Chapter Thirteen

Classical Variation:
4 eb

1 e4 e6 2 d4 d5 3 Hc3 D6

This is the Classical Variation of
the French Defence. It is similar in
pawn structure to the Advance Varia-
tion as well as those lines of the Tar-
rasch variations that include the
moves ...2)f6 and e5.
4eb5

In the next chapter we consider 4
Rgb. 4 £d3 is seldom played due to
4...c5 and:

(a) 5 exd5 cxd4 (5...exd5=) 6 Lb5+
£d7 7 £xd7+ (7 Wxd4 £xb5 8 Hxb5
Hxd5 9 De2 Hc6 10 Wad Lcb's;
10...a6 11 &bd4 & b6 12 Hxc6 Hxad
13 &Hxd8 Xxd8= — Steinitz) 7..Wxd7
(7..2bxd7!? 8 dxe6 dxc3 9 exd7+
Wxd7%) 8 dxe6 Wxe6+ (8...fxe6!? 9
Hee2 Hc6 10 HF3 £c57) 9 Hce2 &b
10 Hf3 £b4+ 11 £d2 0-0-0= Lasker-
Marshall, New York (2) 1907;

(b) 5 HF3 cxd4 (5...50c6=) 6 Dxd4 eb
(6...£b4!?; 6..80c6 7 b5 £d7 8 exdb
exd5 9 0-0 £e7 10 £e3 0-0= Lasker-
Bogoljubow, Zurich 1934) 7 &3 d4 8
De2 £g4, just a shade better for
Black after 9 0-0 (9 Hxe5?? Wab+)
9...2\c6.
4..0fd7

Now White has:

13.1 5 Hf3
13.2 5 Hce2
13.3 5 f4

The only other interesting move is
5 Wg4!? 5 (5...b6!?) and the centre is
breaking up so White must try to get
&b5-d6 in, or perhaps dxc5 at the
right moment: 6 &f3 (6 Hb5 cxd4 7
£f4 Was+ 8 2d2 Wb6F) 6..cxd4 7
b5 (7 Wxd4 Sc6 8 W4 a6! intending
We?) 7..%9c6 8 Nd6+ £xd6 9 WxgT
£xe5 10 Hixes W6 11 Wxfe Hxf6 12
Dxc6?! (12 £f4! and 12...Pe7 13 £g3
Ned= or 12..4Hd7 13 £b5 &Hcxed 14
Lxeb Hg8 15 g3 a6 16 Lxd7+ Lxd7
17 £xd4 Le7=) 12..bxc6 13 Kf4 c5!
14 £eb 2e7 15 b4 cxb4 16 £xd4 Eg8
17 Lc5+ ©d7 18 &xb4 a5 19 Ra3
Ka67F.

13.1 5 5f3

Aiming for piece play instead of
pawn expansion; it is played fre-
quently but considered fairly harm-
less.
5...c5 6 De2

Now we have reached the position
from 5 &ce2 c5 6 Of3. 6 dxcd trans-
poses to 1 e4 e6 2 Df3 d5 3 Hc3 A6 4
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Play the French

eb HHfd7 5 d4 c5 6 dxc5, which is in
the Odds and Ends chapter via 2 H)f3
d5 3 He3.
6...2c6

6...cxd4 7 Dexd4 Hc6 is also rea-
sonable, e.g., 8 Dxc6 bxc6 9 £d3 Hc5
10 Re2 £e7 11 0-0 0-0 12 £e3 Xb8=
Jimenez Chacon-Hamdouchi, Dos
Hermanas 1998.
7 ¢3 cxd4

7..8e7 is a flexible option: 8 a3! (8
Dg3? Whe 9 Re2 cxd4 10 cxd4 £ba+
11 &f1 63; 8 Hf4 cxd4 9 cxd4 Wh6 10
£e2? Yudkovsky-Coello, Cannes
1997, and Black should play 10...g5!
11 &h5 g4 12 Hgs Lbd+ 13 2f1
Wxd47) 8...a5 9 9)f4 Wh6 10 h4 ad=.
8 cxd4 16

9 HHf4

9 exf6 Hxf6 10 Hc3 £d6 is com-
fortable for Black (compare a 3 £d2
&f6 Tarrasch; here White is commit-
ted too early to Hc3):

(& 11 £b5 0-0 12 0-0 Wc7 (or
12..Wb6!) 13 h3 £d7 14 Hel Hae8 15
£e3 a6 16 £f1 Lau-Gleizerov, Dres-
den 1994, and here 16...e5! was
strong;

(b) 11 £e2 0-0 12 0-0 h6 (12...Wbe!)
13 h3!? £d7 14 RKe3 Hort-Knaak,
Bundesliga 1996; now 14..R%e8! 15
Hel £g6 was promising;

(© 11 £d3 00 12 fg5 Wes!?
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(12..WDb6!) 13 Wd2? Hh5? (13...e5!5) 14
De2? (14 Wc2; 14 0-0 HHf4) 14...e5 15
Hxed (15 dxe5? £b4 16 Hc3 Hxf3! 17
gxf3 d4 18 4 dxc3 19 bxc3 Hixed! 20
fxe5 Wxe5+ —+ McDonald) 15...9xd4
16 Hxd4 Wxe5+ 17 Le3 HHf4F Nijboer-
Glek, Wijk aan Zee 1999.

9..8b4+ 10 £d2 We?7

11 &£xb4

11 exf6?! Hxf63 12 £d3 0-0 13 0-0
Ded 14 Ke3 £d6 15 g3 W6 16 Lxed
dxed4 17 d2 £xf4 18 gxf4 K47 19
Sixed Wgb+ 20 Hg3 DeT! 21 Hel Lcb
with light square domination, Tate-
Shulman, Sioux Falls 2001.

After 11 £xbd4, Shirov-Ivanchuk,
Tilburg 1993 continued 11...Wxb4+ 12
Wd2 Le7! 13 exf6+ gxf6 14 Wxb4a+
Dxb4 152d2 b6 16 a3 Hc6 17 Lb5
£d471? (17..5a5! 18 Hael Hacd+ 19
cl 2f7= with the idea ...a6) 18 £xc6
£xc6 19 Ehel £d7 20 b3 2d6 21 He3
and White had a small advantage. As
a whole, however, 5 9f3 is rather
easy to play against.

13.2 5 Dce2

This is considered the optimal or-
der to get to the main f4 lines, but
that is not so clear. Before we get to
how Black can throw a wrench
(spanner!) in the works, let’s take a
close look at 5 f4. That is the move



used in the next section (13.3), but
I'm going discuss it here first for early
deviations in the context of Hce2 sys-
tems. The move order issues exam-
ined here and in the next few notes
are of great importance and will re-
pay study: 5 f4 ¢5 6 Df3 (6 dxcb and
other non-transpositional moves not
leading to £ce2 systems are given in
13.3) 6...48c6 7 De2

This can also arise after 5 Hce2 cb
6 f4 §)c6 7 &f3, as well as from 3 Hd2
&6 4 e5 Dfd7 5 f4 c5 6 HAf3 Hc6 7
De2. Although it is appearing regu-
larly, books tend to either treat
lightly or even ignore this position.
Black has several ways to respond.
7..Wb6 returns the game to normal
channels after 8 ¢3. And 7...b5!? has
been played quite a bit recently, al-
though it seems more logical once
White has played g3. A problem for
Black, not necessarily insoluble, is 8
a3 Hb8 9 ¢3 ab (9...b4 10 dxc5! bxc3
11 b4 a5 12 Hed4) 10 dxcb Dxcb 11
Ke3!? with the idea 11..%2e4? 12
Hg3t.

