
sation whether or not he takes
the rook on a8) 15 ... Nxa4 16
Qh5 Ngb6 (16 ... g6? 17 Qg5Y)
17 Nf3 Nc5 18 Bd2 (18 Ng5 hé
19 Nxf7 Nf4l) 18 ... Nxd3 19
cxd3 Rfb8 20 d4 Rb2 ++.

13 .. Qc7
14 4 as!
Messa-Renman, Reggio

Emilia 1982. Now a rook re-
treat such as 15 Rb2 fails to
15 ... Ned F, so White tried 15
Rxa4!? Nxa4 16 Nb5 Qc5 17
Qh3 Rab8 18 Be3 Qc6 19 Bd3
g6 20 Nd4 Qxc3+ 21 Kf2 Ncb
22 Rdl Rb2 with a winning
game, although things were still
suspenseful after 23 Kf3 Nxd31?
24 Rxd3 Qel 25 Kg4! a4 26 Qhé
Nf5 27 Nxf5 exf5+ 28 Kg5 Qa5
(Just in time!) 290 Qh3 Rxc2 30
Bd4 Rxg2+! 31 Khé (31 Qxg2
Qd8+ 32 Kh6é Qh4 Mate)
31 ... Rg4 32 Bf2 Rc8 33 eb6
Qd8 34 exf7+ Kxf7 0-1.

10.12

8 hd

A move which can be em-
ployed now or on a later move.
In any case, the typical position
arises after:

8 ... Qas

Of course § ... Ba4!? and
8 ... Qc7 are also possible.

9 Bd2 Nbcb

Here 9 ... Qad4!? 10 h5 (10
dxcS Qed+!; 10 Qbl1!?) 10 ...
h6 11 Rh4 gains some time on
the earlier 7 h4 line.

10 h5 hé
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A position which has under-
gone some scrutiny in the last
few years. White has:

(a 11 Rbl Qc7 (1 ..
0-0-0!?) 12 Bf4 c4 (Versus 13
dxcS, but 12 ... cxd4 13 cxd4
0-0-0 is not bad either, when
Black plans ... Kb8-a8, ... Na5
etc.) 13 Qd2 (13 Qcl!? Lput-
jan) 13 ... 0-0-0 14 Be2 Rdg8
15 g4 Qa5 16 Qcl! 5! 17 g5
hxgS 18 Bxg5 Be8 19 Qb2 b6
with some kind of dynamic
balance, Makarichev~Lputjan,
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USSR Ch 1980/1. The game
was eventually drawn, but at
this point White’s inferior
pawns could be reason to prefer
Black’s position.

(b) 11 Rh4 (White defends d4
again and intends to harass the
Black kingside with Rf4 and
gd-g5, or swing to the queen-
side after dxc5) 11 ... 0-0-01?
(The most recent move, but it is
not clear that 11 ... ¢4 or Ran-
tanen—Vaganian, Tallin 1979 is
not better. That game con-
tinued 12 Rg4 Rg8 13 Nh4
0-0-0 14 Qf3 — 14 a4!? —
14 ... Qad! 15 Kd1 Ni5 16 Nxf5
exfS 17 Rh4 Be6 and Black
stands very solidly, White’s
bishops being rather useless.
The proper result might be a
draw, but Black eventually
won) 12 dxc5 Qxc5 (“?” ECO.
It recommends 12 ... f6!, and
indeed 13 Qe2 Qc7! or 13 ¢4
Qc7 looks fine for Black) 13
Rbl g5 (13 ... f6 still seems
playable) 14 Rad NaS 15 Bb3
Tcheshkovsky—Lputjan, USSR
Ch 1980/1. ECO gives this “+”,
but the game went 15 ... Nc4 16
Nd4 Kb8 with a complex posi-
tion which Gipslis assesses as
“double-edged with mutual
chances”. It is hard to judge,
but one does feel that 12 ... {6
would be a cleaner and more
thematic solution to Black’s
problems.

10.13

8 a4

Finally, we have this move,
e automatic choice for many
years and still the main line.
White prepares Ba3 (if it is
allowed) and prevents a block-
ade on his a4 square.

8 ... Qas

1 give this move first because
it forces White to commit him-
self, but 8 ... Nbc6 is not bad
by any means.

Now we come to a major split
of the chapter, a choice which
also arises after 7 a4 Nbc6 8 Nf3
Qa5: 10.131 9 Qd2; 10.132 9
Bd2.

10.131

9 Qd2 Nbc6
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10 Be2

By no means the only move,
but the most often played.
Others:

(a) 10 Bb5!? allows a simple
10 ... 6 or the more ambitious
10 ... Nxe5!? 11 Nxe5 BxbS 12
Ba3! Ba6 13 Bxc5 f6 14 Nd3
Nc6 15 0-0 Kf7 16 Rfel Rhed
(“+” ECO) Mnatsakanian—
Korchnoi, Erevan 1965.

(b) 10 dxc57! Ngb6 11 Qe3
Qc7 12 ¢4 dxc4 13 Bb2 Nb4 “+”
(Kmoch).

(c) 10 g3 has the usual reply
10 ... f6, or perhaps 10 ...
Rc8!? 11 Bg2 cxd4 12 cxd4
Oxd2+ 13 Bxd2 NfS etc.; com-
pare 10 Be2 Rc8 below.

(d) 10 Ba3 tries for the end-
ing immediately, but Black has
never had problems here: 10 ...
cxd4 11 cxd4 Qxd2+ 12 Kxd2
Nf5 13 Bb2 (13 ¢3 Na5! 14 Ra2
Rc8 15 BbS hS5 16 Bb4 Ned+ +
Fiensch-Franz, East Germany
1958; 13 Rb1!? b6!? 14 ¢3 Na$
15 Bb4 Ncd4+ 16 Bxcd dxcd 17
a5 Bc6 = Kan-Botvinnik,
Sverdlosk 1943) 13 ... Na5 14
Kel (A recent try. 14 Bc3
Ncd+ 15 Bxcd dxc4 16 Bb4 Beb
17 Ke3 Rc8 of Shamkovich-
Petrosian, USSR Ch 1960,
favours Black if anyone and
here 17 ... BdS led to a Black
advantage in Hazai—Psakhis,
Sochi 1982) 14 ... Rc8 15 Bd3

Nc4 16 Bcl (the point)

6 ... 0-0 17 Ke2 R¢7 = Kura-
jica~Cuartas, Biel 1981. For
more on these endings, see the
next note and, for example, the
note on 11 Ba3!? below.

(e) 10 Bd3 is a common move
and deserves considerable
attention. Ivkov (a consum-
mate handler of the Winawer)
produced something new versus

Vitolins in Riga 1981 by going

into the ending (previously
thought to be bad at this point):
10 ... cxd4!? 11 cxd4 Qxd2+ 12
Bxd2 (12 Kxd2 is considered
worse, since it does not prevent
.. Na3, and indeed 12 ... Na5!
looks best and equal; compare
10 Be2 Re8 11 Ba3 in the main
line) 12 ... Rc8! (Leaving the
knight on e7 to watch the
queenside and preventing 13
Bc3? dueto 13 ... NxeSetc.) 13
Rb1 (13 Ra3, to prepare Bc3,
can be met by 13 ... Rc7 14 Bc3
f6, e.g. 15 Kd2 Kf7 16 Rbl hé
=) 13 ... Rc7 14 a5 (Following
the recommended plan, but 14
Ke2 = is more flexible)
4 ... a6! 15 Bc3 Na7 16 Bb4
Bb5 17 Bdé Rd7 18 Nd2 Bxd3
19 cxd3 Nf5 20 Bc5 Nb5 21 Nb3
hS5 22 g3 f6 with at least equal-
ity.

There are two more conven-
tional solutions to 10 Bd3. One
is 10 ... c4, e.g. 11 Be2 f6 12
0-0 0-0-0 (or 12..0-01?

Winawer: Positional Main Lines 173

Ivkov) 13 Ba3 Ngb6 (13 ..
Rdf8!? intending ... Rf7 is Bot-
vinnik’s suggestion, one of

‘several alternatives here) 14

Bdé Rde8 15 Rfbl (15 Rfel
Nd8 intending ... Nf7 is a good
plan, or 15 ... h5 16 h4, as in
Fischer—Sherwin, US Ch
1960/1, and now 16 ... Nce7! =
intending ... Nf5) 15 ... Nce7
16 Bb4 Qc7 17 Bd6 QaS 18
Qel!? (18 Bb4 =) 18 ... h5 19
Bft Nf5S = Biering—Marszalek,
Primorsko 1979.

Finally, Black can play the
dynamic 10 ... {6
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(el) 11 exf6 gxf6 12 dxcS (12
0-07! c4! 13 Be2 0-0-0 14 Ba3
NS 15 Rfb1!7 Rdg8 16 RbS
Qc7 17 Rabl b6 18 Ral h5 19
Bcl Nd6 + Wilson—-Glueck, St.
Paul 1982, or here 15 Rfel hS
16 Bfl hd F or Williams-
Schmidt, Nice 1974. There is no

White attack in these lines)
12...e5 13 c4 dxc4d 14 Bxcd
Qxc5 15 Bb3 0-0-0 16 0-0
Nf5!? (More ambitious than
16 ... Bgd = of Stein-Doro-
skevich, USSR Ch 1970) 17 Ba3
Qbs 18 Qc3 Kb8 (Moies), and
now, for example, 19 Ribl
Necd4 20 Nxd4 Nxd4 21 Bed Qc7
22 Qb4 Bceb etc. with attack.

(e2) 11 0-0 fxe5 (or 11 ...
0-0-0, e.g. 12 Rel fxe5 13 dxe5
h6 14 Ba3 Rdf8 =) 12 dxeS (12
Nxe5 Nxe5 13 dxeS 0-0 is easy
for Black) 12 ... 0-0 13 Rel (13
Ba3 Rxf3!? Moles; 13 ¢4 Qc7 or

3...0xd2=)13 ... h6 14 Ba3
Smyslov—Uhlmann, Havana
1964, when 14 ... Be8 15 Qe3
b6 16 Nd2 Nf5 was equal, and
15 Nh4!? (Brooks) 15 ... g5 is
very complicated. Otherwise,
Black can choose 14 ... Kh§
with equality. The solution with

1...0-0-0 looks simplest,
however.

Thus Black should play 10 ...
c4 for safe equality, 10 ... f6!?
to create an imbalance, and
10 ... cxd4 if he wants an end-
ing.

10 ... Re8!?

Another subtle Uhlmann
move, designed to improve
Black’s chances in the ending
after ... cxd4 etc., e.g. now 11
0-0 cxd4 12 cxd4 Qxd2 13 Bxd2
NfS(or13 ... f6 =)14c3NaS =
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Matthews—Moles, Belfast 1967,
presents no probiems for the
second player.

Note that 10 ... f6 11 exf6 (11
0-0 fxeS 12 dxe5 0-0 13 Rel h6
= is simpler than in (e2) above,
due to White’s passive bishop
one2) 11 ... gxf6 120-0(0Or 12
dxc5 0-0-0 13 0-0 e5, trans-
posing) 12 ... 0-0-0 13 dxc5 €5
14 c4 transposes to (el) in the
last note (=), and here 14 Ba3
Rhg8 15 Rfbl Ngb6 16 g3 Nf4 17
Bfl Bg4 (Moles) gives free
play.

11 dxcS

(a) 11 h4!? cxd4 12 cxd4
Qxd2+ 13 Bxd2 Nf5 of Koe-
nig-Watson, Boston 1981,
showed a direct advantage of
10 ... Rc8 after 14 Bc37? Nxe5,
but 14 ¢3 Na5 would have been
very comfortable for Black
anyway, and here 14 ... {6 is
also good.

(b) An interesting challenge
to theory came about after 11
Ba3!? cxd4 12 cxd4 Qxd2+ 13
Kxd2

(see following diagram)

In Hort—Arapovic, Sarajevo
1980, Black proceeded “nor-
mally” with 13 ... Nf5 14 ¢3!
h5!? 15 Rfbl NaS5 16 Bc5! b6 17
Bb4 Nc4+ 18 Kel {6 19a5b520
a6! with a slight advantage to
White. ECO gives 14 ... Na515

)

7
=

\

%E%l7'

(2 A A 2 B 2

////

l/l/g%-%
i/ﬁ%?-%'//'
WI7I7@/I

A
%I/I%I/ﬁ

m\

\

Rfbl Bxa4 16 Bb4 Nb3+ 17
Rxb3 Bxb3 18 Bb5+ Kd8 19
Ng5 Nh6 20 Rxa7 “=/unclear”;
but Robert Byrne gave the nice
line 16 g4(!) Nh6 17 Bd6! Nb3+
18 Rxb3 Bxb3 19 Rxa7 Be4 20
Bxc4 dxcd 21 Rxb7 Nxg4 22
Re7+ Kd8 23 Rxf7. This looks
great for White, who intends
Ng5 or Rxg7, e.g. 23 ... Nh6 24
Ra7! Nf525 Ng5o0r23 ... h6 24
d5! and 24 ... exd5 25 Nd4 or
24 ... Nxf2 25 Nd4 Ned+ 26
Ke3 *.

This could all use tests, of
course, but I suggest 13 ...
Na5(!) 14 Rhbl b6! straight
away, and I do not think Black
need be worried, e.g. 15 Ba6
Nc4+ 16 Kel Nxa3 or 15 Bb4
Nc4+ 16 Kd1 Nec6. With sev-
eral examples to go by, it is safe
to say that ... Nf5 should not be
an automatic move in these
endings, as it often just loses a
tempo and, worse, fails to sup-
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port the key queenside squares.

