








 Chapter 
The Queen’s Gambit

When you play the Catalan you do not have to worry about the Queen’s Gambit in the same 
way, as after 1.d4 d5 2.c4 e6 3.¤f3 ¤f6 4.g3 we are right where we want to be. However, 
there are some sidelines White needs to know about. The most important of these was, 
to my surprise, the Tarrasch variation. This variation was deemed almost unplayable two 
decades ago, when Karpov created textbook examples as he outplayed the contender to his 
World Championship title, Garry Kasparov. However, in the lines with 9.¥g5 c4! I could 
find no advantage, as explained in Chapter 24. For this reason I chose an idea that was 
previously unknown to me.

The Queen’s Gambit Accepted

In this line there are two significant ways to play for an advantage. Either White plays the 
aggressive 3.e4, which I was thinking about employing in this book, or he plays 3.e3 and 
later on 7.¥b3!, as I eventually decided. The reason for this was that Quality Chess will 
publish a book by the Danish Grandmaster and well-known theoretician, Lars Schandorff, 
called Playing the Queen’s Gambit. Lars will recommend 3.e4 in a repertoire that is based 
mainly on gaining space. I thought it would be a disappointment for those who decide 
to purchase both books if we covered the same ground, so I chose 3.e3. This choice was a 
fortuitous one, as I am very pleased with the lines I ended up covering against this opening, 
not least because I managed to mate the leading manual for Black, The Queen’s Gambit 
Accepted, by the Chess Stars authors Sakaev and Semkov.

Volume Two

Volume Two should be published in the early spring of 2009. It will cover all the obvious 
Indian defences, such as the King’s Indian, the Gruenfeld, the Benko Gambit and so on. 
We will also be looking at two lines that could equally well have been in this volume. They 
arise after 1.d4 ¤f6 2.c4 e6 3.g3, and now both 3...¥b4† and 3...c5 lead to positions which 
could either be classified under the Catalan, or under the Bogo-Indian and the Benoni. For 
aesthetic reasons I decided to leave them for the next volume. First of all, they do not arise 
after 1.d4 d5 and, secondly, I expect this will make the books closer to equal in length. If 
the latter of these observations will turn out to be true, only time will tell. Now it is time 
for me to get back to work on the second volume. I wish the reader all the best, and hope 
that he or she enjoys the book.

Boris Avrukh
Beersheba, October 28th 2008
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 Chapter 

1 
The Catalan 

4...dxc4 and 5...¥d7

Variation Index
1.d4 d5 2.c4 e6 3.¤f3 ¤f6 4.g3 dxc4 5.¥g2 ¥d7 

6.¤e5 ¥c6 7.¤xc6 ¤xc6 8.0–0
A) 8...¥e7								        p 15
B) 8...¤d5								        p 17
C) 8...£d7 9.e3 ¦b8 10.£e2 b5 11.b3 cxb3 12.axb3			   p 18
	 C1) 12...¥b4							       p 20
	 C2) 12...¦b6							       p 20

Main line after 8.0-0
1222222223 
t+ WlV T5 
OoO +oOo5 
 +m+oM +5 
+ + + + 5 
 +oP + +5 
+ + + P 5 
pP +pPbP5 
RnBq+rK 5 
79

Three options; A, B and C

C2) after 14...¥d6
1222222223 
 + +l+ T5 
R O +oOo5 
 TwVoM +5 
+o+ + + 5 
 + P + +5 
+p+ P P 5 
 + +qP P5 
+nB +rK 5 
79

15.¥d2!N

C1) after 17...¥e7
1222222223 
 + +l+ T5 
O +wVoOo5 
 Om+oM +5 
+q+ + + 5 
 + Pp+ +5 
+p+ + P 5 
 B + PbP5 
+n+ +rK 5 
79

18.¦c1!N
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1.d4 d5 2.c4 e6 3.¤f3 ¤f6 4.g3 dxc4 5.¥g2 
¥d7 			 

1222222223 
tM WlV T5 
OoOv+oOo5 
 + +oM +5 
+ + + + 5 
 +oP + +5 
+ + +nP 5 
pP +pPbP5 
RnBqK +r5 
79
Recently this has been a rare continuation, 

but in the late 1980s it was regularly employed 
by the chess elite. In general Black’s idea is to 
play ...¥c6, but Black can react differently with 
...c5 and ...¥c6, or even ...¥b5: everything 
depends on White’s next move. 