But it’s not so easy for White. Two
other nontranspositional moves are
playable, with one that I find particu-
larly attractive:

(@) 7...cxd4; McDonald thinks that
this is dubious, yet it has a long his-

Classical Variation: 4 e5

tory. Perhaps White is a little better,
but Black has many possibilities, for
example, 8 Dexd4 Lcb5 (or 8..Hxd4 9
&xd4 Wh6 10 c3 £¢5 11 £e2 0-0) 9 c3
Wb6 10 b4!? (10 £e2 0-0!? 11 £d3! g6
12 L2 Dxd4 13 cxd4 Lba+ 14 A2
f62) 10..2xd4 11 &Hxd4 £xd4 12
Wxd4 Wxd4 13 cxd4 Hb6 14 Ld3 (14
a4 247 15 a5 &c4=) 14..8d7 15 £d2
Hc8 (15...a6 16 0-0 £b5!?) 16 Le2 a6
17 Bhcl 0-0 18 g4 2a4 with the idea
...2b5, was Niedermaier-B.Schneider,
Bundesliga 1986. Neither side played
perfectly, of course, but at least we
see some ideas;

(b) 7...8e7'? is an interesting wait-
ing move, not committing to ...Wb6,
...cxd4, or ...b5. I quite like it.
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White has to show his cards:

(b1) 8 Le3 Wb6 forces White to lose
a crucial tempo defending his b-pawn,
which isn’t so easy — compare main
lines;

(b2) 8 g3 Wh6 gives White the op-
tion of entering a main line by means
of 9 ¢8 (also from the 3 Hd2 &6 Tar-
rasch Variation), but with g3 already
in, which isn’t always his plan in the
5 &ce2 lines. An independent and
logical plan for Black would be 8...0-0
9 £¢g2 b6!? intending 10 0-0 £a6. In
fact, even the immediate 8..b6 is
worth thinking about;
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(b3) 8 ¢3 is the key move. It allows
Black to transpose into a main line by
8...WDb6 or he can go his own way by
8...0-0, e.g., 9 a3 (9 g3 allows another
known position after 9..¥Wb6, but
Black can also play a standard anti-f4
plan by 9..f5 and queenside expan-
sion; or choose an aggressive strategy
by 9..a5!? 10 £g2 b5!? having in
mind ..2a6 and ..b4) 9..a5 10 g3
cxd4 (alternatives are 10..b6!? and
10...a4!? 11 £h3) 11 cxd4 (11 Hexd4
&cb= intends moves like ...£d7 and
..ad) 11.16!? (11..£5 12 £g2” a4 13
0-0 £Hb6 wins key queenside squares)
12 £h3 fxeb 13 dxeb (13 Lxe6+ 2h8
is messy, but the first point is 14
dxe5?! &Hdxeb!) 13..Wb6!? (13..&4c5H!
with the idea ...a4) 14 £c3? (for better
or worse, correct was the risky 14
£xe6+ ©h8 15 £xd5) 14..Adxe5!?
(14...9c5 ties White down completely,
since 15 $d4 Hxd4 16 Wxd4 Wa6
threatens ...20b3 and ... d3+) 15 fxeb
Dxe5 16 £g2 £d7 17 Hfl Hc4 with a
strong attack for the piece. Bologan-
M.Gurevich, Cap d’Agde 2002 went
18 Ebl £f6 19 Wd3 Hac8 20 &gb
£xg5 21 Lxgb Hxf1+ 22 £xf1 Ef8 23
We2 Hf5! 24 £f4 gb 25 Dxdb exd5 26
£b8 Ef8 0-1.

‘5/ 4

5..¢5 6 c3
6 &Of3 transposes into 5 Hf3 c5 6
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&e2 above. 6 f4! may well be the best
move order, because of the issues
raised in the note to 6...%c6 below.

Now 6...40c6 7 &f3 is the last note,
but 7 ¢3! will transpose to our main
line without having to deal with the
7..f6 variation below. And 6...cxd4 7
Hxd4 Hc6 8 Hgfs also transposes to
the last note, but not to Black’s best
line. Nevertheless, I think that Black
has other good opportunities to devi-
ate at this point. Here are a some
ideas:

(a) 6..Wb6 7 D3 (7 c3 £e7 8 &3
0-0 transposes) 7..8e7 is a sort of
waiting game: 8 ¢3 0-0 with the idea 9
dxc5 Hxcs 10 Ded4 Hc6 11 Le2
Ned=;

(b) 6...8e7 is a similar idea, when
White might try 7 £f3 0-0 8 ¢3 (8 £e3
Wb6), leading to 8...f6!? (or 8...Wb6) 9
fe3 fxe5 10 fxeb Wb6 11 Wd2 Hc6
with mixed prospects, e.g., 12 0-0-0
(12 &£f4? cxd4 13 Hxd4 Hxfa! 14 &xf4
Nxd4 15 Wxd4 Wxb2 16 Ed1 Wxa27)
12..Wa5 13 &bl cxd4 14 cxd4 Db6!
15 Wxab Hxab 16 b3 £d7= intending
...&c6 and ...a5-a4;

(¢) 6..Wab+!? 7 c3 (7 £d2 Wb6 8
K3 Dc6 9 D3 cxd4!? 10 Dexd4 £b4
is promising) 7...b5!? (risky but per-
haps okay; 7...4)c6 is of course an op-
tion) 8 &f3 (8 dxc5 b4 9 a3 Lxc5 10



£d2 Wb6=) 8...b4 9 £d2 Hc6 10 cxb4
cxb4 with the idea 11 a3!? Ke7! 12
axb4 Hxb4 etc. The interesting thing
is that if any of these moves is satis-
factory for Black, White has no order
that gets him to the main lines by
force without legitimate options for
Black.
6..2c6

Assuming that Black has achieved
this exact position after all the move
order jockeying implicit in the last
two notes, he actually has a signifi-
cant move that seems to equalise at
this point: 6...cxd4 7 exd4 f6!:

(a) Black’s development is.fast af-
ter 8 exf6 Hxf6 9 Hf3 £d6 (9...45c6 10
&c3 transposes to 13.1, the note to 9
&f4, which was fine for Black) 10 g3
&He6 11 kg2 0-0 12 0-0 Wh6 13 Ebl
£d7 14 £f4 Hed with good activity in
Bologan-Glek, Bundesliga 1992;

(b) 8 f4 fxeb 9 dxeb (9 fxe5 &b4+ 10
212 0-0+ 11 Hf3 Hc6 with initiative
and ideas of sacrificing on e5) 9...%)c6
10 &3 £b4a+ 11 Hc3 (11 Kd2 &cb)
11..5c¢5 12 RKe3 Shirov-Ivanchuk,
Tilburg 1993, and a straightforward
path was 12..%e4 13 Wc2 (13 Hecl
Wa5 14 £d2 0-0) 13..Wa5 14 Xcl
Wxa2F; |

(© 8 Hfsa Kba+ 9 £d42 Wb6 10
£xb4 (10 exf6 Hxf6 11 Wad+ Hc6%;

Classical Variation: 4 e5

10 Ec1 0-0 11 £xb4 Wxb4+ 12 Wd2
We7 unclear — Atalik; 10 Wh5+ g6 11
Nxg6 Lxd2+ 12 xd2 Wxb2+ 13 Le3
Wxal 14 Hxh8+ £d8 and Black is at
least okay) 10...Wxb4+ 11 Wd2 Wxd2+
12 $xd2 e7

