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The first edition of the book was published exactly twenty years ago when these words are being written. I still recall how we met up in Peter’s college dorm room, decided up who would primarily focus on which chapters and some of the other practical arrangements. Little did we know what the future would bring for us. Peter quickly climbed from being a young, promising grandmaster to becoming a top-level grandmaster and from there his journey went on to work for first Vishy Anand as he was making his assault on the world title as well as through subsequent successful matches for the title and then later (and currently) with World Champion Magnus Carlsen. For me, the book became the stepping stone for further books, with this present book becoming the 27th book for me. This, however, was mostly as a hobby because the transport industry in which I was already employed back then, took me overseas, first to Miami, FL, shortly after we had started writing and later to London, Los Angeles and then New York, where I’m still working at the present time.

The first edition of the book emerged in 1998, to generally positive acclaim, received well by reviewers and readers alike. The book was published by the then leading chess publisher, B.T. Batsford. The fact that it was released turned out to be some sort of miracle. Batsford had fallen on hard times and therefore many planned books never made it. Ours did, but with a reduced print run, making it an object for chess book collectors, eventually selling on Amazon, eBay, and other sites for more than a hundred dollars.

Fast forward eighteen years. It was at the beginning of December 2016, the World Championship Match between Magnus Carlsen and Sergey Karjakin in New York had just concluded with a narrow victory by the incumbent champion. As usual, Peter had served in the capacity of coach for the world champion. Peter had invited me to attend some of the match games as I had lived in the New York area since 2003. 

Rather amazingly, this was the first time we had seen each other since the release of our book in 1998! When we sat down for dinner that evening, we jokingly told the waiter that we were out celebrating the release of our book that had been published just eighteen years earlier.

Naturally, we had a ton of stuff to talk about, but the conversation eventually fell on our book. Over the years, we had occasionally exchanged messages about how we were still looking back at the book as one that held intrinsic value, even though the material was certainly getting older. But definitely something we were still very proud of having authored.

Although republishing a chess book, particularly one on openings, is not something that is frequently done, after all, what is the market for such a book? We weren’t sure. Nevertheless, Peter and I talked it over, and reasoned that the core value of the book, an opening book with a solid view into the middlegame strategies that are the foundation of the Accelerated Dragon would never be entirely out-of-date and furthermore the Accelerated Dragon had never received such heavy attention as other lines in the Sicilian, like the Sveshnikov Variation, the Najdorf Variation or for that matter the complex of variations that make up the Byrne Variation/English Attack in the Najdorf/Scheveningen. Also, when examining the lines and recommendations from back then, most of them have been tested, many at grandmaster level and some have taken a life of their own being the foundation of numerous grandmaster and other top-level encounters. Although it has to be said, that some of the ideas were not quite that successful, and the book had some typos and severe analytical mishaps, we have tried to some of them, but otherwise, let the book stand on its own.

Rather than merely republishing the book as it was, we also decided to add additional value to the book. Therefore, we have included the following:


	A brief summary by Peter on the current stance of the opening, who to look out for and some of the key developments in terms of the understanding of the opening. 

	Ten bonus main games, six annotated by Peter, four by me. Each of the games represents key developments within the Accelerated Dragon – the games are:
M.Andersen-Demuth
Gulko-P.H.Nielsen
Grandelius-Thybo
Carlsen-Lie
Kuzubov-Guseinov
Grandelius-P.H.Nielsen
Volokitin-Jakovenko
Kotronias-Mamedov
Vachier Lagrave-Gelfand
Navara-Mamedov


	A bonus chapter, featuring all of Bent Larsen’s games in the opening and related openings. There are references made to different chapters where the games are quoted along with the evaluations. Some of the games are annotated in full in the previous chapters, some are light annotations accompanying them, some stand on their own. 



It is our hope, that you will enjoy this book and use it as a guide for your further studies into this wonderful opening that is still as playable today as it was twenty years ago.   

Should you have any comments, corrections or other remarks, kindly send those to us on email: carstenchess@gmail.com

Carsten Hansen

September 2018



	[image: ]

	 
	[image: ]





[image: ]


​Preface
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The Accelerated Dragon had lived a life of semi-obscurity for many years when Bent Larsen revitalized the black side of the Maroczy Bind with his impressive performances against Karpov and Short in the 1987 SWIFT tournament in Brussels. For a while, this boosted the popularity of the entire system before new ways were found for White, and slowly the system faded away once again.

But in recent years, continued use by players such as Tiviakov, Anand, Alterman, Petursson, Andersson, and Larsen has once again brought attention to Black’s chances.

In this book, we have tried to cover every variation thoroughly with plenty of examples, new ideas and explanations to give you, the reader, a close feel for the typical plans, tactics, and strategies in each line. In some chapters, we have particularly emphasized the explanation to typical ideas and plans, as these should help you if you meet an unfamiliar move or move order and guide you to a safe position.

The history of the Accelerated Dragon is long – you will find examples by Lasker dating back to the 19th century – but nowadays the theory is developing so fast that it can be difficult to keep track of the newest moves in each line. However, we still feel that this book should be a helpful companion for several years to come and will hopefully bring you many points whether you play the white or black side.

Although both of us have a deep attachment to the black side of this system, we have tried to be as objective as possible. Sometimes it may still shine through that we prefer Black, but this probably comes from having a solid belief in Black’s chances. However, this should not keep White players from trying our suggestions and recommendations. 

Several people have helped us through this project, Allan Holst, Jacob Aagaard, Ove Ekebjerg, Stephanie Alexander, Bent Hansen and Uffe V. Nielsen all deserve to be thanked for their contribution; without them, this project would have taken even longer to finish. Last, but not least, we would like to thank our publishers, Batsford, for their patience and belief in this book.

This book is the first either of us has written. It has been a lot of hard work, involving countless hours at the chessboard and on the computer. We hope that you, the reader, will find our work useful whether you are interested in only one chapter or decide to work your way through the whole book. 

Good luck!

Peter Heine Nielsen and Carsten Hansen

May 1998 
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​Introduction
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The starting position for the Accelerated Dragon occurs after 1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.d4 cxd4 4.Nxd4 g6

[image: image]

For years, White’s most feared weapon was the Maroczy Bind, initiated by 5.c4, and many people seemed to believe this set-up was just ‘good for White’. As already highlighted in the Preface, however, Black has many resources at his disposal nowadays and can look forward to a dynamic yet solid position. Nevertheless, the Maroczy is still White’s most popular choice and is covered in the first eight chapters of the book.

Black can choose a range of set-ups against the Maroczy, each of which has its own unique flavor. The three mainstream options are:

a) The 7...Ng4 System (Chapter 1), entered via the move-order 5...Bg7 6.Be3 Nf6 7.Nc3 Ng4.

b) The Classical Maroczy, 5...Bg7 6.Be3 Nf6 7.Nc3 0-0 followed by ...d7-d6, which is given extensive coverage in Chapters 3-5.

c) The Gurgenidze Variation, 5...Nf6 6.Nc3 d6 followed by ...Nxd4 analysed in Chapter 8. 

In addition, two slightly more offbeat configurations are the Double Fianchetto System (Chapter 2) and the lines with an early ...Nh6 (Chapter 6). Meanwhile, White’s attempts to avoid the bulk of Maroczy theory by an early Nb3 or Nc2 are covered in Chapter 7.

Chapters 9-13 give full coverage of the lines where White plays 5.Nc3, avoiding the Maroczy. These variations have an affinity with the Dragon Sicilian, with the key difference that Black has delayed moving his d-pawn, so can often play ...d7-d5 in one go.

Early deviations by Black such as the Semi-Accelerated Dragon and the Hyper-Accelerated Dragon are covered in Chapters 13-14, while Chapter 15 is a guide to the transpositions from queen’s pawn or flank openings.

Key Ideas in the Accelerated Dragon

In the Maroczy Bind, in particular, there are several common themes, of which players of either side should be aware. By studying these plans and strategies carefully, you will gain a better understanding of the opening, and you will then know what to strive for and what to strive to avoid.

If you have never played the Accelerated Dragon before, or if you want some help to find which games are particularly useful, here is a brief summary of the key themes and the games which best illustrate them.

Black’s Dark-Squared Strategy

This is a common idea throughout the entire opening complex, but it is most evident in the Classical Maroczy and the Gurgenidze Variation. It also frequently occurs in the 7...Ng4 System and in the main lines with 7.Bc4 Qa5

[image: image]

Important games for the understanding of this theme are Games 6, 7, 23, 43.

Good Knight versus Bad Bishop

This is one of Black’s strategic goal, and it occurs when the dark-squared bishops are exchanged, and Black succeeds in swapping his light-squared bishop for one of the white knights. It happens very frequently in the Classical Maroczy, the Gurgenidze Variation and the main lines with 7.Bc4 Qa5.

[image: image]

See Games 22, 36, 38 and 53.

White’s Space Advantage

The nightmare scenario for Black is where he is simply crushed by White’s oncoming pieces and pawns. This is a potential feature in many lines of the Maroczy Bind.

[image: image]

Games 12, 16, 19, 21, 25, 28 and 77 illustrate how White can best make use of his space advantage.

Black’s Backward e-pawn

With Black eager to reach a middlegame or endgame with good knight versus bad bishop, he often has to exchange his light-squared bishop for a white knight on d5. After White recaptures with e4xd5, the backward black e-pawn is slightly vulnerable. On the positive side, however, this pawn may also be used to break the center open.

[image: image]

Please see Games 39, 77 and 81 for illustrations of this scenario.

The ...b7-b5 Break

With White controlling more space in the Maroczy Bind, Black often has to use this break to open up the queenside and gain counterplay. In the Gurgenidze Variation, this is often Black’s only way of releasing himself from White’s pressure. From time to time, Black even sacrifices a pawn in the process, hoping to prove sufficient compensation in the form of open files on the queenside. However, when breaking with ...b7-b5, Black can also weaken his queenside, something White may be able to exploit.

[image: image]

Please study Games 3, 41, 50 and 66 for a deeper understanding of this common theme.

The ...f7-f5 Break

When Black has chosen a more modest set-up on the queenside and therefore does not have the ...b7-b5 break at hand, he can choose to break with ...f7-f5. Black, however, must bear in mind that doing so, he drastically weakens his kingside and vital squares in the centre.

[image: image]

Games 11, 37, 44, 51, 57, 62 show some of the pros and cons of this break.
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​​20 Years of Developments
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Twenty years is a long time in chess. These days the Berlin Defence in the Ruy Lopez (1.e4 e4 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.Bb5 Nf6) is all the rage, but a book from 1998 would dismiss is at an inferior opening leading to a better ending for White. Therefore, republishing a book on the Berlin that was written before the London 2000 Kasparov-Kramnik match would obviously not make any sense, except for being a historical artifact. Even the knowledge back from 2000 has now been heavily developed as basically any top player these days has the Berlin as part of his repertoire. The number of games between world-class players has refined our knowledge even further, basically seeing it develop on an almost daily basis. Similarly, republishing a book on the Najdorf would make little sense. The influence of computers has rewritten conclusions in many of the sharp lines. Even non-human games from computer tournaments have specialized in what, at first glance, may seem to a human as obscure side-lines, but in reality, have been developed to a great extent in the online world. 

I recall being the second of then-World Champion Vishy Anand, who was surprised a new move by his opponent Ian Nepomniacthi and asked him if it was a novelty? “Depends” was the answer. “Never played by a human, but 10,000+ times by computers.” 

These modern developments have somewhat escaped the Accelerated Dragon. Modern computer engines like Stockfish or Houdini will evaluate the Maroczy positions as somewhat favourable for White due to his extra space. On the absolute elite level, our opening still needs to have its “Berlin” moment, going from semi-obscurity to fully-fledged main-stream. It has actually been played by both recent World Champions Vishy Anand and Magnus Carlsen, but only on their way to the top, not when they had established themselves as the world’s best player. 