6.¤e5 
This move is supposed to be the reason 

5...¥d7 went out of fashion. White has tried 
other options as well, such as 6.£c2 and 
6.¤bd2, but Black was quite OK. 

6...¥c6 
This is a natural reaction. 

Putting the other piece on c6 looks rather 
dubious:
6...¤c6  7.¤xc4 

After this Black’s light-squared bishop 
remains passive on d7. 

7...¤d5 
7...¥b4† 8.¤c3 ¤d5 9.£d3 (Razuvaev’s 
recommendation in Chess Informant 57 
was 9.0–0 ¤xc3 [Much worse is 9...¥xc3 
10.bxc3 ¤xc3 11.£d3 and White dominates 
with his pair of bishops, as Black cannot 
play 11...¤xd4 12.¦e1! ¤dxe2† 13.¦xe2 

¤xe2† 14.£xe2 0–0 15.¥a3 ¦e8 16.¦d1 
£c8 17.¤a5 c6 18.¤c4!+– with total  
domination.] 10.bxc3 ¥xc3 11.¦b1© This 
is worthy of consideration.) 9...£f6 10.e3 
(There is no point in entering into the 
complications of 10.a3?! ¤xd4 11.axb4 
¤xb4 12.£b1 ¤bc2† 13.¢f1 ¤xa1 
14.£xa1 ¤b3÷ with mutual chances.) 
10...£g6 11.¥e4 (11.e4 would also lead to 
an advantage for White) 11...£h5 Razuvaev 
– Klovans, Bern 1993, and now simplest 
would have been 12.0–0 0–0 13.a3 ¥e7 
14.¥g2 with a pleasant edge for White.

8.0–0 ¤b6 
This position occurred in Babik – Husson, 
Stockerau 1991. I believe almost every 
knight’s move should give White an 
advantage, but I prefer logical play:

9.¤ba3 ¥e7 10.e3 0–0 11.¥d2 
White has stable Catalan pressure. 

7.¤xc6 ¤xc6 8.0–0 
This move is stronger than 8.£a4 £d7 when 

Black is alright after 9.£xc4 ¤xd4 10.¥xb7 
¦b8 11.¥g2 ¥b4† as Black’s dynamic play 
fully compensates for his weaknesses on the 
queenside and White’s pair of bishops. 

1222222223 
t+ WlV T5 
OoO +oOo5 
 +m+oM +5 
+ + + + 5 
 +oP + +5 
+ + + P 5 
pP +pPbP5 
RnBq+rK 5 
79

We have reached the first branching point. 
In this position Black has experimented with  
A) 8...¥e7 and B) 8...¤d5!?, but the main 
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line continues to be C) 8...£d7. In addition 
to these, we should also have a quick look at:

8...¤xd4?! 
This has only occurred twice in practice, as 
Black quickly understood that after: 

9.¥xb7 ¦b8 10.¥g2 
1222222223 
 T WlV T5 
O O +oOo5 
 + +oM +5 
+ + + + 5 
 +oM + +5 
+ + + P 5 
pP +pPbP5 
RnBq+rK 5 
79

Black’s position is rather dubious. 
10...£d7 

10...¥c5 11.¤d2 (11.e3 looks good as 
well) 11...c3 (after 11...0–0 12.¤xc4 White 
has a long-term advantage, thanks to his 
bishop pair and better pawn structure) 
12.bxc3 ¤b5 13.£c2± Black faced serious 
problems in Gulko – Korchnoi, Amsterdam  
1989.

11.e3 ¤f5 
11...¤b5 12.£a4 regains the pawn with an 
advantage.

12.£c2 £b5 13.¤d2 ¤d6 14.b3 cxb3? 
This happened in Tratar – Plesec, Slovenia 
1994. 
The lesser evil would be 14...¥e7, though 
White is clearly better after 15.bxc4 £a6 
16.c5 ¤f5 17.¤b3 0–0 18.¦d1.
White could now grab a decisive advantage 
with:

15.¥c6† ¢d8 16.axb3 

(1.d4 d5 2.c4 e6 3.¤f3 ¤f6 4.g3 dxc4 5.¥g2  
¥d7 6.¤e5 ¥c6 7.¤xc6 ¤xc6 8.0–0) 

A) 8...¥e7 

1222222223 
t+ Wl+ T5 
OoO VoOo5 
 +m+oM +5 
+ + + + 5 
 +oP + +5 
+ + + P 5 
pP +pPbP5 
RnBq+rK 5 
79
Once again White has a tough choice. Finally 

I decided to go with a new move.