13 exf6+ (the most commonly
played move; 13 Hf3 fxe5 14 Dxed
Dxeb 15 dxed Dc6 16 Dd3 £d7 [or
16..b6 17 Hcl £b7=] 17 f4 Ke8 18
Hel Rf8 19 g3 is ‘¢° according to the-
ory, but then 19..£g6!, e.g., 20 &c5
Rfc8!1? 21 &Hxb7 [21 £b5 &b4l]
21...2b4! and White loses the c-file)
13..gxf6 14 Hel (14 Hf3?! &d6; 14
Hge2 Hc6 15 Hd3 eb) 14..40b6 and
now two important moves:

(c1) 15 £d3? allows Black to force
things in the centre by 15..%c6 16
&f3 &d6! 17 Hh5 Hf8! (17..e5 18
Hxf6 e4 19 Hgb c7 is unclear) 18
Kxh7 (18 He2 e5 19 Hxf6 e4 20
Dxed+ dxed 21 Lxed Kga3) 18..e5
(18...Kh8!? is messy) 19 dxe5+ (19
Hg3 e4 20 Hha Hixdd 21 £3 Zhs! 22
Dhfs+ £xfs 23 Hxf5+ Led and
Black’s king was a monster in Bez-
godov-Sakaev, Russia Ch 1999)
19..fxe5 20 cl (20 Ehfl £g4F; 20
Hg3 Kga!¥F) 20..8g4 21 Hg3 Kxf3 22
gxf3 §d4-+ Arakhamia Grant-Gleiz-
erov, Port Erin 2001;

(c2) 15 &f3 £d6 (15...%c6 16 Lbb
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£d7 17 £xc6 bxc6 18 He2 favoured
White in Anand-Bareev, Shenyang
2000) and here White must find
something better than transposing
into the previous note by 16 ©h5 (16
£b5 a6 17 £d3 Hc6 is no improve-
ment) 16...Kf8 17 £d3 Ac6.
7 £4 Wb6

For 7..8e7, compare 6 f4 £e7, al-
though delaying ...2\c6 there allowed
a queen on b6 to cover e6 for the ...f6
break.
8 O3 f6

Finally the main line position of
the 5 &ce2 variation has been
reached. Black wants to blast open
the centre, sacrificially if necessary,
whereas White knows that if he can
hold on to his space advantage with-
out compromising his pawns or creat-
ing weaknesses, he must stand bet-
ter. A particularly fascinating thing
about this position, which has been
around for years, is that White has
begun to neglect his development en-
tirely in order to expand on the
flanks. Thus one will see a3 and b4 as
well as h4-h5 in order to clamp down
on both wings. In the end I believe
that Black, with superior develop-
ment, has sufficient resources to
achieve dynamic equality. In any
case, the play will seldom become
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drawish! At this point there is a vi-
tally important fork in the road:

13.219 g3
13.229 a3

(a) 9 Wb3 is normally answered by
9...cxd4 10 Wxb6 Hxb6=; a fun alter-
native is 9..Wc7 (what’s the queen
doing on b3?): 10 g3 cxd4 (10...fxe5 11
fxeb cxd4 12 cxd4 £b4+ 13 £d2
Lxd2+ 14 Hxd2 0-0) 11 cxd4 £b4+ 12
&f2 0-0 13 £g2 Kab (13..fxe5!? 14
fxe5 £e7 15 Le3 Db6F 16 Hf4 Hab
17 Wd1 Hac) 14 Le3 £b6 15 Hcl
Wh8 16 exf6 Hxf6 17 Ne5 £d47 18
Hxd7 Hxd7= B.Lalic-Dizdar, Porec
1998; -

(b) 9 Dg3? is better after the move
a3: 9..cxd4 10 cxd4 Lb4+ 11 De2
(this is the only move) 11...g5! 12 exf6
g4 13 7+ Le7 14 HA2 Dxd4+ 15 Lel
We7;

(©) 9 exf6 H)xf6 10 g3 £d6 11 Kg2
0-0 12 0-0 cxd4 13 cxd4 e5!? (13...8d7
14 b3 Ded?) 14 fxeb Dxeb5 15 Dxed
Kxeb 16 £hl Lc7 17 Hc3= Aseev-
Pesiakov, St Petersburg 1999;

(d) 9 h4 is playable but probably a
move too early: 9..cxd4 (9..8e7 10
h5? fxeb 11 fxeb cxd4 12 cxd4 0-0%)
10 cxd4 fxe5 11 fxe5 b4+ 12 Hc3 0-0
13 a3 RKe7 14 Le2? Hxf3! 15 gxf3

Wxd4F¥ Mahdi-Weinzettl, Mureck
2001.
13.21 9 g3 cxd4

and the play splits a last time:

13.211:10 Hexd4
13.212 10 cxd4

13.211 10 Dexd4

This has become the key line of
late, following some White improve-
ments.



10...fxe5

The only solution that I see work-
ing here apart from my main line is
the immediate 10..%xd4 11 cxd4
£bd+ (without ..fxe5) 12 Kd2 (12
212 0-0 13 Le3 fxeb 14 fxeb Le7 15
b3 Ef7 16 h4 K.Schmidt-Merker, corr
1987; and the same idea of 16...5)f8
17 £d3 £d7 and ..£e8 or ..&b5
works fine) 12...fxe5 13 fxe5 0-0. This
sidesteps the &f2-g2 idea and equal-
ises effortlessly after 14 £xb4 Wxb4+
15 Wd2 Wxd2+ 16 Hxd2 Db8! 17 Le2
5c6 18 O3 £47, e.g., 19 0-0 Le8 20
Had1 h6 21 h3 &g6.

11 fxe5 .

11 %Hxe6 is normally queried al-
though none of the given solutions is
clear: 11..5f6 (11..2e7?! 12 &Hxf8
Hxf8 13 We2!; 11...e4 12 HHfd4! HHf6 13
a4! and 13...£d7 ends in equality, but
more interesting is 13..Hxd4 14
Dxd4 £c5 15 £b5+ £d7 16 Kxd7+
Lxd7=) 12 fxeb (12 Dxf8 £g4 13 Le2
2xf3 14 &xf3 Exf8=) 12..£xe6! 13
exfé 0-0-0 with good compensation,
eg., 14 We2 He8' 15 RKe3 £c5 16
£xc5 Wxc5 and White has problems:
17 fxg7 Ehg8F 18 0-0-0 £g4 19 Wd3
Strobel-Piasecki, Baden 1993; now
19..Wf2!F.
11...0c5!

A move played by Luther that

Classical Variation: 4 e5

gives Black his full share of the play.
With other moves Black won’t equal-
ise:

(a) 11..50dxe5? 12 Hxe5 Hxed 13
Wh5+;

(b) 11...Hxd4 12 cxd4 £b4+ 13 2f2
0-0 14 g2 Ke7 15 £d3 Ef7 16 h4
Hf8 17 Dgb Lxgb 18 hxgh g6 19
HBh4t or better, as occurred in two
games;

(© 11..8c5? 12 Hxe6 Hdxed 13
HDxch! Wxch 14 Hxeb Hxeb 15 Whb+
Dg6 16 We2+!'+ with Le3 and Le2 —
Pedersen.

12 £h3

I don’t know of other games, so
here’s some analysis: ;

(a) 12 Hxc6 bxc6 13 Wc2 (13 Dd4
g6! 14 Bb1 [14 Le2 £g7] 14...8g7 15
£f4 0-0 16 £e2 Hed 17 0-0 c5 18 HHf3
£b7%) 138..8e7! 14 Le3 0-0 15 Le2
£a6 16 b4 Hd3+ 17 Ld2 c5!;

(b) 12 £b5 £e7 13 0-0 0-0 14 £g5
h6 15 £xe7 Hxe7 16 a4 a6 17 ab
Wer=.
12...8e7!