(c) 11 Bd3!? seems to just
waste a tempo on 10 Bd3, but
nowll ... c4?tand 11 ... 6712
exf6 gxf6 13 dxc5 e5 14 Nh4!
show up the loss which ... Rc8
entails: ... 0-0-0 is not poss-
ible in either case. On the other
hand, 11 ...cxdd! 12 cxdd
Oxd2+ 13 Bxd2 is fine for
Black, e.g. 13... NfS (or
13 ...f6 =, but here ... Nf5
forces queenside concessions
with ¢3 or the loss of bishops)
14 Bxf5S exfS 15 Ke2 (15 0-0
Nd8 16 Ra2 Rc4 = Bogdano-
vic-Uhlmann, Sarajevo 1969)
15 ... Nd8 16 ¢3 Rc4 17 a5 BbS
18 Rhbl a6 + Foldi-Portisch,
Hungarian Ch 1959.

The text (11 dxc5) is Smys-
lov’s move, winning d4 for a
knight, gaining some room, and
using the tripled pawns for re-
straint on the black centre.

 § S Ngé6
12 0-0

Everyone’s main line. An in-
teresting deviation is 12 Qe3,
when Black can equalize but no
more by 12 ... d41?7 13 Nxd4
Nxd4 14 Qxd4 Qxc5 (Maybe
14 ... Rxc5!? 15 Be3 RxeS 16
0-0 Bc6 is playable) 15 Be3!
Qxc3+ 16 Qxc3 Rxc3 17 Kd2
Rc8 18 Rfbl Be6 19 BbS! 0-0
20 Bxc6 Hartston~-Webb, En-
gland 1973, and Eales gives

20 ... Rfd8+ 21 Kcl Rxcb =,

In this case perhaps 12 ...
a6!? could be considered, with
13 0-0 Qc7 14 Nd4 Qxe5 as the
idea.

12 ... NexeSt?

An underestimated move,
believe.  Smyslov—Uhlmann,
Mar del Plata 1966, continued
12 ... 0-0 13 Qe3 Qc7 14 Nd4!
Qxe5 15 Nb5 Qxe3 16 Bxe3,
and here instead of Uhlmann’s
16 ... a6 17 Nd6 Rc7 18 aS! £,
16 ... Rb8! 17 a5 (Necessary, to
prevent ... NaS-c4) 17 ... a6 18
Nd6 Nce7 19 Rabl Be6 = was
Pope-Davis, Australia 1975,
since ... Nc8 will eliminate the
knight on dé and leave White's
extra pawn in the form of the
tripled c-pawns and isolated a-
pawn. Black actually got the
advantage, but the game was
drawn.
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13 Nd4

“(ECO and others). 13
Nxe5 Nxe5 14 Qe3?! was Hart-
ston-Uhlmann, Hastings
1972/3: 14 ... Ng6 15 Ba3 Bc6
16 f4 0-0 (F) 17 Qh3 Rcd8 18
Bb4 Qc7 19 Bd3 £5! 20 Qg3 Rf6
21 Qe3 (21 a5) 21 ... a522 Ba3
Bxa4 23 Bb2 Bc6 +.

White’s 14th was suspect, al-
though Uhlmann gives 14 Qd4
f6 15 Bh5+ g6 16 f4 Nco6 17
Qxf6 Rf8 18 Bxgb+ hxgbh 19
Qxg6b+ Kd8 FF. Also, the
game Gligoric-Moles, simul-
taneous 1966/7 need not have
ended so abruptly after 14
Qg5'? Ngb6 15 ¢4 dxc4?? 16 c6!
++; after just 15..0-0!,
White still has not developed
and his extra doubled c-pawn in
case of 16 cxd5 exd5 17 Qxd5
does not impress, e.g. Black
could play 17 ... Be6 18 QhS!?
(18 Of5? Bxg2!) 18 ... Bed with
ongoing pressure.

13 .. a6(})

This seems obviously better
than 13 ... 0-0(?7) 14 Ba3 Rfd§
15 Bb4 Qc¢7 16 NbS =+ of Kap-
lan-Tukmakov, Puerto Rico
1971. 13 ... a6 banks on the fact
that Black is not really behind
in development, so a tempo can
be expended to prevent NbS. 1
do not see a useful plan for
White, as the natural line 14 4

Nc6 15 S does not achieve
anything after 15 ... exf5! 16
Nxf5 (16 Qe3+ Nce7 or even
16 ... Nce5!?) 16 BxfS 17 RxfS
Qxc5+ 18 Khl Nee7 19 Rf3 0-0
20 Ba3 Qc6 and Black still has
an extra pawn with a fairly solid
position.

Overall, 10 ... Re8 is clearly
a more risky strategy versus 10
Be2 than 10 ... {6, but it scems
sufficient and full of interesting
byways.

10.132

9 Bd2 Nbc6
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9 Bd2 abandons the idea of
Ba3, but keeps the kingside
dark squares covered while
shoring up the weak ¢3 square
and toying with the idea of c4,
undoubling  the  c-pawns.
Black’s main aim will be to
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break up the centre, with or
without ... c4.

10 Be2

The recent lack of success for
this move has stirred interest in
several others:

(a) 10 Bd3? worked well in
Arnason-Farago, Sochi 1981,
after 10 ... £6!? 11 0-0 fxe5? 12
¢4 Qc7 13 Nxe5 Nxe5 14 Bf4!
cxd4 15 Rel £, but either
10 ... c4 11 Be2 (11 Bfl is too
slow) 11 ... f6 or 10 ... f6 11
0-0 c4 12 Be2 lead to the same
position, when 12 ... Ng6 is
good, but simplest is 12 ... fxe5
13 Nxe5 Nxe5 14 dxe50-0 1514
Be8 16 Bg4 Qb6+ 17 Khl Bgb
18 Qbl Qc6! 19 Qb5 Qc8! 20
Ra2 Bed + or even +. Nikolic-
Ivkov, Sarajevo 1967.

(b) 10 h4!? is similar to 10.12
above, but here White has a4
in, a move he avoided in that
line. The most logical answer is
10 ... f6 (10 ... 0-0-0 11 h5 hé6
and 10 ... ¢4 are also okay) 11
h5 fxe5 12 dxe5 (12 Nxe5 Nxe5
13 dxe5 h6 =; 12 h6!? gxh6 13
Nxe5 Nxe5 14 dxe5 0-0-0 15
Rxh6 Qc7 and ... Nf5) 12 ...
0-0-0 13 Bd3 (13 h6 gxhé!
intending ... Be8—g6 in some
cases) 13 ... Qc7 14 Kf1! hé! 15
Be3 Na5 16 Nd2 Rhf8 17 Kgl
(17 Qg4 Nf5!) 17 ... Nf5 18 Bf4
Kb8 F Rantanen—Helmers,
Norway 1981.

(c) 10 Bb5!? is a Robert
Byrne idea, hoping to provoke
10 ... a6?, when 11 Be2! trans-
poses to normal lines but with a
Black weakness on b6. Vagan-
ian’s reply in Moscow 1975 was

0...Qc7 11 0-0-0-0 12 Rel
b6 13 Bd3 h6, and here Byrne
tried 14 Bf4 (14 Bcll?)
14 ... Ng6 15 Bg3 Nce7! =. In
Halle 1981, Uhlmann attempt-
ed to refute 10 Bb5 versus
Hazai: 10 ... c4(“!”) 11 Qcl(?)
6 12 exf6 gxf6 13 0-0 Rg8 14
Rel Kf7! (A favourite spot for
Uhlmann’s king) 15 Kf1 Nf5 16
Bf4 h5 17 h3 Rg6 (+) 18 Qa3 h4
19 Nh2 Rag8 20 Ng4 Rxg4! 21
hxgd Rxg4 (F) 22 Bh2 Qd8 23
f3 Rg6 24 Qcl Qg8 25 Qd2
Ng3+! 26 Rxg3 Rxg3 + intend-
ing ... h3. Here 11 0-0 {6 does
not seem to help much, and 11
Ng5 h6 12 Qh57 g6 13 Qh3
Nxe5! wins a pawn, so at the
moment 10 ... c4 is the move to
beat if White wants to salvage
10 BbS.

(d) 10 g3 can be met by
0...Qc7 with the idea
.. Na5-c4, or by 10 ... 0-0 11

Bh3 6 12 exf6 Rxf6 =. But the
most serious drawback was
shown in Kavalek—Hort, Wad-
dinxveen 1979: 10 ... 0-0-0(})
11 Bh3 £5! 12 Bg2 (12 exf6 gxf6
13 0-0 5 14 Bxd7+ Rxd7 15 ¢4
Qc7 F Doda-Raicevic, Bano-
vici 1979) 12 ... h6 13 h4 Qc7 14
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Bcl! (Else ... Na5-c4 follows)
14 ... cxd4 15 cxd4 Nb4 16 Kd2
Be8! 17 Ba3 Nbc6 18 Bdé6
Rxd6! 19 exd6 Qxd6 20 Kcl f4!
+ with a strong attack.

(e) 10 c4?! does not make
sense until ... f6 is in, because
the light squares are weakened:

0...Qc7 11 c¢cxd5 exd5S (or
11 ... Nxd5; compare 10 Be2 f6
11 c4 below) 12 dxc5? (But 12
c3 0-0 is comfortable for Black,
who can pressure d4 with
.. cxd4, ... Bgd4, ... Nf5 etc.;
12 ... 0-0 (Or 12 ... Nxe5 13
Nxe5 Qxe5+ 14 Be2 Bgd! 15 13
Bd7 16 0-0 Qd4+ F Moles) 13
Be2 Nxe5 14 0-0 Nxf3+ 15
Bxf3 Qxc5 + Dubinin—Boles-
lavsky, USSR Ch 1947.

(f) 10 Ng5 is rather slow,
since after 10 ... h6 11 Nh3 (11
QhS g6 12 Qh3 cxd4 13 cxd4
Qb6), 11 ... Qc7! hits d4, e.g.
12 Qg4 Nf5 and 13 Bd3 cxd4 +,
but how else to defend the d-
pawn?

10 ... fe!

The old move was 10 ... c4
but then 11 Ng5(!) ‘caused
Black certain difficulties. I my-
self discovered 10 ... f6 because
I had won two games with 11
Ng5 and could not decide what
I would have done against this
simple pawn push. Theory at
the time said only that after 11
c4 Qc7 12 exf6 gxf6 13 cxdS,

“the opening of the position
will enhance the power of the
bishops” (Moles). But a closer
ook reveals that the opening of
lines favours Black’s knights at
least as much as the bishops,
and White’s centre may become
weak in short order.

11 ¢4

Still the main line, but it is
not the only move any more:

(a) 11 0-0 has hardly been
seen, but it is natural to lend
support to e5. One answer is
11 ... fxe5!? 12 dxeS (12 Nxe5
Nxe5 13 dxe5 0-0 14 c4 Qc7 15
f4 Bc6 =, or here 15 Bg5?! Bcb
16 Rel Nf5 17 Bd3 h6 18 Bcl
Rad8 + Formane-de Cavott—
Loman, Amsterdam 1980)
2..0-0(12 ... 0-0-0 13 Rel
transposes to 11 ... 0-0-0) 13
Rel Ng6 14 Bfl Qc7 and now
White should try 15 g3 with the
idea 15 ... Ncxe5?! 16 Nxe5
Nxe5 17 Bf4 Rxf4 18 gxf4 and
Black’s game does not convince
due to the threat f5, but
15 ... Rae8 or 15 ... h6 looks
fine.

Black can also play 11 ..
0-0-0, e.g. 12 Qcl!? (12 Rel
fxe5 13 dxe5 Ng6 14 Bfl Qc7 15
g3 Rdf8 16 Bh3 h6 intending
.. Rf7; here 12 ... c4 13 Bfl
transposes to a known 10 Be2
c4 line, about equal) 12 ... Qc7
13 Qa3 c4 14 Rel Ngb 15 exf6
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gxf6 16 Bh6 Rdg8 17 Qcl €5 18
dxe5 fxe5 19 Qd2 Bf5 20 Bg5
Bed4!? 21 Bxd8 Qxd8 22 g3 Nf4
with a strong attack, Marfia—
Watson, Columbus 1977.

(b) 11 exf6 gxf6 12 c4 trans-
poses to the text, as does 12 0-0
0-0-0 13 c4; here 13 Rel c4!?
14 Qcl Rhg8 = was Tringov-
Timman, Plovdiv 1983. The at-
tempt to bind the kingside by 12
Nh4!? 0-0-0 13 BhS did not do
well after 13 ... Qc7 14 Be3
Ng6! 15 Bxg6 hxgb 16 Nxgb
Rxh2 17 Rgl Rh7 18 Nf4 cxd4
19 cxd4 Kb8 20 Qd2 Ka8! plan-
ning ... Bc8 and ... 5, Gold-
Watson, New York 1978.