Our hero when writing the first version of this book was obviously our compatriot Bent Larsen. I recall with proudness presenting him with the book during the 1999 Danish Championship in Aarhus. Later I visited him numerous times in his home in Buenos Aires. However, as he now sadly has passed away, our inspiration in the opening has been left up to the more recent generations of players. Gadir Guseinov and Rauf Mamedov are Azeri players who regularly employ it. Vadim Zvjaginsev, a favourite pupil of Dvoretsky and known for his creativity in the opening, also has contributed to the understanding of the Accelerated Dragon. Vladimir Malakhov, also from Russia, is known for his solidity and, for that reason, he is one of the opening’s most frequent proponents at the top level.

Of course, Vassily Ivanchuk can be expected to have played any opening, obviously, this includes the Accelerated dragon too. Finally, the French Grandmaster Eduard stands out as being a well-known theoretician, for instance, working for former World Champion Veselin Topalov, and thus being one of the few “computer-heavy” players who still is a fan of our beloved opening. 

Learning a new opening by building your repertoire around a “hero” is the obvious trick. These top players have done the hard work already and extracting that information and employing it yourself is naturally easier than doing so yourself from scratch. One should “rest on the shoulders of giants” while adding a personal touch is our recommendation. 

If we look at the actual developments, a few stands out: 


	In the Maroczy Bind, especially the rise of the Nc2 systems is a major change. Obviously, the idea of keeping more pieces on the board is a concept that goes well more than twenty years back, it is in many ways a logical approach, given the cramped nature of Black’s position. However, the implementation of this approach has been refined. The general evaluation of the standard positions has changed in a direction, favouring White. As a result, Black has started to search for more direct ways of obtaining counterplay. 

	Similarly, new concepts have been developed in the Classical Maroczy (lines with ...Nxd4 followed by ...Bd7-c6). We completely ignored lines where White played h2-h3 as it quite frankly looked plain wrong at the time. Everybody “knew” that f3 was needed to defend the e4-pawn, so h3 would obviously just weaken White’s structure. But apparently not, and by treating the position not as a “typical middle-game”, but by being very concrete, White has found new plans, including the move Bg4, trying to rid himself of the “bad bishop.” 

	The lines with an early ...Nxd4 trying to force Qxd4 (the Gurgenidze System) have been affected less by these developments, but there are some minor developments that are also covered in the bonus material. Nc2 is a viable plan preempting the mentioned exchange, but then at least Black gets considerably more options, and attempts with an early f3 trying to play sharp, forced lines, according to the computer actually helps to uphold perfectly acceptable play for Black. 

	In the ...Ng4 system, a very interesting try has emerged in the 9...e5 system. In the sharp lines where White challenges Black for the control of the d4-square, an amazing pawn-sacrifice has been invented, beautiful in its simplicity, but also it is so strong that 10.Nb5 actually no longer seems like a viable try for an advantage. Therefore, White has had to revert to the more positional lines, trying (usually successfully) to obtain a small edge. 

	In the Classical (non-Maroczy) lines, there is, obviously, a huge overlap with the normal Dragon Variation, and the hybrid lines have been developed extensively in the computer age. For instance, ...Qa5, forcing White to castle kingside still lives its quiet life but has been pushed in the background by more aggressive systems like 8...d5 or 8...Re8. 

	Finally, the 2...g6 move-order had its moments at top level-chess, even becoming the weapon of Grunfeld players having trouble when white players “move-ordered” them with 1.Nf3, and thus trying out 1...g6 2.e4!? c5!.



Nothing fully upholds the test of time for 20 years in a period that includes the computer revolution and its immediate and direct effect on chess. Even so, the “core-knowledge” of our book, which while obviously being an opening book in its structure, certainly to a huge degree is a middlegame book, trying to describe how to handle the ensuing positions, we think holds up very well. If anything, it is because the general understanding of the accelerated dragon actually stood the test of time, that white players have started attacking it from various much more concrete angels, again typical of the influence of the computer. 





Peter Heine Nielsen



September 2018
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​1 Maroczy Bind: 7...Ng4 System
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Chapter Guide

1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.d4 cxd4 4.Nxd4 g6 5.c4 Bg7 6.Be3 Nf6 7.Nc3 Ng4 8.Qxg4 Nxd4 9.Qd1 

9...e5 

10.Nb5! 0–0 (10...d6 – Bonus Game 1) 11.Qd2 


11...Qh4 - Game 1 

11...Qe7 - Game 2



10.Bd3 0–0 11.0–0 d6 


12.Qd2 - Game 3 

12.a4 - Game 4 



9...Ne6 10.Rc1 


10...Qa5 11.Be2 b6 

12.Qd5 - Game 5

12.Qd2 - Game 6

12.0–0 Bb7 13.f3 g5 

14.a3 - Game 7

14.Rf2 - Game 8



11.Bd3 b6 


12.0–0 - Game 9 

12.Qd2 - Game 10



10...b6 - Game 11 


10...d6 - Game 12



10.Qd2 - Game 13

––––––––

[image: ]


This system is often known as the Exchange Variation or the Simagin Variation after the Soviet GM who popularised it in the early fifties. From the mid-sixties until 1987 the entire system was regarded with a certain degree of suspicion, but the games Karpov-Larsen and Short-Larsen from the SWIFT tournament in Brussels 1987 (both of which can be found in this chapter) changed the general opinion and made the variation fashionable again.

The system is still often played but once again most people tend to prefer White’s chances although theoretically, Black is certainly doing fine. 

It is almost impossible to generalize about the entire 7...Ng4 system, as the sub-variations are so different: some are extremely complicated, while others are based on sound positional understanding. We, therefore, recommend that the reader study the different games to get a better understanding of the specifics of each variation.

We start with a classic encounter from the early 1970s. 

Game 1


​Gufeld - Espig

Sukhumi 1972

(1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.d4 cxd4 4.Nxd4 g6 5.c4) 

5...Bg7 6.Be3 Nf6 7.Nc3 Ng4!? 

[image: image]

For a long time, this was considered dubious, but when Larsen used it to obtain an advantage against Karpov in Brussels, it became popular again.

8.Qxg4 

Occasionally, 8.Nxc6 Nxe3 9.Nxd8 Nxd1 10.Nxd1 (to avoid ...Bxc3+) 10...Kxd8 is played, but with the pair of bishops and no counterpart to the dark-squared bishop, Black is much better, as in, for example, Villegas-Reti, Buenos Aires 1924.

8...Nxd4 

8...Bxd4 has been tried and is, in fact, very logical, since it is a very common theme to exchange the dark-squared bishops for Black in the Maroczy Bind. The idea is to post a knight on d4, protected by a pawn on e5. Normally, this gives Black good play, but here White is ready for a direct assault, and unless a major improvement can be found for Black, then 8...Bxd4 must be considered unplayable. 

After 9.Bxd4 Nxd4 10.0–0–0! is now possible (if 10.Qd1, then 10...e5 is fine for Black), since once the bishop on g7 has gone, the queenside is a safe haven for the white king. After 10...e5 11.Qg3 d6 12.f4 f6, White has tried 13.h4, but the more convincing 13.f5! was introduced in the game Mestel-Karlsson, Las Palmas izt 1982. On that occasion, Black played 13...Kf7, but he did not have much to smile about after 14.Nb5! which gets rid of Black's only good piece. After 14...Nxb5 15.cxb5 Qc7+ 16.Kb1 Bd7 instead of 17.b3?!, Mestel gives 17.Rc1 followed by Bc4+ and Qd3 as stronger, and this does indeed look awful for Black. However, Mestel still won after the game continuation.

In a subsequent game, Black later tried 13...gxf5 (instead of 13...Kf7) and survived after 14.Qg7 Rf8 15.Nd5 Rf7 (15...Bd7 lost immediately to 16.Rxd4! Rf7? 17.Qg8+ Rf8 18.Qxh7 Rf7 19.Qh8+ Rf8 20.Qh5+ 1–0 in Z.Almasi-Marosi, Hungary 1992) 16.Qg8+ Rf8 17.Qxh7 Qd7 18.Qg6+ (But 18.Qh6!, as given by Silman and Donaldson, wins after 18...Qf7 19.Rxd4 exd4 20.Be2 Kd8 21.Bh5 Qg8 22.Nxf6, as neither 22...Qh8 (nor 22...Qxc4+ 23.Kb1 offers Black any chance of survival.) 23.Nh7!) 18...Kd8 19.Qh6 Qf7 20.Bd3 when White offered a draw in Samarin-Lisenko, Briansk 1984. 

Black’s last hope may be Mestel's recommendation 13...0–0, but after 14.fxg6 it is difficult to believe that Black’s attack, involving the moves 14...Be6 followed by ...Rc8 etc should be as dangerous as White's attack on the kingside.

9.Qd1 

9.0–0–0 has been played on a few occasions, but it looks very risky. In Cherepkov-Gufeld, Moscow 1961, Black played 9...e5 and stood better after 10.h4?! d5 11.Qg3 dxe4 12.h5 Bf5. Much stronger is 10.Qg3, intending 10...0–0 11.Nb5 which is much better for White.

It is much more logical to play 9...Nc6, opening the diagonal for the bishop on g7 and threatening both ...d7–d5 and ...Bxc3 followed by ...Qa5, ...d7–d6, ...Be6 and ...Ne5. 10.Nd5 is the only way to counter these ideas, when after 10...e6 White can return with 11.Nc3 since after 11...Bxc3 12.bxc3 Qa5 13.Kb2, White has ideas like Qf4–f6 and Black does not have the standard attack with the pawn already on e6. Therefore, Black should meet 11.Nc3 with 11...Qa5 12.Bd2 0–0 13.Kb1 d5 with attacking chances. Note also that 13.Qh4 can be answered with 13...d5!?, as after 14.exd5 exd5 neither 15.Nxd5 15...Qxa2 nor 15.cxd5 Nb4 is scary for Black.

In summary, the seemingly aggressive 9.0–0–0 actually offers more attacking chances for Black than White. After 9.Qd1, Black has to choose between positional play with 9...Ne6 or 9...Nc6 or more tactical positions after 9...e5. 

9...e5 

[image: image]

At one time, this move was very popular, but since the main line seems to give White a clearly better game, interest has faded. Now and then, Black comes up with a new idea, but so far none of these have stood the test of time. Apart from the standard, 9...Ne6 (see Games 5–13), Black has also tried 9...Nc6 a few times. However, the knight is misplaced here, and Black can do little to counter White's quiet development with Qd2, Rc1, Be2, 0–0 and Rfd1, after which White will have strong pressure. Black is solid as always, but compared to the main system, not only is the knight less active on c6 than on c5 (after ...Ne6–c5) but it also takes away the c6–square from the light-squared bishop. Furthermore, Black cannot prevent his opponent from playing b2–b4 with ...a7–a5 since Nd5 will exploit the weakening of the b6–square. A good example is Gavrikov-Pribyl, German Bundesliga 1993/94: 10.Qd2 d6 11.Be2 Be6 12.b3 0–0 13.Rc1 Qa5 14.0–0 Rfc8 15.Rfd1 Ne5 16.h3 Kf8 17.f4 Nc6 18.Bf3, when White had a large space advantage and Black no counterplay. White expanded with f2–f4 which is normally impossible due to Black's pressure against the e4–pawn from a knight on c5 and/or a bishop bearing down on the long light-squared diagonal.

10.Nb5! 

The most ambitious attempt to refute the 9...e5 line. Larsen once claimed that the only reason why 10.Bd3 is played so frequently is that White players are afraid of the complications after 10.Nb5!, but only because they are complicated, not for any intrinsic reason. With 10.Bd3 (Games 3 and 4), White goes for a small but safe advantage, whereas if he dares to enter the complications of 10.Nb5!, he should be rewarded with a clear edge.

10...0–0 11.Qd2! 