12..Wa6!? 13 £f1 Wb6= draws.

13 0-0 0-0 14 We2

14 $h1 Hxd4 15 Wxd4 We7s.
14...5xd4 15 Hxd4

Or 15 cxd4 Ded3. After 15 DHxd4,
Atlas-Luther, Moerbisch 2001. went
15.. Bxf1+ 16 &xfl £d7 17 g2 £h8
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(17..Ef8!? 18 £e3 ab=) 18 Le3 Wc7
19 £.g1 Hf8 20 Hel with equality.

13.212 10 cxd4 .

This move is so associated with
miniature disasters for White that
some people are surprised to find that
it’'s theoretically playable, if only
equal. I won't spend too much time
showing brilliancies by Black.
10...2b4+

I think that this move order is
more flexible and therefore preferable
to the exchange of f- for e-pawn first.
But often they transpose and there
are some nuances: 10...fxe5

A
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(a) 11 dxe5? £b4+ 12 £d2 We3! is
winning: 13 Kg2 (13 Wb3! We4!)
18...0-0 14 £f1? (14 a3 Hc5!; 14 Wb3!
Wxb3 15 axb3 Hc5F) 14..£xd2 15
Wxd2 Wxd2 16 DHxd2 Ddxe5—+;

(b) 11 fxed £b4+ 12 Hc3 0-0 13 &4
(this is the good defensive move that
White doesn’t have if Black omits the
exchange on e5; compare the main
line; not 13 a3? Hxf3!¥) 13..%e7
(threatening b2 and also ..g5 in
many cases) 14 Wd2? (14 £h3? Wxb2
15 £xe6+ ©h8 16 Hcl Hxf4! 17 gxf4
&xd4-+ — Sisniega; 14 Da4 is equal
after 14..Wa5+ 15 Hc3 Wb6 16 a4
Wab5+= etc.; for 14 a3!, compare the
main line; White has some advan-
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tage) 14...g5! 15 Hxgh Lxg5 16 Lxgh
Hxdd4 17 Rg2 Hxeb-+ Dolmatov-
Bareev, Elista 1997.
11 Ded

11 £d2 has lost countless games
after 11..fxe5 12 fxe5 0-0 13 2g2
Ddxeb! 14 dxeb Hxeb, e.g., 15 Hed4
(15 &f4 We3+ 16 2ft £xd2-+)
15...20d3+ (15...8)c4 also wins) 16 e2
Hxb2 17 Wb3 Wa6+ 18 &f2 £xd2 19
Wxb2 Wd3-+ was Hamann-Uhlmann,
Halle 1963.
11...0-0

=

oy

Now there’s no £f4 defence, so
White’s task is much harder.

12 a3! _

(a) 12 exf6 Hxf6 13 £g2 (13 a3= —
Bondarevski; 13...8e7%) 13..9e4 14
Wd3 e5! 15 0-0 (15 fxedb £g4%)
15..%9xc3 16 bxc3 ed4—+ Grischuk-
Mraz, corr 1986;

(b) 12 &h3? is often played, but is
only good after 12 a3 £e7. Here it has
lost numerous contests in the manner
of 12..fxe5 13 £xe6+ Ph8 14 fxe5
Hdxe5! 15 £xds Hxf3+ 16 Lxf3
&xd4-+ Chevalier-Lempereur, Paris
1994,
12...82e7

Possible is 12...2xc3+ 13 bxc3 fxe5
14 fxeb Wc7 intending ..Hb6 with
light square pressure.

13 £h3!



Without £f4, the threat of 13...fxe5
14 fxe5? Exf3 is difficult to meet:

(a) 13 £d3?! fxe5 14 dxe5 (14 fxeb
Hxd4 15 Hxd4 Hxe5 with more than
enough compensation, even after the
mild 16 Hfl! £d7! 17 &bl £c53)
14...9c5 15 £c2 Ed8s;

() 13 Haga Wc7 14 £d3 fxeb
(14...a6!?) 15 fxe5? Hxf3! 16 Wxf3
Hxd4 17 Wdl (or 17 We3d Hxe5!)
17..50xe5 18 0-0 Hxd3 19 Wxd3 e5F;

(©) 13 exf6 Hxf6 14 £d3 a6 15 Kc2
£d7 16 0-0 Ke8'F with the idea of
..2h5.
13...fxe5

13..2h8!? isn’t bad, e.g., 14 Ha4d
(14 &xe6? Hdxe5!; 14 0-0) 14.. Wa6!
15 £f1 b5 16 Hc3 fxe5 17 £xb5 Whe
18 fxc6 (18 fxes Hxf3! 19 £xc6
Hxe5!! 20 £xa8 HA3+ 21 e2 Wxd4-
+ Knaak) 18...Wxc6 19 fxe5 £a6!, was
Sznapik-Knaak, Bratislava 19883;
Black has a small edge after 20 £f4
Habs.

14 &xeb+

14 fxe5? Exf3 15 Wxf3 Hxd4—+.
14...£h8 15 Hxd5

15 dxe5 Ndxeb.
15..Wd8 16 £xd7 .

16 Dxe7 Wxe7 17 d5 ed 18 Hgb
5! 19 Lxc8 (19 0-0! £xe6 20 dxeb
Hxe6 21 Hxed Hxf4= — Yudasin and
Ivanov; or 19..%5xe6) 19..48d3+ 20
&f1 Haxc8 21 dxc6 Wxg5 22 cxb7 b8
23 &g2 W6 24 We2 Hxb7 unclear,
Lukin-Se.Ivanov, USSR 1984.
16...2xd7 17 dxeb £g4

With activity and the light squares,
Black is probably a little better de-
spite the two pawn deficit. Smagin-
Dimitrov, Prilep 1992 continued 18
0-0 £c5+ 19 Ke3d Lxe3+ 20 Hxel
Wh6e 21 Wd2 £xf3 22 Exf3 Hd4 23
2ff1 (23 Eafl &Hxf3+ 24 Exf3 unclear
— Smagin) 23...50b3 24 W2 Hxal 25
Hxal Kae8 26 Hcl g5'F.

Classical Variation: 4 e5

13.22 9 a3 Re7

t 3
5

",

4/
74,
7
X

10 h4

The modern move. Alternatives:

(a) 10 b4 cxd4 and:

(al) 11 Dexd4?! fxeb5! 12 fxe5?! (12
Hxe6! D6 planning 13 Nxg7+ 28 14
b5 Hed!? 15 Wc2 H1d8 16 Hh5 WheF —
Pedersen) 12..%dxe5 13 Hxed Dxeb
14 Wh5+ &g6 15 £d3 0-0 16 £xg6
hxg6 17 Wxg6 £f6 18 Le3 e5 0-1
F.Meyer-Pedersen, Germany 1999;

(@2) 11 cxd4 0-0 12 Ebl ab
(12..9a5!? 13 He3 He4 is unclear;
12...Ef7!? 13 Wd3 &Hf8= with the idea
...2d7, ..Hc8) 13 b5 a4 was Shirov-
Gurevich, Munich 1993; 14 exf6 £\xf6
15 &3 Hd8 16 £d3 Hf7 unclear (Shi-
Yov);

(b) 10 &g3 is easily met by 10...0-0
11 £.d3 fxeb 12 fxeb (12 dxe5 c4 13
K2 ANcbT) 12...cxd4 13 cxd4 gb6!F and
14..5xd4 or 14..Exf3 next, since
£xh7+/Whb ideas are eliminated.
10...0-0 11 Eh3!

