Chapter Four

King’'s Indian Attack
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This chapter will deal with the
classical King’s Indian Attack and its
most popular offshoot. Hence:

412d3
4.2 2 We2

412d3

This introduces the King’s Indian
Attack proper, so called because
White sets up the same basic position
as Black often does in the King’s In-
dian Defence to 1 d4. The sequence of
White moves tends to be
e4/d3/Dd2/%gf3/g3/£.g2/0-0, with Rel
and/or c3 to follow. Over the years,
the 2 d3 system has been used by
some leading players, notably Fischer
(although he didn’t stick with it long,
preferring the more dynamic 2 d4 and
3 A c3). Pal Benko’s creative practice
of the opening should be noted; it was
his games that inspired Fischer to
take up the KIA. And although few
leading players today employ it con-
sistently, Lev Psakhis remains one of
the KIA’s high-level modern adher-
ents, whereas Morozevich plays both
it and the variant 2 We2. And of

course numerous strong players will
occasionally dabble in 2 d3 when they
wish to avoid a game with a lot of
critical theory, as Short, Bareev, and
Anand have done. In spite of its pas-
sive reputation, French players will
be defending against the KIA a great
deal of the time because it appeals to
so many average players, not least
because they can play their first 7 or
8 moves without thought. I proposed
the same two systems against The
King’s Indian Attack in the first two
editions. Those are still completely
valid, but for fun I have added a few
new set-ups and eliminated one of the
old ones. Most black defences equal-
ise against the KIA (accounting for its
lack of popularity at the very top), but
a reason for my new choices is to give
the French player some ideas that
are relatively unexplored and there-
fore difficult for your opponent to re-
spond to automatically.
2...d5

Very often the line presented in
4.12 is entered by playing 2...c5,
which is a personal favourite given in
the previous editions, but some
French players may not wish to play

55



Play the French

the Closed Sicilian positions arising
from 3 3 &)c6 4 g3 g6 5 £g2 g7 6
0-0 Hge7 7 &e3, or those from 3 g3
96 4 Lg2 g6 5 Hc3 £g7 6 f4. Need-
less to say, those relatively harmless
systems need not deter one from play-
ing such a sound and unbalanced sys-
tem as Black.

3 Hd2

I'll discuss move order issues both
here and after Black’s 3rd moves, for
example:

(a) 3 g3?!, trying to save the move
1 @)d2 and keep open Wg4, has a couple
of drawbacks, but the main one is
3...dxe4! (3..£d6!? 4 Wg4 g6 5 We2
&c6= is not as strong but it is in-
structive, e.g., 6 Hf3 dxe4 7 dxed e5 8
£g2 6 9 0-0 £g4 10 ¢3 h6 11 h3
£e6 and Black is at least equal) 4
dxe4 Wxdl+ 5 &xdl Hf6! (5..8c5
also leaves White short of equality,
e.g., 6 £3 &c6 7 Dd2 e5%) 6 f3 (6 Hc3
£b41? 7 Hb5 Lab 8 £d2 Lb6 9 3
0-0%) 6...%)c6 (6...8c5%) 7 Le3 (7 &b5
£d7 8 Re3 0-0-0 9 HNd2 a6 10 Le2
Le7 11 c3 e5 12 2c2 £e6%) 7..b612 8
Hd2 £b7 9 £b5 0-0-0%;

(b) 3 We2 will sometimes transpose
into 2 We2, but White must also deal
with lines like 3...&¢5!? 4 exd5 (4 O3
&e7 5 d4 £b6 would be experimental,
e.g., 6 e50-0 7 g3 ch 8 dxc5 £xc5 9
£g2 b6! intending ..R%a6) 4..5f6 5
dxe6 Kxe6 (5...0-0!? 6 Le3!?) 6 Le3
£xe3 7 fxe3 Hc6 8 Hf3 We7 with the
idea ...0-0-0 and ...Xhe8, soon forcing
central concessions.

After 3 £1d2, the play splits:

4.11 3..9f6
412 3...c5

4.11 3..5f6 4 HHgf3

4 g3 again intends to leave White’s
options open, for example, 4..c5 5
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Def3 (or 5 £g2 and 6 f4) takes Black
out of the system he wants. Black
could try 4...dxe4 5 dxe4 eb here, but
then the fl1 bishop can still develop
along the f1-a6 diagonal in conjunc-
tion with attacks of the e:pawn.
That’s a decent sequence, but Black
has two more interesting ideas:

(@) 4..Dc6 5 £g2 (5 f4?! dxed 6
dxe4 e5 and White has major weak-
nesses; 5 Dgf3 dxe4 6 dxe4 £c5!; 5 3
and Black has 5..e5= or 5...a5)
5...dxe4 6 dxed e5

(al) 7 &e2?! is rather passive be-
cause it takes the pressure off e5.
Black can play directly by 7...£c5 or
try to force weaknesses by 7..8g4 8
0-0 (8 f3 £e6 9 0-0 Lc5+ 10 2h1 We7
11 &b3 Xd83) 8..4d4 9 3 £c¢5 10
&h1 £e6 11 c3 Hc6 12 Hb3 £b63;

(@2) 7 Dgf3 is the position that
Black has been looking for: White’s
bishop is passive on g2 while both of
Black’s bishops develop freely, and in
the absence of £b5 his e-pawn is
simple to defend. See the instructive
example of this position below via the
order 4 Hgf3 H\c6 5 g3 dxed 6 dxed e5
7 2g2.

(b) 4...b6 intends to occupy the aé-
f1 diagonal once White plays £g2, or
to settle for ...&b7 if White decides to
play passively and waste the g3



move. One sequence would be 5 Kg2
(5 Dgf3 dxe4 6 dxe4 Lcb5) 5..%c6 6
DHgf3 dxe4 7 dxe4 La6! 8 ¢3 (8 €5
Nd7; 8 c4 £c5) 8..Wd7 9 Wa4 £d3'5.

After 4 Hgf3 1 will give no less
than 3 systems:

4.111 4...5c6
4112 4..2¢5
4.113 4...b6

4.111 4..5c6

5 ¢3!