Two other moves have often been seen here:

a) The greedy 11.Nxd4? is refuted tactically by 11...exd4 12.Bxd4 Qa5+ 13.Ke2 Re8 14.f3 d5 15.Bxg7 Rxe4+ 16.Kf2 (16.fxe4 Bg4+) 16...Qc5+ 17.Kg3 Qe3 18.h3 Qf4+ 19.Kf2 Kxg7 20.Qc1, and here, for some reason, Aizenhstadt-Aronin, USSR 1961, was agreed drawn, but if Black plays 20...Qf6 he keeps the queens on and obtains a fantastic attack after 21.cxd5 Bd7 followed by ...Rc8. Instead of 16.Kf2, 16.Kd3 was played in Brunner-Ekstroem, Suhr 1990. After 16...Rxc4, White found 17.Ke3!? which wins an exchange, but after 17...Qc5+ 18.Kd2 Kxg7 19.Bxc4 dxc4, Black had more than sufficient compensation. The white king cannot escape and Black won in 28 moves.

b) 11.Be2 seems to gain a slight pull, as for example in Ivanchuk-Korchnoi, Monte Carlo (rapid) 1994: 11...Nxb5 12.cxb5 d6 13.0–0 Be6 14.Qa4 Qd7 15.Rfd1 Rfc8 16.Rd2. It is not a lot for White, but the d6–pawn is weak and Ivanchuk managed to win this particular game. 14...Qh4 instead of 14...Qd7 is possibly an improvement, since then ...d6–d5 is a threat and if 15.g3 Qe7, then Black is ready to play 16...f5 with counterplay.

Instead of 11...Nxb5, 11...Qh4?! seems logical, but this is exactly What White is hoping for. In Gaprindashvili-Servaty, Dortmund 1974, play continued 12.Nxd4 exd4 13.Bxd4 Qxe4 14.Bxg7 Qxg2? 15.Qd4 Qxh1+ 16.Kd2 Qxa1 17.Qf6! 1–0. 14...Qxg2? was clearly bad, but 14...Kxg7 15.0–0 is also depressing. 

To summarise, 11.Be2 is solid and contains a nice little trap, but it should not bother Black too much.

11...Qh4 

11...Qe7 is seen in the next game. Kuzmin has suggested 11...d6 12.Bd3 (12.Nxd4 exd4 13.Bxd4 Qh4 14.Qe3 Bh6 15.Qf3 Re8 16.Bd3 f5 wins for Black) 12...Be6 with equality. However, after 12.Nxd4 exd4 13.Bxd4 Qh4, White simply plays 14.0–0–0 Qxe4 15.Bxg7 Kxg7 16.f3 with a safe extra pawn.

12.Bd3 

Vaganian must have feared an improvement in the main line since he chose to diverge here with 12.Nd6 against Espig, German Bundesliga 1990/91. After 12...Qe7 13.Nxc8 Rfxc8 14.Bd3 a5?! 15.0–0 Qb4, it seems as if Black will reach an equal ending, but after the surprising yet instructive 16.Qc3!, Black had to go back to d6, since an exchange of queens would simply have dropped the b7–pawn. Still, White did not have a lot here, although he later managed to play f2–f4 under favourable circumstances and went on to win. Instead of 14...a5?!, we recommend 14...Ne6 with the idea of ...Bf6–g5 to play for the dark squares when Black is doing fine.

12...d5 

[image: image]

Black has to rely on tactics, otherwise, he will just be positionally worse.

13.cxd5! 

The only try for an advantage. In reply to 13.exd5, Black has the fantastic 13...Bh3! which guarantees a draw. After 14.Bxd4 (14.0–0 Bxg2) 14...exd4 15.gxh3 a6 16.Na3, 

[image: image]

Espig played 16...Rfe8+ against Luther, German Bundesliga 1994/95, and won a spectacular game: 17.Kd1 Bh6 18.f4?! 20.Qg2 followed by Kc2) 18...Bxf4 19.Qg2 Re3 20.Kc2 Bd6 21.Nb1?! Rae8 22.Nd2 Rxd3 23.Kxd3 Re3+ 24.Kc2 d3+ 25.Kb3 Re2 26.Qf3 Rxd2 27.Rhf1 f5 28.Qe3 b5 29.Rac1 Re2 30.Qxd3 Qe7 31.Rf3 bxc4+ 32.Qxc4 Qb7+ 33.Ka4 Re4 0–1. However, it is better to play 18.Qc2 when we do not see a convincing continuation of the attack. Neishtadt recommends 18...Re5 'with compensation', but White can defend with 19.f4!, as after 19...Qxf4 or 19...Re3 20.Qd2 followed by Kc2, we have not found anything for Black, although intuitively you feel that there must be something. Also if 21.Nb1 is replaced by 21.Rad1, it is difficult to believe that Black has sufficient compensation.

So perhaps Black should go for the forced draw given by Boleslavsky: 16...Bh6 17.Qc2 Rae8+ 18.Kd1! (18.Be2 d3! 19.Qxd3 Re3 followed by ...Rfe8 wins for Black) 18...Qxh3 19.Be2! (19.Rf1 Re5 20.f4 Re3 and 19.Be4 Qh5+ 20.f3 f5 both win for Black) 19...Rxe2 (else Qd3 will follow) 20.Qxe2 d3 21.Qe4 f5 22.Qe6+ Rf7 and White has to settle for the perpetual.

Alternatively, 17...Rfe8+ 18.Kd1! (18.Be2 loses to 18...d3! 19.Qxd3 Re3 20.Qd1 Rae8 21.0–0 Rxe2 22.Qb3 Be3 23.Nc2 Bxf2+ 0–1 Zheliandinov-Shakhov, Voronezh 1959) 18...Qf4 (on the other hand, 18...Qxh3?! 19.Be2! doesn't give Black the draw as in the 17...Rae8+ line, because after 19...Rxe2 20.Qxe2 d3 21.Qe4 f5, White has the winning 22.Qe6+ available) 19.Rf1 Re7 20.Nb1 Rae8 21.Nd2 Kg7 is difficult to assess: White has an extra piece, but will have a hard time extracting himself without having to return some material.

It is worse to play 13.Nxd4 dxe4 and Black is already better, or 13.Bg5 Qg4 again with fine prospects for Black.

13...Nxb5 

Here, 13...Bh3, unfortunately, loses to 14.Bxd4, so Black has to continue as in the game.

14.Bxb5 Qxe4 15.0–0 

After 15.f3 Qh4+ 16.Bf2 Qf6 17.0–0 Rd8 18.Rfd1 Bf5, Black easily held the draw in Schmidt-Espig, German Bundesliga 1992/93.

15...Rd8 16.Rfd1 

Black has gotten his pawn back and the d-pawn looks weak. Unfortunately, he is not able to make use of it tactically. Instead, it turns out that the d-pawn, in fact, is a strong passed pawn and White is better. White has also tried the direct 16.d6 with some success. After 16...Be6 17.Rad1 Bf8 18.f3 Qh4 19.Bg5, he won the exchange in Diez del Corral-Jimenez Zerquera, Palma de Mallorca 1967. Stronger is 16...Bd7 17.f3 Qf5, when Black seems to be okay, since the d6–pawn is solidly blockaded and may even be a weakness.

16...Qf5 

Unfortunately, 16...Be6 runs into 17.f3!, since 17...Qxd5? 18.Qe2 traps the queen in the middle of the board. Also 17...Qh4? 18.Bg5 Qh5 19.Bxd8 Rxd8 20.Qa5 1–0, Joksic-Werner, Biel 1975, was not much fun for Black either. Relatively best is 17...Qf5 18.Bd3 which 'only' wins an exchange, as in Penrose-Lees, British Ch (Hastings) 1965.

17.Rac1 Bd7 18.Be2 e4 

White's threat was 19.g4, after which the black queen would be in trouble. 18...Bc6 again runs into 19.Bd3, when the endgame that arises after 19...e4 20.dxc6 bxc6 21.Bxe4 Rxd2 22.Bxf5 Rxd1+ 23.Rxd1 gxf5 24.b3 is very bad for Black.

19.Rc7 Bc6 
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Necessary, since both 19...Be6 20.Bc4 and 19...b6 20.Bg5 Bf6 21.Bxf6 Qxf6 22.d6 is really bad for Black. The d-pawn is too strong.

20.dxc6! 

Forced, because 20.Bc4 and 20.d6 are both answered by 20...Be5 with good play.

20...Rxd2 21.Rxd2 bxc6 22.Bc4 

This position has been considered clearly better for White ever since this game, but Espig must believe that it is possible to make a draw, as he has repeated the line recently.

22...Be5 

After 22...Rf8 23.Rxa7, White keeps his dark-squared bishop and Black is lost.

23.Rxf7 

In Quist-Espig, Berlin 1993, White did not believe the endgame advantage sufficient to win and tried 23.Rb7 instead, but after 23...Rf8 24.Rxa7 Bf4! 25.Ra3 Bxe3 26.Rxe3 Kg7 27.Rde2 Rd8 28.Bb3 Rd4 29.Bc2 Qc5 30.Bxe4?? (Black would, of course, have played ...f7–f5 next, after which he would be fine) 30...Rd1+ 31.Re1 Qxe3! 32.fxe3 Rxe1+ 33.Kf2 Ra1 34.a3 c5 35.Bd5 Rd1 36.e4 Rd2+ 0–1. It seems that after 24...Bf4!, Black has solved most of his problems, and the game should be drawn with normal play.

23...Qxf7 24.Bxf7+ Kxf7 
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This ending is critical for the assessment of 11...Qh4. It certainly looks bad for Black with so many weak pawns. But Espig believes that Black is holding his own, and so far, nobody has proved him wrong in practice.

25.Rd7+ 

After this, Black seems to be holding his own, so perhaps 25.Rc2!? is more critical. Black must play 25...a5 26.b3 26...a4! (passive defence is very dangerous since if White can consolidate then the black pawns will become easy targets) 27.Rxc6 axb3 28.axb3 Ra3 29.b4 Bc3 30.g4 Bxb4 31.Rc4 Be7 32.Rxe4. Black is a pawn down but should be able to draw with careful play. 26.Bc1!? may be stronger, since Black will find it problematic to find targets for his counterplay and White simply threatens to centralise with Kf1–e2. Certainly, Black is under a lot of pressure, but whether White's chances to win are superior to Black's drawing chances is difficult to say.

25...Ke6 26.Rxh7 

If 26.Rxa7 Rxa7 27.Bxa7 Bxb2, Black's centralised king guarantees him the draw, e.g., 28.Kf1 Kd5 29.Ke2 c5 followed by ...Bd4.

26...a5! 

Not 26...Bxb2 27.Rxa7.

27.b3 a4 28.bxa4 

28.b4 Rd8 followed by ...Rd1–a1 is too dangerous for White, and both 28.g4 axb3 29.axb3 Rb8 and 28.Ra7 axb3! 29.axb3 Rb8 is nothing to worry about for Black.

28...Rxa4 29.Ra7 Rb4 30.Kf1? 

30.g3 keeps the extra pawn, although Black still might save the rook ending after 30...Bd4.

30...Rb1+ 31.Ke2 Bc3! 

This must be what White missed when he played 30.Kf1?. The threat is ...Re1 mate!

32.f3 

32.f4 Kd5 is too risky.

32...Rb2+ 33.Kf1 exf3 34.gxf3 Rxh2 35.a4 Ra2 ½–½

It seems to us that after 11...Qh4, Black has to defend some really unpleasant endings, and although he may succeed in making a draw, it is certainly not much fun for him.

Game 2

​Serper - Sermek

Tilburg 1994

(1.c4 c5 2.Nf3 g6 3.d4 cxd4 4.Nxd4 Bg7 5.e4 Nc6 6.Be3 Nf6 7.Nc3 Ng4 8.Qxg4 Nxd4 9.Qd1 e5 10.Nb5 0–0 11.Qd2) 

11...Qe7

[image: image]

A move which has enjoyed something of a renaissance lately.