(c) 11 Rb1!? is the latest idea,
a product of the Swedish IM
Wedberg’s imagination.
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The rook move aims to win
structural advantages by means
of tactical skirmishing. 11 ...
0-0-0 12 exf6 gxf6 13 RbS

Qxa4 14 Rxc5 would be an
example, and if 14 ... b6 15
Rb5 Ne5!?, 16 Rb4 Nxf3+ 17
Bxf3 with continuing chances
despite the material reduction.
Wedberg-Ornstein, Swedish Ch
1978 saw 11 ... fxe5 12 Rxb7
e4 13 Ng5 cxd4d (13 ... c4!?)
and now Wedberg recommends
14 c4 (“1” I believe he played 14
Bg4!?) 14 ... Qxa4 15 cxd5
exd5 16 Bb5 “! £”. The assess-
ment is a bit brash, perhaps,
since after 16 ... Qxa2, 17 Rxd7
looks virtually forced (other-
wise ... 0-0-0 is too strong),
and after 17 ... Kxd7 White has
to find a way to continue the
attack. 18 Qg4+!? Kc7 19 0-0
(19 Bxc6? Qal+ 20 Ke2 Qa6+)
is obscure (19 ... Kb6!?), and
18 Bb4!? is also unclear after
8 ... Qb2 19 Bxc6+ Nxc6 20
Qg4+ Kc7 21 Ne6+ Kbo6 22
Be5+ or 18 ... Kc7 (18 ... h5?
19 Qxd4! Qbl+ 20 Kd2! *).
Perhaps this line went un-
repeated more because of
something like 16 0-0(!), e.g.
16 ... 0-0-0 17 Qbl or 16 ...
h6? 17 BbS Qa2 18 Rxd7! etc.,
or 16 ...d3 17 Bg4 0-0-0 18
Rxd7 with a very strong attack.

At any rate, Ornstein avoid-
ed 11 ... fxe$S in a second meet-
ing with Wedberg (Sweden
1979) and turned to 11.... Qc7,
but after 12 Bf4 Nc8? 13 Qcl f5
14 dxc5 £, White had control of
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d4 and the dark squares. The
correct sequence here is 12 ...
Ng6! 13 Bg3 and now:

(c1) 13 ... £5!? 14 h4 cxd4 15
cxd4 Na5 16 h5 Ne7 17 h6 g6 18
Bh4 (18 Qd2!?) 18 ... Bxa4
(18 ... Ng8!7) 19 Bf6 0-0 20
Qd2 Nac6 21 Rh3 Rabg 22 Nh4
Rf7 23 Rg3 b5(?) 24 BhS5 b4 25
Qg5 Kf8 26 Nxg6+ and White
broke through, winning in a
few moves, Wedberg—Roos,
Copenhagen 1981.

(c2) 13 ... fxeS! 14 0-0 (14
Bb5 cxd4 intending ... QaS+)

4 ...cxd4 (14 ... 0-0 15 BbS
Qc8? was ill-timed due to 16
Bxc6 Bxc6 17 Nxe5 Nxed 18
Bxe5 £ Tcheshkovsky—Farago,
Sochi 1981, since 18 ... cxd4 19
Qxd4! or 18 ... Bxa4 19 Qg4
and 20 dxc5 favour White. But
15 ... cxd4 transposes 14 ...
Qc8!? is a recent novelty, e.g.
15 dxe5 0-0 16 c4!? Nce7! 17
Qd2 Be6 F Maki-Ogaard,
Oslo 1983; or 16 Qd2! h6!? 17
¢4 =/unclear of Maki—-Hansen,
Oslo 1983) 15 cxd4 0-0 16 BbS,
and now in Wedberg—Renman,
Sweden 1979, Black sacrificed
unsoundly via 16 ... Rxf3? 17
gxf3 Rf8 18 Rel Qd8 19 Bxct
Bxc6 20 RxeS *.

There are two clear improve-
ments. Suetin gives “16 ... Qc8
with a sound position™. I agree,
since sacrificing the a-pawn by
17 Bxc6 Bxc6 18 Nxe5 does not

give White enough, and 17 dxe5
Nce7 or 17 ... Na$ looks equal.
The option is Wedberg’s “16 ...
Nf4! 17 Bxc6 Bxco6 18 NxeS
Bxad4 19 Rb4 unclear”. Then
19 ... b5 looks best, with an
extra pawn. On 19 Qg4 instead,
19 ... h5!? intending ... Ne2+,
.. Bxc2, and ... Nxg3+ is com-
plex, but puts pressure on
White to justify his play.

11 ... Qc7
12 exf6!?

The usual choice, but in fact
12 cxd5! is more precise, limit-
ing Black’s options. Then after
12 ... Nxd5 13 c4, 13 ... Nf4 is
not an option (compare below),
although 13 ... Nde7 14 exf6
gxf6 transposes, and 13 ...
Ndb4 seems to also, since 14
exf6 looks best.

12 ... gxf6
13 cxdSs NxdSs
14 c4

The obvious choice. Others
are slow:

(a) 14 dxc5? 0-0-0 15 0-0
(Probably better is Bouaziz’ 15
aS!?. It is not clear that a6 is
really a threat, e.g. 15 ... €5!?
16 a6 Bgd 17 axb7+ Kb8 with
ideas such as ... Nc3, ... e4, or

.. Rhg8. But in any case
15 ... Be8 16 Qcl — ... Nc3
was threatened — 16 ... a6
looks good) 15 ... e5 16 c4 (16
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¢3? Rhg8 17 Khl Nf4! 18 Bcd
Rxg2 19 Bxf4 Rgd4! ¥+ Leder-
man-Korchnoi, Beersheba
1978) 16 ... Ndb4 (or 16...
Nde7) 17 Bxb4 Nxbd 18 Qdb
Rhf8 (intending ... Na6) 19
Qxc7+ Kxc7 20 Rfdl Naé6 21
Bd3 h6 22 a5 Nxc5 23 Be2 Beb6
++ McCrory-Watson, Denver
1976.

{b) 14 ¢3 0-0-0 15 0-0 Rhg8
16 Rel e5! was Spassky-Korch-
noi, Belgrade 1977, which con-
tinued 17 ¢4 (17 dxe5? Nxc3! 18
Bxc3 Bh3) 17 ... Bh3 18 Bfl!
(18 Ng5? Nc3! Timman), and
here instead of 18 ... Nb6?! 19
d5 Nxcd4 20 dxe6 Qxeb =, Tim-
man’s 18 ... Nf4! 19 Bxf4 exf4
20 d5 Bga! 21 Qb3 Bxf3 22 Qxf3
Nd4 F provides a clear solution
to this line.
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Now 14 ... Nde7 is theory’s
favourite, but there are two

others which may be better!
Black has:

(a) 14 ... Nde7 15 Be3 (15
dxc5 0-0-0 16 Bc3 e5 —
16 ... Be8!? ECO — 17 Qdb
Nf5 18 Qxc7+ Kxc7 = Tim-
man-Korchnoi, Leeuwarden
1976) 15 ... 0-0-0 16 d5! (16
0-0 Be8! + Ugrinovic) 16 ...
exd5 17 Bxf6 Rhg8 (17 ... Rhi8
18 Bh4 intending Bg3 at some
point) 18 ¢xdS Be6 19 0-0
RxdS! 20 Qc2 Rh5 with a
double-edged game, perhaps
slightly better for White (he
played 21 Bc4), who has two
bishops and the better structure
versus a centralized but not
really dangerous Black posi-
tion, Kanzler-Fedoruk, Dau-
gavpils 1979. White eventually
won.

(b) 14 ... Nf4(!) was my ori-
ginal idea when I first examined
10 ... 16, and it still looks prom-
ising, e.g. 15 Bxf4 Qxf4 16 d5
(16 dxc5 0-0-0 17 Qd6 €5
intending 18 g3? Qe4, or here
17 0-0 e5!, rather than
7 ... Rhg81? 18 0Ob3!
Grefe—Watson, Berkeley 1976.
Then Black has very pleasant
play) 16 ... Nb4! (So as not to
activate the e2 bishop) 17 dxe6
Bxe6 18 0-0 Bd7! (the point) 19
g3 Qc7 20 Qb3 0-0-0 21 Rfd1
Rhe8 22 Rd2 Bgd + Spraggett—
Watson, Columbus 1977. Note
White’s underlying structural
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problems: his weak queenside
pawns and bad light-squared
bishop.

{c) 14 ... Nbd4!? has several
virtues as illustrated by Mc-
Crory—Watson above. Then 15
dxc5 0-0-0 intending ... e5 and

.. BfS or simply ... Na6 is al-
ready better for Black; and the
unpinning move 15 Qbi fails to

5 ... 0-0-0 16 Bc3 Be8! with
the idea ... Bgb. So critical
would be 15 Be3 ¢xd4 16 Nxd4
Nxd4 17 Bh35+7! (17 Bxb4
Qe5!; 17 Bxd4 0-01? or

7 ...e5)17 ... Kd8 18 Bxd4 e5
and ... Qxc4 will follow. Note
that this ... Ndb4 option may
be particularly important due to
the order 12 cxd3 Nxd5 13 exf6
etc. (note to 12 exf6).

The main line with 10 ... 6
looks healthy and promising at
the time of this writing.

10.2

7 a4

With proper play this will
generally transpose to the main
line with 7 Nf3, but there are
some interesting points along
the way.

7 ... Nbcé

Another orderis 7 ... Qa5 8
Bd2 (8 Qd2 Nbeé 9 Nf3 Bd7 is

10.131 above) 8 ... Nbc6 9 Qg4
(9 Nf3 Bd7 is 10.132 above, the
main line. 9 Ne2!? will be look-
ed at in the next note) and now
9 ...0-0! 10 Nf3 f5 is =, and
better than 9 ... Bd7!? 10 Oxg7
0-0-0 11 Nf3! h5 12 Qf6! (Slot-
nik).

8 Nf3

Very interesting is another
Wedberg idea, 8 Ne2!?.
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Wedberg—-Renman,  Eksjo
1981, continued 8 ... Bd7 (by
transposition; see 7 Ne2 above)
9 Ba3! cxd4 10 cxd4 £6 11 exf6
gxf6 12 g3 (12 Nf4 QasS+)
12...e5 (12 ... Qas5+ 13 &3
0-0-0 or 13 ... Kf7!?) 13 Bg2
Qa5+ 14 ¢3 BfsS?! (14 ..
0-0-0) 15 0-0 0-0-0 16 Rcl
Be6!? (16 ... Kb8! was the last
chance for equality) 17 Rel
KbB 18 dxeS fxe5 19 Nd4! exd4
(lest 20 Nb3) 20 Rxe6 Nf5 21
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Rf6! Ng7 22 Bb4! Qc7 (22 ...
Nxb4 23 cxb4 Qxb4 24 Rec7 +;
2...Qa6 23 Bfl) 23 cxd4
Rhe8 24 Qg4 with a pawn and
strong attack (which soon told).
This is not overwhelming,
but makes somewhat of a case
against 8 ... Bd7. Another
game illustrating White’s ideas
was Myreng—-Glueck, St. Paul
1982: 8 ... Qa5!? 9 Bd2 Bd7(?)
10 g3 0-0 11 Bg2 c4?! (Illogical,
since the surrender of the c4
square to Black should be a
basic problem with 8 Ne2;
1...Qc7!) 12 0-0 Nc8 (12 ...
Ng6!?, versus Nf4; 12 ... {6 13
exf6 Rxf6 14 Nf4 L) 13 Nf4 f5
14 exf6 Rxf6 15 Rel Nd6 16
Re2! Re8 17 Qel Nd8 18 Bel
(or 18 h4! +, intending Bh3,
Ng2, Bf4-e5) 18 ... g6 19 Ba3
NB8£7 20 h4 QdS8 21 Bcl! Nf5 22
Bh3 N7d6 23 Ng2 Rf7 24 Bg5
Qc8, and here 25 Bf4! with the
idea Be5 and Nf4 was strong.

I feel that there is a simpler
solution, however, in 8 ... Qa5
9 Bd2 Qc7!. Then White can
hardly abandon his d-pawn by
moving the knight from €2, yet
10 g3 b6 11 Bg2 Ba6 and 10 Bf4
Ng6 (or 10 ... b6 or 10 ... Bd7)
11 Bg3 Qa5 12 Qd2 {6 both look
fine for the second player.

8 ... Qa5

8 ... Bd7 is naturally also
playable, with the interesting

sideline 9 Bb5!? Qc7 10 0-0 b6
(10 ... 0-0 11 Ba3 Slotnik) 11
Ba3 Na5  Tcheshkovsky-
Gulko, USSR Ch 1976, and 12
dxcS Bxb5 13 cxb6 axb6 14 axb5
0-0 with a sharp, approximate-
ly equal contest (Gulko) was
better than 12 Bxd7+7?! Qxd7!
13 dxc5 Nc4 14 cxb6 axb6 15
Bxe7 Qxe7 +, as played.

9 Qd2
9 Bd2 Bd7 is 10.132 again.
9 ... b6!?

9 ... Bd7 is the 10.131 main
line. The text is an option, not
quite as aggressive but safer.

10 BbS

Else 10 ... Ba6, e.g. 10 Bd3
Ba6 11 0-0 cxd4?! (11 ... Bxd3!
first is fully equal) 12 Bxa6
Qxab6 13 cxd4 0-0 14 Ba3 Ris-
toja—Ornstein, Helsingfors
1982, and now best was

4 ... Qb7! (Ornstein), intend-

ing ... Na5-c4 and keeping
.. f6 as a response if White
moves his knight from f3 to
attack via f4, g4, etc. But
11 ... Bxd3! was easier, and
perhaps objectively better.

10 ... Bd7
11 Bd3

11 Ba3! £ (Uhlmann), based
on the trick 11 ... cxd4? 12
Bb4! etc. But Black also has 11
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... a6 12 Be2 0-0, or here 12
...cxdd 13 cxd4 Qxd2ch 14
Kxd2 Nf5 15 ¢3 Na5 unclear.

| § S f6!