Called ‘best’ by nearly everyone
over the last 5 years, 5 ¢3 is the only
reason that 4..%c6 has been some-
what under a cloud. But I think that
Black has some original ideas in
these lines. Against moves other than
5 ¢3, Black will usually play for
..dxe4 and ...e5:

(a) 5 £e2 £d6 (maybe an original
idea? Black covers e5 and waits on
..e5; possible too is 5..&c5!? 6 0-0
e5!1? 7 exd5 Wxd5=) 6 0-00-0 7c3 a5 8
We2 e5 9 exd5 Hxd5 10 Hcd a4!? or
10...8e6 11 g5 &15=;

(b) 5 g3 dxe4 6 dxe4 e5 (as men-
tioned above, the idea is that g3
weakens the light squares and loses a
tempo if White plays £c4 or Kb5.
Compare this with the Philidor De-

King’s Indian Attack

fence; it is an example of how having
a tempo less can mean getting more
information about what the opponent
is doing, in this case g3, and then
putting it to use) 7 £g2 (this invites
Black to try to occupy the a6-f1 di-
agonal by ..b6 and ..Ra6; on the
other hand, putting the fi1 bishop
elsewhere would leave White’s king-
side light squares undefended, e.g., 7
£b5 £c5 and 8 0-0 £g4 or 8 £xc6+
bxc6 9 We2 We7 10 Hcd RKab 11
&fxe5 0-0 intending ...£d4, or 12 c3
We6 13 b3 £xc4 14 Hixed Hxes 15 0-0
Dxf2 16 Wxe6 Ded+ 17 Phl fxe63)
7..8c580-00-0 -

(b1) 9 ¢3 a5 10 Wc2 b6 11 &4
£a6F 12 Hd1l We7 13 He3 Kad8! 14
ds Dxd5 15 exd5 ed! 16 Hel? (16
Del? Deb! 17 Lxe4 Hg4a! — Fappas; .
16 dxc6 is best) 16...2d3 17 Wb3 W6
18 dxc6 (18 Kgb5 Wf5 19 £xd8 exf3F)
18..exf3 19 £hl RKe2-+ Fargags-
Fappas, Germany 1979;

b2) 9 We2 a5 10 &Hcd4 We7
(10...£g4 11 c3 Wc8!?) 11 He3 (11
RKgb Lg4 12 c3 h6 13 &xf6 Wxf6 14
h3 £e6; 11 c3 b6 and ...£a6, when
the queen is not happy on e2)
11..5d4! (11..2d8) 12 Hxd4 exd4 13
Dea Rga 14 Wd3 HA7 (14..Hfe8 is
mentioned by Wintzer; then 15 5
&Ad7 16 £xb7 Hab8 17 £c6 Web 18
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£xd7 Wxd7 gives Black more than
enough for a pawn) 15 a4 f6 16 £d2
b6 17 ©h1 Had8 18 £f4? (18 f4 Hfe8%)
18..2b4! 19 f3 (19 Wxd4?? QDeb)
19..8c5 20 We2 £e6 21 £cl (21 Kfd1
d3 22 cxd3 £Hxd3!F) 21..d3 22 cxd3
Hxd3-+ 23 Ha3 Efd8 24 £f4 £b3 25
Hb5 De6 26 Le3d Lcb! 27 Lxch
Dxc5—+ Matthaei-Wintzer, Bundes-
liga West 1997,

(©) 5 5 &Hd7 6 d4 £6 and because of
the wasted d3-d4 Black is a whole
tempo up on the Guimard Variation
(2 d4 d5 3 D2 Hc6 4 Dgf3 Hf6 5 eb
&\d7). Thus:

(c1) 7 exf6 Wxf6 8 Hb3 £d6 (or
8...e5 9 dxeb Hdxe5 10 Hxe5 WxeH+
11 Re2 £d67) 9 £b5 e5! 10 dxes
Hdxe5 11 Wxd5 26 12 Wed HxfI+
13 Wxf3 Wxf3 14 gxf3 £d5 15 Hd4
0-0 16 £.xc6 bxc6 17 Le3 c5-+.

(c2) 7 £b5 fxeb!? 8 dxed £e7 9
£xc6 bxc6 10 ©d4 (10 0-0 0-0F with
the bishop pair and ..c5 to come)
10...5xe5 11 Wh5+ Of7 12 Hixe6 Wd6
13 Hixe7 Wxe7 14 0-0 0-0 15 b3 e5'5.

327

RS d
&
\}“3’
B
Jop

N\
o
[

N

A\
‘\
\
[
N

N&

\\:\\
N
bode
N\
\§
Q&\

N
NN
TP
N

YN
\\@
N
N
NN

e

X N
1D

SN
\D\ [\\§

NN N

RN

i

0
p 4
%

5..8d6!?

This is one of those ideas that I
thought I'd come up with myself but
when I sat down to write this chapter
I found 13 master games with it! It
tries to address the dual issues of
White’s moves e5 and b4, and I have
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supplied some analysis to indicate
that it succeeds in doing so. Normally
Black plays 5...a5 to stop b4, which is
supposed to favour White but that’s
not clear either and deserves a close
look: 6 e5! (in my opinion the only
chance for an advantage; others in-
clude 6 Wa4 £e7 7e5Nd78d40-09
£b5!? Ha7 10 £d3 ¢5 11 h4!? 5 12
& f1 cxd4 13 cxd4 Hb6 14 Wdl £d75
Friedman-Shulman, Connecticut
2003; and 6 £e2 £e7 7 0-0 0-0 8 Wc2
e5 9 b3 b6 10 £b2 £a6 11 Rfel Wd7
12 Eadl Had8= was a typical re-
versed Philidor’s Defence, Sergeev-
Lipka, Czech Rep 2002; the typical
Philidorian 6 Wc2 e5 7 fe2 Re7 is
equal, and has been played in many
games; finally 7...g6!? is an interest-
ing option) 6...)d7 7 d4 f6 and:

(a) 8 £b5 is given ‘' by McDonald
and has done well, but may not do
much: 8...fxe5 9 dxe5 (9 Hxe5? Hcxeb
10 dxeb c6 11 £d3 Hxeb3) 9...8e7 10
0-0 0-0 11 We2 Hc5?! (11..We8!? in-
tending ...Wh5 — Kindermann; a good
idea that should be tried!) 12 &b3
Hxb3 13 axb3 £d7 14 £d3 with a
small but definite advantage, Kin-
dermann-Farago, Budapest 1988;