The star move for this variation. 11
b4 cxd4 12 cxd4 ab (12..Bf7=) 13 b5!?
(13 bxad Wxa5+ 14 £d2 Wbe6s)
13..Wxb5!? (13..5d8=) 14 &Hc3 Wh6
15 Eb1 Wd8 16 £d3 gave White some
attack in Bauer-Bareev, Enghien les
Bains 2003; 16..h6 17 &b5 Xa6!?
(17..£5) 18 K2 f5 19 g4 HYb6 20 gxf5
exfb%.
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11...a5

A legitimate alternative is 11...cxd4
12 cxd4 Ha5 13 b4 Hed 14 He3 (14
g3 ab 15 £d3 f5) 14...a5 15 b5 Bf7!
with the standard plan .. Ef7, .. .58,
...2d7; I used to play this way in the
Tarrasch 3...9f6 variation with 5 f4.
12 b3 Wc7 :

13 Degl!

An ingenious retreat: White unde-
velops his pieces just to hold the cen-
tre and play prophylactically. A
pretty game followed 13 Wc2?! b6! 14
£d2 £a6 15 a4?! Eac8 16 {5? fxeb 17
fxe6 e4! 18 exd7 Wxd7 (winning) 19
Deb Dxed 20 dxe5 Wxh3! 21 gxh3
£xh4+ 22 &d1 HExfl+ 23 Lel Exel+
0-1 Jamrich-H.Schneider Zinner, Bu-
dapest 2001.
13...a4

Anand recommends 13...b6, which
he thinks is fine based upon the mis-
taken combinative try 14 £d3 (14
£e3 2a6 15 £xa6 Exa6= — Anand)
14..2a6 15 &xh7+? &xh7 16 Hgh+
fxgb 17 hxgh+ &g8 18 Wh5 (18 g6
Hf5-+) 18..2xgh! 19 fxg5 Hfi+ 20
2d2 Haf8 21 Wh7+ &f7-+.

14 b4 fxe5 15 fxe5 Ndxe5!? 16 dxe5
Hxe5 17 Dxe5 Wxe5+ 18 We2
£xh4+!?

Generally condemned. Black could
also play 18..Wc7 followed by ...e5
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(hitting h3) and/or ...&f6. This isn’t
easy to assess because Black has the
centre and White’s king is exposed.
Of course it’s only two pawns and if
White can develop he’s winning.
Oddly enough, HiArcs already likes
Black. There might follow something
like 19 £g5!? (19 &)f3 cxb4 or 19...e5;
19 Wh5 cxb4 20 axb4 g6 21 Wheé e5 22
Hg3 Bxf1+! 23 &xfl Wced+ 24 He2
Kg47) 19..£xg5 20 hxgh e5 21 Hf3
(21 Ee3 e4 22 Ed1 cxb4 23 cxb4 L6
24 ©Hh3 Had8 and ..We5 with a
strong attack) 21..&f5 22 Wf2!? cxb4
23 cxb4 e4 24 Wg3 Rac8!. This shows
that the assumption that White was
better throughout this game should
at least be questioned.

19 &d1

Not 19 Exh4? Wg3+.
19...Wf6?

After this Black is doomed. There
have been various statements (with
little analysis) about the ending after
19..Wxe2+! 20 £xe2 £f2 (actually
20...216 has some good points, e.g., 21
bxch Hab 22 £e3 £xc3 23 Ebl d4 or
23...e5; maybe this is better?). Posi-
tions so deep into the opening seldom
determine its validity, and Black has
had better options on the last few
moves, so I won’t take too serious a
look here. But to me chances seem



about balanced. Since 21 &Hf3? e5
looks bad, White’s has 21 Ehil
(Kavalek) 21..e5 (or 21..cxb4) 22
bxc5 Hab!; or Anand’s 21 £e3 e5 22
2xf2 Hxf2 23 Hg3 and ‘White has a
comfortable edge in the ending’. This
strikes me as unclear, one plausible
continuation being 23...b6 24 el (24
Hh3 Bf6 25 Hgb Hf5 26 £b5 Ha7l)
24.. Bf6 (24..Ef4!?) 25 He3 He6 and
White may be slightly better but this
would have to be proven.

After 19..Wf6, Anand-Shirov, Te-
hran 2000 continued 20 &)f3!
(Kavalek analyses the alternative 20
Rf3 We7 21 £e3 d4 to White’s advan-
tage, but 21...b6! is better) 20...Wxc3
(there isn’t anything better) 21 £b2
Wh3+ 22 el e5 23 Hxh4 (23 Hd2!
£xh3 24 Hxb3+) 23..4f5 24 Wd1 e4
25 Wxb3 axb3 26 Nd2 e3 27 Hf3 (27
Hxb3z) 27..Hae8 28 &d1 c4 29 Le2
and White’s two extra pieces decide.

13.35f4 c5

6 D f3

Here we look at lines not involving
Ace2.

6 dxcb @c6 7 a3 is an old line:
7..%xch 8 Wg4 0-0 9 H3 Nd4 10 £d3
f5 11 Wh3 Hxf3+ 12 Wxf3 £b6 13
Ne2 Hc5F Tarrasch-Spielmann, Nur-
emberg 1906) 7 Wg4 0-0 8 £d3 5 9

Classical Variation: 4 e5

Wh3 &xgl! (this is an original idea;
9..40\c6=) 10 Exgl Hcb5 11 £d2 Hc6!?
12 &b5?! Wh6 13 0-0-0 £d7 14 Hd6
Da4! 15 Lb5 Hd4 16 £e3 De2+! 17
Lxe2 Wxb2+ 18 £d2 Wb4+ 19 &cl
&e3F Fischer-Benko, Curacao 1962.
6...\c6

6...cxd4 7 Sxd4 £b4!? is definitely
worthy of consideration; I don’t know
of any examples.

7 Le3

For 7 De2, see 13.2 5 Hce2. Others
are barely touched upon (if at all) in
the books:

(a) 7 £d3?! cxd4 8 He2 Wh6 9 0-0
6! 10 exf6 H)xf6 11 ¥hl £c5 12 a3 ab
13 b3 0-0 14 £b2 g6? (14..5g4! 15
Wel e5! 16 Hxeb Hcxeb 17 fxeb Bxf1+
18 Wxfl Hxe5F) 15 Wel £d47
(15...20h5%) 16 Wh4 unclear, Abdel
Aziem-Peng Zhaoqin, Cairo 2002;

(b) 7 a3? meets the fate of any slow
move: 7..cxd4 8 Nxd4d Hdxe5! with
the idea 9 fxe5 Wh4+;

(© 7 &b5 a6!? (7..cxd4 8 Hixd4
Hxd4 9 Wxd4 a6 10 Lxd7+ £xd7 11
0-0 Hc8 12 £e3 £c5=) 8 £xc6 bxc6 9
0-0 (9 He2 cxd4 10 Nfxd4 c5 11 Hf3
£e7 12 0-0 HH6!? 13 ¢3 0-0 14 Wc2
a5!¥ Varga-Lehmann, Hungary 1999)
9...cxd4 10 Hxd4 c5 11 Hf3 Le7F Me-
gibow-Cotton, Concord 1995; the
bishop pair counts for something;
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(d) 7 dxc5 £xc5 8 £d3 a6!? (8...f6! 9
exf6 xf6 10 We2 0-0 11 De5 WcT3) 9
We2 Wc7 10 £d2 b5 11 a3 Eb8= Bole-
slavsky-Pachman, Saltjobaden1948.
7..cxd4

This exchange is in line with my
philosophy for a second system: to
give the reader a solid and extremely
well-established variation that will
always be playable.