9.£a4 
9.e3 seemed unclear to me after 9...e5! 

10.¥xc6† (the endgame arising after 10.dxe5 
£xd1 11.¦xd1 ¤xe5 12.¥xb7 ¦b8 13.¥g2 
0–0 is fine for Black due to his activity, 
as in Gyorkos – Farago, Zalakaros 1994)  
10...bxc6 11.dxe5 £xd1 12.¦xd1 ¤g4 
(12...¤d7 13.¥d2! is better for White) 
13.f4 ¥c5 with sharp play in Kallai – Anka, 
Balatonbereny 1995.

9...0–0 
White is comfortably better after 9...£d7 

10.¦d1 0–0 11.¤c3 ¦fd8 12.£xc4 With an 
obvious edge, Johnson – Stracy, Dunedin 
1999.

Unfortunately Black’s try to complicate 
the game falls short: 10...0–0–0 (instead of  
10...0-0) 11.¤c3 ¤d5 12.£xc4 ¤b6 13.£b5! 
with a nice refutation if Black takes the 
central pawn: 13...¤xd4 14.£a5 ¢b8 15.e3 
¤e2† 16.¢f1 ¤d5 17.¤xd5 ¤xc1 18.¦axc1 
exd5 19.¦xd5 ¥d6 20.¦b5 b6 21.£a6 £c8 
22.¦xb6† and mate in two. 

Or 10...¤b4 11.£xd7† ¤xd7 12.¤a3² 
regaining the pawn with advantage.
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10.e3 

1222222223 
t+ W Tl+5 
OoO VoOo5 
 +m+oM +5 
+ + + + 5 
q+oP + +5 
+ + P P 5 
pP + PbP5 
RnB +rK 5 
79

10...e5!N 
This move has never occurred in tournament 

practice, nevertheless it is critical. White is 
obviously better after 10...¤b4 11.a3 ¤bd5 
12.£xc4² C. Horvath – Lukacs, Budapest 
1994, or 10...a6 11.£xc4² J. Horvath – 
Bokros, Szekszard 1996.

1222222223 
t+ W Tl+5 
OoO VoOo5 
 +m+ M +5 
+ + O + 5 
q+oP + +5 
+ + P P 5 
pP + PbP5 
RnB +rK 5 
79

11.¦d1! 
Other options are worse: 11.dxe5 ¤xe5 

12.¥xb7 ¦b8 13.¥g2 £d7 with counterplay, 
or 11.¥xc6 bxc6 12.dxe5 ¤g4 with mutual 
chances.

11...exd4 

After 11...£c8 12.£xc4 (There is no point 
in White giving up his light-squared bishop: 
12.¥xc6?! bxc6 13.dxe5 ¤g4 14.f4 £e6 and 
Black will always have plenty of counterplay 
against White’s king.) 12...exd4 13.exd4 ¥d6 
14.¤c3 White is better, thanks to his strong 
light-squared bishop.

12.¥xc6 
Black gets a pretty solid position after 

12.£xc4 ¤d7 13.exd4 ¤b6 14.£f1 ¤b4! 
(14...¥f6 15.¤c3 £e7 16.¥e3² is better for 
White) 15.¤c3 c6 16.a3 ¤4d5 17.£d3 ¦e8 
18.¥d2 £d7 and Black is close to equality.

12...bxc6 13.¦xd4 £e8 
White looks better in every line: 

13...¤d7 14.£xc6 ¤e5 15.£e4 ¥d6 
16.¤d2 ¦e8 17.£g2 £f6 18.f4 ¤g4 19.¤e4 
£g6 20.h3 ¤f6 21.¤xf6† £xf6 22.¦xc4± 
with a healthy extra pawn.

13...¥d6 14.£xc6 £e7 15.¤d2 and White 
wins a pawn for nothing.