(b) 8 exf6 Wxf6 9 £b5 £d6 10 Hf1
0-0 11 &e3. This position has arisen
many times in practical play. Black
might try 11...8b6!?, to guard d5 and
prepare ...e5, e.g., 12 0-0 (12 £d3? e5)
12..8d7 (12...e57! 13 Hxd5! Hixd5 14
fLcd RKe6 15 dxes Dxed 16 &xd5
Hxf3+ 17 Kxf3%) 13 £d3 (13 Lxc6
Lxc6 14 Dga?! Wf5 15 Hgeb Lxe5 16
Hxeb £b5F) 13...e5 14 Hxd5 Hxd5 15
fKecd exdd 16 Lxds5+ ©h8 17 cxd4
Leg4=
6 We2

Threatening e5. Black seems to
consolidate his position in every case:

(@ 6 g3 0-0 7 £g2 e5 (7..dxe4 8



dxe4 e5 unclear, e.g., 9 We2 £g4 10
&Hc4 ab 11 h3 Leb 12 Hxd6 Wxd6 13
0-0 Rad8) 8 0-0 fLe6= with the idea 9
Dgb Lg4 10 W3 Le2;

(b) 6 b4 e5 (or 6..a6 7 Kb2 e5, or
6...a5!? 7 b5 dxe4 8 dxe4 He5 9 HNxeb
£xe5 10 Wc2 Portisch-Ljubojevic,
Montreal 1979, and 10...£d6 11 &Hc4
£c5¢ was best) 7 exd5 (7 b5 De7 8
£b2 0-0=) 7..5xd5 8 b5 (8 b2 0-0 9
Hc4 Rga=) 8...4 ceT and Black has no
problems;

(c) 6 d4 dxed 7 Hgb e3!? 8 fxe3 0-0
9 £d3 e5=;

(d) 6 2e2 0-0 7 0-0 a5 8 Hel He8
(8...e5!?) 9 h3 h6 10 b3 b6 11 &f1 €5
12 a8 d4= Baklan-Gdanski, Magde-
burg 2000.
6...e5

7 exd5?!

White should prefer either 7 b4 a6
{or 7...0-0 8 b5 He7) 8 £b2 0-0= or 7
g30-08 £g2 Re6=.
1..5xd5 8 Hcd 0-0 9 Hxd6?!

Best is 9 £d2 £g4 10 h3 £h5 11
0-0-0 Wf6 12 g4 £.g67.
9.¥xd6 10 £d2 &f5 11 0-0-0
Ead8F with excellent play against
the backward d-pawn. It seems to me
that Black has sufficient play after
4..%c6, and in particular both 5...a5
and 5..£d6 should hold their own
against 5 ¢3.

King’s Indian Attack

4.1124..2¢c5

I have to admit that not so long ago
when I first noticed a game with this
move I thought it a very irregular
one. But my database has over 110
games with 4..8¢5 and they don't
show me any convincing reason not to
recommend it. The idea is a provoca-
tive one: to lure White’'s central
pawns forward in order to undermine
them. Barring that, the bishop will be
an aggressively placed piece on c5.
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By far the most important move, as
seen from:

(@) 5 g3? dxe4 6 dxe4 (6 Dxed Hxed
7 dxed4 RKxf2+ 8 &xf2 Wxdl 9 &b5+
Wd77) 6..%5g4, and White (who has
fallen for this trap more times than
one could possibly imagine) is objec-
tively lost;

(b) 5 Le2 dxed (5...4c6!? 6 0-0 e5) 6
Dxe4 (6 dxed!? e5, or Black can try
the funny Philidor-like 6..5g4 7 0-0
£xf2+ 8 Hxf2 He3d 9 Wel Hxc2 10
Wdl Hxal 11 b4! with very unclear
play) 6...5)xe4 7 dxe4 Wxd1+ 8 £xd1
Nc6 9 £f4 £b6 (9...f6!? 10 Lxc7?! e5)
10 0-0 £6 11 Hel?! (11 €5=) 11...e5 12
2e3 £e6% Gushpit-A.lvanov, Bar-
linek 2002; .

(c) 5 d4 is almost never played and
may very well transpose to Chapter
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7: 5..dxed!? is an independent re-
sponse (5...8b6 6 £d3 c5 7 dxc5 £xcb
transposes to the 3..8&e7 Tarrasch
chapter; 5...8e7 is a direct transposi-
tion to that same chapter with an
extra move on both sides, i.e. 2 d4 d5
3 Dd2 Le7 4 Dgf3 H)f6) 6 dxcb exf3 7
Wxf3 &c6 and Black’s free play
makes this appear equal, e.g., after 8
Dea!? (8 £d3 Heb; 8 c3 0-0 9 Le2 eb)
8...xe4 9 Wxe4 0-0 10 Le2 (10 £f47!
e5 11 £d3 f5 12 Wc4+ ©h8; 10 £d3 f5
11 We3 e5) 10...e5 11 0-0 Keb6=.

5..0fd7 6 d4
(a) 6 g3!? isn’t played, but demands
some analysis: 6..2c6 (maybe

6..2b6 7 Kg2 cb is a good sequence,
e.g., 8 0-0 Hc6 9 Hel £c7 10 b3
Dexeb 11 Hxeb Hxeb 12 Dxeb 0-0=) 7
b3 Ke7 (a fascinating line would be
7..2b6!? 8 d4 £6!? 9 c4! dxc4 10 £xc4
fxe5! 11 Kgb Of6 12 Hxed Hxd4 un-
clear) 8 d4 f6!? (8...0-0) 9 exf6 (9 £h3
fxe5! 10 £xe6 e43) 9..0xf6 10 £b5
£d7 11 We2 (11 0-0 0-0 12 £xc6 £xc6
13 He5 We8 14 Kf4 £b5 15 Hel
£d6=) 11..0-0! 12 £xc6 L£xc6 13
Wxe6+ 2h8 with at least sufficient
compensation;

(b) 6 c3 is subtle: where does Black
wish to put his pieces?