12.0–0–0 

White has two main alternatives:

a) 12.f3 was played in Yemelin-Silman, Budapest 1994, Black responded sharply with  12...f5 but after 13.Bd3 d6 14.Bg5 Bf6 15.Bxf6 Qxf6 16.Nxd4 exd4 17.0–0 all he had to show was weak pawns.

As usual, 12...Nxb5 13.cxb5 d6 14.Bc4 is positionally suspect for Black, so maybe 12...Rd8!? should be given a try. The tactical point is 13.Nxd4 exd4 14.Bxd4 d5! 15.Bxg7 dxe4! 16.Qc3 exf3+ 17.Kf2 17...Qc5+!, when Black gets at least a perpetual check. Also 17.Qe5 Qxe5+ 18.Bxe5 Re8 19.0–0–0 Rxe5 20.Rd8+ Kg7 21.gxf3 b6 22.f4? Re1+ 23.Kd2 Rb1! is fine for Black.

Probably White should go for 13.Nc7, trying to prove that the rook on d8 is misplaced, but since Black retains the knight on d4 he has a playable position.

b) 12.Be2 was played in Tal-Paehtz, Halle 1974, when Black reacted badly with 12...b6? 13.Nxd4 exd4 14.Bxd4 Qxe4 15.Bxg7 Qxg2? 16.Qd4! Qxh1+ 17.Kd2 Qxh2 18.Bxf8 Kxf8 19.Bf3 d5 20.Bxd5 Rb8 21.Re1 Be6 22.Rxe6 1–0.

12...Nxb5 13.cxb5 d5 14.exd5 Rd8! 
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The new move which has revitalised the 11...Qe7 variation. 14...Bf5 was played in Smyslov-Jimenez Zerquera, Moscow 1963, but Black had nothing to show for the pawn after 15.Bd3 Rac8+ 16.Kb1 Qd7 17.Bxf5 Qxf5+ 18.Qd3 e4 19.Qb3 and White won easily.

15.d6 

Forced, as 15...Bf5 followed by ...Rac8 was a big threat. The point behind 14...Rd8! is that Smyslov's plan of defense (Bd3) is no longer possible since the d-pawn can then simply be taken.

15...Qe6 16.Kb1 

Also possible is 16.Qb4, 16...Qxa2? loses to 17.Bc4 Qa1+ 18.Kc2 Bf5+ 19.Kb3 and if Black parries White's threat of Bc4 with 16...Bd7 then White will play 17.Kb1, when Black will never get rid of the d6–pawn. Still, the simple 16...Bf8! 17.Bc4 Qf6 gives Black equality.

16...Bf8 17.Qc3 
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The critical test of Black's play. White returns the pawn and hopes that his better development will decide the game. 17.Bc5 is less good. After 17...b6 18.Bb4 Bb7 19.h4 as in B.Lalic-Heim, Slough 1997, Black played the strong 19...Bxd6! 20.Bxd6 Rd7!, when White has no way of keeping his extra piece. 19.f3 has also been played, but again Black has 19...Bxd6 with at least equality.

17...Rxd6 

Probably taken by surprise, Sermek tries to defend an inferior position, instead of playing the more complex 17...Bxd6. He later won a nice game with this move again Dizdarevic in Makarska 1995: 18.Bc4 Qf5+ when 19.Bd3 e4 20.g4?! Qxg4 21.Qf6 Be6 22.Bd4 Kf8 23.Bc2 (it looks like Black is in big trouble, but, in fact, everything is under control)  23...Qf5 24.Qg7+ Ke7 25.Qxh7 Rac8 26.Qh4+ g5 27.Qxe4 Rxc2! 28.Qxc2 Bxa2+ 29.Kc1 Bf4+ Very impressive.

Unfortunately, Serper points out the much stronger 20.Bc4 when Black must settle for a bad ending after 20...Be6 21.g4! and now either 21...Qe5 22.Qxe5 Bxe5 23.Bxe6 fxe6 or 21...Qf3 22.Bxe6 fxe6 23.Bg5!. The point is that 21...Qxg4? loses immediately to 22.Rxd6 Rxd6 23.Bh6. This is all very convincing and difficult for Black to improve upon.

19...Bb4?! is tricky, but simply 20.Bxf5 Bxf5+ 21.Qc2 Bxc2+ 22.Kxc2 gives White a pleasant ending, since his b5–pawn combined with pressure again b7 guarantees him a huge edge.

Maybe Black's best chances is 18...Qg4!? (instead of 18...Qf5) Serper regards 19.Bd5 Bf5+ 20.Ka1 Rac8 21.Qa5 as clearly better for White, although the position after 21...Bc2 seems unclear and playable for Black, since both 22.Bxb7 Bxd1 23.Bxc8 Rxc8 24.Qd2 Bb4 25.Qxd1 Qxg2 26.Bxa7 Qb7 27.b6 Ba5 and 22.Bf3 Qd7 23.Rd5 b6 24.Qd2 Qe7 25.Rc1 Bf5 are not better for White.

Maybe 19.Qb3 is better, keeping the pressure up. If this does not scare you, then 11...Qe7 is an interesting way of fighting for the initiative.

18.Bc4 Rxd1+ 19.Rxd1 Qg4 20.Qb3 Bf5+ 

Sacrificing the f7–pawn, but if Black tried to defend it he would have been left in a very passive position.

21.Ka1 Rc8 22.Bxf7+ Kg7 23.f3 Qxg2 24.Be6! Rd8 

With the idea of 24...Bc2? 25.Qd5 Bxd1 26.Qxe5 mate!

25.Rxd8 Bc2 26.Bh6+! 

Not 26.Rd7+ Kh8 27.Qxc2 Qxc2 28.Bg5 Be7! .

26...Kxh6 27.Qe3+ g5 28.Qc1 Bb4 29.h4 Bg6 30.Bg4 Be7 31.Rd7 Bf6 32.Rd6 Kg7 33.Rd7+ Kh6 34.Rd6 Kg7 35.h5 Qc2 36.h6+ Kf7 37.Rd7+ Ke8 38.Qxc2 Bxc2 39.Rxb7 Bd1 40.Rxa7 e4 41.Bd7+ 1–0

––––––––

[image: ]


Bonus Game 1


​M.Andersen - Demuth

German Bundesliga 2018

The accelerated Dragon in the computer age: 20 years of technology advances in computer hardware and chess-engine software has affected our understanding of chess tremendously, and many opening lines had to be rewritten. In the Maroczy Bind certainly to a lesser extent as its static nature mainly demands long-term planning rather than short-term tactics. But there is a notable exception: 

(1.c4 c5 2.Nf3 g6 3.d4 cxd4 4.Nxd4 Bg7 5.e4 Nc6 6.Be3 Nf6 7.Nc3 Ng4 8.Qxg4 Nxd4 9.Qd1 e5)

10.Nb5!?

The standard " refutation" of 9...e5. However, the engines suggest a wonderful idea for Black:

10...d6! 11.Nxd4 exd4 12.Bxd4 Qa5+ 13.Ke2 
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Previously, at this point, we humans had calculated and assumed, that White will be in control, considering that the dark-squared bishops soon will be exchanged, and will only a few minor pieces on the board, it is difficult to believe that Black will have any serious compensation. However...

13...Be5!! 

[image: image]

Beautiful in its simplicity. Should White now exchange the bishops, Black recaptures with the pawn, repairs his pawn structure and gets the d4–square as a potential outpost for a rook. Next now is ...f7–f5, attacking quickly before White manages to stabilize the position. The idea seems so strong that White's alternatives at move 10 now have to be considered the real test for 9...e5!?, overturning our assessment from 20 years ago.

14.f3 f5! 15.exf5 Bxf5 16.Kf2 0–0–0! 
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Castling queenside in the Maroczy! I fail to remember any precedence.

17.Rc1 Kb8 18.Be2 Rhe8 19.Re1 d5!? 

Simplifying. Dare I say that the engine suggests 19...Bxh2!

20.Bxe5+ Rxe5 21.Qd4 

After 21.c5, 21...d4!? secures sufficient counterplay for the sacrificed pawn.

21...dxc4 22.Qxc4 Rde8?! 

This is probably the wrong rook on the e8–square. After 21...Ree8!?, it is very difficult for White to make any progress, without having to return the pawn, meaning a draw will be a fairly likely outcome.

23.b4 

23.Qd4!? is possibly an improvement.

23...Qb6+ 24.Kf1 Bd7 25.Qf4 g5 26.Qd2 Rxe2! 
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27.Rxe2 Bb5 28.Rce1 h6 29.a4 Bc4 30.a5 Qb5 31.Kf2 Bxe2 

And as after 32 Rxe2 Rxe2+ 33 Qxe2 Qxb4 34 Qe5+, Black has 34...Kc8! the players agreed to a draw.

½–½

Game 3


​Polugaevsky - Piket

Aruba (match) 1994

(1.Nf3 c5 2.c4 Nc6 3.d4 cxd4 4.Nxd4 g6 5.e4 Bg7 6.Be3 Nf6 7.Nc3 Ng4 8.Qxg4 Nxd4 9.Qd1 e5) 

10.Bd3 
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10.Bd3 is seen almost as frequently as 10.Nb5, probably because many White players prefer a quiet game to enter complication familiar to their opponents. White tries for a small positional edge instead of attempting to refute Black's set-up outright.

10...0–0 11.0–0 d6 

11...b6 has been played with some success and is a viable alternative to the game move:

a) 12.Qd2 Bb7, and now: 

a1) 13.Rad1 Ne6 14.Bb1 Bc6 15.b4 Rc8 16.a3 Rc7 and Black has a solid position, Smyslov-Bagirov, Leningrad 1960.

a2) White tried 13.Bh6 in Britton-Wells, Oviedo 1993; after 13...d6 14.Bxg7 Kxg7 15.f4 exf4 16.Rxf4 Ne6 17.Rf2 Qg5 Black had good play on the dark squares.

b) Another example of this theme is Byvshev-Simagin, Moscow 1952, which continued with 12.Nd5 Bb7 13.f4 exf4 14.Bxf4 d6 15.Qd2 Ne6 16.Bh6 Bxh6 17.Qxh6 Bxd5! 18.exd5 Nc5 19.Rf3 f5 20.Re1 Qf6 21.Rh3 Rf7, when Black parried the attack and later won. His knight is clearly superior to the white bishop.

12.Qd2 

12.a4 is seen in the next game, while 12.Rc1 was played in Smyslov-Botvinnik, Moscow 1956. After 12...Be6 13.b3 a6 14.Bb1 Rb8 (14...b5 15.cxb5 Nxb5! 16.Nxb5 axb5 17.Rc6 d5 18.exd5 ½–½, Gulko-Seirawan, USA ch (Key West) 1994) 15.Kh1 b5 16.cxb5 axb5 17.Qd3 b4 18.Nd5 Bxd5 19.exd5 Qa5 20.Qc4 Rb5 21.Bd2 Rfb8 22.Qc8+ Bf8 23.Qd7 R5b7 24.Qg4 f5 25.Qh3 Qxd5 Black was a pawn up, but only managed to draw.

12...Be6 
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13.Rad1 

In an earlier move of Polugaevsky's, against Bagirov, Leningrad 1963, 13.Rac1 was tried, which looks more logical since the other rook can then go to d1. Still, White had to concede an early draw after 13...a6 14.Rfd1 Qa5 15.Bf1?! b5 16.cxb5 axb5 17.Nxb5 Nxb5 18.Qxa5 Rxa5 19.b4 Rxa2 20.Bxb5 Rb8 ½–½. Later, 15.b3 was suggested as an improvement, the idea being to answer 15...b5 with 16.Ne2. But first of all, White has not got a whole lot after 16...Qxd2 17.Rxd2 Rfc8, and if this does not suit Black, then 15...Rfc8, preparing ...b7–b5 seems fine too.

13...a6 14.b3 

A necessary prophylactic move, defending a2. If 14.Ne2?!, then 14...b5!.