Improving upon 11 ... cxd4
12 cxd4 Nb4?! (but 12 ..
Qxd2+ 13 Kxd2 6 looks okay,
with perhaps ... 0-0, ... Be§-
g6 or ... BhS to follow) 13 0-0
Bxa4 14 Be2! b5 15 ¢3 Nbc6 16
Ba3 * Darga-Wood, Bognor
1961.

12 exf6

12 0-0 cxd4 13 cxd4 Oxd2 14
Bxd2 fxeS =.

12 ... gxf6

And Black has fair play, e.g.

13 0-0 cxd4 14 cxd4 Qxd2 and

5...¢e5,0r 13 dxcS bxc5 14 ¢4
Qxd2+ 15 Bxd2 d4.

This finishes our analysis of
the Main Line Positional Wina-
wer. We have dealt with some
rather dense material, but
much of it covers irregular
lines, i.e. ones requiring a basic
familiarity only. We have also
spent time on options for Black
which are supplementary to the
main recommended moves and
not necessary for a repertoire.
All in all, these ... Nbco,

.. QaS systems do not require
a great deal of memorization;
they do provide the player of
Black a reliable, active method
of play. Keep in mind that the
long-term  positional factors
tend to favour the second play-
er in the endgame.

If the wvariations outlined
here are too loose or dangerous
for the reader, he is urged to
investigate Chapter 11, where a
closed system is discussed.

11

Winawer: 4 e5 Qd7

1 ed e6 2 d4 d5 3 Nc3 Bbd 4 5
Qd7
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What if Black wishes to avoid
the central confrontation that
4 ... ¢5 implies? Then he must
deal with two major problems:
his passive bishop on ¢8 and the
threat of Qg4 (forcing kingside
weaknesses). 4 ... Qd7 ad-
dresses both of these difficulties
by preparing 5...f5 in re-
sponse to 5 Qg4 and by helping
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to control key light squares in
anticipation of ...b6 and
.. Ba6 or ... Bb7. This, and
Black’s determination to keep
the position relatively closed,
justifies a move which would
otherwise be suspect on the
grounds that it neglects space
and development. Leading
players have shown ongoing
confidence in 4 ... Qd7 and
4 ... b6 (its companion move,
to which it frequently trans-
poses) ever since Bronstein and
Petrosian first won beautiful
victories with them in the late
fifties and sixties. Other not-
able adherents of the ... Qd7/...
b6 complex have been Anders-
son, Korchnoi, Hiibner, Hort
and Seirawan.

A preliminary word on move
order seems appropriate. I my-
self have played 4 ... b6 instead
of 4 ... Qd7, but as a matter of
taste rather than from theore-
tical preference. Here 1 give
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4 ... Qd7 because it requires
much less learning (4 ... b6 5
Qg4 Bf8 opens up a Pandora’s
box, with practically endless
variations and subvariations).
Also, I know of no reason why
4 ... Qd7 should be in any way
inferior to 4 ... b6; generally
they transpose. Nevertheless,
4 ... b6 has been played more
frequently in the last two or
three vears than the previously
more popular queen move. For
the record then: most of the
lines below can be played with
4 ..b6 first as well as with
4 ... Qd7, and a player of Black
who objects to the latter move
can equaily well employ the
former.

From the diagram, White's
critical moves are: 11.1 5 a3;
11.2 5 Qg4; 11.35Bd2 114 5
Ne2.

He has plenty of options:

(a) 5 Nh3!? can transpose to
4..b6 5 Nh3 Qd7 after
5...b6,e.g. 6 Nf4 Nc6!? 7 Be2
Bb7 8 0-0 0-0-0 9 Nad4 (9
Bgd!?; 9 Ncxd5? Bf8! +)
9 ... Bf8 10 c3 f6 11 b4 Nho6
unclear, Ivanovic-Planinc,
Yugoslavian Ch 1978. But
4...Qd7 allows other ap
proaches too, e.g. 5 ... f6 with
the idea 6 f4 b6; or perhaps
5...¢5, when 6 a3 Bxc3+ 7
bxc3 f6 is interesting, and 6 Bd2
Ne7 probably does not improve

upon 4 ...¢5 5 Bd2 Ne7 of
Chapter 8.

{(b) 5 h4 is more pointed, and
insufficiently explored. It can
likewise transpose to 4 ... b6 5
h4 Qd7,e.g. 5 ... b6!? 6 h5 Bab
(or 6...h6 7 f4 Ne7 8 Nf3
Westerinen—Sahovic, Vurmala
1978; 8 ... Bab unclear) 7 Bxa6
Nxa6 8 Qgd4 Bf8 unclear, or
here perhaps 8 ... f5!?7 9 Qe2
Bxc3+ 10 bxc3 Qa4.

Black can also play in the
centre by S ... ¢517 with a nor-
mal Winawer except for the
odd trade-off of h4 for ...Qd7,
which seems all right for Black
after 6 Bd2 Ne7 (no improve-
menton 4 ... c5 5 Bd2) or 6 a3
and now 6 ... Bxc3+1? 7 bxcl
Qad4!? or (less risky) 6 ...
Ba5s(!), which is like the 4 ... ¢5
5 a3 Ba5 Winawer, but prob-
ably better for Black than that
line in view of 6 b4 cxd4 7
Qg4!? 15!, or here 7 Nb5 Bc7
(7 ... Bb6!? is also not bad
since after 8 Nd6+ Kf8, the
queen on d7 defends £7) 8 f4
Ne7 and a coming ... Nf5 (e.g.
after 9 Nf3 Nf5) will threaten
.. Ng3—e4, which does not
happen in the 4 ... ¢5 5 a3 Ba$
Winawer.

(c) 5 Bd3 b6 6 Qe2 tries to
stop ... Ba6, but then 6 ... ¢5!
(threatening ... ¢4 and ... cxd4)
7 Bb3 Ncb of Saidy-Lorenz,
Dresden 1969 already favours
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Black, who intends to win the
bishops by ... Ne7 and ... a6.
Here 6 Nf3 Ba6 is the next
note.

(d) S Nf3 b6 6 Bd2 is a
common move order, transpos-
ing to 11.3 below. Also possible
is 6 Bd3 Ba6 7 0—0 Bf8 intend-
ing ... c¢5 or (better?) 6 ... c5,
e.g. 7 0-0!?7 c4!? 8 Be2 Na6 9
Nel b5 = Winiwarter-Haag,
1959.

(e) 5 f4 tries for the f5 break,
but risks making White’s light
squares still weaker and his cl
bishop a prisoner. After
5...b6 (5 ...c5!17) 6 Nf3 Ne7,
two samples of play are 7 a3
Bxc3+ 8 bxc3 Ba6 9 Bxa6 Nxa6
10 a4 Nb8 (Or 10 ... Nc6!?
planning ... Na5 and an even-
tual ... c5) 11 0-0 (11 a5 Nbcé
=, or 11 ... Qc6!?) 11 ... Nbcb
12 Nd2 Na$5 13 Qf3 Rc8 14 Ba3
¢S =; and 7 Bd3 Ba6 8 0-0 h5!?
9 Bxa6 Nxa6 10 Qd3 Nb§ 11
Nh4 (else ... Nf5) 11 ... Bxc3!?
(11 ... Nbc6) 12 bxc3 (12 Qxc3
looks more natural) 12 ... g6 13
f5 (1?7 But otherwise White’s
pawn structure is miserable)
13 ... exf5 14 BgS Nbc6 15 Bf6
Rf8 16 Nf3 Na5?! (Unneces-
sary; 16 ... 0-0-0!) 17 e6! fxe6
18 Ne5 Rxf6! 19 Nxd7 Kxd7
Panchenko-Gofstein, Vilnius
1970. Despite a nominal mater-
ial disadvantage (two pieces
and two pawns for the queen),

White’s terrible pawn structure
and Black’s outpost on c4 guar-
antee him at least equal
chances.

11.1
5 a3 Bxc3+
6 bxc3 b6
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Long a controversial posi-
tion. White has the usual king-
side attacking chances, but
these are severely restricted by
Black’s intended ... Ba6, which
will eliminate White’s king’s
bishop and establish control
over c4. White therefore turns
to one of two strategies: attack
on the dark squares, e.g. after
Qg4 (forcing ... fS5, when
counterplay by ...f6 is no
longer a threat); or attack on
the queenside, e.g. by a4-a$
and possibly c4. Black will in
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any case try to exploit his hold
on the light squares (... Qd7!)
and work for the best possible
outposts for his minor pieces
(e.g. c4 and f5 for his knights)
to exploit White’s dubious
queen’s bishop.

There are three main
branches: 11.11 7 Qg4; 11.12 7
Nh3; 11.13 7 a4.

The only other idea that
makes sense is 7 Bd3 Ba6 8 Nf3
(or 7 Nf3 Baé 8 Bd3; for 8 Nh3,
see 11.12 below), when one
response would be 8 ... Qa4!?,
e.g. 9 0-0 Ne7 10 Ng5 Bxd3 11
-cxd3 (11 Qxd3 h6 12 Nh3 Nbcb
with a fine game) 11 ... Qxdl
12 Rxdl Nbc6 12 a4 Na$S 13 Ba3
h6 14 Nf3 Nec6 15 Racl 0-0-0
(=). Another approach was
8 ... Ne7 9 00 c5 10 dxc5 bxc5
11 Bxa6 Nxa6 12 Qe2 Qc6!?
(12 ... Qad! looks good) 13 c4
d4 14 Bb2 Rb8!? (Or 14 ... 0-0
=, e.g. 15 ¢3 dxc3 16 Bxc3
Rad8 17 Rfdl Qa4!) 15 Rabl
0-0 16 ¢3 d3!? 17 Qxd3 R{d8 18
Qe2 Rd7 19 Rfdl Rbd8 20
Rxd7 Qxd7 with easy equality,
Svensson—Witmanovicz,
Skopje 1972.

11.11

7 Qgd f5
8 Qg3

Probably best. Giving Black
too much lead in development
is 8 exf6 Nxf6, e.g. 9 Qh3 0-0
10 Nf3 Grigorian-Demirkhen-
ian, Baku 1966, but now Black
should have played 10 ..
Qa4(!) threatening ...e5 as
well as capture on c2, one line
going 11 Ne5 Qxc2 12 Bd2 Ne4
13 Rd1? Qxdi+!.

Theory does not say much
about 8 Qh5+4, but after
8...Qf7 9 Qf3 Ne7 10 h4 of
Gligoric-Smederevac, Bel-
grade 1961, 10 ... Ba6! looks
better than 10 ... Bb7, e.g. 11
Bxa6 Nxa6 12 a4 Nb8 13 as
Nbc6 =. More interesting is
8 ...g6(1) 9 Qdl and now as
Moles and Wicker point out,
9 ... Bab! resembles the play
which follows in the text as well
as the play in 11.12 and 11.13
below. Black actually gets an
extra tempo in several in-
stances. Worth noting too is
that 8 ... g6 9 Qd1 Nc6!? 10 h4
<1y 10 ... h6 11 g4(“!”) Nge7
12 hS (*+”) of Kavalek—Csom,
Szombathely 1966, does not
really impress after 12 ... g5 13
f4 gxf4 14 Bxf4 fxgd! 15 Oxgd
Nf5 and Black is okay, e.g. 16
Bd3 Nce7.

8 ... Ba6

A good alternate plan is
simply ... Nc6 and ... Bb7 aim-
ing for ... NaS-c4, e.g. 8§ ..
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Nc6 9 Nh3 Bb7 10 Nf4 0-0-0 11
a4 Tolush—Troianescu, 1958,
and here 11 ... Na$S or 11 ..
Kb8 was easier than 11 ... g6 12
Qh4 Qf7 13 Ba3 hé6 14 Bd3, as
played, although then 14 ..
Rh7! would be equal.

9 Bxa6 Nxa6
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10 Ne2(})

The toughest move. The op-
tions show what Black is up to,
however:

(a) 10 Qd3?! Qa4! 11 Nf3
Ne7 12 Ng5 Kd7 (a typical
French idea) 13 h4 Nb8§ 14 Rgl
Nbc6 15 g4 Na5 16 Rbl Nc4
+/¥F Atkinson—-Cooke, England
1965.

(b) 10 h4!? 0-0-0 11 Ne2
Nb8 (the standard manoeuvre)
12 h5 Nc6 13 Bg5? (too slow)
13 ... Re8 14 Nf4 Na5 + Dura-
sev1c—Ta1manov, USSR-Yugo-
slavia 1964.

{c) 10 a4 Nb8 11 a5!? (11 Ne2
transposes to 10 Ne2) 11 ..
Nc6 12 axbb cxb6 13 Ne2 Pan-
chenko—Lebredo, Lublin 1977,
and here 13 ... 0-0-0 14 Nf4 g6
intending ... Nge7 and ... Rdg8
with ... h6 etc., or at some
point ... Na5-c4 was equal.

10 ... Nb8(})

Thought to be dubious, but
the examples have been mis-
leading. 10 ... 0-0-0 11 a4 Kb7
12 Nf4! or here 11 ... Nb8 12
Qd3 Nc6 13 BgSt and 10 ... Kf7
11 a4 are difficult for Black.