(b1) 6...0-0?! 7 d4 Ke7 (7..2b6 8
£d3 c5 9 HF1!? £5 10 Hg3 Hc6 11 De2
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cxd4 12 cxd4t Kasparov-Rendle,
London 1998) 8 £d3 c¢5 9 0-0%. Black
has castled too early in this variation
that can also arise in Chapter 7;

(b2) 6...8b6! 7 g3?! (7 b4!? f6 8 d4
fxe5 9 Hxed Hxed 10 dxe5 Wh4!? 11
g3 We7 12 £d3 0-0= Bruno-Playa,
Buenos Aires 1994, for 7 d4 c5 see the
main line with 6 d4 £b6) 7..f6 8
£h3?! (8 exf6 Wxf6) 8...fxeb 9 Lxeb
Ac5! 10 £xc8 Dxd3+ 11 Le2 Hxel+
12 Excl Wxc8%.

6...2b6!?

That Black’s system is fundamen-
tally sound is shown by the fact that
6..82e7 7 c3 (or 7 £d3 c5 8 ¢3) 7...c5
transposes to a Chapter 7 main line
in which Black has equal chances!
But 6...2b6 is also full of interest.

7 Qb3!

A logical move played in order to
neutralise ...c5 and to get the knight
out of the way of its own pieces. 7
£d3 c5 presents no problems for
Black after 8 ¢3 (8 c4?! &)c6 9 0-0 cxd4
10 cxd5 exd5 11 ©b3 Hf8?! [11...0-0
12 Hel He8 13 &£f4 Hf8!5] 12 L£g5
Wc7 13 ad!? Heb 14 Hel £d7!?= Ree-
U.Geller, Netanya 1968) 8..%c6 9
dxc5 £xc5 (or 9...80xc5 10 £c2?! Hd7
11 We2 Wc7 12 Ra4 0-0 13 £xc6
bxc63) 10 b3 £b6 11 We2 Wc7 12
£f4 (12 £b5 0-0 13 £xc6 bxc6 14 0-0



ab! 15 Hel £a6F Orsagova-Kiss, Ri-
mavska Sobota 1996) 12...f6! 13 0-0!?
(13 exf6?! Wxf4 14 fxg7 Hg8 15 Wxe6+
DeT; 13 Hbd4! Ndxeb 14 Hxeb fxed
15 Dxc6 exf4 16 Heb 0-0%)
13...dxe53 Dulik-Wrba, email 1997.
7...c5 8 dxc5

8 c3 Hc6 9 Lel cxd4 (9..c4!? 10
Hbd2 f6=) 10 cxd4 La5+? (10..f6!) 11
Hxab Wxab+ 12 £d2 Wh6 13 L¢3 0-0
14 £d3+ Khalifeh-Kristinsdottir, Is-
tanbul 2000.
8..xc5 9 Le3

9 g5 WcT7! — Kindermann.
9.Wc7 10 Hxch Lxed 11 L£xch
Wxe5 12 ¢3 £d7 13 Wh3

To prevent ..2b5. Kindermann
analyses 13 £d3 £b5 14 0-0 £xd3 15
Wxd3 Hc6=.
13...50c6 14 £.d3 f6!?

During the game Kindermann ex-
pected 14...d4!, liquidating the centre;
after 15 Re4 dxc3 16 Wxc3 Wxc3+ 17
bxc3 Hab (17..Ec8 may be still bet-
ter) 18 Xb1 Eb8 19 $)d4 b6, Black has
at least equalised.

15 exf6 gxf6 16 Wxb7

16 Wc2 0-0-0 17 0-0-0 e5 18 &f5
De7 with the advantage — Kinder-
mann.
16..Eb8 17 Wc7 Exb2

Black could apparently have drawn
by force following the move 17...e5!?,
which cuts off the queen from the
kingside after 18 0-0 (18 0-0-0 Ec8 19
Wb7 Xb8 20 Wab e4 21 Ehel Kc8 22
Wa4 0-0) 18...Ec8 (18...e4 19 Xael) 19
Wh7 Hb8 20 Wa6? (20 Wc7 Hc8=)
20...e47. )

18 0-0 Wxc3 19 Rad1l

and White had significant but un-
clear compensation in Kindermann-
Sarana-Hungeling, Bad Wiessee
2002. A cute idea is 19...Exa2 20 Hd4!
Wa5! 21 Hxeb!.

4,113 4...b6

King’s Indian Attack
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This is now a well-established solu-
tion to the KIA. Black’s ¢8 bishop can
go to b7 or a6 depending upon what
White does, and in particular the de-
sired g3/&g2 set-up will encourage an
early ...&a6.
5c3

(@) 5 g3 dxe4 6 dxe4 Lc5! (Black
has scored 58% with this move)

AAYS  E
ne

74
x

DL\

7 £b5+ (7 Rg2 Ka6 8 c4 Wd3 9
Wb3 Wxb3 10 axb3 b7 11 He5 &Hcb!
12 £d3 £e7 13 e5 A7 14 f4 a5 15
0-0 0-0-0 and Black had a solid grip
on the position, Heinz-Germer, Will-
ingen 2001; 7 £d3 e5 8 0-0 £h3 9
Hel g4 10 He2 W6 11 c3 gb! 12 Wel
a5 13 b3 h5 14 a4 h4F Rolletschek-
Kindermann, Graz 2001) 7..£d7 8
£d3 &c6 9 ¢3 (9 Hb3 £d6 10 ¢3 0-0
11 h3 e5% Bhat-G.Rey, San Francisco
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2000) 9...e5 10 b4 £d6 11 0-0 0-0 12
Wc2 £g4 13 Ke2 a5 14 b5 Hb8!? 15
Ded Hbd7 16 Hd1 We7 17 Dh4 Leb
18 &5 £xf5 19 exf5 h6 20 Hxd6 cxd6
21 c4 &c5 Morozevich-Dreev, Yalta
1995. In this battle of elite grandmas-
ters, Black has achieved a powerful
knight outpost on the open c-file to
match up against the bishops. He
went on to win, but this position is
hard to assess;