14...Rc8 15.Ne2 Nc6!? 
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It is now difficult for White to find a reasonable plan since 16.f4 will ruin his position as Black gets all the dark squares, and an eventual b3–b4 will weaken c4 too much. White instead tries to attack the weakness on d6, but it turns out to be immune.

16.Bb1 b5 17.cxb5 axb5 18.Nc3 

Realising that the pawn cannot be taken (18.Qxd6?? Nd4! 19.Qxd8 Nxe2+), White tries to re-route the knight to d5 instead. However, 18.Kh1, making the threat on d6 real seems like a better idea.

18...Qa5 19.Nd5 b4 20.Bg5 f6 21.Be3 f5 22.exf5 gxf5 23.Ne7+?? 

An incredible blunder, losing a piece. With 23.f3 or 23.f4, White would still have been okay.

23...Nxe7 24.Qxd6 Kf7! 

Defending both e7 and e6 and thereby winning easily.

25.Bg5 Ng6 26.g4 e4 27.h4 Be5 28.Qd2 h6 29.gxf5 Bxf5 30.h5 hxg5 31.hxg6+ Kxg6 32.Qe2 0–1

Game 4


​Smyslov - Fabiano

Rome 1990

(1.Nf3 c5 2.c4 Nc6 3.d4 cxd4 4.Nxd4 g6 5.e4 Bg7 6.Be3 Nf6 7.Nc3 Ng4 8.Qxg4 Nxd4 9.Qd1 e5 10.Bd3 0–0 11.0–0 d6) 

12.a4!? 
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Played with the idea of seizing more space with a4–a5 and preparing 13.Nb5, when White can take back on b5 with the a-pawn.

12...Be6 

We believe that 12...a5!? is the right answer, and if 13.Nb5 Bd7! 14.Nxd4 (14.Nxd6 Bxa4) 14...exd4 15.Bd2 Qb6 16.b3 Bc6 followed by doubling the rooks on the e-file when Black is fine. White can do little since he needs to keep the e4–pawn protected and must watch out for the f5–break. Instead, 12...a6 was played in Herbert-Sermek, Cannes 1995, but after 13.a5 Be6 14.Nd5 Rc8 15.Nb6 White was much better.

13.Nb5 a6 14.Nxd4 exd4 15.Bd2 Rc8 16.b3 f5 

Necessary at this point. If Black chooses to play quietly, he will not manage to attack the e4–pawn in time, and White will get in f4–f5 with an attack.

17.exf5 Bxf5 18.Qf3 d5 

In Spraggett-Garcia, Candas 1992, Black played 18...Qd7, but after 19.Rfe1 Rf7 20.Bxf5 Rxf5 21.Qd3 White was positionally much better and Black's kingside attack came to nothing.

19.Rac1 Qd7 20.cxd5 Bxd3 21.Qxd3 Qxd5 22.Rxc8 Rxc8 23.Re1 
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Since Black cannot use the c-file for anything constructive, and his d-pawn is blockaded, White stands better. All endgames will be a win for White, since the d4–pawn will become very fragile when the king comes to d3.

23...Qf5!? 24.Re4 

It is too dangerous to immediately enter the endgame with 24.Qxf5 gxf5 25.Rc1 Rxc1+ 26.Bxc1 because of 26...d3.

24...Rf8 25.f3 Qc5 26.Re1 Rc8 27.Rc1 Qf5 28.Rxc8+!? 

28.Qxf5 Rxc1+ 29.Bxc1 gxf5 30.Kf2 Kf7 31.Ke2 Ke6 32.Kd3 Kd5 33.g4 is also much better for White, but it is perhaps defensible for Black. So Smyslov keeps the queens on and centralises his king instead.

28...Qxc8 29.Kf2 Qd7 30.Qc4+ Kh8 31.Ke2 Bf6? 

Now White suddenly gets a mating attack. But things were not easy for Black in any case. White was planning g2–g4 and Kd3 followed by an attempt to exchange the queens since now the black king will never reach d5.

32.Bh6! g5 33.Qc5 Qe8+ 34.Kd1 

Not 34.Kd3?? Qg6+.

34...d3 35.Qf8+! Qxf8 36.Bxf8 Be5 37.g3 Bc3 38.Bh6 b5 39.axb5 axb5 40.Bxg5 Kg7 41.g4 Kf7 42.h4 Ke6 43.h5 Kd5 44.Bh6 Kc5 45.Bf8+ Kd5 1–0

White will play h5–h6 and Bg7 and then push the other pawns.

Game 5


​Ribli – Rogers

Germany 1995

(1.Nf3 c5 2.c4 Nc6 3.d4 cxd4 4.Nxd4 g6 5.e4 Bg7 6.Be3 Nf6 7.Nc3 Ng4 8.Qxg4 Nxd4 9.Qd1) 

9...Ne6 
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A safe alternative to 9...e5.

10.Rc1 

10.Qd2 is the subject of Game 13, while Vaganian tried 10.Be2?! against Frias in St. John 1988 and obtained excellent compensation for the pawn after 10...Qa5 11.0-0 Bxc3 12.bxc3 Qxc3 13.c5! Qe5 14.Qa4! 0–0 15.Rac1 Nf4 16.Bf3 d6 17.Rfd1, although he later lost.

What Vaganian had in mind on the simple 10...Qa5 11.0–0 b6 is hard to say. The logical 12.Rc1 just transposes to the main line, and although 12.Nd5 has been recommended, 12...Bxb2 is good. It is very difficult for White to justify this pawn sacrifice. Finally, 12.Qd5 is possible, though after 12...Qxd5 13.cxd5 Nc5 White does not have much. 

Still, perhaps even stronger, after 10.Be2?!, is 10...Bxc3+ 11.bxc3 Qc7 followed by ...b7–b6 and ...Bb7. In Imanaliev-Lanka, Moscow 1979, Black was better after 12.0–0 b6 13.Bd4 f6 14.Re1 Bb7 15.Bf1 d6 16.Qg4 Nc5 17.Rad1 Qd7 18.Qh4 Qc6 19.f4 0–0, when White had too many weak pawns and no real attack.

13.Bd4 looks wrong and direct action with 13.f4 was probably called for, though after 13...Bb7 we prefer Black, although it is a matter of taste. In brief, 10.Be2?! should not worry Black at all. The only problem is how to choose between several promising options.

10...Qa5 

The usual move. 10...b6 is the subject of Game 11, while for 10...d6 see Game 12.

11.Be2 

11.Bd3 is seen in Games 9 and 10, while the immediate 11.Qd5 was played in M.M.Ivanov-P.H.Nielsen, Aars 1995. Here Black should not go for the endgame since 11...Qxd5 12.cxd5 Nd4 does not threaten to take on e2, and the knight is in danger. Black instead played the brave 11...Bxc3+  12.Rxc3 Qxa2. 

[image: image]

The game ended in a draw after 13.Bc1! (necessary, because of 13.Qd2 Qb1+, when Black picks up the e4–pawn) 13...Qa4 14.Be2 d6 15.0–0 Qc6 16.b3 a5 ½–½. Not very informative perhaps, but I remember we concluded in our post-mortem that Black is okay in the final position. Later I analysed the game with Miron Sher and we decided that 14.h4! would have given White the better prospects.

Instead of 13...Qa4, 13...d6 planning a quick ...Nc5 and ...Be6 is possible. During the game, I was afraid of 14.Ra3? but 14...Qb1 15.Kd2 Nc5 16.f3 Be6 17.Qd4 f6 is a lot better for Black who will free himself with ...b7–b5 and ...Rc8.

14.Qb5+ Bd7 15.Qxb7 Rc8 is also fine for Black, as ...Nc5 will come next, threatening both to take the e4–pawn and to play Nb3. 

Finally, 14.h4!? is possible, when Black may try 14...Nc5 15.h5 Be6 16.Qd4 Rg8 with counterplay. It is clear that White has some compensation in the form of the pair of bishops and play on the dark squares. Still, by playing the queen on a2 and developing quickly, Black seems to be doing fine.

11...b6 12.Qd5 

Now White forces his opponent to enter an endgame since he is hitting the rook on a8. 12.Qd2 is seen in the next game and 12.0–0 in Games 7 and 8.

12...Qxd5 

Since this does not equalise, attention should be paid to 12...Rb8, when: 

a) 13.Qxa5 bxa5 is fine for Black. The a-pawn is useful, preventing White from expanding on the queenside and Black can also play along the b-file. After 14.b3 Black should play 14...Bd4 with a fine position.

b) On 13.0–0, 13...Nd4?! unfortunately does not work. White plays 14.Bxd4 Qxd5 15.Bxg7! Qg5 16.Bxh8 when it is more likely that White will open the position for his pieces, that Black will consolidate and win the bishop. However, 13...g5, threatening 14...Nf4 seems to be okay for Black.

c) Finally, if 13.f3 then 13...Nd4 is possible, as 14.Bxd4 Qxd5 15.Bxg7?? Qg5 wins for Black. In conclusion, 12...Rb8 probably allows Black to execute his usual dark-squared strategy with a fairly even game and should be preferred to 12...Qxd5 which gives a somewhat inferior endgame.

––––––––
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13.cxd5 Nd4 

13...Nc5 was played in Duer-Plachetka, Austria 1991. Now after 14.f3 a5 15.d6 White was clearly better since Black now had to play 15...e6 to keep a reasonable pawn structure, and then 16.b3! which threatens 17.Nb5 would have been tough to meet.

14.Bc4 

14.Bxd4? Bxd4 15.Nb5 Bxb2 16.Nc7+ Kd8 17.Rc2 Rb8 leads nowhere for White.

14...Bb7 

[image: image]

15.Kd2?! 

Here White should play the simple 15.0–0 Rc8 16.b3, which is slightly better for White according to Rogers. This is clearly a critical line for Black. If 16...e6, then simply 17.dxe6 is good, e.g., 17...dxe6 18.Rfd1 Nc6 19.Nb5 is almost losing for Black. We have not found any way of making the black position playable, so we suggest Black tries 12...Rb8!?.

15...e6 16.Rhd1 Rc8 17.b3 0–0 18.Kd3 exd5 19.Nxd5 Nc6 20.f4 Rfe8 21.Bd2 Nd4 22.Be3 

[image: image]

Now instead of going for the draw with 22...Nc6, Rogers played

22...Ne6 

and won on time on move 40 after Ribli had misplayed a better position.

For the e-book version, the remainder of the game went as follows:

23.b4 f5 24.exf5 gxf5 25.Bb3 Kf8 26.g3 Ba6+ 27.Bc4 Rxc4 28.Rxc4 Rc8 29.Rdc1 Rc6 30.a4 Rd6 31.b5 Bb7 32.Ke2 Bxd5 33.Rc8+ Kf7 34.a5 bxa5 35.Bxa7 Bd4 36.Bxd4 Nxd4+ 37.Ke3 Nxb5 38.Rh8 a4 39.Rxh7+ Kg6 40.Rh8 Lost on time. 0–1

––––––––
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Game 6


​Karpov – Larsen

Brussels 1987

(1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.d4 cxd4 4.Nxd4 g6 5.c4 Bg7 6.Be3 Nf6 7.Nc3 Ng4 8.Qxg4 Nxd4 9.Qd1 Ne6 10.Rc1 Qa5) 

11.Be2 

In actual fact, Karpov played 11.Qd2 b6 12.Be2. Perhaps he was afraid that (after 11.Be2), Larsen might grab the pawn with 11...Bxc3+ 12.Rxc3 Qxa2. Although Larsen has said that someday he will take this bait, we believe that it is much too dangerous for Black.

11...b6 12.Qd2 Bb7 13.f3 h5! 

[image: image]

This was the new plan introduced by Larsen in this game. By playing ...h7–h5 and ...g7–g5, Black prevents his opponent from playing f3–f4. The e5–square then becomes an excellent outpost for the black queen; from there it combines with the knight on e6 and bishop on g7 to control the dark squares. Given the chance, Black will also advance his kingside pawns even further to attack the white king. Normally, Black plays ...g7–g5 before ...h7–h5, but here White has not yet castled, and could then have replied 14.h4!?.