11 Nf4

11 a4 is not dangerous after
1 ... Nc¢6 12 Ba3 (12 0-0 Nas
13 Nf4 0-0-0 14 Ba3 g6 — or
4...Nc4 — 15 Bb4 Ncd4 =
Richter—-Zagorovsky,  corres
1965-8) 12 ... Na$ 13 0-0 Med-
ina-Portisch, Beverwijk 1965;
and 13 ... 0-0-0 = was simpl-
est, as after 13 ... Ncd4 14 Nf4
Nh6!? 15 Nh5 Rg8 16 Bcl
0-0-0, 17 Bxh6 would have
been unclear.
The text threatens 12 Nxeb6
Qxeb 13 Qxg7.

3 N Nc6!

Anyway! 11 ... g6?! 12 h4
and 11 ... Qf7?7 12 Nxe6! are
much worse.

12 Nxe6!?
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The only critical move. 12
0-0 0-0-0 13 a4 Na5 14 Ba3 of
Samarian—-Bengstrom, corres
1944/5, should be harmless
after 14 ... Nc4!, so that after
15 Bb4 comes 15 ... a5 (Moles
and Wicker). This is an im-
provement upon 14 ... Qf77115
Bb4 Nc4 16 a5 Rd7 17 Rad!,

when 17 ... Nh6 and ... Rg8
was best.

12 ... Qxe6

13 Qxg7 Qg6

14 Qxh8
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A remarkable position where
Black has four ways to try to
win material or trap Black’s
queen. 14 ... Qxg2? 15 Rfl
0-0-0 16 Qxh7 or Gaprindash-
vili-Ranniku, USSR 1968, was
not good enough, and 14 ..
Nd8 15 eb! creates an escape on
e5, as Moles points out, giving
15 .. Nf71? 16 exf7+ Kxf7 17

0-0 Re8 18 BgS5! Nh6 19 Qf6+
etc. as a possible line.

Furthermore, Moles’ sug-
gestion of 14 ... Ke7!? does not
work, 1 think, if only because of
some brilliant lines, e.g. 15 h4
Ke6 16 hS Qxg2 and now in-
stead of Moles’ 17 Rfl Qed+,
the clever 17 Rh4! may win,
e.g. 17 ... f417 18 Qxh7 Qgl+
19 Ke2 3+ 20 Kxf3 Rf8+ 21
Rf4 Rxf4+ 22 Bxf4! 23 Qxg8+
and mates.

But all is not lost! In fact,
after 14 ... 0-0-0(!), White
may be in grave trouble. Note
first that 15 h4 Qxg2 16 Rfl
Qed+ is too slow now, due to
17 Be3 4 or 17 Kd1 Nxd4! etc.

So Moles gives 15 Be3! “fol-
lowed by the rapid advance of
the h-pawn appears to solve the
problem”. Here, however,
Black has an ingenious move,
15 ... Rd71l. This threatens

6...h5 and 17 ... Rh7, and
the obvious reply 16 €6 does not
succeed due to 16 ... Rd8!
when White’s queen lacks {6, so
17 Bg5 is forced (Otherwise
17 ... Nge7 or 17 ... Nf6 fol-
lows), but then 17 ... Qxg5 18
Oxh7 Oxg2 19 0-0-0 Nge7 +
(and 16 ... Qxe6 17 0-0 Qg6
may also suffice).

What else can White do? 16
Bhé6 Nd8! or 16 0-0-0 hS lose,
and 16 h4 h5 17 Rh3 f4! 18 Bxf4
Rh7 19 Rg3 Qed4+ 20 Re3
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Qxe3+ F does not give White
enough for his piece down,
since he cannot get his kingside
pawns rolling.

Barring future improve-
ments, then, 7 Qg4 5 8 Qg3
looks satisfactory for Black pro-
vided he chooses ... Nb8 on the
10th move of the main line.

11.12

7 Nh3

Leaving a path for the queen
to g4 open and in some cases
intending Nf4-hS5 (this would
be the response to 7 ... Ne7).
In return, Black gets time to
develop his forces.

7 ... Ba6
8 Bxa6

8 Bd3!? is interesting, and
recommended by ECO, but
Black has no lack of ideas.
Maric suggests 8 ... Bxd3 9
cxd3 Nc6 intending ... 0~ 0-0,

.. Kb7, ... Na5S and ... ¢5 (with

.. Rc8 first, presumably). If 10
Nf4,10 ... Ne7, to meet 11 Nh5
with 11 ... Rg8 should be inter-
polated. A good alternative to
this seems just 8 ... Ne7(!), and
now 9 Qg4 Ng6 = is a mediocre
(for White) version of the old
4 ... Ne7 5 a3 Bxc3+ 6 bxc3 b6
7 Qg4 Ngb6 line, whereas 9 a4 (9

Nf4  Qa4!? or 9 ... Ngb)
9...Bxd3 (9 ... Bed!?) 10 cxd3
Nbe6 gives Black an extra
.. Ne7 for the less useful a4 in
comparison to § ... Bxd3.

8 ... Nxaé
9 Qg4

9 Qd37! Qad! F.
9 ... fs
10 Qh5+ g6
11 Qe2

11 Qh4 h6 12 g4 Of7! 13 Rgl
Nb8 worked out nicely for
Black in Zuidema-T. Timman,
Dutch Ch 1972, after 14 gxf5
Qxf5 15 Nf4 g5! 16 QhS+ Kd7
17 Ne2 Nbc6(+) 18 Rxg5? hxg5
19 Qxh8 Of3! 20 Kf1 Rf8 with a
winning attack.

11 .. Nb8
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12 c4!

Trying to prevent Black from
consolidating. 12 -0 Nc6 13 a4
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(13 c4!? Nxd4 14 Qd3 dxc4 15
Qxc4 ¢5 did not give White
enough for his pawn in Bog-
danovic-Maric, Yugoslavia
1974) 13 ... Na5 14 Rd1 Nc4 15
Rd3 h6 16 Nf4!? Qf7 17 Rh3 g5
18 Nh5 0-0-0 19 aS Kb8! +
Bednarski-Andersson, Lund
1972; Black has everything in
such a position: a knight on c4,
king safety, and a ready-made
attack after ... f4 and ... Ne7.

12 .. Ncé
13 Bb2

Best. 13 ¢xd3? Qxd5 is awful,
and 13 ¢3 Nge7 (or 13 ... dxc4
14 Qxc4 Na5 T Bednarski) has
led to Black advantage in two
games: 14 c¢xdS (14 Bg5!? dxc4
15 Bxe7 Nxe7 16 Qxc4 Qd5! 17
QxdS Nxd5 18 c4 Ne7 19 Ng5

Kd7! 20 4 h6 21 Ni3 g5! +
Gibbs-Despotovic, corres
1974-76, since 22 fxg5 hxg5 23
Nxg5 Rdg8 etc. favours Black)
14 ... Nxd5 15 Bb2 b5! 16 Qxb5
Rb8 17 Qe2 Na5 18 0-0 Qc6 19
a4 Qc4 T Ciocaltea-Hecht,
Budapest 1973. The light
squares are key again.

13 Bb2 is Hecht’s suggested
improvement. He gives 13 ...
dxc4 14 Qxcd Nge7 15 Qd3 Rd8
16 Rdl Na5 17 Bc3 (looks L,
since 17 ... Qa4? fails to 18
Ng5!). Here ECO’s 16 ... b5!?
is better and, one move earlier,

15 ... b5!? (reserving ... Rb8)
looks at least =. Thus 7 Nh3 is
harmless at best.

11.13
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White still plans Qg4, but he
wants the possibility of aS and/
or Ba3 at his disposal.

7 .. Ba6

Here again 7 ... Ne7 is rea-
sonable, since 8 Qg4 Ngb6 leaves
White’s a4 a rather poor trade
for the useful ... Qd7.

8 Bxaé6 Nxab
9 Qgd

What else? 9 Nf3 lets Black
develop unhindered, e.g. 9 ...
Ne7 10 Nh4!? Nb8 11 0-0 Nbcb
12 f4 g6 13 g4?! 0-0-0 14 a5!?
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Nxa5 +  Westerinen—Tai-
manov, Leningrad 1967. Note
White’s hurry to do something
before Black established a total
bind on the queenside.

9 .. f5
10 QhS5+

10 Qg3 is 11.11 again.
10 ... g6
11 Qe2 Nb8
12 h4

Again trying to mix it up.

(a) 12 Nf3 is a slow approach
which does very little after
12 ... Ncb6, e.g. 13 c4 Na5 (or
13 ... dxc4 14 Qxc4 h6 15 0-0
Nge7 16 Bb2 g5 17 Rfdl g4!
Tringov-Spiridinov, Varna
1973) 14 cxd5 QxdS 15 0-0 hé
16 Bd2 Nc4 with control of key
squares and ... g5 to come,
Smailbegovic-Ivkov, Sarajevo
1962.

(b) 12 a5!? Nc6 13 axbé cxbb
14 Ba3 Nh6(!) 15 h4 Nf7 guards
d6 and g5, with ... 0-0-0 to
come, followed by a kingside
advance.

12 ... he
13 Nh3 Ncé6
14 Nf4 Nge7

A key position for 7 a4. After
15 Ba3!? Rg8 16 Bb4?! (16 g4
Szabo; compare 15 g4), 16 ...
Nxb4 17 cxb4 a5! 18 b5 Rc8
intending ... ¢6 gave Black a

little edge in Velimirovic-
Szabo, Amsterdam 1976.

15 g4! presses harder. Then
Spassky—Petrosian, USSR
1974, continued 15 ... Rg8 16
Rgl (Kotov’s 16 Nd3! is a prob-
lem, but White may not have
anything better than repetition
by 17 Nf4 after 16 ... Rh§, as 17
h5 g5 18 f4 gxf4 looks fine for
Black) 16 ... 0-0-0 17 a5!?
(“x£” ECO, incorrectly) 17 ...
fxgd (or 17 ... Kb8!?; even
after 18 axb6 cxb6 19 Ba3 fxg4
20 Bd6+ Ka8 or 19 gxfS gxf5,
White has no attack) 18 Nd3
(18 Oxg4 Nf5 19 h5 Kotov;

9 ... g5 20 Nd3 Nxa5 Moles.
Or here 19 Nxg6? h5! 20 Qxh5
Qf7 etc.) 18 ... h5! 19 Nc5 bxc5
20 Qa6+ KbS 21 Rb1+ Nb4 22
cxb4 Qcb! +.

Strange but playable was (15
gd) 15..0-0-0 16 gxf5
Nxf5!?! of Razuvayev-Lebre-
do, Cienfuegos 1975, which
continued 17 Nxg6 Rhg8 18 h5
Na5 19 Qb5 (“?!”) Qxb5 20
axb5 c¢6 “with compensation”
(Moles). The outside passed
pawn and better minor pieces
give Black active play. Al-
though this game could be ig-
nored due to White’s appar-
ently weak 19th, it is difficult to
improve in view of the powerful
Black knights and White’s crip-
pled a- and c-pawns (e.g.
Where does the bishop go?).
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To all appearances, the main
line with 5 a3 grants Black
equal play.

11.2

5 Qg4

The move 4 ... Qd7 was de-
signed to meet.

5 .. fs

5 ... Bf§ will usually trans-
pose to 4...b6 5 Qg4 BIS,
which is reasonable but not
analysed here.

6 Qg3

6 Qh5+ g6 (or 6 ... Qf7 =) 7
Qf3 can be metby 7 ... b6 8 a3
Bf8 9'h4 h6 unclear, e.g. 10 Nh3
¢5 11 Bb5 Nbc6 12 Nf4 Nge7 13
Be3 cxd4 14 Bxd4 a6 15 Bxcb
Nxc6 16 0-0-0 Rg8.
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7 Bd2

Several alternatives:

(a) 7 h4 Bb7!? (or 7 ... Bab
=) 8 Bd3!? Nc6 9 Ne2 0-0-0 10
Bd2 Nhé! 11 a3?! (11 0-0-0 =)
11 ... Be7! 12 Bb5 Rdg8 13
Qd3 Nf7 (A typical Black build-
up on the kingside) 14 0-0-0
Kb8 15 Nf4 Qc8! 16 Nce2 Necd8!
17 Qb3 c6 18 Bd3 ¢5 19 dxc5
Bxc5 F Olafsson-Petrosian,
Bled 1961.

(b) 7 Ne2 Ba6 8 a3 Bf8 9 h4
¢5!? (or 9 ... Nc6 = intending

.. 0-0-0) 10 Be3 Nc6 11 Rdl
Blatny-Fabian, Czechoslo-
vakian Ch 1962; 11 ... 0-0-0 =
or 11 ... Re817.

{c) 7a3 Bxc3+!? (7 ... Bf8 is
okay, e.g. 8 Nh3 Ba6 9 Bxa6
Nxa6 10 Qd3 Nb8 11 Ne2 Ne7
12 Nef4 h6!? = Medyanikova-
Ostrovskaya, Moscow 1972; or
8 Nf3 Ba6 9 Bxa6 Nxa6 10 h4
0-0~0 11 b4 Nh6 12 b5 Nb§ =
Arlauskas—-Nyman, corres
1963) 8 Qxc3 (8 bxc3 Bab = is
11.11 above) 8 ... Ba6 9 Bxa6
Nxa6 10 Ne2 Ne7 = (Pach-
man); probably true, since
White’s queen’s bishop is noth-
ing special and Black has the
natural break ... 5.

(d) 7 Nh3 Nc6!? (or 7 ... Ba6
=) 8 Bb5 Bb7 9 a3 Bf8 10 Ne2
a6 11 Bd30-0-0120-0h6 13 {4
Kb8 = (at least) Izvosnikov-
Demin, Sevastopol 1976
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Black’s queenside is perfectly
secure and attack on the other
wing can be prepared almost at
leisure.