8 Hxd4 &ch

9 Wd2

Preparing 0-0-0. Nothing else is
considered sharp enocugh:

(a) 9 g3 Wb6 10 Had Was+ 11 c3
£xd4 12 £xd4 Hxd4 13 Wxd4 b6= 14
Wh4!? Wxb4 15 cxb4 f6 16 £b5? fxeb
17 fxe5 0-0f Antal-Hoang Thanh
Trang, Budapest 2002;

(b) 9 £e2 Wh6!? (usually arrived at
by 8..Wb6 9 Re2 £c5) 10 Had Wab+
11 ¢3 &Hxd4 12 £xd4 &xd4 13 Wxd4
0-0 14 0-0 b6 15 £d1 Ka6!? 16 b4
Wh5 17 Xf3 Wc4= Vera-Borges
Mateos, Havana 1987;

(©) 9 DHad? £xd4 10 £xd4 Hdxes!
11 Re2 (11 &xeb Hxed 12 fxe5 Wha+
13 g3 Wxad¥) 11..5g6 12 0-0 Hxd4
13 Wxd4 0-0F Redmon-Marechal,
Glenalmond 1996;

(d 9 £b5 0-0 10 Hxc6 bxc6 11
Kxcb Dxch 12 Lxc6 (or 12 Wd4 Wbe
13 b4 cxb5 14 bxc5 Wab= Suetin)
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12..Eb8 13 Wd4 Wab= Laplaza-Roge-
mont, corr 1992.
9...0-0

It’s an indication of Black’s flexibil-
ity in this line that he has still an-
other option here in 9...£xd4 10 £xd4
Hxd4 11 Wxd4 Whe
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This plan has beeen around for
years and is still popular right now
among the chess elite; in particular,
Korchnoi and Bareev have champi-
oned it. The basic idea is that in the
ending, a kingside advance by White
tends to be harmless, so that despite
White’s better bishop Black will have
time to develop rapidly on the queen-
side using the open c-file to level the
chances. The interesting endgame it
produces tends to lead to a draw with
accurate play by Black; but that can
be a problem for both sides. After all,
White will also have limited pros-
pects against a strong player or one
who knows the ideas well. Thus
9...2xd4 trades safety for complexity.

From the diagram, searching for
genuine winning chances, White has
been offering a pawn by 12 Wd2!?
Wxb2 (12..4¢c5 13 0-0-0 £d7 is also
playable) 13 -Ebl Wa3 14 £ b5 Wxa2
15 &d6+ Le7 but for the moment
Bareev has demonstrated in two top-
level games that Black’s two pawns



are as important as White’s attack.
After 9...0-0, White can choose be-
tween two strategies:

13.31 10 g3
13.32 10 0-0-0

The alternative 10 £e2 gives Black
the choice of playing for a simplified
game by 10..Hdxe5!? 11 &xc6 (11
fxeb Qxd4 with the idea 12 £xd4
Wh4+) 11..2xe3 12 Hxd8 £xd2+ 13
&xd2 Hed+! 14 Lxcd dxed 15 Hxf7
Hxf7 16 ©e3 b6 17 Ehdl £a6!=, in-
tending ...e5 and on fxe5, ..He8. Or
he can play for more with the ‘normal’
10...a6 11 0-0 Hxd4 12 £xd4 Wb6 13
£xc5 Wxc5+ 14 @hl b5 15 £d3 2b6
16 b3 £b7= Rayner-C.Daly, Debrecen
1992, when 17 $e2?! was answered
by 17...2c4!%.

13.31 10 g3

This i1s a semi-waiting move in the
sense that White wants to see what
Black is doing before committing his
king’s bishop or king. White’s bishop
may go to g2 or h3, a drawback being
the loss of control over c4.

10...a6

The direct plan with 10..£xd4 11
Kxd4 Hxd4 12 Wxd4 Hb8! intending
..&)c6 is also satisfactory. Black can

Classical Variation: 4 e5

play along the c-file after ...£d7 and
...Bc8 and may also think about ...f6,
for example, 13 0-0-0 Hc6 14 W2
£d7 15 b1 Wab5 16 £d3 Hfc8 17 Wel
(17 a3!? b5!?) 17...20b4 18 a3 Hxd3 19
Exd3 Hc4 20 Wd2 Eac8 21 He2 Wxd2
22 Zxd2 He4 23 £c3 Anand-Shirov,
Leon 2001; and although Black
shouldn’t have serious problems with
other moves, it seems to me that
23...He3! 24 Ehd1 (24 De2 £6) 24.. Hc4
is a good set-up. Black may play for
..f6 after, say, ...2f8 and/or ...£.c6.

11 Hee2

White logically reinforces d4. Nev-
ertheless, it takes pressure off of d5
and e4. Options are:

(a) 11 £g2 Hxd4 (11...Ha5!? 12 b3
b5=) 12 £xd4 b5 13 De2 Wc7 14 £xcb
Hxch 15 Hd4 £b7 16 0-0 Hed= Kuc-
zynski-Gunnarsson, Ohrid 2001;
when Black gets this move in he’s
normally okay;

() 11 £h3 Hxd4 12 £xd4 W7
(both 12..b5 13 0-0 Wb6 14 He2 b4
and Leitao’s more active suggestion
183...a5!7 14 Hxb5 £a6 15 a4 Kxb5 16
axb5 Wb6 are unclear) 13 0-0-0 (13
£xcb Dxch 14 0-0 b5 15 Wd4 b4! 16
Wxb4 Eb8 17 Wa3 Wh6 18 ©h1 d4!=)
13...b5 14 Ehel Paehtz-Lomineishvili,
Leon 2001; and 14..b4! 15 Ha4!?
£xd4 16 Wxd4 a5 17 5 He8 18 fxeb
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fxe6 would be equal.
11...Wb6

In this particular instance, I think
11...We7 makes sense, since after 12
£h3 Black’s defence of e6 gives him
leeway to contest the light squares:

12...f5!?, a unique idea that I like.
It challenges White to capture en
passant and lose central control for
the sake of free play; otherwise, any
plan with g4 grants Black f-file play:
13 0-0 (13 exf6 £xf6 threatens ... e4,
and Black gets easy play after 14 £g2
e5 15 Dxc6 bxc6 16 £xcb5 Wxch 17
fxe5 9g4; 13 0-0-0 Hxd4 14 Hxd4
&Hb6 15 b3?! £d7 with the speedier
attack) 13..Hxd4 14 &Hxd4 and a
sample line is 14...2a7 (with the idea
.Deb) 15 Bacl! &b 16 c4 Hed 17
We2 £d7 18 2fd1 £xd4 19 £xd4 dxc4
20 Wxc4 Hac8 21 Wb3 £c6 22 £b6
£d5=.
12 ¢c3

12 0-0-0 f6!.
12...a5

Here too 12...f6 looks quite reason-
able, since 13 exf6 Hxf6 14 2g2 247
discourages 15 0-0 due to 15...Hg4.

After 12..a5, Ermolaev-Sumets,
Lviv 2002 continued 13 £h3 a4 14
&f2 WdS 15 g2 £b6 16 ba Lc7!? 17
Nb5 2b8 18 Hed4 H1b6 19 Wd3 &Hca
20 &2 &d7=.
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13.32 10 0-0-0 a6

Preparing ...b5 with an advance on
the queenside. My first instinct in
this type of position was that White,
with more central space and good
pieces, probably stands slightly bet-
ter. But White’s goals on the kingside
are hard to achieve and Black has
White’s king as a target for his
queenside expansion. Moreover, in
some cases a well-timed simplifica-
tion will equalise on the spot. Statis-
tically, in fact, Black has done re-
markably well from this position in
terms of both raw results and per-
formance rating.