14.0–0 g5 15.Rfd1 d6 16.Nd5 

Karpov goes for a typical endgame, which he has won so often, but as we shall see, Black is excellently prepared to counter his opponent's plans here. 16.a3, postponing the endgame for a while was played in Kosten-Cebalo, Paris 1988. However, after 16...Kf8 17.Qc2 Qe5 18.b4 Bc6 19.Nd5 Qb2, Black achieved his beloved ending anyhow and later won.

16...Qxd2 17.Rxd2 Be5 18.b4 

Playing for f3–f4 with g2–g3 would merely weaken the e4–pawn, while the opening of the g-file may bother the white king.

18...Rc8 19.a4 h4 20.Bf1 

A necessary prophylactic move, since 20.Ra2 Bd4 21.Kf2 Bxd5 22.exd5 Bxe3+ 23.Kxe3 Nf4 would leave both the g2– and d5–pawns under attack.

20...f6 21.Ra2 

The only way to try to break through the black position, but since Black ends up with the slightly better position, White probably should have declined to play actively.

21...Bd4 22.Kf2 

22.Bxd4 was played in Wolff-Miles, Philadelphia 1987, when after 22...Nxd4 23.Rd1 Nc6 24.a5 Ne5 25.Ne3 h3! 
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26.axb6 axb6 27.Ra7 Bc6 28.b5 hxg2 29.Bxg2 Bd7 30.Nd5 Rb8 31.Nxb6 Be6 32.Rd4 Rh4 White was a pawn up, but his position was a tragedy. All his pieces are misplaced, doing nothing but defending some weak pawns. The game concluded 33.Na8 Bxc4 34.b6 Kf7 35.Ra4 Bb5 36.Ra3 Bc6 37.Nc7 Rxb6 38.Rd1 Rb7 39.Na6 Rf4 40.Rd4 Ra7 0–1. This is a good example of Black's potential chances in these endgames. The idea of advancing the pawn to h3 is very difficult to prevent since for White to play h2–h3 himself would amount to capitulation on the dark squares.

22...Kf7 23.a5 Bxd5 24.exd5 Bxe3+ 25.Kxe3 Nf4 26.Kd2 

White had to watch out for ...Nxd5. The 'active' 26.Rca1 would have been bad after 26...Ng6 27.axb6 axb6 28.Ra6 Ne5 29.Kd4? h3.

26...Rc7 27.axb6 axb6 28.Ra6 Rhc8 29.Rxb6 

Again, 'active play' with 29.Rca1 would be punished with 29...b5.

29...Nxd5 30.Rb5 Nf4 31.Ra5 Ng6 32.c5! 
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White is worse. His c-pawn is weak, but Karpov manages to reduce the material and make a draw.

32...Ne5 33.Rc3 dxc5 34.bxc5 Rb8 

34...Nd7 does not win a pawn since White has 35.Ba6 Rxc5?? 36.Bxc8 Rxa5 37.Bxd7.

35.Bb5 Rd8+ 36.Ke2 Nc6 

Now it is a draw for sure, but White has had to defend well to hold everything together.

37.Bxc6 Rxc6 38.g3 Rd4 39.Rb5 hxg3 40.hxg3 Rd5 41.g4 Rc7 42.Ke3 e6 43.Rc2 Ke7 44.Rc3 Kf7 45.Rc2 f5 46.gxf5 exf5 47.Kf2 Kg7 ½–½

Naturally, this game attracted a lot of attention. It is not often that someone gets a safe ending, with some chances to play for a win, as Black against Karpov. Later in the same tournament, Larsen faced Short as Black. Since Short is not a player who backs away from a critical discussion, the line was duly repeated.

––––––––
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Game 7


​Short – Larsen

Brussels 1987

(1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.d4 cxd4 4.Nxd4 g6 5.c4 Bg7 6.Be3 Nf6 7.Nc3 Ng4 8.Qxg4 Nxd4 9.Qd1 Ne6 10.Rc1 Qa5) 

11.Be2 b6 12.0–0 Bb7 13.f3 g5 
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14.a3 

This was Short's idea. By threatening 15.Nb5 followed by Bd2 he forces Larsen to put his queen on e5. Then Short can continue with Qd2, b2–b4, Nd5, etc., without exchanging the queens. In a later encounter between same two players, Short switched to 14.Rf2!? (see the next game).

14...Qe5 15.Qd2 h5 16.Rfd1 d6 17.b4 h4 18.Nd5 Kf8 19.Bf1 Bc6 
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Here both players had probably achieved what they wanted. But now Short realised that things were not as rosy as he had expected. Larsen intends to play 20...Ba4 after which White will have to misplace his rook.

20.Qd3 Nf4 

Now 20...Ba4 would be pointless after 21.Rd2.

21.Nxf4?! 

Short should have admitted that he had nothing and settled for a draw with 21.Qd2 Ne6 22.Qd3.

21...gxf4 22.Bd4 Qxd4+ 23.Qxd4 Bxd4+ 24.Rxd4 Rh5 

White is still about equal, but his next move is over-ambitious.

25.c5? dxc5 26.bxc5 b5 27.e5 h3! 

The usual undermining move.

28.Re1 hxg2 29.Bxg2 Rc8 30.Rxf4 Bd5 31.e6 f6 32.h4 Rxc5 

Larsen had again managed to achieve an edge against a world-class player. This time he won in 74 moves. 

For the e-book version, here is the remainder of the game:

33.Bh3 Bc6 34.Kf2 Rhd5 35.Re3 f5 36.h5 Kg7 37.h6+ Kxh6 38.Rh4+ Kg7 39.f4 Rc2+ 40.Ke1 Rc1+ 41.Ke2 Be8 42.Rg3+ Bg6 43.Rh5 Rc2+ 44.Ke1 Rc3 45.Rxc3 Bxh5 46.Rc7 Kf6 47.Rxa7 Rd4 48.Bxf5 Kxf5 49.Rxe7 Rd5 50.a4 bxa4 51.Ra7 Rd4 52.Ra5+ Kg4 53.e7 Be8 54.f5 Kg5 55.Ra8 Re4+ 56.Kd2 Rxe7 57.Kc3 Kxf5 58.Kb2 Ke4 59.Rd8 Bd7 60.Rb8 Kd4 61.Rb7 Re2+ 62.Ka3 Re3+ 63.Kb2 a3+ 64.Ka1 Be6 65.Rb1 Kc3 66.Rc1+ Kb4 67.Rb1+ Bb3 68.Rc1 Re2 69.Rg1 Rd2 70.Rg4+ Bc4 71.Rg1 Bd3 72.Rc1 Bc2 73.Ka2 Be4+ 74.Ka1 Bd3

0–1

Later the same year, Short had his chance for revenge as White against Larsen in Hastings. This time, Short came up with something more venomous.

Game 8


​Short – Larsen

Hastings 1987/88

(1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.d4 cxd4 4.Nxd4 g6 5.c4 Bg7 6.Be3 Nf6 7.Nc3 Ng4 8.Qxg4 Nxd4 9.Qd1 Ne6 10.Rc1 Qa5 11.Be2 b6 12.0–0 Bb7 13.f3 g5)

14.Rf2!? 
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With the idea of transferring the rook to d2, where it will be excellently placed. White will then be able to play a2–a3, b2–b4 and Nd5 etc., without risking an exchange of queens.

14...h5 

In this game, Larsen plays the same plan as before, but he ends up clearly worse. Subsequently, some other ideas have been devised:

a) 14...Be5 with the idea of exchanging bishops with ...Bf4 and then following up with ...Qe5 is positionally well justified. Yet in Ikonnikov-Vokarev, Perm 1993, White acted quickly: 15.g3 h5 16.Nd5 Bxb2 17.Rb1 and since 17...Bg7 18.c5 is terrible, Black had to play 17...Qa3, after which he never managed to coordinate his pieces: 18.Bf1 Bxd5 19.Qxd5 Nc7 20.Qd2 Bc3 21.Qd3 Bb4 22.Rb3 Qa5 23.Bh3 0–0–0 24.c5! and Black was blown apart.

b) 14...Rd8!? is untried and deserves serious attention.

[image: image]

We believe that the position after 15.Bf1 Qe5 16.Rd2 Qb8 17.Nd5 (otherwise Black will play ...Be5–f4, exchange the bishops and then return to e5 with the queen) 17...Be5 18.h3 (necessary, since 18.g3 h5 gives Black too much play)  is critical for the whole assessment of Larsen's plan. Black has a great deal of dark-squared control on the kingside. Still, to make the attack real, he needs to get in ...g5–g4, which must be prepared by ...f7–f6, ...Kf7 and ...h7–h5. White's chances are on the queenside, where he is in control. As usual, the standard plan is to play for a4–a5. Another idea is to open the b-file with first b2–b4 and then c4–c5, to answer ...b6xc5 with b4xc5, but since Black's king is already on f7, he can simply play ...Bc6, ...Qa8 and ...Rb8 and play on the b-file himself. In general, we believe that Black has enough resources to hold the balance and that 14...Rd8!? promises an interesting game with difficult strategic play for both sides. 

15.Bf1 Qe5 

In ​Hastings 1990, Larsen tried 15...Bxc3? against Chandler. In his preparation for the game, he must have missed that after 16.Rxc3 g4, 17.f4! Bxe4 18.f5! is very strong Larsen played 18...g3 (if now 18...Bxf5 19.Bd4! followed by Ra3 wins a piece) 19.hxg3 Nc5 20.Ra3 Qb4 21.Qd4, but after 21...Rg8 22.Bd2, his queen was lost and he resigned a few moves later.

16.Rd2 d6 

Another idea is 16...Bc6 17.b4 Rd8 18.Nd5 Qb8 19.c5 bxc5 20.bxc5 Be5 21.h3 Rg8?! (more solid is 21...f6 and ...Kf7) 22.Qb3 g4 23.Qxb8 Bxb8 24.hxg4 hxg4 25.f4 Bxd5 26.exd5 Bxf4 27.Bxf4 Nxf4 28.Rd4 Nh5 29.Ra4 Nf6 30.c6, Stangl-Becker, German Bundesliga 1991/92. This approach is quite similar to 14...Rd8 above and also warrants consideration. As already mentioned, we do not think the plan with c4–c5 should be a problem for Black.

17.Nd5 Kf8 18.b4 
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We now see why it is more effective for White to place the rook on d2 instead of the queen. First of all, it is not possible for Black to exchange queens. Secondly, while on d1, the queen defends the a4–square which means that a2–a4–a5 cannot be stopped by ...Bc6.

18...Bh6 

Larsen tries to exchange the dark-squared bishops. Although this is normally a good plan in the Maroczy, here it is ineffective. White has too much space and the standard plan of ...e7–e5 and ...Nd4 is impossible because Black is so poorly coordinated.

19.Qb3 g4 20.Bxh6+ Rxh6 21.Qe3 Qg7 22.f4 h4? 

A bad move according to Larsen: It just weakens the g4–square. However, in the end, it is these advanced flank pawns that save Black. From a practical point of view, it is understandable that Larsen did not want to defend passively.

23.Be2 Rc8 24.Rf1 Bxd5 25.Rxd5 g3 26.h3 b5?! 

Again, Larsen prefers to go for active, yet dubious counterplay instead of sitting and waiting. The neat point is 27.Rxb5?? Qd4! and Black is nearly winning.

27.cxb5 

––––––––
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27...Qc3 28.Qxa7 Qxb4 29.b6 Nc5 30.e5 dxe5 31.Rxe5 Re6 32.Rxe6 fxe6 33.Kh1 Rd8 34.Qc7 Rd6 35.Qc8+?? 

Larsen claims that 35.f5 would have won for White. Now he manages to effect an escape.