(e) 7 Nf3 Ba6 8 Bxa6 Nxa6 9
0-0 and here 9 ... Bxc3!? 10
bxc3 Nb8 is interesting, where-
as 9 ... 0-0-0 10 Ne2 Bf8 has
been tried, with approximate
equality.

7 .. Baé6
8 Bxa6 Nxa6
9 0-0-0

An instructive game went 9
Nge2 Bf8!? 10 h4 Nb4! 11
0-0-00-0-012 Qh3 c5 13 g4
fxg4 14 Qxg4 Nc6b 15 dxcS Bxcs
+ Tringov—Bronstein, Amster-
dam 1964.

9 ... 0-0-0

Equal. For example, after 10
h4 of Klovan-Listengarten,
Moscow 1967, Moles and
Wicker’s 10 ... Nh6(!) intend-
ing ... Rdg8 and ... Nf7 is satis-
factory, since after 11 Bxhé
gxf6, the dark-squared bishop
can defend f6 while ... Kb7 and
.. ¢5 strikes back on the queen-
side.

11.3

5 Bd2

This unambitious move
seems to be the new main line

after 4...Qd7. White re-
nounces any claim to a large
advantage, but hopes to con-
solidate and use his extra space
on the kingside.

5 .. b6
6 Nf3

The important move, al-
though a lot of others have
been tried:

(a) 6 Nb5 Bf8 7 Nf3 ¢5!?, or
7 ... Ba6 8 a4 c¢6 9 Na3 Bxf1 10
Kxfl Ne7 11 ¢3 ¢5 12 b4 Nbc6!
13 g3 Ngb6 14 Nc2 Be7 15 h4 hS
16 Kg2 £6!? with complications,
Mecking—Andersson, Hastings
1971/2.

(b) 6 Nh3 Nc6 hits the d-
pawn: 7 a3 Bf§ 8 Be3 Bb7 (=; a
tempo up on a normal ... Nc6,
... Bb7 position) 9 f4!? h5 10
Be2 g6 11 0—0 Nh6 = Demen-
tiev—Donchenko, USSR Ch
1971.

(c) 6 a3 Bf8 7 Nf3 Ne7 (! A
little temporizing, tempting
White’s king’s bishop out be-
fore ... Ba6) 8 Bd3 Ba6 9 Bxa6
(90-0c5=)9 ... Nxa6 10 Qe2
Nb8 11 Nd1 ¢5 12 dxcS bxc5 13
c4 Nbc6 14 0-0 Rb8 15 Rbl
Nf5! 16 cxd5 QxdS 17 Nc3 Nfd4
18 Nxd4 Qxd4 = Hartston-
Andersson, Hastings 1971/2.

(d) 6 Qg4 5 (6... Bfg) 7
Qh5+ g6 8 Qf3 Ba6 9 Bxab
Nxa6 10 Nge2 Bf8 = Petrusiak-
Dobosz, Poland 1973.



196 Play the French

(¢) 6 Nce2 Bf8 (or 6 ...
Bxd2+ 7 Oxd2 Ba6 8 Nf3 Nc6 9
g3 Nge7 = followed by ... Nf5

.. h5, ...0-0-0, and ... f6,
Konstantinopolsky—Aratovsky,
corres 1957) 7 ad!? a5
(7 ... Ba6!?) 8 {4 Ba6 9 Nf3 h5
(9 ... Ne7) 10 £5!? exfS 11 Nf4
Bxfl 12 Rxfl Nc6 (with

.. Nd8-e6 in mind), about
equal, Sahovic~Forintos,
Mladenovac 1975.

(f) 6 f4 as usual weakens the
light squares, e.g. 6 ... Ba6 7
Bxa6 Nxa6 8 Nf3 Nh6 9 Ne2
Nf5 = Puc—Maric, Yugoslavia
1957, 0r 6 ... Ne7 7 Qg4 Nf5 =
(Moles).
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6 ... Ne7

An interesting juncture. The
text has a fundamental logic,
i.e. that now White must make
a move which, in the case of 7
Bd3 Ba6 (7...a5!7) or 7 a3

Bxc3, may lead to positions a
tempo up on other lines. An
obvious drawback to 6 ... Ne7
is that retreat to f8 is cut off for
Black’s bishop, but in view of
the line 4 ... Ne7 5 Nf3 b6 6
Bd2 Bxc3!? 7 Bxc3 a5, played
with success by e.g. Lein and
Seirawan, Black need not be
afraid here.

6 ... Bf8!? has been the rage
for a few years now, but only
Petrosian seems able to handle
it! Best after 7 Be2 Ba6 8 0-0
looks 8 ... ¢5 (8 ... Ne7 9 Bxab
Nxa6 10 Ne2! £ is only one
good line), but probably White
has some edge. Interesting too
is 7 Bd3 Ba6 8 Qe2 (), an idea
of Stean’s, or here 7 ...¢5 8
dxcS bxc5 9 0-0 and White’s 5
extra tempi in development (!)
may count for something even
with this pawn structure.

Theoretically at least, 6 ..
Nc6 is as good as anything,
when 7 a3 Bf8 8 b4 Bb7 9 Bd3,
as given by ECO, should be
met by 9 ... 0-0-0 and an early

.. f6,  perhaps  following
.. Nge7-f5 and ... hS5. It is not
easy for White to break through
on the queenside, as shown by
some old Bronstein and Petro-
sian games.

7 a3

7 h4!1? succeeded in Sigur-
jonsson-Matsumado, Buenos
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Aires 1978, after 7 ... Ba6 8
Bxa6 Nxa6 9 h5 h6 10 Qe2 ;
yet after 7 ... hS5, Black has
been helped at least as much as
White, since he wants to play
.. Nf5 anyway.

Nor does White achieve
much by 7 NbS Bxd2+ 8 Qxd2
26 9 Na3 (9 Nc3 a5 = Korchnoi)
9 ... a5 10 Nb5 Ba6 11 a4 Nbcé
(=) 12 Bd3 hé! 13 c3 0-0
(different!) 14 Bbl f6 15 exf6
(15 Qd3 fxe5!) 15 ... Rxf6 16
Qc2 Ngb6 17 0-0 Raf8 + West-
erinen-Korchnoi, Palma de
Mallorca 1968.

Finally, 7 Ne2 Bxd2+ 8 Qxd2
Bab6 equalizes, e.g. 9 Nf4 Bxfl
10 Rxfl ¢5 11 0-0-0 Nbc6 =
Rhodin-Platz, 1957; or 9 h4
Nbe6!? (9 ... h5) 10 h5 0-0-0!?
(10...h6) 11 h6 gxh6 12
Rxh6?! (12 Nf4) 12 ... Nf5 13
Rh5 Rdg8 14 0-0-0 f6! F Le-
vine-Thompson, St. Paul 1982;
or 9 a4 Nbc6 planning 10 b4
Bed.

7 .. Bxc3
8 Bxc3 as

Or just 8...Ba6 =. 8 ... a5
was Harandi-Vaganian, Rio de
Janeiro 1979, which went 9 a4
Ni5 10 Bd3 Ba6 11 0-0 Bxd3 12
Qxd3 hS 13 Bd2 and now
13 ... Nbcb is safer than 13 ...
¢5!?7 14 dxc5! bxc5 15 QbS! c4!
16 Bxa5 Nc6, which would have
been unclear after 17 Bc3 in-

PIF -~ N

stead of 17 Bb6?! 0-0 with
mating threats.

11.4

5 Ne2

A line advocated by Craig
Pritchett, who has shown that
the old solution § ... b6 6 a3
Bxc3+(7) 7 Nxc3 Ne7 is lacking
after 8 Qgd!.

5. b6
6 a3

6 Nf4 is logically met by

6 ...¢5,e.g. 7 a3 Bxc3+ 8 bxc3
Ba6 9 Bxa6 Nxa6 10 Qg4 g6 11
h4? (11 a4 cxd4!; 11 0-0)
1... h512 Qe2 Qa4 + Wester-
inen-U. Geller, Netanya 1971.

6 ... BfS!

Better than 6 ... Bxc3+, as
given in the note to 5 Ne2.
Black prepares ... Bb7 and
.. Ncb, or ... ¢5 if allowed.

7 g3

R. Byrne-Andersson, Hast-
ings 1971/2, saw the weaker 7
Be3!? Ba6 8 g4? c5! 9 Bg2 Ncb
+.

7 ... Ba6

Most active. The ... Nc6,
... Bb7 plan should also be con-
sidered; with White’s bishop off
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the fl1-a6 diagonal, queenside
attack could be even less effec-
tive.

8 Bg2 Ne7
9 0-0 Nbc6
10 Rel!  NfS
11 b3 Be7
12 Bb2
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The battle lines are drawn,
with White intending Qd2 and
Ndl1-e3 or Na2-b4 (Pritchett).
In Pritchett-Lieb, West Berlin
1980, Black played 12 ... g5!?
13 Qd2 Na5!? and got the worst
of things; 13 ... gdand 13 ... h5

are  possible
(Pritchett).

More appropriate than 12 ...
g5!?, however, seems simple
development aiming for ... {6,
eg. 12 ...0-0(12 ... 0-0-0 13
Na2!? {6 14 Nb4 Bb7 may be
okay too) 13 Qd2 (13 Nf4!?
would intend 13 ... f6? 14 Nxeb
or 13 ... Nfxd4 14 Ncxd5 exdS
15 Bxd4 Nxd4 16 Qxd4.
13 ... Rad8 planning ... Nfxd4
or ... f6 as appropriate would
be correct) 13 ... Rad8 14
Nd1!? (Now 14 Nf4 Nfxd4 15
NcxdS Nf5! 16 Nxe7+ Qxe?
and ... Ncd4 looks at feast =)

4 ... f6 15 Ne3 (15 exf6 Bxf6;
15 {47 Bxe2! followed by 16 ...
Ncexd4) 15 ... fxeS 16 dxe5, and
now 16 ... Bc5 or 16 ... Kh8
looks reasonable. This is an
experimental variation which
deserves a closer look.

We have just scratched the
surface of 4 ... Qd7, but theory
has not advanced much beyond
surface-scratching anyway. All
the better for the player who
might wish to use it as a part of
his repertoire.

improvements

12
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A nice aspect of the French
Defence is that Black need not
rack his brains over moves
other than 2 d4, possibly ex-
cepting 2 d3 or 2 Nf3. Indeed,
some masters who play the
French have never bothered to
look at the theory of other
second moves, assuming (not
too inaccurately) that the posi-
tions pretty much play them-
selves. After all, if White does

199

not establish himself in the
centre, Black intends not just
.. d5, but in some cases ... c5
with good variations of the Sici-
lian Defence. Nevertheless, an
introductory look at White’s
other second moves is desir-
able, so as to clarify the kind of
play which follows should
White “do nothing”. As the
French is essentially a counter-
attacking defence, and these
are non-confrontational op-
tions, one should expect the
interesting aspects of the game
to develop only slowly, often
past the opening stage proper.
These are the only lines of the
book, therefore, for which 1
will outline one rather than two
methods of defence for Black.

We look at: 12.1 2 e5;12.22
23;12.32b3;12.42Qe2;12.52
Nf13.

Others are of less interest:

(a) 2 Ne2 d5 3 exd5 exd5 4
Ng3 (for 4 d4, compare the Ex-
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change Variation of Chapter 2)
4 ..Nf6 (4... Qh4!? ECO;
... c5!is also logical) 5 d4 Bd6
(5...¢517) 6 Bd3 0-0 7 0-0
Re8 =  Tartakower—Fine,
Kemeri 1937.
(b)2Nc3d5(or2...¢5=)3
417 (For 3 Nf3, see 12.5 below)
3 ... dxe4 4 Nxe4 and 4 ... Nf6
5 Nxf6+ Qxf6 = or 4 ... Nbd7
intending ... Nf6 is fully satis-
factory, White’s pawn on f4
being somewhat of a liability.
(c)2c4d5(or2...cSwitha
Sicilian) has long been consid-
ered harmless since White al-
ready has to worry about a
possible isolated queen’s pawn.
Play can go 3 cxd5 cxd5 4 exd5
(4 Qa4+ Bd7! 5 Qb3 Ncb! 6
QxdS Nf6 7 Qc4 Be6 8 Qa4 Bcs
+ ECO, or here 6 exd5 Nd4 7
Qe3+ Qe7;4...Nd7and 4 ...
Qd7 are also okay) 4 ... Nf6 5
Bb5+ (5 Qa4+ Nbd7 6 Nc3
Be7 7 d4 0-0 F; 5 Bed NxdS 6
Qb3!? Qe7+! 7 Ne2 Nb6 +
Nimzowitsch—Rubinstein, Han-
over 1926) 5 ... Nbd7 6 Nc3
Be7 7 Nge2 (7 Qf3!?7 0-0 8
Bxd7 Qxd7 9 Nge2 Rd8 10 Nf4
Bd6 = Keres) 7 ... 0-080-0 a6
9 Bxd7 (9 Bcd4 b5 and ... Bb7)
9...0xd7 10 Nf4 b5 11 Qf3
Bb7 12 a3 a5! ¥ Grob—Johner,
Zurich 1941. Two bishops,
development, and attack.
(d)2f4d5(or2...c5=)3e5
c¢5 4 Nf3 Nc65¢c3 (Scd4d46d3

Nh6! = Laroche-Morphy,
Paris 1859) 5...d4 (or 5 ..
Nhé6 =) 6 d3 Nh6 7 Nbd2 Qa5!?
(7 ... Nf5!) 8 Be2 Nf5 9 0-0
Be7! = (9...Ne3 10 Nc4!)
Weiss—Maroczy, Budapest
1895.