(b) 5 e5 &fd7 6 g3 cb. This is a
standard ...b6 position that produces
interesting play based about the at-
tack on eb5. Black has done very well
here, mainly because the d2 knight
has no good squares to go to in order
to prepare £f4: 7 We2 Wc7 (7..%c6 8
b3 Wc7 9 24 c4!? [9...a5 was a good
choice] 10 dxc4 £a6 11 Hbd4?! Lxc4
12 We3 £xf1 13 &xf1 Hxd4 14 Dxd4
£cb 15 ¢3 0-08 R.Montgomery-
A.Shaw, corr 1983) 8 ¢4 £b7 9 Kg2
dxc4!? 10 Hxc4 b5 11 Ha3 a6 12 0-0
&6 13 Hel Le7 14 Hc2 0-0 15 b3
&b6F Lushnikov-Grishanovich, St
Petersburg 1999.
5...c5

6ed5

(a) 6 Wada+ R£d7 (6..Wd7 7 Wc2
Wc7! 8 £e2 Hc6 9 0-0 £d6 10 Hel
0-03 Bauer-Bareev, Cannes 2001) 7
Wc2 We7 8 Re2 £e7 9 0-0 0-0 10 Hel
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Hce6 11 &f1 Hac8= Van Delft-Hert-
neck, Tegernsee 2003;

(b) 6 g3 is cooperative, because
White cannot abandon d3: 6...£a6!? 7
exd5 (7 c4!?) 7..Wxd5 (7...exd5 8 d4
£xf1 9 Dxfl Ke7=) 8 Hcd Kxc4!? 9
dxc4 Wxdl+ 10 xdl Hc6 11 Kg2
Hc8= or maybe a touch better for
White’s bishop pair, Short-Bareev,
Sarajevo 1999.
6..fd7

A position contested by some top
players.
7d4

7.8e7

Black has also played:

(a) 7..Ka6!? 8 £xa6 Hxa6 9 0-0
£e7 10 Del b5 (a battle of wing at-
tacks begins) 11 Wg4 g6 (11...0-0 12
Ndf3 £h8=) 12 HdAf3 h6 13 h4!? Wb6
14 fe3 c4= Van Weersel-De Jong,
Wijk aan Zee 2002;

() 7..8c6 8 £b5 £b7 9 0-0 a6 10
RKa4 g5!? Chudnovsky-Bhat, Catons-
ville 2000. There should follow 11
&bl! Le7 12 Le3t. Objectively better
was 10..Hc8 intending ...b5, ...cxd4,
...&\b4, and ... We7.

8 £b5!? L.a6!?

8..0-0 9 0-0 £a6 10 a4 £xb5 11

axbb ab!=.
9 ad! Lb7!
9...cxd4 10 cxd4 0-0 11 0-0 Wc8 12



Hel Hc6 13 He3t Adams-Bareev,
Frankfurt 2000.

After 9...2b7!, Anand-Dreev, Lon-
don [rapid] 1995 continued 10 0-0
&e6 11 el He8 (11...a6!7) 12 &f1 c4
13 £g3 h5! 14 b4! cxb3 15 Wxb3 Hab
16 Wc2 Hca!?=.

4.12 3...c5

This move introduces what is ar-
guably the most solid counter to the
King’s Indian Attack that still retains
great flexibility and ambition. Black
wants to play ..%c6/..2d6/ ..Hge7
and create a thoroughgoing imbal-
ance in the position. He may play in
the centre for ...e5 and/or ...d4 or on
the queenside with ...b5. I have rec-
ommended this system for two edi-
tions and since it is a second (or
really, fourth) system in this book I
will present the basics without much
detail, since the ideas are similar in
most subsystems.
4 9Hgf3

4 g3 has independent significance:

This has become a popular move
order to prevent the ..&\c6, ..2d6
move order by hitting d5 before
..&ge7 can be played. It can lead to:

(@) 4..£d6 (this is necessary if
Black wants to play the ...&d6, ...%c6,
...&ge7 set-up) and White has:

King’s Indian Attack

(al) 5 Kg2 De7 6 f4 (6 Wgd 0-0)
6...0-0 7 Dgf3 Hbcé 8 0-0 f6 9 We2
£c7 10 ©b3 b6 11 Hh4 a5! (11...e5!?)
12 ¢3 a4 13 HHd2 b5 (13..Ka7=) 14 f5
b4! 15 fxe6 Kxe6 16 exd5 Lxd5= was
the game Sheremetieva-Fomina, De-
brecen 1992.

(a2) 5 f4 %c6 6 Hgf3 is similar, al-
though 6...0h6!? threatens ..Ag4 in
some lines (after 7 £g2?!, for exam-
ple) and supports ...e5, e.g., 7h3 0-0 8
LKg2 f5!? 9 e5 Kc7 10 0-0 Df7 with a
solid position and ideas of ...gb and
...b5;

(a3) 5 Wg4 is the consistent move,
playing to weaken Black’s kingside.
Now there is another split:

(a31) 5..516!? 6 Wxg7 Hg8 7 Whe
&c6 with a large lead in development
and unclear compensation, e.g., 8 ¢3
£d7 9 Dgf3 We7 and ...0-0-0. The
only practical example that I could
find went 10 We3 £c7 11 £g2 0-0-0
12 We2 h5!? (White was doubtless
somewhat better about here, but both
sides’ moves can be criticised) 13 b3
dxe4 14 dxe4 h4!? 15 Hxh4 &Hg4 16
£b2 &ceb 17 c4?! Kcb6 18 Lxeb Hxeb
19 Hhf3? Hd3+ 20 &f1 Wfe 21 Bd1
Hd7 22 h4 Egd8 23 bl £a5 when
the extra pawns mean little or noth- :
ing, Vlassov-Kobylkin, Yalta 1995;

(a32) 5...g6! looks weakening, but it
can actually be useful in some posi-
tions and White’s queen loses time
because of the threat ...e5, e.g., 6 We2
&6 7 Dgf3 DgeT 8 Lg2 (8 ha!? could
be met by 8...f6!? with the idea 9 h5?!
g5; but also fine is the modest 8...Wc7
9 ©b3 e5 10 h5?! Lg4! 11 hxg6 fxg6
12 exd5 Hxd5 13 £h3 £xh3 14 Exh3
Wd7 15 Eh4 0-0-0 16 £h6 H\d4 with a
solid edge, Vorobiov-S.Ivanov, St Pe-
tersburg 2003) 8...f6 (or 8...b6 9 exd5
exd5; or 8..Wc7 9 0-0 £d7 10 exd5
exd5 11 ¢4 0-0 12 cxd5 Hxd5 13 Dcd
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Kfe8%) 9 exd5 (9 0-0 0-0 10 exd5 exd5
11 c4) 9...exd5 10 0-0 0-0 and Black’s
development is freer than White’s.