35...Kg7 36.Qe8 Ne4 37.Qxe7+ Kg8 38.Qxh4 Qxb6 39.Qg4+ Kf8 40.Qg6 Qd4 41.f5 Nf2+ 42.Rxf2 Qxf2 ½–½

White has a perpetual.

Ever since this game, 14.Rf2!? has always been regarded as the correct way to meet Larsen's plan of ...g7–g5 and ...h7–h5. Still, we suggest that after 14...Rd8!?, Black has no more to fear than in any other line.

Game 9


​Ljubojevic – Korchnoi

Tilburg 1987

(1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.d4 cxd4 4.Nxd4 g6 5.c4 Bg7 6.Be3 Nf6 7.Nc3 Ng4 8.Qxg4 Nxd4 9.Qd1 Ne6 10.Rc1 Qa5) 

11.Bd3 
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Actually, Ljubojevic played 11.Qd2, but we have taken the liberty of changing the move order in order to cover some of White's additional opportunities. As it turns out, the white plan with f2–f4 is very strong. Yet, the immediate 11.f4 seems too direct 11...d6 12.Bd3 Nc5 White cannot play 13.Bb1 because of 13...Be6.

11...b6 

There seems nothing wrong with playing 11...g5 first, preventing plans based on f2–f4. Eric Prie has faced this idea twice. First, he tried 12.h4 against Berend in Val Thorens 1989, but achieved nothing after 12...h6 13.hxg5 hxg5 14.Rxh8+ Bxh8 15.Qh5 Qe5 16.g3 b6 17.Qh7 Qg7.

Later in Moscow ol 1994, he played 12.Qh5 against Vorontsov, when after 12...Qe5 13.g3 b6 14.0–0 Bb7 15.Rfd1 h6 16.b4 0–0? 17.Nd5 White was better and went on to win. However, 16...0–0 is a mistake, and Black should be fine after both 16...Rc8 and 16...Bc6.  

12.0–0

Here, White might try 12.f4 when 12...Nc5 is now dangerous for Black since after 13.0–0 Nxd3 14.Qxd3, his queen is in trouble.

12.Qd2 is considered in the next game.

12...Bb7 

Again, we recommend 12...g5. An interesting attempt at a refutation is 13.Nd5!? which was played in Razuvaev-Ermenkov, Polanica Zdroj 1972. Ermenkov played 13...Bb7, but after 14.a4! Bc6 15.b3 h5? 16.Bd2 Qa6 17.Bxg5 White won easily. The critical continuation is 13...Bxb2, when 14.Rb1 Bg7! 15.Bxg5 Nxg5 16.Nc7+ Kd8 17.Nxa8 Ne6 is okay for Black. 

13.Qd2

Here White should have played 13.f4!
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after which it is difficult to see how Black can obtain any counterplay. In Horvath-Conquest, Budapest 1987, Black tried 13...Bd4, but after 14.Bxd4 Nxd4 15.Nd5 Bxd5 16.cxd5 b5 17.Bb1 Qb6 18.Kh1, Black's knight on d4 only looks good; in fact, it is very difficult to protect and Black soon lost. 

Just as depressing for Black was Rodriguez Cespedes-Hernandez Onna, Camaguey 1988, when after 13...0–0 14.Bb1 but after 14...d6 15.Rf2 Rac8 16.Nd5 Bxd5 17.exd5 Nc5 18.a3 Na4 19.b4 Qa6 20.Qb3 b5 21.Bd3 Qb7 22.c5, Black was lost.  To make matters worse, Tukmakov played 14.a3 against I.Ivanov, Winnipeg 1994, and after 14...Bd4 15.Bxd4 Nxd4 16.Nb5! Nxb5 17.cxb5 a6 18.Rc7, Black again found himself in a lost position. Since this plan seems very simple and effective, we recommend that Black prevents it quickly with ...g7–g5 as mentioned above.

––––––––
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11...b6 12.Bd3 Bb7 13.0–0 g5 14.Rfd1 d6 15.a3 h5 16.Rc2 

Preparing b2–b4, which here would have been met with by 16.b4 Qxa3 17.Nd5 Qb2 and the queen escapes via e5 with a pawn in the bag.

16...Bd4!? 
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It was, of course, possible to play normally with 16...Qe5 etc. Generally, however, Black should exchange dark-squared bishops in the Maroczy, when given the chance. He must only be careful not to concede too much space.

17.b4 Qe5 

17...Qxa3 18.Nb5 would leave the queen in big trouble.

18.Nd5 Bxe3 

It is safer to play 18...Kf8, but probably Korchnoi did not foresee White's next move.

19.fxe3!? 

The 'normal' move was 19.Qxe3, but with his excellent dark-squared control Black would have been fine. Now White tries to use the semi-open f-file for an attack.

19...Rc8 20.Rf1 Ng7! 

Covering f5, which means the queen cannot be forced away from e5.

21.Qf2 f6 

If 21...0–0, then 22.Qg3! would be annoying.

22.Qe1 0–0 23.a4 h4 24.Qa1! 

Realising that the black queen cannot be removed with violence, White exchanges it instead and tries to generate some initiative in the endgame with a4–a5.

24...Qxa1 25.Rxa1 Bxd5 26.exd5 
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26...f5?! 

Here Black should have secured the draw with 26...a5 when 27.Rb2 Rc7 28.bxa5 bxa5 29.Rb5 Ra8 is fine for Black since White cannot break through. Unfortunately, it is not possible to activate the g7–knight, so Black cannot win either.

27.Rf2 Rc7 28.a5 Kh7 29.g4 hxg3 30.hxg3 Kg8 31.Kg2 Rf6 32.axb6 axb6 33.Ra8+ Rf8 34.Ra6 Rb8 35.b5 Kf7 36.e4 Kf6 37.exf5 Ke5 38.Ra4 Ne8 39.f6! 

If Black would have had time for ...Nf6 he might even have been better.

39...Nxf6 40.Rf5+ Kd4 41.c5+ Kxd3 42.Rf3+ Kc2 43.c6 

Not 43.Ra2+ Kb1 44.Re2 Rxc5!.

43...Kb2 44.Raa3 g4 45.Rfb3+ Kc2 46.Re3 Kb2 47.Rad3 Kc2 48.Ra3 ½–½

Game 10


​Leko – P.H.Nielsen

Copenhagen 1995

(1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.d4 cxd4 4.Nxd4 g6 5.c4 Bg7 6.Be3 Nf6 7.Nc3 Ng4 8.Qxg4 Nxd4 9.Qd1 Ne6 10.Rc1 Qa5 11.Qd2 b6) 

12.Bd3 Bb7 13.Bb1 g5 

In the past, Black has invariably responded with 13...Rc8 14.b3 f5, which was first seen in Tal-Rashkovsky, Moscow 1973, where Black drew the endgame after 15.Nd5 Qxd2+ 16.Kxd2. However, I saw no reason not to play the usual dark-squared strategy.
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14.b3 d6 15.f3 h5?! 

This gives White the chance to play 16.h4! when 16...g4 17.f4 looks good for White. Leko feared 16...gxh4 but after 17.Rxh4 all that Black has is a weak h-pawn.

Probably I should have preferred 15...Qe5 or 15...Be5 

16.Nd5 

Leko goes for an endgame, where White traditionally has good chances. Here, however, Black can easily generate counterplay because of his dark-squared control. In general, it is not the endgame that one should fear when playing Black in the 9...Ne6 variation.

16...Qxd2+ 17.Kxd2 h4 18.g3 hxg3 19.hxg3 Kd7 

Simply connecting the rooks and preparing to swap them on the h-file.

20.Bd3 Nd4 21.f4 gxf4 22.gxf4 e6 23.Nc3 Nf3+ 24.Ke2 Nd4+ 25.Kd2 Nf3+ 26.Ke2 Nd4+ ½–½

27.Kf2 would have failed to 27...Rxh1 28.Rxh1 Nf5, so Leko had to give me an easy draw. This game shows how simple Black's game is when White goes for the ending too quickly. Even a top player such as Leko did not manage to put the black position under any pressure. 

Game 11


​Lalic – Conquest

Hastings 1995/96

(1.Nf3 g6 2.d4 Bg7 3.c4 c5 4.e4 cxd4 5.Nxd4 Nc6 6.Be3 Nf6 7.Nc3 Ng4 8.Qxg4 Nxd4 9.Qd1 Ne6 10.Rc1) 

10...b6 
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––––––––
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11.Qd2 

The game ​Chandler-Larsen, Hastings 1987/88, was played in a later round of the same tournament in which Short introduced his 14.Rf2!? (see Game 8). Since Larsen got a bad position in that game, he switched to the more conservative 10...b6 against Chandler, and after 11.Bd3 Nc5 12.Bb1 d6 13.b4 Nd7 14.Bd4 Bxd4 15.Qxd4 0–0 16.0–0 Ba6 17.Nd5 Rc8 18.Rfd1 Bb7 19.h3 Re8 20.Qb2 Bc6 a fairly standard position was reached, White being slightly better. Here something very instructive occurred. Instead of slowly trying to build on his small advantage, Chandler played 21.f4?? to grab more space. But when Black answered 21...e5! 
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Chandler realised that he had irreparably damaged his position. White cannot prevent e5xf4 when Black will seize the e5–square for the knight. Then the c4–pawn is weak and the bishop on b1 simply misplaced. Since 22.f5 would leave Black with a classic good knight versus a bad bishop scenario after 22...Bxd5 23.cxd5 Qg5, Chandler played the desperate 22.c5!?, but was soon a pawn down after 22...dxc5 23.Ne3 Qe7 24.b5 Ba8 25.Ng4 Kg7 and Black later won. 

11.b4!? may be the best answer to 10...b6 in order to keep the knight away from c5 and gain space on the queenside with ...a7–a5. Black will never be able to open the queenside with ...a7–a5, since this will leave the b6–pawn very weak, and he will risk getting a very passive position, Suba-Taimanov, Bucharest 1979, continued 11...Bb7 12.Bd3 0–0 13.0–0 Nd4 14.Bb1 Nc6 15.a3 d6 16.Qd3 Rc8 17.f4 after which White had all the play.

11...Bb7 12.Be2 0–0 13.f3 f5!? 

Very often the ...f7–f5 thrust only serves to weaken Black's position. Here, however, it is the only active plan, aiming for a combined attack on g2 with the bishop on g2 and rook. Still, White is very solid, and it is difficult to realise the attack.

14.exf5 gxf5 15.Nd5 Qe8 16.0–0 Qf7 17.b4 

In order to play 18.f4, since 17.f4 is met by 17...Nc5, when the knight heads for e4.

17...f4 18.Bf2 Ng5?! 

[image: image]

With the idea of ...e7–e5 followed by ...Ne6–d4, which Lalic easily prevents. According to Lalic, 18...Kh8 was better in order to play down the g-file.

19.h4! Ne6 20.Rfe1 Kh8 21.Bd3 Rae8 22.Bc2 Rg8 23.Kf1? 

Here White could have entered a won ending with 23.Qd3, when Black's only chance would be 23...Bb2 since both 23...Bh6 24.Rxe6 and 23...Nf8 24.Qf5! win for White. After 24.Rb1 Qg7 25.Qxh7+ Qxh7 26.Bxh7 Kxh7 27.Rxb2 b5 28.Rd2 bxc4 all Black's pawns are weak and White should pick some of them up.

23...d6 24.Qd3 Be5 25.Rxe5 dxe5 26.Re1 Nd4 27.Rxe5 Nxc2 28.Qxc2 Bxd5 29.cxd5 Rc8 30.Qd2 Rg7 31.Bd4 Kg8 32.Bb2 Qg6? 

The losing mistake according to Lalic; Black may have been able to survive with 32...Rc4!.

33.Re4 Rf7 34.Be5 Qh5 35.Bxf4 Qxh4 36.Kg1 Rg7? 37.Bh6 Qf6 38.Bxg7 Kxg7 39.Re6 Qh4 40.Qe3 Kf7 41.Re4 1–0

Game 12


​Kasparov – Malshikov

Soviet Union 1977

(1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.d4 cxd4 4.Nxd4 g6 5.c4 Bg7 6.Be3 Nf6 7.Nc3 Ng4 8.Qxg4 Nxd4 9.Qd1 Ne6 10.Rc1) 

10...d6 

[image: image]

Another playable, yet passive alternative to 10...Qa5.