12.1

2 eS8

Of historical interest only,
this time-consuming advance
was frequently used in the 19th
century, particularly by Stein-
itz.

2 ... cS

Positionally consistent (cut-
ting off defence of the e-pawn),
although of course 2 ... d6 3
exd6 Bxd6 4 d4 is also equal,
e.g. 4 ... Nc6 5 Nf3 Nge7 6 Bd3
e5 = Seyboth-Lebedev, St.
Petersburg 1895.

314 Nc6
4 Nf3 Nhé6
Or 4 ... d6 =. The text was

played in  Steinitz—Mason,
Vienna 1882. After 5 g3 b6!? 6
Bg2 Nf5 7 ¢3 Rb8 8 Qe2 Bb7
Black had equality, and of
course 5 ... NfS 6 Bg2 d6 was
also satisfactory.
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12.2

2 g3 ds

2 ...¢5 can transpose to a
King’s Indian Attack if White
plays d3 and Ngf3 (see Chapter
3), or to a Closed Sicilian if
White chooses Nc3 or, finally,
to some kind of reverse Dutch
(“Big Clamp” — Day) if White
plays ¢3 with f4. None of these
systems should discourage a
defender, and 2 ... ¢5 is a good
alternative to the text.

3 Bg2

3 Nc3 dxed 4 Nxed Ni6 (for
4 ... Bd7!? 5 Bg2? Beb! F, see
3 Bg2 dxed 4 Nc3 Bd7 5 Nxed.
But 5 Nf3 Bc6 6 Qe2 = im-
proves) 5 Nxf6+ Qxf6 6 Bg2
Be3 7 Qf317 Qe7 8 Ne2 €59 0-0
0-0 10 d3 Nc6 11 Be3 Be6
Suttles~Uhlmann, Palma de
Mallorca 1970. A good example
of how White’s slow strategy
can lose the centre for him.

(see following diagram)

3 .. Nf6!?

Why not just 3 ... ¢57 Black
would intend ... Nc6 and
.. Nf6, whereas White gets
nothing from 4 exd5 exd5 5 Nc3
Nf6 or here 5 d4 cxd4 6 Qxd4
Nf6.
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A third alternative, 3 ...
dxed4, breaks up the centre and
thus equalizes, but is a little
dull: 4 Nc3 (4 Bxed?7! Nf6 5 Bg2
Nc6!? Tartakower—Colle,
Kecskemet 1927, or here
5...¢50revens ... €5, to con-
trol d4) 4 ... Bd7! 5 d3! (5
Nxed? Be6! 6 3 — otherwise
6..f5 —6...e57 Ne2 5 8
Nf2 BcS 9 Nd3 Bdé 10 0-0 Nf6
¥ Riumin—Rauzer, USSR Ch
1929; 5 Bxed4 Bc6, at least
equal) 5 ... Bc6 6 dxe4 Qxdl+
7 Nxd1 Nf6 8 £f3 Bb4+ 9 Kf2 =
(ECO).

4 e5

4 Nc3 d4 5 Nbl d3! (or
5...e5)6cxd3 Nc6 7 Ne2 e5 +
Tartakower—Bogoljubov, San
Remo 1930.

4 ... Nfd7
5 d4
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Or White could “clamp” by 5
f4 ¢5 6 Nf3 Nc6 7 00, but then
7 ... 16 8 exf6 Nxf6 equalizes.

5 .. c5
6 c3 Qb6

With counterplay. ECO gives
7 Nf3 Nc6 8 0-0 Be7 = intend-
ing ... 0-Oand ... f6. If 7 f4 Ncb
8 Nf3, 8...f6! discourages
castling (9 0-0 cxd4 10 cxd4
fxe5 11 fxeS Ndxe5!) and makes
it awkward for White to devel-
op — compare the 3 ... Nf6 4
e5 Nfd7 § f4 Tarrasch of Chap-
ter 5.

12.3

2 b3

Here White's idea is to con-
trol the central dark squares, at
least a more challenging stra-
tegy than 2 e5 or 2 g3. But b3
and e4 are not complementary
moves, and Black can easily
claim his share of the play.

2 .. b6

A simpler solution than
2...d5 3 Bb2 dxe4 4 Nc3.
White will have problems de-
ciding how to defend ¢4, since
d3 weakens the dark squares
and Nc3 blocks off the b2
bishop. Similar is 2 ... ¢5 (a 2
b3 Sicilian) and now 3 Bb2 b6

(or3 ... d5 =) 4 Nf3 Bb7 5 Nc3
transposing to the text, or 3 Nf3
b6 4 d4 cxd4 5 Nxd4 Bb7 6 Bd3
Nf6! intending 7 e5 Nd5 with
... d6 to come or 7 Qe2 Bc5! 8
¢3 0-0 9 e5 Ne8! etc.

3 Bb2 Bb7
4 Nc3 5

Or 4...d5 =, but this is
more interesting.

5 Nf3 Ncé
6 d4 cxd4
7 Nxd4 Nxd4
8 Qxd4 Nf6

With equality, at least, since
... Bc5 puts White’s position
under pressure. Bury-Watson,
Leominster 1977, continued 9
3 Bc5 10 Qd2 0-0 11 Na4 Be7
12 0-0-0? (But Black is better)
12 ... Nxe4! ¥ (13 fxe4? BgS).

124

2 Qe2

The most popular option of
this chapter apart from 2 Nf3.
White discourages ... d5 direct-
ly (2 ... d5 3 exd5 Qxd5 4 Nc3),
thus inducing Black to deviate
(at least temporarily) from his
favourite structure. Aside from
this, however, 2 Qe2 has little
to recommend it, as the queen
is committed early and White’s
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development is restricted by
her placement.

2 .. c5
3 g3

The most common. Others:

(a) 3 d3 Nc6 4 c3 Nf6 5 g3 d5
6 Nd2 Be7 7 f4!? (7 Bg2 =)
7 ...0-0 8 Bg2 bS5! 9 Ngf3 c4!
10 e5 (10 d4 dxe4 F) 10 ... cxd3
11 Qxd3 Nd7 12 Nb3 (12 Qxb5?
Nc5!! intending ... Ba6) 12 ...
b4 13 Nbd4 Na5! 14 0-0 bxc3 15
b3?! (15 Qxc3 Ba6 16 Rd1 Nc5
+) 15 ... Nc5 16 Qc2? (16 Qxc3
Ba6 +) 16 ... Ne4 17 Ng5 Nxg5
18 fxg5 Ba6 19 Rf4 Rc8 ++F
Bellon-Uhlmann, Madrid
1973.

(b) 3 Nf3 Nc6 4 g3 wil
transpose, and here 3 ... b6!? is
also possible, e.g. 4 b3 Bb7 5
Bb2 Nf6 6 d3 d5 7 Nbd2 Be7 8
23 Nc6 9 0-0-0 (9 exd5 Qxd5!;
9 Bg2 dxe4 10 dxed4 Nb4)
9 ... 0-0 10 e5 Y2-142 Hoffman-
Watson, New York 1979 (10 ...
Nd7 11 h4 b5!).

(c) 3 b3 b6!? (Of course
3 ... Nc6 4 Bb2 Nf6 is fine, too0)
4 Bb2 Bb7 5 f4 (5 Nf3 is (b))
5 ... Nf6 6 Nc3 d5 7 e5 (7 exd5
Nxd5 8 Nxd5 Qxd5S 9 Nf3 Nc6
10 0-0-0 0-0-0Y) 7 ... d4! 8
exf6 dxc3 9 Bxc3 (9 gxf7 Bxg7
10 Bxc3 Bxc3 11 dxc3 Qf6 12
Qe3 Nc6 13 Nf3 Nb4l)
9 ... gxf6 10 Nf3 Nc6 11 0-0-0
Rg8 (=, intending ... Qc7 and

... 0—0-0) 12 d4 cxd4 13 Nxd4
Nxd4 14 Rxd4 Qc7 15 Rc4
Ba3+ 16 Kbl Qe7.

(d) 3 f4!1? is a rather absurd
form of Sicilian, i.e. 1 e4 ¢52 f4
€6 3 Qe2!?. Naturally this is not
too fearsome, and a simple
solution is 3 ... Nc6 (3 ... b6!7;
3 ... 86) 4 Nf3 Nge7 5 g3 ds (or
5 ... g6 =, intending the typical
...Bg7, ...d6, ...b6 pawn
structure, against which
White’s queen is not so well
placed) 6 d3 g6 7 Bg2 Bg7 8 0-0
b6 (or 8 ... 0-0 with the idea
... Rb8and ... b5) 9 Nc30-0 10

‘Bd2 Nd4 (or 10 ... Ba6 11 e5

Nf5) 11 Nxd4 cxd4 = Solmanis—
Chistiakov, USSR 1949.

3 .. Nc6
4 Nf3
4 Bg2 can transpose after

4 ... Nge7 5 Nf3, since 5 Nc3 gb
6 d3 Bg7 is a good Closed
Sicilian (e.g. 7 Be3? d5! 8 exd5
Nd4 9 Qd2 exdS + Stolz—Bot-
vinnik, Groningen 1946). But
also of interest is 4 Bg2 Nf6 5
c3?! d5 6 d3 (6 exd5 Nxd5 +
Pytel) 6 ... dxe4 7 dxe4 Ne5! 8
Na3 (8 Bfl c4) 8 ... Nd3+ 9
Kfl Nxcl 10 Rxcl Be7 11 Nf3
0-0 F Filipowicz—Pytel, Polish
Ch 1972.

4 .. g6

5 Bg2 Bg7
6 0-0 Nge7
7 d3 0-0
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8 Nbd2

8 ¢3 b6!? (8 ... d5!1?7 Kura-
jica) 9 h4!? h6 10 Nbd2 Bb7 11
Rel d6 is very comfortable for
Black, e.g. 12 Nh2?! b5! 13
Ndf3 Kh7 14 Be3 b4 + Smys-
lov—Kurajica, Bar 1980.

8 ... dé
9 Rel!?

9 a4 h6 10 Nc4 d5 = (ECO);
compare the text. Or here
9 ... Rb8 10 Nc4 b6 11 c3 €5 12
Nh4 Ozsvath-Prandstetter,
Thilisi 1972, and now 12 ... d5

9 ... es
16 ¢3 h6
11 a4 Be6

Van der Weide-Watson,
London 1979. Black has poten-
tial breaks on both wings (... £5
and ... b5) and already stands

better. The game went 12 Nc4
Qd7 13 Nfd2 Rae8 14 Nf1 15
with pressure.

12.5

2 Nf3

Coupled with 3 Nc3, this is a
meaningful attempt to influ-
ence the central situation with-
out creating targets. 2 Nf3 has
gone through waves of popu-
larity, but at the moment it is
not highly regarded.

2 .. ds
3 Nc3

Mention should be made of
the “French Wing Gambit” (so
called by Dorsch), 3 €5 ¢5 4
b4!1?
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After 4 ...cxbd 5 d4 (to
avoid the complications of 5 a3
d4!?, although Black can also
simply transpose with 5 ... Nc6
or 5 ... bxa3; analogous to what
follows would be 5 ... Nc6 6
axb4 Bxb4 7 ¢3 Ba5!? 8 d4 f6)
5 ... Ncb6 6 a3, simple capture
by 6 ... bxa3 is certainly not
bad, e.g. 7 Bxa3 Nge7 8 Bd3
Bd7 9 0-0 Nc8! 10 Bxf8 Kxf8
and ... Nb6, ... Rc8 etc. fol-
lows. Another idea is 6 ... {6,
e.g. 7 axb4 Bxb4+ 8 c3 BaS!?
and now White can either give
up the centre by 9 exf6 Nxf6 10
Ba3 Bc7(!), or try to maintain it
by 9 Ba3 fxe5 10 fxe5 Nhé!? (or

0 ... Nge7) 11 BbS Nf7 12 0-0
Bd7 13 Qe2 Qc7 14 Rel
0-0-0!, but in either case
Black’s position is fundamen-
tally sound.

3 .. Nf6

3 ... d4 is also okay, but this
is more double-edged.

4 e5 Nfd7
5 d4 c5
6 dxc5

Not 6 Nb5?! Nc6 7 ¢3 a6 F
Shirazi-Watson, New York
1980, but 6 Bb5!? is a logical
alternative: 6 ... Nc6 (6 ... a6!?
7 Bxd7+ Bxd7?! — 7 ... Nxd7
— 8 Be3! ) 7 0-0 Be7 (Or
7...Qb6!?7, but 7...a67! 8
Bxc6 bxc6 has landed Black in

trouble after both 9 Na4 Qc7 10
c3 £ and 9 Rel Be7 10 dxc5!
Nxc5 11 Nd4 Bb7 12 Qg4 +
Dorfman—Kuindzi, USSR
1978) 8 dxc5 (What else? 8 Rel
0-0 9 Nd2 Qb6 10 Ba4 cxd4 11
Nexd4 Nc5 Gurgenidze-Hen-
ley, Goglidze 1983) 8 ... 0-0 9
Bf4 Nxc5 = Ubilava-Furman,
USSR 1971. White’s pieces are
not really doing much, and the
sequence 10 Bxc6 bxc6 11 Nd4
Qb6 12 Qg4 Kh8 or here 12
Rb1 a5 does not make progress
due to Black’s strong centre.