(b) 4..%c6 5 £g2 dxed! (White’s
point is 5...8d6? 6 exd5 exd5 7 £xd5
Dge7 8 Kg2+) 6 dxed b6 and Black’s
bishop will be unopposed on the a6-f1
diagonal:

7%e2 £2a6 8 ¢3 (8 0-0 Wd7 9 c4 BdS
10 Wa4 ©b4 11 Wh3 He7 12 a3 HA3
13 Hd1 %c6 with an edge) 8..Wd7 9
0-0 Xd8 10 f4 Hge7 11 Wel eb!? 12
Wf2 exfd 13 gxf4 Hgb! 14 Hf3 Le7 15
£e3 0-0 16 Rael £d3 17 e5 6%
Dutschak-Fischer, Bundesliga 1998.
4..%c6 5 g3 £d6 6 g2 NgeT7 7 0-0
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The basic position for this system,
which is solid but gives plenty of
winning chances. These appealing
aspects account for the roughly 1500
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games with it in my database.
7...0-0

Black can try to benefit from doing
without this move:

(@) 7..Wc7 8 Hh4 (8 Kel £d7 9
We2 f6 — compare 7...0-0 8 Xel Wc7; 8
Del 0-0!? 9 4 £6 10 Hef3 £d7 11 Rel
Hac8 12 &Hf1 b5= Rolletschek-Linn,
Dearborn 1991) 8...g5!? (or 8..8e5 9
f4 L6 10 DHhf3 g6) 9 Hhf3 h6 intend-
ing ...8d7, ...0-0-0. 9...f6!? is also in-
teresting;

(b) 7..b6 8 Hih4 (8 Hel Rc7 9 Hf1
£b7 10 ‘h4 h6 11 c3 dxed4 12 dxe4
Wxdl 13 Exdl Ed8= Lederer-
Ma.Tseitlin, Beersheva 1990) 8...8e5!?
9f4 216 10 Dhf3 g6 11 eb Kg7 seems
more effective than the 7...0-0 8 Hh4
feb line below, because now 12 c3
£a6! prevents d4.

After 7...0-0, White usually plays:

4.121 8 el
4.122 8 Hh4

8 We2 and 8 c3 often transpose, but
8 We2 e5!? 9 exd5 Hxd5 is an option
(10 & c4 Rg4 11 c3 £6), and 8 c3 b6 9
Hel allows 9...dxe4 10 dxe4 La6=.

4.121 8 Hel
This is far and away the most
popular move. White eyes the possi-



bilities of ¢3 and e5.
8..We7

Here 8...b6 and 8...f6!? (rare but in-
teresting because it’s so flexible) are
also played. But the main alternative
is 8...£c7 9 ¢3 (9 e5? Hg6 10 Db3 b6
11 d4 cxd4¥F; 9 exd5 Hxd5 10 Hed bé=
or here 9...exd5; 9 Hh4 eb!=; finally, 9
We2 can be answered by 9..b6 in-
tending the plan ...a5 and ...&a6, or
9...e5!?)

A popular position. Black has used
some 7 different moves here, all of
them playable! These are 9...d4, 9...16,
9...dxe4 10 dxe4 b6, 9...9g6, and:

(a) 9..b6 (easily the most fre-
quently-played move) 10 e5 (10 exd5
Hxd5 11 Hed Kb7=, or again
10...exd5=) 10...a5 (or 10..&h8! with
the idea ...f6) 11 &f1 (11 d4 Kab [or
11..5f5 12 &f1 £6 13 exf6 Wxf6=] 12
&f1 cxd4 13 cxd4 Wd7 14 h4 Db4 15
He3 Hfc8 16 a3 Hbc6 17 b3 &5
Dzhumaev-Saltaev, Abu Dhabi 2000)
11..£a6 12 h4 d4 13 c4 Wd7 14 H1h2
571 (14..f6!) 15 exf6? (15 a4di)
15...gxf6 16 g4 (16 £h3 Hf5 17 Hg4a
2h8 — Karpov) 16...e5 17 £h3 We8 18
£h6 Ef7 19 £d2 &h8F Sznapik-
Karpov, Skopje 1972.

(b) 9..Eb8 10 a3 (10 e5 b6 11 d4
&5 12 &1 6 13 exf6 Wxf6= Ostojic-
Pytel, Kikinda 1976; 10 Wc2 b5 11

King’s Indian Attack

b3 c4! 12 dxcd bxcd 13 Hc5 Ebs 14
£e3 £b6 15 b4 cxb3 16 Hxb3 Lxed
17 Exe3 Wc7=) 10..a5 11 a4 b6 12
Wc2 £a6 13 &£f1 Wd7 14 &bl Hgbs
intending ...f5, Makropoulos-Grivas,
Athens 1989;

(c) 9...a5 10 a4 b6 11 exd5 exd5 12
Hbl (12 d4 £g4= Medina-Portisch,
Palma de Mallorca 1967) 12...2g4 13
Ha3 d4= Vaganian-Sokolov, Minsk
1986.
9c3

(a) 9 We2 {6 10 c3 might transpose
after 10...2d7, but Black also has
10...d4 11 &Hcd e5 12 £d2 (12 a4 Leb)
12..b5! 13 &Hxd6 Wxd6F Rosenberg-
Bukhman, USSR 1974,

(b) 9 b3 £d7 10 £b2 d4! 11 He4 (11
c3 dxc3!? 12 £xc3 e5 13 &c4 6, at
least =, Pacis-Galego, Manila 1992)
11..e5 12 a4 b6 13 Wd2 f63 Calvo-
Karpov, Madrid 1973;

(c) 9 ©Hh4 g5!? (9...£d7 10 f4 f6=) 10
Hhf3 £6 11 d4 Hxd4 12 Hxd4 cxd4 13
exdb eb Foygel-Serper, Seattle 2003; 1
prefer Black here.
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9..2d7