14.¦xc4 c5 15.£xe8 ¦fxe8 

1222222223
t+ +t+l+5
O O VoOo5
 + + M +5
+ O + + 5
 +r+ + +5
+ + P P 5
pP + P P5
RnB + K 5
79

16.¢f1 
Less clear is 16.¤c3 ¦ed8 17.b3 ¤d7 with 

counterplay.
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16...¦ed8 17.¢e2 ¤d7 18.¦c2 
This endgame is quite unpleasant for Black: 

18...¤e5 
18...¤f8 19.¤a3 ¤e6 20.¤c4 with a clear 

advantage.

19.¤a3 ¦ab8 20.¥d2 
Black is going to suffer for the rest of the 

game. 

(1.d4 d5 2.c4 e6 3.¤f3 ¤f6 4.g3 dxc4 5.¥g2 
¥d7 6.¤e5 ¥c6 7.¤xc6 ¤xc6 8.0–0)

B) 8...¤d5!? 

This is a quite playable alternative though 
it has only occurred twice in tournament 
practice. 

In my opinion White should continue with 
the same new move as in variation A:

1222222223 
t+ WlV T5 
OoO +oOo5 
 +m+o+ +5 
+ +m+ + 5 
 +oP + +5 
+ + + P 5 
pP +pPbP5 
RnBq+rK 5 
79

9.£a4N 
I cannot see another way to fight successfully 

for an advantage. 

In both games White opted for 9.e3, but after 
the most natural 9...¥e7 I cannot find anything 
special for White. (Less accurate is 9...¦b8 as 
in Konopka – Huber, Marbach 1994, when 

White should simply continue 10.£e2 b5 
11.b3 cxb3 12.axb3© with fine compensation.) 
10.£c2 This position happened in Kilgus – 
Brehovsky, Aschach 2004, and Black could 
have simply held onto his extra pawn with 
10...b5 and if 11.b3 ¤cb4 12.£e2 c5! Black 
easily equalizes. 

9...£d6
9...£d7 10.£xc4 ¤b6 11.£d3 0–0–0 

12.£f3!² and White’s light-squared bishop 
should secure him an advantage. 

9...¤b6 10.¥xc6† bxc6 11.£xc6† £d7 and 
now White has a pleasant choice between: 
12.£xd7† (and 12.£f3 ¥e7 13.¤c3 0–0 
14.¦d1² and White is slightly better, due 
to Black’s damaged pawn structure on the 
queenside) 12...¢xd7 13.e4² White’s chances 
are slightly preferable in this endgame, thanks 
to his better pawn structure. 
10.£xc4 

10.e3 ¤b6 11.£c2 e5 leads to double-edged 
play. 

10...£b4 
This is the point of Black’s idea. 

11.£xb4 
If 11.¥xd5 exd5 12.£xd5 £xd4 13.£f3 

Black obtains reasonable play with 13...¥b4!. 

11...¤dxb4 12.¤c3 ¤xd4 
After 12...¤c2 13.d5! exd5 14.¦b1 (less 

clear is 14.¤xd5 0–0–0) 14...0–0–0 (Black 
cannot play 14...d4?! 15.¤b5 0–0–0 16.¥f4 
¥d6 17.¤xd6† cxd6 18.¦fd1 and White will 
regain the d4-pawn with a clear advantage) 
15.¥xd5² White is better thanks to his pair of 
bishops. 

13.¥xb7 ¦b8 14.¥e4 
14.¥g2 ¤bc2 15.¦b1 ¥b4 with 

counterplay. 
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14...f5 

1222222223 
 T +lV T5 
O O + Oo5 
 + +o+ +5 
+ + +o+ 5 
 M Mb+ +5 
+ N + P 5 
pP +pP P5 
R B +rK 5 
79

15.¥e3! 
Only in this way can White fight for the 

advantage: 15.¥b1 ¥d6 allows Black good 
counterplay. And now Black has a choice: 

15...¤xe2† 
This looks like Black’s best option. 

15...fxe4 16.¥xd4 ¤c6 17.¥e3 ¦xb2 18.¦ab1 
White will regain the e4-pawn, keeping an 
obvious advantage in the endgame due to his 
better pawn structure. 

15...¥c5 16.¥b1! (16.¦ad1 ¤xe2† 17.¤xe2 
¥xe3 is equal) 16...0–0 (White is clearly better 
after 16...¤d5 17.¤xd5 exd5 18.¢g2! ¦xb2 
19.¦d1 ¦b4 20.¥xf5±) 17.¦d1 ¦fd8 18.¢g2 
¤bc6 19.¥d3 and White is better thanks to 
his bishops. 