11 h4
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A critical point. With this move
White demonstrates his intention to
attack on the kingside, perhaps via



Xh3, a move that incidentally defends
along the third rank. White can
choose also to play positionally, which
usually entails strengthening the d4
point and/or neutralising Black’s
ideas on the queenside, as shown by:

(@) 11 &bl (this will often trans-
pose to 11 h4 lines, but sometimes
White switches plans) 11..%Hxd4 12
£xd4

12..b5 (after 12..Wc7, it’s impor-
tant to note that 13 h4 b5 transposes
to one of the main lines below with 11
h4 Hxd4 12 £xd4 We7 13 &bl b5;
instead White can play 13 Wf2 b5 14
2d3 b4 15 De2 ab 16 Wh4 g6 17 Ehfl
£a6 Zahariev-LIvanisevic, Chania
2000; then Black is way ahead of the
lines with 11 Wf2 and can follow up
by ..Efc8 and even ..5)f8 if needed —
ChessPublishing) 13 We3 (13 h4
transposes to 11 h4 Hxd4 12 £xd4 b5
13 &bl) 13..Wc7 (13..We7 could be
considered — Pedersen) 14 {d3 fxd4
(14..b4 15 Wh3!) 15 Wxd4 £b7! (This
is a fashionable treatment of such
lines; Black wants to develop quickly
and tie White’s pieces to e4 by placing
a knight on c¢5 before pushing his
queenside pawns. Still, after 15...Wc5
16 He2 b4 17 Rhel He8 18 Wxch!?
Dxc5 19 Hd4 Libiszewski-Buhmann,
Pula 2003, 19...£d7! doesn’t look bad)

Classical Variation: 4 e5

16 Ehel &cb 17 DHe2 HKac8!?
(17...Rfc8 looks better, because a later
..b4 and ...a5 will be more effective)
18 We3 Ded 19 HNd4 (19 Kxed dxed
empowers the bishop, e.g., 20 Ed2 f6!
21 exf6 Hxf6 22 Hedl £d55)
19..We7!? (19...b4!?) 20 &Hf3!? ({ pre-
fer White a bit here, because Black
isn’t well set up for ...b4 and ...ab)
20...Wb4 21 al We7 22 HHgb d4!? 23
Wh3 Dxgh 24 fxgh g6 25 Wgdt
J.Polgar-Luther, Ohrid 2001. White
intends h4-h5, although things are
still complex and Black went on to
win;

(b) 11 Wf2 was recently played by
Kramnik. The idea is to launch a
kingside attack by £d3 and Wh4.
Here are two responses:

(b1) 11...£b4!? meets the threat 12
Dxc6 and tries to force White’s knight
to a worse square. It may well equal-
ise, e.g., 12 &ce2 (uninspiring is 12
Dxc6 bxc6 13 He2 Eb8=; and a mis-
take is 12 Ha4? Wab) 12...9a5 (head-
ing for c4; 12..Wa5!?) 13 c3 Re7 14
Hg3 bs 15 £d3 £b7 16 Wc2 h6 17
&bl D4 18 &2 Hcb=. These moves
are hardly forced, but the general
idea is that White has a difficult time
attacking;

(b2) 11...5Hxd4 12 £xd4 should pro-
bably be played in a non-standard
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manner, because otherwise White
remains somewhat better: 12..Wc7
(for example, 12...We7 would keep an
eye on h4 and should be considered;
then the move ...f6 is also appropriate
in some lines) 13 £d3 £xd4!?
(13...b5?7! 14 Wh4 h6 15 He2 67! 16
Wg4!+ was the game Kramnik-Radja-
bov, Linares 2003; 13...f6!? might be
playable, with the idea 14 exf6 Exf6!
15 f5!? b5) 14 Wxd4 Hc5 (14...b5) 15
f5! Hxd3+ 16 Exd3 with a nice advan-
tage; this is the sort of position White
wants;

(c) Nijboer has specialised in the
relatively unexplored 11 ©b3. A cou-
ple of his recent games went 11...b6
12 De2 ab!? (12...We7 13 Hed4 Hxd4
14 Hxd4 £6 15 exf6 Hxf6 16 £d3 £b7
17 &f3 Nijboer-Arizmendi Martinez,
Bled 2002; and Nijboer recommends
17..40h5 with complications, appar-
ently dynamically equal ones) 13
Ded4 Hxd4 14 DHxd4 £a6 15 <bl
Wc7 16 £d3 (16 £xa6 Hxa6 17 g4!?)
16...a4 17 We2 £xd3 18 cxd3 Nijboer-
Stellwagen, Wijk aan Zee 2003; and
simply 18...a3 was equal.
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11..5xd4

11..Wc7 has led to very similar
games, and is better played later (see
below). One early example went 12
Eh3 (12 h5!% or even 12 g4 Hxd4 13
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£xd4 b5 14 g5!?¢) 12..5xd4 13 £xd4
b5= 14 We3!? £b7 15 £d3 f6! 16 exf6
Exf65 Mokry-Bareev, Trnava 1989.
12 £xd4 b5

13 Eh3!?

This has been very popular, but re-
cently White has been looking at
other courses as well:

(a) 13 hb5 looks scary, but gives
Black a critical tempo for his own
attack, e.g., 13...b4 (13...Wc7 is often
arrived at by a move order with an
earlier ... Wc7; when White commits to
h6 it usually doesn’t achieve much,
e.g., 14 h6 g6 15 &bl and 15..£b7 16
£xcb Dxcs5= or 15..8b7 16 Lxcb
Hxch=) ’

This leads to a typical and major
decision. Does White want to block
the queenside and simplify, or to con-



centrate upon the centre at the cost of
allowing Black’s queenside pawns to
advance? We have:

(al) 14 He2 15 We3 Wc7 16 &bl
(16 £xc5 Hxch 17 HHd4 La6 18 5 -
McDonald; 18...9e4! with the idea 19
fxe6 Wxe5 or 19 Wf4 exf5=) 16..8a6
17 £xc5 Dxc5 18 Hg3? Hfc8 19 Hel
a4! 20 £xa6 Exa6 and both ...a3 and
...b3 are serious worries for White,
Topalov-Morozevich, Sarajevo 1999;

(a2) 14 Ha4 L£xd4 15 Wxd4 a5
(15...f6!? 16 h6 g6 and Black’s king
seems secure while White’s centre is
becoming loose) 16 £b5 (to stop
..2a6; this same manoeuvre is tried
in the main line) 16..Eb8 17 £d3 and
a recent game Olenin-Zvjaginsev,
Togliatti 2003 went 17..8b7 18 &bl
£c6 19 N5 £b5 20 Hxd7 Wxd7 21
g4!? Bfc8 22 f5 £xd3 23 cxd3? b3! 24
a3 Hc25;

(b) 13 Rxch Dxc5 14 Wd4 We7 15
a3 (15 f5 £b7 16 f6?! — committing
too quickly — 16...gxf6 17 exf6 @h8%F
A Ivanov-Glek, USSR 1987) 15..£d7
16 5 Kfc8! 17 f6?! (the same problem)
17...gxf6 (17..2e4!) 18 exf6 Apicella-
M.Gurevich, Clichy 2001; 18...2e4!;-

(c) 13 £b1!? is a subtle move order
that has recently come into promi-
nence. 13...Wc7
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An important position is often

Classical Variation: 4 e5

reached by other orders, e.g., 11 &bl
Hxd4 12 £xd4 Wc7 13 h4 b5. Now
both of White’s moves are critical:

(c1) 14 Eh3 (Anand gives this “?")
14...b4!? (as usual, 14...8b7 is an op-
tion, especially in view of 15 h5 b4 16
Dad Lxd4 17 Wxd4 Wa5 18 b3 £c6!F)
15 Had £Lxd4 16 Wxd4 Hb8!? (or
16...a5 17 c3 Ka6!) 17 He3 a5 18 {52!
(18 h5 £b7 19 5 Ebc8 20 £d3 Ra6b!
with initiative) Anand-Buhmann,
Stuttgart 2002; and Anand gives
18...exf5! 19 Wxd5 £b7! 20 Wxd7
Hbd8 21 e6 Hxd7 22 exd7 £c6 23 Hc5
Hd8 24 Rcd4 f8 25 Hdel Red 26
Dxe4 fxed 27 2b5 £55;

(c2) 14 h5! b4 15 Ha4 Lxd4 16
Wxd4 a5 (16...f6!) 17 h6 (17 b5 b8
18 h6 g6 19 c4 bxc3 20 Hxc3 f6!=)
17..g6 18 Hcl1! Wc6 19 b3 £a6 20
£xa6 Wxa6 21 c3 bxc3 22 Hxc3:
Khamatgaleev-Kosic, Patras 2002.
13...b4

One last time 13..Wc7 14 &bl
transposes, this time to note ‘¢ 13
&bl above. An important alternative,
currently popular, is 13..£b7 Al-
though move order is certainly impor-
tant, this may be one of those varia-
tions where a knowledge of basic
ideas (like the difference between
...b4 and ...&b7 lines) is more helpful
that memorising exact orders.
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Play the French

Here are some examples of play af-
ter 13...&b7:

(a) 14 57! is premature: 14...exf5
15 Hxd5 £xd5 16 Lxcb HDxcs 17
Wxd5 Wb6 18 Wd6 Wa7! 19 Zf3 6
20 Wa3 f4 21 Xd6?! Wgl 22 Wd3 Hac8
and everything is going Black’s way,
Van der Weide-Stellwagen, Leeuwar-
den 2001;

(b) 14 Zg3!? b4 15 Ha4 Kxd4 16
Wxd4 Wab 17 b3 £¢6 18 Hb2 (18 £5!?
— Pedersen) 18..%c5 19 £d3 Hfd8ss
was Dutreeuw-M.Gurevich, Brussels
1995;

(c) 14 g4 (a popular move) 14...b4
15 De2 a5 16 g5 Wb6 17 bl La6 18
He3 (18 h5, and instead of 18...Hac8”!
19 g6! Coco-Daconto, corr 1997, Black
should play 18..Hfc8!, as follows...)
18..Rfc8! 19 Lg2 (19 h5 a4 20 g6
hxg6 21 hxg6 fxg6 22 Hg3 Hf8)

19...2xe2! 20 Hxe2 a4 21 f5 b3 22
cxb3 axb3 23 a3 £xd4 24 Wxd4 Hc5!1?
25 h5 Hac8 26 Wd3 Hc2F Borriss-
Korchnoi, Panormo 2001;

(d) 14 £b1?! has been played a lot,
but Black’s attack is better than
usual, e.g., 14...b4 15 He2 a5 16 We3
Wc7 17 2g3!? £a6% 18 £xc5? Hxc5 19
f5 67! (19...Ded!-+) 20 fxe6? (20 exf6
Hxf6 21 &OHf4 d4') 20..fxe5 21 Hf3
d4-+ Aagaard-Stellwagen, Wijk aan
Zee 2001.
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14 Had

14 &e2 is rather slow in the face of
14...a5 15 We3 (15 h5 £a6 16 h6 g6
17 g4 Wb6 18 &bl a4 19 He3?! £c4 20
c3?! £xa2+! 21 &xa2 b3+ 22 &bl a3
with a huge attack, Adriano-C.Jones,
corr 2003) 15..Wc7. Then 16 £xc5!
&Hxc5 17 Hd4 a4 18 &bl a3! 19 b3
£a6 20 £xa6 Hxa6 favoured Black,
J.Polgar-Shirov, Prague 1999.
14...£xd4 15 Wxd4 a5

Black will simplify and White’s at-
tack is not yet underway. There are
two exciting alternatives, one fully
satisfactory:

(a) 15..f6 16 Wixb4 fxe5 17 Wd6!
Wf6 18 f5!; this is Kasparov’s ingen-
ious move. A playable line is that
given by Ron Langeveld in ChessPub
(with some additions from me):
18..He8! 19 Eb3 (19 fxe6 Wf4+ 20
b1 Wxad 21 exd7 £xd7 22 Ha3! Wg4
23 Wxd5+ Le6t; 19 W6 Bb8 20 fxe6?!
W4+ 21 &bl Hf6 22 Bf3 WedF; 19
Hc3!? $h8! 20 fxe6 Whe+ 21 &bl H)f6
22 g4!? Hxga 23 Hxd5 LKxe6F)
19..Wxh4 20 fxe6 Wxa4 21 b4 (21
Wxd5 De5!Y) 21...Wxb4a!? 22 Wxb4 H)f6
with a small edge for White;

& (b) 15..Wa5! seems fine for Black,
the main line being 16 b3 Kb7!? (or
16...f6! 17 exf6 Hxf6=) 17 c3! (17 Hg3
£c6 18 Hb2 HcbY) 17..2fc8 18 b2
bxc3+ 19 Exc3 Hxc3 20 Wxc3 Nijboer-
Luther, Leuwaarden 1992; and after
20..Wd8 21 Kc1?! (21 g3! Hc8 with a
tiny edge for White) 21...Hc8 22 Wh4,
Langeveld suggests 22..Hxcl! 23
Pxcl Lc6! 24 £xa6 Wxh4F.

16 £b5!?

This is considered best, to prevent
16...22a6. 16 c4!? £b7! is easier than
16...bxc3 17 Rxc3!? Wxh4 18 g3 Wd8
19 £b1 with some play for the pawn,
Nijboer-Korchnoi, Arnhem 1999.
16..Xb8



Classical Variation: 4 e5

17...Wc7 equalises in both theory and
practice, e.g., 18 Hel Wc6 19 b3 Ra6

20 £xa6 Wxa6 21 h5 (21 Bg3!? ©h8 —
Pedersen) 21...Efc8 22 f5 Wc6 23 He2

5= Sedlak-Antic, Subotica 2000.

18 exf6

18 b3?! fxe5 19 fxeb Wc7 20 Hel

Wc6 21 h5 £a67 Ga:ofa.lo—Latronico,

email 2000. -

18...Wxf6 19 Wxf6
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A rare but effective solution in this Xb5!

well-known position, recommended
by Pedersen. It also seems that
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	Francesa Clásica - Variante 4.e5
	1.e4 e6 2.d4 d5 3.Cc3 Cf6 4.e5 Cfd7
	13.1 - 5.Cf3 c5 
	13.2 - 5.Cce2 c5
	13.21 - 6.c3 Cc6 7.f4 Db6 8.Cf3 f6 9.g3 cxd4
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	13.212 - 6.c3 Cc6 7.f4 Db6 8.Cf3 f6 9.g3 cxd4 10.cxd4 Ab4+

	13.22
 - 6.c3 Cc6 7.f4 Db6 8.Cf3 f6 9.a3 Ae7

	13.3 - 5.f4 c5
	13.31 - 6.Cf3 Cc6 7.Ae3 cxd4 8.Cxd4 Ac5 9.Dd2 0-0 10.g3 a6
	13.32 - 6.Cf3 Cc6 7.Ae3 cxd4 8.Cxd4 Ac5 9.Dd2 0-0 10.0-0-0 a6