Or 9..b5 10 We2 6, e.g., 11 a3?!
Hb8 12 d4 cxd4 13 cxd4 Wb6 14 Hb3
b4 15 e5? fxeb 16 dxeb Hxe5! 17 Dxed
bxa8F was V.Georgiev-Peev, Tsarevo
2001.
10 We?2 f6!
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Now White can’t play e5, whereas
Black has several plans including
...b5 and ...d4 with ...e5. This position
has done well for Black, for example,
11 &f1 (11 a3 can be met by 11...a5
12 a4 RKe8!? intending ..Rf7 or
11...d4!? 12 cxd4 cxd4 13 b4 eb)
11..d4 (11..8e8 12 Hh4 £f7=) 12
£2d2 (12 a4 e5 13 £N3d2 a6 14 &4 b5
15 Hxd6 Wxd6 16 axbb axb5 17 Hxa8
Hxa8F Savic-Kalevic, Belgrade 2001)
12...e5 13 Kecl Efc8!? 14 h3?! £e6 15
A1h2? (but these positions are noto-
riously hard to play) 15..Wd7 16 h4
b5 17 cxd4 cxd4 18 Hel a5 19 f4
£b4¥ A Zaitsev-Gufeld, USSR Ch
1969,

4.122 8 Hh4 We7

One option is 8...f5!? 9 f4 b5 10 c3
Eb8 11 exfb exf5 12 Hdf3 b4 13 c4 d4
14 Hel h6 15 £d2 Wc7= Meier-
Boensch, Berlin 1992.
9f4 f6

This position has discouraged play-
ers from 8 £Hh4. Now neither e5 nor
f5 achieve anything, so the whole
plan looks artificial.
10 c3

Black’s manages to get both queen-
side expansion and central play after
10 Hhf3 b5 11 ¢3 £d7 12 We2 Hae8!?
13 Hel Hg6 14 Hf1 a5 15 hd c4 16
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dxc4 bxcd 17 exd5 exd5 18 Re3 £15%
Mooses-Noroozi, Tehran 2001.
10...£d7 :

Not the only move. Also effective
was 10...d4 11 a4 £d47 12 Hcd e5 13
£d2 dxc3! 14 bxc3 £e6 15 Xf2 Had8
16 W1 Wd7 17 £e3 b6 18 5 £f7%F in
Nicholson-Fernandez Romero, Seville
2003.

11 Hb3!?

11 Wh5!? £e8 12 We2 &7 13 HHdf3
Hae8!? (13...dxe4 14 dxed e5) 14 e5?
(14 Re3 was about equal) 14...fxe5 15
fxeb Dxed 16 Dgd D7c6 17 Lh3 hé!
18 Rxf7 Dxf7 19 Hxe6 Hcd8!-+ Rigo-
Sax, Magyarorszag 1976.
11...d4! 12 c4 a6 13 £d2 Eab8 14
Hcl Re8

A typical manoeuvre for Black, re-
routing the bishop to eye the queen-
side.

15 We2

Or 15 g4 RKf7. After 15 We2,
Nevednichy-Horvath, Odorheiu Secu-
iesc 1993 continued 15...&f7 16 HHf3?!
(16 &h1 e5!) 16...e5! 17 f5 b5F with
the idea 18 cxb5 Hxb5.

4.2 2 We2

An old move, tried by Chigorin and
revived in recent years by Morozevich
and others. I don’t really think that
objectively 2 We2 poses many prob-



lems for Black but it has scored bril-
liantly versus the unaware and you'll
probably see it some time since there
are over 5000 games with it in my
database! The main point of 2 We2 is
to meet 2...d5?! with 3 exd5 Wxd5 4
%c3. Otherwise White usually enters
a King’s Indian Attack set-up where
the queen is oddly placed except for
early e5 thrusts. One problem for
White is that Black can choose sys-
tems in which e5 is either impossible
or ineffective. Two of these are:

4.21 2..516
4.22 2...c5

4.21 2..0f6
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I think that this has been underes-
timated. Black prepares ...d5 and de-

King’s Indian Attack

velops, so to make sense of 2 We2
White has to commit his centre, ar-
guably too early.
3eb
Natural but not very challenging.
(a) After 3 d4, Black can of course
play 3...d5, but I like 3...c5!

and:

(al) 4 d5 d6 5 c4 exd5 6 cxdb Le7
(6...g6 aims for a Benoni system with
the queen misplaced on e2, so logical
is 7 9Dc3 We7 8 Hf3 £g7 9 Kg5 h6 10
£h4 0-0 11 0-0-0 g5 [or 11...Ze8!] 12
£g3 Hh5 with standard counterplay)
7 Hec3 0-0 8 Hf3 Ha6!? (8..HeS;
8..&g4) 9 Wdl Hc7 10 a4 Eb8 11 £d3
ab=.

(a2) 4 e5 Dd5 5 c4 (5 &f3 cxd4 6
Dxd4 d6 7 D3 Hc63F) 5...50b4!?7 (or
5..89¢c7) 6 dxcb (6 Hf3 cxd4 7 Hxd4
N8c63) 6..8xch T D3 H8c6!? 8 Hc3
(8 a3?! Wab 9 £d2? Hc2+ 10 wd1 Wad4
11 Hc3 Wb3-+) 8..Wab! 9 a3 Hd4 10
Nxd4 £xd4 11 L4 §c6 and eb falls;

(b) 3 &3 is arguably the main line.
Rustemov’s treatment was instruc-
tive in the following game: 3...d5 4 e5
(4 d3 is one line White was presuma-
bly not very interested in playing
when he chose 2 We2. Black’s easiest
solution is to develop by 4...8e7 5 g3
0-0, but 5...4¢6 is also interesting, to
meet 6 £g2 by 6...dxe4 7 dxe4 e5, and
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6 5 H)d7 7 £g2 0-0 8 0-0 by 8..f6)
4.9fd7 5 d3 (5 d4?! ¢5 6 c3 b6 —
Rustemov; 5 g3 b6 6 £g2 £c5!? 7 d3
&c6 83 a5 9 0-0 £a6 10 Hel Re7 11
Wdl Hc5 12 £f1 d4! 13 c4 KbTF
Troianescu-Cappello, Bari 1971)
5...c5 6 g3 9c6 7 L.g2 LeT (7..b5!17)