16.¤xe2 fxe4 17.¤c3 
Less convincing is 17.¥xa7 ¦b7 18.¥d4 

¢f7. 

17...¤d5 18.¥d4! 
Black comfortably equalizes after 18.¥xa7 

¦xb2 19.¤xe4 ¦b4 followed by 20...¦a4. 

18...¤f6 

Or 18...¦b4 19.¦ad1 c5 20.¥e5 ¤b6 
21.b3². 

19.¦fe1 ¥b4 20.¦e3! 
White has the better prospects.

(1.d4 d5 2.c4 e6 3.¤f3 ¤f6 4.g3 dxc4 5.¥g2 
¥d7 6.¤e5 ¥c6 7.¤xc6 ¤xc6 8.0–0)

C) 8...£d7 

This is Black’s main continuation. 

9.e3 
According to the old theory Black equalizes 

after 9.¤c3 ¤xd4 10.¥xb7 ¦b8 11.¥g2 ¥e7 
12.e3 ¤b5 13.£c2 ¤xc3 14.£xc3 £b5! as in 
Yusupov – Karpov, Belfort 1988. 

1222222223 
t+ +lV T5 
OoOw+oOo5 
 +m+oM +5 
+ + + + 5 
 +oP + +5 
+ + P P 5 
pP + PbP5 
RnBq+rK 5 
79

9...¦b8 
Quite principled is 

9...e5 
but White is better after 

10.dxe5 ¤xe5 11.¥xb7 
In my opinion this move order is stronger 
than 11.£xd7† ¤fxd7 12.¥xb7 ¦b8 13.¥g2 
Skodvin – Tallaksen, Norway 2006, when 
after 13...¥c5 14.¤c3 0–0 15.¦d1 ¦fd8 
Black has reasonable play.

11...¦b8 12.¥g2 £xd1 
If Black continues 12...¥c5 White has 
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another interesting idea: 13.b3!? 0–0 14.¥b2 
¦fd8 15.£xd7 ¤fxd7 16.¤d2 cxb3 17.axb3 
¤d3 18.¥c3 and White is clearly better.

13.¦xd1 ¥d6 
I also analysed 13...¥b4 then White has to 
play very energetically: 14.f4! ¤d3 15.¤d2 
c3 16.bxc3 ¥xc3 17.¦b1 0–0 18.¦xb8 ¦xb8 
19.¤e4 ¦b1 20.¤xc3 ¦xc1 21.¦xc1 ¤xc1 
22.e4 and this endgame is very dangerous 
for Black. White’s king will quickly move 
towards the centre, and Black’s weak pawns 
on the queenside are an important factor. 

14.f4N
In Cvitan – Vaganian, Neum 2000, White 
played 14.¤d2 and also achieved an 
advantage, but the text looks even more 
convincing:

14...¤d3 
14...¤ed7 15.¥f3! (with the idea of 16.e4) 
15...¤c5 16.¤d2 and White wins a pawn.
1222222223 
 T +l+ T5 
O O +oOo5 
 + V M +5 
+ + + + 5 
 +o+ P +5 
+ +mP P 5 
pP + +bP5 
rnBr+ K 5 
79

15.¤d2! ¤xb2 16.¥xb2 ¦xb2 17.¤xc4 ¦c2 
18.¤xd6† cxd6 19.¦xd6 ¢e7 20.¦a6 

With a technically winning position. 

9...¤d5 
This is not so interesting as on move 8, as 
Black has wasted time on ...£d7. 

10.£e2 ¤b6 
Certainly Black cannot play 10...b5 11.a4! 
and White regains the pawn with dividends.

11.¤d2 ¤a5 12.¤f3 
Also interesting is 12.¤e4 ¤c6 13.¦d1 ¥e7 

14.¥d2 0–0 15.¥c3 followed by ¤d2-c4.
12...¥d6 13.¥d2 ¤c6 14.¥c3 ¤e7 

Or 14...0–0 15.¤d2 and White gets back 
the pawn with a clear advantage, thanks to 
his powerful light-squared bishop.

15.e4! 
White had powerful compensation for the 

pawn in Slipak – Adla, Buenos Aires 1990.

10.£e2 b5 11.b3 cxb3 
Certainly not 11...¤a5?! which runs into 

12.¥d2 b4 13.bxc4 with advantage to White.