11.b4 

11.Bd3 has also been played on many occasions. After 11...0–0 12.0–0 Bd7 (Instead of 12...Bd7, 12...Nc5 was played in Portisch-Petrosian, Palma de Mallorca ct 1974, when after 13.Bb1 a5 14.Qd2 Bd7 15.Bd4?! Bxd4 16.Qxd4 Bc6 17.Qd2 f6 18.Rfd1 Rf7 19.Bc2 Qb6 20.Rb1 Rd8 21.Nd5 Qa7 22.b3 Black was ready for the thematic 22...e5! with slightly better prospects, since the knight is on its way to d4.) 13.Bb1 (best since 13.Qd2 is met with 13...Qa5 as in ​Kudrin-Larsen, Hastings 1986/87, when after 14.b3 Rfc8 15.f4 Nc5 16.Bb1 Bc6 17.f5 Nd7 Black parried the attack and won due to his positional trumps) 13...a5 both 14.Qe2 Bc6 15.Rfd1 b6 16.Nd5 Nc5 17.Bg5, as in Beliavsky-Velimirovic, Reggio Emilia 1986, and 14.f4 Bc6 15.Qd2 a4 16.Nd5 Nc5 17.e5 as in ​Kosten-Larsen, Esbjerg 1988, seem to give White a slightly better game although it should not bother Black unduly.

11...0–0 12.Be2 b6 

The most common. Although Velimirovic has had some success with 12...a5, it looks suspect since the b6–square is left terribly weak.

[image: image]

Yet, so far no one has managed to exploit that. After 13.a3 axb4 14.axb4 Bd7 15.0–0 Bc6, White normally plays 16.Qd2 (16.Nd5 was once tried in Kobas-Velimirovic, Zenica 1987, Black won tactically with 16...Ra2 17.Re1 Re8 18.Bg4 Qb8 19.b5 Bxd5 20.cxd5 Nc5 21.Bxc5 dxc5 22.Rxc5 Qf4 23.Bf3 Rd2 24.Qc1 Bd4 25.Rc8 Rxc8 26.Qxc8+ Kg7 27.Kh1 e6 0–1, since ...Be5 cannot be prevented) and after 16...Ra3 17.Nd5, Velimirovic improved upon Portisch-Pfleger, Manila 1974 (where Black lost after 17...Kh8?!), with 17...Re8 and had a great position after 18.Rfd1 18...Nf8 19.h3 Nd7 since the rook on a3 is annoying for White.

Instead, 18.Bb6 was tried in 1985 correspondence game, Rosanen-Rau, but after 18...Qa8 19.f4 Ra2 20.Rc2 Rxc2 21.Qxc2 Bxd5 22.exd5 Nd4 Black had absolutely no problems. It is worth noting that here the opening of the a-file was a big plus for Black. Normally, it is White who tries to open it by playing b2–b3, a2–a3 and b3–b4, but here we saw just how much counterplay this can allow.

13.0–0 Bb7 14.Nd5 Nc7 

​Larsen tried 14...Qd7 against Adorjan, Hastings 1986/87, but faced a difficult position after 15.Bg4 f5 16.Bh3 Nc7 17.Nxc7 Qxc7 18.exf5 gxf5 19.c5!.

15.Qa4 

In ​Cu. Hansen-Larsen, Esbjerg 1988, White played 15.Bg5 and stood better after 15...f6 16.Be3 Kh8 17.Qb3 Qd7 18.Rfd1, although this clash between the two great Danes ended in a draw.

15...b5? 

Not a good decision. 15...e6 was more solid when Black should be okay.

16.Qa5! Nxd5 17.cxd5 Qxa5 18.bxa5 

[image: image]

Suddenly, Black has a cheerless ending with no counterplay. He would be fine if he could play ...a7–a6 and ...Rfc8 in one move, but since this is not legal White gets the c-file with a winning initiative.

18...Rfb8 19.Rc7 f5 20.f3 Bf6 21.Rfc1 a6 22.Rd7 

Black's fortress looks impregnable, but the young Kasparov manages to organise a breakthrough.

22...Kf7 23.Rcc7 Bc8 24.Rd8 Bb7 25.Rxb8 Rxb8 26.Ba7 Ra8 27.Be3 Bc8 28.g4 fxg4 29.fxg4 Ke8 30.g5 Be5 31.Kg2 Bd7 32.Bb6 Bg7 33.h4 Be5 34.Kf3 Bc8 35.Ke3 Bd7 36.h5 Bh2 37.Bd4 Bg1+ 38.Kd3 Bxd4 39.Kxd4 Kd8 40.Rc1 

[image: image]

It seems as if Black has escaped somehow, but White just breaks through on the kingside.

40...e5+ 41.dxe6 Bxe6 42.hxg6 hxg6 43.Rc6 Ke7 

43...Kd7 44.Rxa6! Rxa6 45.Bxb5+ Rc6 46.a6 Kc7 47.a7 wins easily.

44.Rc7+ Ke8 45.a3 Rb8 46.Rc6 b4 47.Rb6 Rxb6 48.axb6 Bc8 49.axb4 Kd7 50.Bg4+ Kd8 51.Bxc8 1-0

Despite White's strategic success in this game, the line with 10...d6 is a solid alternative to 10...Qa5. In particular, Velimirovic's plan with 12...a5!? deserves close study.

––––––––

[image: ]


Game 13


​Larsen – Petrosian

Santa Monica 1966

(1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.d4 cxd4 4.Nxd4 g6 5.Be3 Bg7 6.c4 Nf6 7.Nc3 Ng4 8.Qxg4 Nxd4 9.Qd1 Ne6) 

10.Qd2 

[image: image]

As we now know, this is not the most exact move order, since in the 10...Qa5 systems, the queen does not belong on d2. At the time of the game, however, this had not yet been recognised, and on 10...d6 Larsen considered it more aggressive to have the rooks on d1 and e1.

10...d6 11.Be2 Bd7 12.0–0 0–0 13.Rad1!? 

13.Rac1 was played in Keres-Petrosian, Zagreb ct 1959, when after 13...Bc6 14.Rfd1 Nc5 15.f3 a5 16.b3 Qb6 a well-known position from the Classical System had arisen, but a tempo up for White. Still, since the rooks are on c1 and d1, instead of b1 and c1, one might even argue that Black is, in fact, a tempo up! Since that structure is more relevant to the Classical system, we shall cover it in the relevant chapter (see game 34).

13...Bc6 14.Nd5 Re8?! 

Too passive. It was better to play 14...Nc5 which was actually Larsen's own choice in ​Porath-Larsen, Amsterdam izt 1964, when after 15.f3 15...a5 16.Bd4 Bxd4+ 17.Qxd4 e5 18.Qd2 Ne6 Black had the usual advantageous structure and later won.

Petrosian feared 15.Qc2, yet 15...a5! is strong, since 16.Bxc5 dxc5 17.Nf6+ Bxf6 18.Rxd8 Rfxd8 is okay for Black.

15.f4!? 

A logical reaction to the rook move. Now the f7–square becomes a target.

15...Nc7 

After the usual 15...Nc5, Petrosian feared 16.e5 Nd7 17.Nb4! which looks strong. Yet, Larsen suggests that after 17...Qc7 it is not clear whether Black is worse than in the game.

16.f5 Na6 

Black tries to get the knight to e5. Although it takes a lot of time to get there, this is necessary since the knight is badly needed in the defence.

17.Bg4?! 

Larsen goes for the direct attack, which is quite logical since Black is using a lot of time to manoeuvre his knight. However, 17.b4! was simpler, after which Black cannot regroup, since 17...Nb8 18.b5! Bxd5 19.Qxd5 hits both f7 and b7.

17...Nc5 18.fxg6 hxg6 19.Qf2 Rf8 20.e5! 

[image: image]

Very strong, but also absolutely necessary. 20.Qh4 Bxd5 21.Rxd5 e6 or 21.exd5 e5 is not better for White. It is striking to see that although Black has lost a lot of time with his knight, his position is still very close to being tenable, and only active tactical play breaks through.

OEBPS/d2d_images/cover.jpg
A N

| ACCELERATED
DRAGON





OEBPS/d2d_images/image470.jpg
| ﬂ_lmm_“l“





OEBPS/d2d_images/image272.png





OEBPS/d2d_images/image392.png





OEBPS/d2d_images/chapter_title_corner_decoration_right.png





OEBPS/d2d_images/image233.jpg





OEBPS/d2d_images/image076.png
2018
CARSTENCHESS





OEBPS/d2d_images/image478.jpg
=L
P e

uuuuuuuuu





OEBPS/d2d_images/image357.png





OEBPS/d2d_images/image512.jpg





OEBPS/d2d_images/image234.jpg





OEBPS/d2d_images/image311.jpg





OEBPS/d2d_images/image037.png
AAAAAAAA





OEBPS/d2d_images/image317.jpg





OEBPS/d2d_images/image316.png
uuuuuuuuu





OEBPS/d2d_images/image082.jpg





OEBPS/d2d_images/image360.jpg
n.l:ﬂ:ﬂ
l.lﬂ

P

uuuuuuuuu





OEBPS/d2d_images/image086.jpg
uuuuuuuuu





OEBPS/d2d_images/image282.png





OEBPS/d2d_images/image046.jpg





OEBPS/d2d_images/image120.png





OEBPS/d2d_images/image241.png





OEBPS/d2d_images/image049.jpg





OEBPS/d2d_images/image203.jpg
uuuuuuuuu





OEBPS/d2d_images/image445.png





OEBPS/d2d_images/image489.jpg
P

uuuuuuuuu





OEBPS/d2d_images/image047.jpg





OEBPS/d2d_images/image201.jpg





OEBPS/d2d_images/image400.png





OEBPS/d2d_images/image521.jpg





OEBPS/d2d_images/image328.jpg
uuuuuuuuu





OEBPS/d2d_images/image326.jpg
uuuuuuuuu





OEBPS/d2d_images/image205.jpg





OEBPS/d2d_images/image404.png





OEBPS/d2d_images/image327.jpg





OEBPS/d2d_images/chapter_title_above.png





OEBPS/d2d_images/chapter_title_corner_decoration_left.png





OEBPS/d2d_images/image371.png





OEBPS/d2d_images/image490.jpg
uuuuuuuuu





OEBPS/d2d_images/image376.jpg
uuuuuuuuu





OEBPS/d2d_images/image057.jpg





OEBPS/d2d_images/image253.jpg
o]
St





OEBPS/d2d_images/image099.png
II"II

I-M.__
3l of o8 <0 |

lllll=

(B 0T |





OEBPS/d2d_images/chapter_title_below.png





OEBPS/d2d_images/image456.png





OEBPS/d2d_images/image457.jpg
ﬂl.;u:.

e,

uuuuuuuuu





OEBPS/d2d_images/image454.jpg
uuuuuuuuu





OEBPS/d2d_images/image179.jpg
n. .ln:.

NN

g.g.

a
i
ol

i

".-

i





OEBPS/d2d_images/image498.png





OEBPS/d2d_images/image135.jpg





OEBPS/d2d_images/image257.jpg





OEBPS/d2d_images/image136.jpg





OEBPS/d2d_images/image535.jpg
uuuuuuuuu





OEBPS/d2d_images/image536.jpg





OEBPS/d2d_images/image338.jpg





OEBPS/d2d_images/image418.jpg
l
ﬁ[ﬂl
II

B Y
N

“;’-.-Z-

uuuuuuuuu





OEBPS/d2d_images/image260.jpg





OEBPS/d2d_images/image542.jpg





OEBPS/d2d_images/image422.png





OEBPS/d2d_images/scene_break.png