w

0 W
///

8 h4 (8 0-0 gb! — Rustemov; then
...g4 is threatened to win the e-pawn,
and £f4 is prevented, so 9 h3 h5 10
g4 hxgd4 11 hxgd4 Wc7 12 Hel 6! 13
exf6 9xf6F could follow, when Black
intends ...e5 and can answer 14 £xg5
by 14..Dxg4 15 fKxe7 Hxe7 [or
15..)d4!1? 16 Wdl 2xe7¥] 16 Deb
Wxe5 17 Wxe5 Hxed 18 Hxeb Hgb 19
Hel Hf4F with ..&d7 and ...0-0-0)
8..h6 (or 8..b5) 9 c4 (Rustemov as-
sesses 9 £f4!? b5 10 c4 bxc4 11 dxc4
£a6 12 Hbd2 as unclear, although
the aggressive 12...b4! with the idea
13 0-0 (what else?) 13...g5! 14 £e3 d4
looks very strong) 9...dxc4 (9...0-0 is
less committal and probably equal)
10 dxc4 ©Hd4 11 Hxd4 (Rustemov
mentions 11 We4, when 11...0-0! 12
Hxd4 cxd4 13 Wxd4 is met by
13.. Wa5+) 11..cxd4 12 £f4 (12 0-0
Wc7 13 Eel g5!7?) 12..Wb6 13 Hd2 (13
0-0 g5 14 hxg5 hxg5 15 &cl Wcb5; 13
b3 Wa5+!? [or 13..4¢c5] 14 £d2 £b4
15 0-0 £¢3) 13..%5c5 (a sensible con-
tinuation, although 13...Wxb2 14 Eb1
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Wc2!? looks safe enough) 14 Ebl a5
15 h5 £d7 16 0-0 0-0 17 b3 (here
Rustemov offers 17 a3?! a4¥ and 17
Hfd1 Xfds3) 17..2fd8 18 a3 £c6 19
b4 Lxg2 20 Lxg2 Na4 (20...axb4!? 21
axb4 Da4 22 c5 Hc3 23 W3 Wb57F or
24 Eb3 Ha4! — Rustemov) 21 c5 Fe-
dorov-Rustemov, Vilnius 1997. Black
was better after 21..Wc6+, but
Rustemov finds the stronger 21...%c3!
22 Wf3 (22 cxb6 Dxe2) 22...Wb5F;

(c)- 3 f4 doesn’t make much sense.
One game went 3..d5 4 e5 Hg8!?
4..2fd7 5 Of3 c5) 5 D3 Hh6!? (or
5...c5) 6 N3 c5 7 Dd1 Hc6 8 g3 H)f5 9
c3 £e7 10 £h3 Eb8 11 d3 b5 with a
queenside attack underway, Khou-
seinov-Villamayor, Bled 2002.
3...2d5 4 Df3

(a) 4 d4 ¢5 transposes to 3 Hf3 c5 4
e5 &d5; or there’s 4...d6 ‘unclear’ —
Rustemov;

(b) 4 c4 Df4 (or 4...Hb4 5 d4 c5= in-
tending 6 a3 Wa5!) 5 Wed Hg6 6 Df3
d6 (or 6...c5) 7 exd6 £xd6 8 d4 c5 9
De3 cxd4 10 Hxd4 HA7!? 11 Le3
&Hf6= Motwani-Nogueiras, Istanbul
2000;

(c) 4 g3d6 5 d4 cb 6 ¢3?! cxdd 7
cxd4 b6! (7..50c6 8 Hf3 dxe5 9 dxe5
KcbT) 8 Lg2 RKab6F Arques Lopez-
Barria, Alicante 2000.
4..c5!5 c4

Instead, 5 £c3 c6! 6 Dxd5 exdb is
a very nice version of a Nimzowitsch
Sicilian Defence — 5 g3 &c6 6 £g2 d6
equalises on the spot.
5...\b4!

Disrupting White’s development.
The alternative was 5...%c7 6 d4 cxd4
7 Dxd4 d6!?.

6 d3 d5 7 Wd1!

Best. 7 a3? Wa5! 8 Hc3 d4 9 bl
dxc3 10 axb4 Wa2 is awful.
7...dxcd

Black is

slightly better after



7..2e7.
8 dxc4 Wxdl+ 9 &xdl b6 10 a3
D4a6 11 Hed £b7 12 Re2 HNcb

and Black, intending ...0-0-0 and
..9)d4, has a nice advantage. The
2..9\f6 system guarantees an imbal-
ance and looks like fun.

4.22 2...c5

A good reply: as I asked in PTF2:
Who wants the queen on €2 in a Sicil-
ian? I will look at just a small num-
ber of examples.
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3 f4 96 4 D3 RKeT7 5 HDc3 d5 6 d3
6 e5 %Hh6 intending to continue
DB) 6.6 7 eb £HA7 8 g3 b5! 9
g2 Wh6 10 0-0 b4 11 Hd1 c4+! 12
£e3 (12 d4 ¢3! with the idea ...%a6)
12..8c5 13 &hl £a67 Lendauf
Uhlmann, Graz 1991.
3..%c6 4 g3 g6 5 2g2 2g7 6 0-0
Dge7 7d3 e5 '

7...0-0 is a normal Sicilian: If White
plays 8 &c3, Black has either 8...d6,
with a standard position except for
the strange and committal We2; and
if he plays 8 ¢3 Black can again play

King’s Indian Attack

8...d6 and, for example, 9 £\bd2 h6 10
a4 eb!, transposing to 7...e5.

8 Hbd2 0-0 9 H\c4 d6 10 a4 h6 11 c3
RKeb6
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Black is well centralised and White
has no breaks, whereas the prospects
for ...d5 and/or kingside attack are

good.
12 Ed1 b6?!

Weakening. Instead, 12...15!
threatens ..f4 and 13 exfs &Hxf5

clamps down on d4 while preparing
the attack.
13 £d2 We7!?
Better is 13...g5!.
14 b4!

14 Bab1?! d5!.
14...cxb4 15 cxb4 d5 16 exd5 Hxd5
17 Hacl Hd4! 18 Wel? k

18 &xd4 was better when 18...exd4
is equal.
18...0xf3+!?

Correct was 18...5b3! 19 Bb1 Hxd2
20 Hexd2 Bfe8 with a solid advan-
tage.

19 £xf3 Zac8 20 b5 Wh8 21 We2
Hfd8 with double-edged play, Galego-
Baches Garecia, Havana 2003.
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