12.axb3 

1222222223 
 T +lV T5 
O Ow+oOo5 
 +m+oM +5 
+o+ + + 5 
 + P + +5 
+p+ P P 5 
 + +qPbP5 
RnB +rK 5 
79

At this point we have the final branching point 
of this chapter. Black has two main options:  
C1) 12...¥b4 and C2) 12...¦b6. 

Simply bad is 12...¥e7? 13.¤c3 0–0 (Black 
can also play 13...b4, but after 14.£c4! ¤d8 
15.¤e2 c6 16.e4 Black is doomed to passive 
defence) 14.¤xb5 White has regained the 
pawn, and he maintained a clear positional 
advantage in Moutousis – Rozentalis, Athens 
2007.

Once again there is 12...¤d5, but this is 
probably the worst moment for this move, 
as after 13.¥b2 White is threatening the 
unpleasant 14.e4 followed by 15.d5 when the 
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g7-pawn will be under attack. 13...b4 This 
position occurred in Orlov – Mijailovic, Novi 
Sad 1989. Now White could have effectively 
decided the game with 14.£c4!N ¥e7 15.¦c1 
¦b6 16.e4 ¤c3 (otherwise 17.d5 comes 
with great effect) 17.¤xc3 bxc3 18.¥xc3 
and Black most probably will lose the  
a7-pawn.

(1.d4 d5 2.c4 e6 3.¤f3 ¤f6 4.g3 dxc4 5.¥g2 
¥d7 6.¤e5 ¥c6 7.¤xc6 ¤xc6 8.0–0 £d7 
9.e3 ¦b8 10.£e2 b5 11.b3 cxb3 12.axb3)

C1) 12...¥b4 13.¦a6 ¤d5 

1222222223 
 T +l+ T5 
O Ow+oOo5 
r+m+o+ +5 
+o+m+ + 5 
 V P + +5 
+p+ P P 5 
 + +qPbP5 
+nB +rK 5 
79
In this position I want to play:

14.¥b2! 
White has tried to develop his bishop 

differently with 14.¥d2, but after 14...¥xd2 
15.¤xd2 ¦b6 16.¦xb6 (16.¦fa1 0–0 17.¦xb6 
cxb6 18.£xb5 ¦c8 and Black should also 
be able to hold) 16...cxb6 17.£xb5 ¤cb4 
18.£xd7† ¢xd7 19.¤c4 ¦b8 Black easily 
held this slightly worse endgame in Janjgava – 
Abramovic, New York 1990.

14...¦b6 
14...0–0 15.¦c1 ¤a5 16.£d1 and Black 

faces serious problems. For example, 16...c6 
17.e4 ¤f6 18.¥c3 ¥xc3 19.¤xc3 b4 20.¤a4 

£c7 21.£d3!± and Black is helpless against 
White’s idea of 22.¦c5.

15.¦xb6 cxb6?! 
The wrong recapture. 15...axb6 was 

preferable, though White is better after 
16.£xb5 ¤a5 17.£d3 0–0 18.e4 ¤f6 
19.¦d1. Although Black’s position looks solid, 
White has a pleasant edge thanks to his space 
advantage and bishop pair.

16.e4 ¤f6 17.£xb5 ¥e7 
White was threatening 18.d5. This position 

occurred in Hofland – Westerman, corr. 
1990.

1222222223 
 + +l+ T5 
O +wVoOo5 
 Om+oM +5 
+q+ + + 5 
 + Pp+ +5 
+p+ + P 5 
 B + PbP5 
+n+ +rK 5 
79

18.¦c1!N
This would have been very strong:

18...¤a5 19.¦c8† ¥d8 20.£xd7† ¢xd7 
21.¦a8! ¤xb3 22.¦xa7† ¥c7 23.d5!± 

Black faces a serious attack.

(1.d4 ¤f6 2.c4 e6 3.g3 d5 4.¥g2 dxc4 5.¤f3 
¥d7 6.¤e5 ¥c6 7.¤xc6 ¤xc6 8.0–0 £d7 
9.e3 ¦b8 10.£e2 b5 11.b3 cxb3 12.axb3)

C2) 12...¦b6 

This is definitely Black’s main choice, although 
other options have occasionally been tried. In 
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reply to 12...¦b6 I prefer the rather concrete 
approach of the text to the more popular 
13.¥b2, where White definitely keeps good 
compensation, thanks to his powerful light-
squared bishop and the half-open a- and 
c-files, but Black’s defensive resources should 
not be underestimated.