6 ... Ncé

To sidestep 6 ... Bxc5 7 Bd3
Nc6 8 Qe2. The alternative is
6 ... Nxc5, but it does not hurt
to delay this until move seven.

7 Bf4 Bxc5

The dynamic choice. 7 ...
Nxc5 has also done reasonably
well, e.g. 8 a3!7 £5 9 exf6 QOxf6
10 Bg3 (10 Qd2 Ne4!) 10 ... a6
11 Bd3 Nxd3+ = Ostojic-Py-
tel, Bucharest 1972/3. Or 8
Bb5!? Be7 9 Nd4 Bd7 10 Bxc6
bxc6 11 Qg4 g5! 12 Bd2 Rb8 13
0-0!? Rb4 + Sollid-McCam-
bridge, Gausdal 1981. Or 8 Bd3
Be7 9 0-0 0-0 10 Rel f6
(10 ... Bd7!? intending ... Rc8)
11 exf6 Bxf6, about equal,
Kopylov—-Doroskevich, USSR
1963.
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8 Bd3 f6!

Liquidating  White’s  last
centre pawn. Szmapik-Pytel,
Lublin 1973, went 8 ... 517 9
0-0 0-0 10 Rel(?) Be7! (in-
tending ... g5-g4) 11 Qd2 Ncs
12 Ne2 Ne4 F, but since White
had 9 exf6 the whole idea is
unnecessary.

9 exf6

Forced, in view of 9 BbS fxe§
10 Nxe5 0-0! or 9 Qe? fxeS 10
Nxe35 Ndxe5 11 Bxe5 0-0 etc.

9 ... Nxf6!
10 0-0 0-0
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At first glance White might
seem to be ahead in develop-
ment and in control of €5, thus
restraining Black’s e-pawn. In
fact, due to the f-file, White’s
exposed bishop on f4, and the
lack of White centre pawns,
Black is at least equal with
many nice tactical possibilities.

11 NeS!?

By far the most common
move, but its recent results
have been pretty bad. What
else? Since 11 Bg3 NhS fails tc
solve the problem of his bishop.
these are the main alternatives:

(a) 11 Qe2?! Nh5 12 Bg5 Nf4!
13 Qd2 Qc7 14 Nb5 Qb8 15 ¢4
Nxd3 16 Qxd3 NeS 17 Nxef
Qxe5 18 Bhd a6! 19 Nc3 (1S
Bg3 Qxb2 F) 19 ... Qf4 + Lar-
sen—Spassky, Stockholm 1969.

(b) 11 Qd2!? would attemp!
to improve upon Larsen’s stra-
tegy, since now 11 ... NhS 12
Bg5 Qd6!7 13 Nb5 Qb8 14 c4
would be unclear. But here
12 ... Be7 13 Bxe7 Qxe7 is safe-
ly equal, planning ... Nf4. A
more  ambitious  approach
would be 11 ... a6, e.g. 12 Rael
NhS 13 BgS Qd6 with good
play. Finally, for the true be-
liever, there is 11 ... Ng4l!
(threatening ... 5), e.g. 12 hd
Nxf2 13 Rxf2 Bx{2+ 14 Kxf2 &f
15 BgS Qb6+ 16 Kg3 Be6 witk
great complications.

{(c) 11 Ne2!? also protects {4,
but 11 ... Nh5!, as given by
ECO is clearly okay (12 Bgt
Qdé6), and Barden’s 11 ... QeJ
12 Ne5 NxeS 13 Bxe5 Ng4 14
Bg3 e5 is also good; after 15 h3,
there is 15 ... Nf6 =, 15 ...
Nh6!?, or possibly 15 ... e4!?
16 hxgd Bxgd!? 17 BbS QgS!
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with an unclear attack for a
piece, e.g. 18 Qcl (... a6 and
.. Bxe2 followed by ... Qxg3
was the threat) 18 ... e3 19 f3
Be6 with the idea ... h5-h4.

11 ... Bd7

This has had great success
thus far, but another move
worth considering is 11 ...

Qes(!)
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Black threatens 12 ... NhS,
which is difficult to prevent (12
Be2 Nd4 or even 12 ... Ng4!1?),
so counterattack by 12 NbS5 is
indicated. But then Black has
three good replies. In Dunne-
Thibault, Burlington 1976,

2 ... QhS succeeded after 13
Nc7 Rb8 14 Nxd5? exd5 15 Be2
(15 Nxc6 Bgd!; 15 Qxh5 NxhS
16 Nxc6 Nxf4 17 Nxb8 Nxd3 18
cxd3 Bf5 F Thibault) 15 ... Qf5
16 Nxc6 Qxf4 17 Nxb8 Qxb8 18

Bf3 Qe5 19 Rel Ne4 +7F. Bet-
ter was 14 Nxc6 bxc6 15 Nxd5!
Qxdl 16 Raxdl Rxb2 (Thi-
bault); this is equal.

He also gives 12 ... Bb6!?
and now 13 Nd6 QhS 14 Be2
Qh4 15 g3 Qh3 16 Nxc8 Nxe5
17 Ne7+ Kf7 18 Bxe5 Kxe7
urclear.

A third candidate is just

2...Qe7(Y), now that the

knight is off centre on b5, e.g.
13 Nxc6 bxc6b 14 Nc7 e5! + or
13 Rel a6 14 Nxc6 bxc6 15 Nc3
(15 Nc7? Ra7) 15...e5! 16
RxeS Qa7 etc. Best play is 13
¢3! Bd7, e.g. 14 Bg3!? (14 b4
Nxe5 15 Bxe5S Bxb5 16 Bxbs
Bb6 unclear) 14 ... Nxe5 15
Bxe5 Bxb5 16 Bxb5 Ne4 17 Bd4
e5 18 Be3 Rad8 19 Qd3! with
obscure equality, Paolozzi-
Watson, Los Angeles 1983.

12 Nxc6!?

12 Qe2 is more solid, e.g.
2 ... Qe7 13 Rael Rae8 14 a3
a6 15 Kh1 Bd4! 16 Nxd7 Qxd7
17 Bd2 e5 18 f3 Kh8 19 Ndl
la-12  Ljubojevic-Petrosian,
Las Palmas 1973.
12 ... Bxc6
13 Qe2
13 Be5?! Qb6 14 Qe2 Rae8 +
intending ... h6 and ... Nd7
(Suba). After 13 Qe2, there are
three examples:
(a) 13 ... Qe7 14 Rael Rae8
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15 Bg3 a6 16 a3 Qf7 17 b4 Bd4
18 Be5 (18 Nd1 e5! 19 ¢3 Ba7
F) 18 ... Bxe5 19 Qxe5 Nd7 20
Qg3 e5 = Spassky—Petrosian,
match 1966.

(b) 13 ... Ned4 14 Be3?! (14
Bg3 Nxg3 15 Qxe6+ Kh3 16
hxg3 Rf6 17 Qh3 Qg8 intending
... Raf8 with attack — Speel-
man) 14 ... Bxe3 15 Qxe3? (15
fxe3 T Vogt) 15 ... d4 16 Qe2
dxc3 17 Bxe4 cxb2 18 Rabl Qf6
19 ¢4 Rab8 F Bellon—Speel-
man, Amsterdam 1978.

(c) 13 ... Ned 14 g3! Nxf2 15
Rxf2 Bxf2+ 16 Kxf2 Qb6+
(16 ... g5!17 17 Qxe6+ Kh8? 18
OQh6! £; 17 ... Kg7 unclear —
Vogt) 17 Kg2 (17 Qe3? g5)
17 ...e5 (17 ... Qxb2 18 Qel

Vogt) 18 Qh5?? (White could
still hold the balance by 18
Oxe5! d4+ 19 NdS! Rae8 20
QhS g6 21 Bxgb with a perpe-
tual) 18 ... h6 19 Bxe5 Qe3! 20
Qg6 Ri2+ 0-1 Vogt-Farago,
Kecskemet 1979.

So neither the main line with
11 ... Bd7 nor that with
11 ... Qe8 gives White any ad-
vantage. Black’s various wins
with this line are ample proof
that he can have complications
when he wants them, with
White struggling to keep a tac-
tical balance intact.

We may confidently conclude
that only 2 d4 poses a genuine
challenge to the French De-
fence.
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Index of Variations

Chapter 1: 1 e4 e62 d4d53 e5c5
1.1 4 dxc5
1.2 4 Qg4
1.3 4 Nf3
1.4 4 ¢3 Nc6 5 Nf3
1.415 ... Bd7
1.411 6 dxc5
1.412 6 a3
1.413 6 Be2
1.425 ... Qb6
1.421 6 Bd3
1.422 6 a3 c4
1.4221 7 Nbd2
1.4222 7 g3
1.423 6 Be2
Chapter 2: 1 e4 ¢6 2 d4 d5 3 exd5 (and 3
Others) 3 ... exdS
2.14Nf3
2.24Bd3
Chapter 3: 1 e4 6 2 d3
3.12 ...¢53 Nf3 Nc6 4 g3 g6 5 Bg2
Bg7 6 0-0 Nge7
3.11 7 Rel
3.127¢3
3.22 ... d53 Nd2 c5 4 Ngf3 Nc6 5 g3
Bd6 6 Bg2 Nge7 7 0-0 0-0
3.21 8 Rel
3.22 8 Nh4
Chapter 4: 1 e4 €6 2 d4 d5 3 Nd2 Nf6 4
e5 Nfd7 5 Bd3 c¢5 6 c3 Nc6
4.1 7 Ngf3
4.2 Ne2 Qb6 8 Nf3 cxd4 9 cxd4 16 10
exf6 Nxf6 11 0-0 Bd6
42112 a3
4.22 12 Rel
4.23 12 Bf4 Bxf4 13 Nxf4

423113 ... 0-0
4.232 13 ... Qxb2
4.24 12 Bd2
4251213
4.26 12 Nf4
4.27 12 Nc3 0-0 13 Be3 Bd7
4.271 14 Rel
4.272 14 Rcel
4.273 14 a3
Chapter 5: 1 e4 €6 2 d4 d5 3 Nd2 Nf6 4
e5 Nfd7 S f4 ¢5 6 ¢3 Nc6 7 Ndf3 Qb6
5.1 8 Ne2

528¢g3
5218 ... 15
5228 ... 16
5.238 ... Be7

Chapter 6: 1 e4 e6 2 d4 d5 3 Nd2 ¢5 4
exd5 Qxd5 5 Ngf3 cxd4 6 Be4 Qd6 7 0-0
Nf6 8 Nb3 Nc6 9 Nbxd4 Nxd4 10 Nxd4
6.110 ... Bd7
6.210 ... a6
6.21 11 b3
6.22 11 Bb3
6.23 11 Rel
Chapter 7: 1 e4 e6 2 d4 d5 3 Nc3 Bb4
7.1 4 a3 Bxc3+ 5 bxc3 dxe4 6 Qgd
Nf6 7 Qxg7 Rg8 8 Qh6

7.11 8 ... Nbd7
7128 ... ¢5
7.24 Qg4

7.3 4 Bd2 dxe4 5 Qg4 Nf6 6 Qxg7 Rg8
7 Qh6

7.317 ... Rgb

7.327 ... Qxd4
7.4 4 Ne2 dxed 5 a3

7.415 ... Bxc3+

* Alternatives not listed here may be found in notes to the main moves.
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7.425 ... Be7
7.5 4 Bd3
7.514 ... c5
7.52 4 ... dxe4 5 Bxed
7.5215 ... Nf6
7.5225...¢5
7.6 4 exd5 exdS
7.61 5 Qf3
7.62 5 Bd3
Chapter 8: 1 e4 ¢6 2 d4 d5 3 Nc3 Bb4 4
e5c5
8.1 5 Bd2 Ne7
8.11 6 a3
8.12 6 Nb5 Bxd2+ 7 Qxd2 0-0
8.121 8 ¢c3
8.122 8 f4
8.123 8 dxc5
8.124 8 Nf3
8.2 5 dxc5
8.21 5 ... Nc6
8.22 5 ... Ne7
8.3 5 Qg4 Ne7
8.31 6 dxc5
8.32 6 Nf3
Chapter 9: 1 e4 6 2 d4 d5 3 Nc3 Bb4 4
e5 ¢55 a3 Bxc3+ 6 bxc3 Ne77 Qg4 Qc7
8 Oxg7 Rg8 9 QOxh7 cxd4
9.1 10 Kd1
9.2 10 Ne2 Nbce6 11 f4 Bd7 12 Qd3
dxc3

9.21 13 Rbl
9.22 13 Nxc3
9.23 13 Ng3
9.24 13 Qxc3
9.25 13 h3
9.26 13 h4
Chapter 10: 1 e4 e6 2 d4 d5 3 Nc3 Bb4 4
e5 ¢5 5 a3 Bxc3+ 6 bxc3 Ne7
10.1 7 Nf3 Bd7
10.11 8 dxc5
10.12 8 h4
10.13 8 a4 Qa5
10.131 9 Qd2
10.132 9 Bd2
10.2 7 a4
Chapter 11: 1 e4 €62 d4d5 3 Nc3 Bb4 4
e5 Qd7
11.1 5 a3 Bxc3+ 6 bxc3 b6
11.11 7 Qg4
11.12 7 Nh3
11.13 7 a4
11.2 5 Qg4
11.3 5 Bd2
11.4 5 Ne2
Chapter 12: 1 e4 e6
12.12e5
12.22 ¢3
123213
12.42 Qe2
12.5 2 Nf3
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