1222222223 
 + +lV T5 
O Ow+oOo5 
 Tm+oM +5 
+o+ + + 5 
 + P + +5 
+p+ P P 5 
 + +qPbP5 
RnB +rK 5 
79

13.¥xc6! £xc6 14.¦xa7 ¥d6
Black has two important alternatives at this 

point:
 
14...¥b4 15.¥d2 ¥xd2 
1222222223 
 + +l+ T5 
R O +oOo5 
 Tw+oM +5 
+o+ + + 5 
 + P + +5 
+p+ P P 5 
 + VqP P5 
+n+ +rK 5 
79

And now I believe 
16.¤xd2!N 

is a serious improvement over 16.£xd2 
which was played in both the games where 
Black played 14...¥b4. Then I dislike White’s 
prospects after 16...¤e4!. Only this move 

promises Black decent play (clearly inferior is 
16...0–0?! 17.¦c1 £f3 18.¦axc7 ¤e4 19.£e1 
and Black does not have compensation for the 
pawn, Berkes – Savanovic, Vogosca 2007). 
17.£c1 ¢d7! 18.f3 ¤d6 Black successfully 
defended this position in Krasenkow – 
Sanchez Guirado, Ponferrada 1991.

16...0–0 17.¤f3 ¤d7 
Covering the e5-square. White is clearly 
better after 17...¦a6 18.¤e5 £b6 19.¦xa6 
£xa6 20.¦c1±.

18.¦fa1 h6 19.b4 ¦b7 20.¦7a2² 
White keeps a long-term advantage, thanks 

to the weakness of Black’s c7-pawn.

14...¦a6 15.¦xa6 £xa6 16.¥b2 At this point it 
makes sense to look at a few options:

Not so good is 16...c6?! 17.¦c1 ¥d6 18.£c2 
and Black has difficulties defending his c6-
pawn.

16...£b7 
Now White can break through with the nice: 

17.¤c3 c6 
17...b4?! 18.¤a4 would certainly lead to 
a strategically difficult position for Black, 
due to his permanently weak pawn on  
c7.

18.d5! 
Seizing the initiative. For example:

18...exd5 
18...¤xd5 19.¤xd5 cxd5 20.¦a1 threatening 
the unpleasant 21.¥d4 following by 22.¦a7. 
Black’s position is very dangerous.

19.e4 ¥e7 
Or 19...d4 20.e5 ¤d7 21.¤e4 ¤c5 
(otherwise ¤d6† would be very unpleasant) 
22.¥xd4 ¤e6 23.¥e3 ¥e7 24.f4 g6 25.¦a1 
with a clear advantage.

20.exd5 cxd5 21.¦e1± 
Black cannot castle without losing material. 

16...¥e7 
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1222222223 
 + +l+ T5 
+ O VoOo5 
w+ +oM +5 
+o+ + + 5 
 + P + +5 
+p+ P P 5 
 B +qP P5 
+n+ +rK 5 
79

17.¤c3!N 
This is my improvement over 17.¦c1 
£b7 18.¤a3 as was played in Krasenkow 
– Kelecevic, Wattens 1989. In this game 
Black overlooked a neat defensive idea: 
18...0–0 19.£xb5 (19.¤xb5 c6 followed 
by 20...£xb3 is just equal) 19...¦b8!, which 
would have allowed him to equalize without 
any serious difficulty.

17...c6 18.¤a4! 0–0 
18...¤d7 19.d5 (White can also try another 
type of position: 19.¤c5 ¤xc5 20.dxc5 0–0 
21.¦a1 £c8 22.b4 ¦d8 23.£g4 ¥f8 24.¢g2 
White is playing without risk, but the 
position looks defendable for Black.) 19...0–0 
(if 19...cxd5 20.¥xg7 ¦g8 21.¥b2 £b7 
22.¤c3 b4 23.¤a4 White is clearly better, 
as his opponent’s king is stuck in the centre) 
20.dxe6 fxe6 21.¦d1! ¤f6 22.¥xf6 ¦xf6 (of 
course not 22...¥xf6? 23.¤c5 £c8 24.£g4 
with a clear advantage) 23.¤c3² White has a 
pleasant edge with his strong knight on e4.

19.¤c5 
1222222223 
 + + Tl+5 
+ + VoOo5 
w+o+oM +5 
+oN + + 5 
 + P + +5 
+p+ P P 5 
 B +qP P5 
+ + +rK 5 
79

19...£b6 
Opening lines for White’s dark-squared 
bishop would be dangerous for Black: 
19...¥xc5 20.dxc5² 

20.¦c1² 
With a typical Catalan advantage, thanks 

to Black’s weak c6-pawn, as well as the  
c5-square. 

1222222223 
 + +l+ T5 
R O +oOo5 
 TwVoM +5 
+o+ + + 5 
 + P + +5 
+p+ P P 5 
 + +qP P5 
+nB +rK 5 
79

15.¥d2!N 
A natural novelty that poses Black definite 

problems. White’s idea is to seize the initiative 
along the c-file, while White’s dark-squared 
bishop might be useful on a5. 

The only move White has tried in practice is:
15.¥a3

Here I noticed the following pretty forced 
line:

15...¦a6! 
After 15...¥xa3?! White gained a nice edge 
with 16.¤xa3 0–0 17.£c2! £xc2 18.¤xc2± 
in Stohl – Zsu. Polgar, Rimavska Sobota 
1991.

16.¦c1 
16.¦xa6 £xa6 17.¥xd6 cxd6 18.¤c3 ¢e7! 
should be an easy draw for Black.

16...£xc1† 17.¥xc1 ¦xa7 18.£xb5† ¢e7 
I think Black should hold this quite easily 

with two rooks against the queen. 
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I also tried 15.¥b2 0–0 16.¦c1 £d5 17.£c2 
(17.¤d2 ¦c6 and Black is close to equality) 
17...¤e4 18.¤c3 ¤xc3 19.£xc3 f5= but after 
the exchange of knights, I cannot imagine how 
White can seize the initiative. 

15...¦b8 
Another line is:

15...0–0 16.¦c1 £d5 
Too passive is 16...£d7 17.e4 e5 18.d5± 
with a clear advantage.

17.¥a5 ¦c6 
Here White has an interesting pawn sacrifice 
at his disposal: 

18.¤c3! £xb3 
Black should accept the challenge as 18...£f5 
19.¦b7! ¦a8 20.¦xb5 £g6 21.¥b4± leaves 
Black a pawn down.

19.¦b1 £c4 
19...¦xc3?! 20.¦xb3 ¦xb3 21.¥xc7 should 
be winning for White.

20.£xc4 ¦xc4 
20...bxc4 21.e4! e5 (White wins after 
21...¤e8 22.d5 exd5 23.exd5 ¥c5 24.dxc6 
¥xa7 25.¥b4!+–) 22.d5 ¥c5 23.dxc6 ¥xa7 
24.¥xc7 The c-pawn decides the issue. The 
tactical justification is 24...¦c8 25.¥xe5 
¦xc6 26.¥d4!! and White wins.

21.¤xb5 e5 
Black obviously loses after 21...¦b8? 
22.¤xd6 ¦xb1† 23.¢g2 and the weakness 
of the 8th rank decides.

22.¥xc7 ¥xc7 23.¦xc7 ¦xc7 24.¤xc7 exd4 
25.exd4 

White has a healthy extra pawn, but Black 
has some hopes of survival. 

16.¦c1 £b6 17.¦a2 0–0 
And now White has two options: 

1222222223 
 T + Tl+5 
+ O +oOo5 
 W VoM +5 
+o+ + + 5 
 + P + +5 
+p+ P P 5 
r+ BqP P5 
+nR + K 5 
79
Either White can play 18.£f3 ¦fc8 19.£c6² 

or:

18.¥a5 £b7 19.¦ac2 ¦fc8 20.¤d2 ¦a8 
21.b4² 

In both cases White maintains typical 
Catalan pressure, as Black has failed to achieve 
the desired ...c7-c5 advance.

Conclusion:

Objectively White’s chances are slightly 
preferable in this line. In the main line my 
novelty 15.¥d2! is very important and poses 
Black definite problems. In this 5...¥d7 
line it is very hard to imagine how Black 
could possibly seize the initiative, and this is 
probably the main reason why this system is 
out of fashion.


