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Fore word

I must start by con fess ing that I have
never writ ten a fore word and there -
fore have no idea what it should con -
tain. It was sim pler be fore they got
Sta lin out of the Mau so leum, when
one had to just men tion the Big  Father
of the Big Neigh bour ing Coun try, or
when in Ro ma nia the pass word was
Ge nius of the Carpathians (pres i dent
Ceausescu).
Nei ther am I go ing to use it to smugly 
con grat u late you on your wise choice 
in read ing this book, al though I do
be lieve that you will en joy play ing
through the games in it, what ever
your stan dard of play.

Within the notes and com men tar ies I
have high lighted the dy namic as -
pects of strat egy and dif fer en ti ated
them by means of some im mea sur -
able po ten tial, in an at tempt (nec es -
sar ily an op ti mis tic one) to ex plain
the whole jun gle of a chess bat tle in a
rel a tively few lines.
In the open ing you need to de velop
in or der to in crease the at tack ing and
de fen sive po ten tial of your pieces. I
have ex tended this ob vi ous prin ci ple
to cover all phases of the game.
In mod ern chess, set ting aside home
prep a ra tion, we have fewer and fewer 
at tack ing or de fen sive moves while
more and more neu tral ones. How do
we use these moves?

Ad her ents of clas si cal chess strat egy
will an swer: ‘for im prov ing the po si -
tion’. Thank you very much! This
con cept has all the qual i ties of a le gal
ea gle’s speech: ar chaic, su per flu ous,
static, and ir rel e vant. It of ten co mes
into con flict with prin ci ples as well
as with the need for move-to-move
play.
Is it pos si ble to get the ini tia tive out
of noth ing? More over, is it pos si ble to 
lose it with out ex pla na tion?
Each move of the op po nent changes
the po si tion even if it does not
threaten any thing. Leav ing aside the
com puter pro grams, chess play ers’
opin ions dif fer about what ‘im prov -
ing the po si tion’ in volves. Even more
so when it co mes to ‘who has the ini -
tia tive?’ or else ‘when and why did it
evap o rate?’
This is the twi light zone of chess
strat egy.
The op tion to choose be tween a good 
po si tion that can not be im proved and 
a bad po si tion that can be sub stan -
tially im proved is also quite mod ern.
I have tried to give an other view on
the mean ing of bad po si tions and
quiet moves by way of the con cept of
dy namic po ten tial. Al though the
terms ‘dy namic’ and ‘po ten tial’ are
used in their nat u ral sense, the the o -
ret i cal sec tions of this book will give
the reader a better un der stand ing of
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my ideas about them. These dis cus -
sions may be a lit tle heavy-go ing at
times, but I hope the reader will bear
with me.

Com bin ing chess phi los o phy with
ac tual chess is a dif fi cult task, both in
play and in writ ing. I hope the reader
will not only for give any oc ca sional
mis takes but will also, in cor rect ing
them, cre ate or im prove his own,
spe cific, strat egy. I know how dif fi -
cult it is to break free from dogma.
Be sides the per sonal char ac ter of
some mem o ra ble games and of the
ideas in var i ous open ings, all my ef -
forts have been di rected to wards en -
cour ag ing this.
I apol o gize to those to whom some
ex pla na tions or rep e ti tions seem triv -
ial, the more so as this is not sup -
posed to be the reader’s first chess
book. To put it more ex plic itly, this
book is not a chess man ual and is not
rec om mended to chil dren, un less
they are prod i gies. Of course, po ten -
tial par ents of chess prod i gies are en -
cour aged to read it be fore (or in stead
of) con ceiv ing. The book was de -
signed for play ers above, say, 1900
FIDE or equiv a lent. Ex cep tion ally, the
strength rank ing could be low ered, if

com pen sated by pa tience and a gen -
eral chess cul ture well above the av er -
age of that rank ing. If you be long to
this cat e gory, my book can help you
re or der your knowl edge to make it
more ef fi cient and tune the ag gres -
sive ness of your play more ad e quately. 
This book could be a crack for play ers
be tween 2000 and 2350, in the pro -
cess of di gest ing rules and crys tal liz -
ing their own stra te gic con cepts. It
can cer tainly be use ful and fun for
higher- rated play ers.

The au thor can not be charged with
the sole re spon si bil ity for or ga niz ing
the plot against clas si cal strat egy. Oth -
ers who ap pear on the in dict ment are
Ray Keene and Paul Lamford, who
en cour aged me to be gin and gave me
tech ni cal ad vice, Bob Wade, who was
a great help in gath er ing ma te rial,
and my old friends Fa ther Iosif (Jo -
seph Siroker) and Sanducu (Alex
Elian), who helped me re al ize my
aim of writ ing for the chess en thu si -
ast with an in quir ing mind. Ag gra vat -
ing cir cum stances for mak ing the
mes sage even clearer can be ap plied
to Bob (Rob ert Pat rick Thackway)
who, for this edi tion, took upon him -
self the task of re phras ing my Eng lish.
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Chap ter 5 – Dy namic Strat egy 
in At tack and De fence

From the games I have given so far
you may have drawn the con clu sion
that dy namic strat egy only works in
good or su pe rior po si tions, and that
the in crease in po ten tial of some one’s 
pieces has only one aim – to at tack.
Ev ery chess player likes to show
those games where he was at tack ing
and where, as his anal y sis proves, he
played more or less fault lessly,
whereas even af ter the very first
move his op po nent was des tined for
in ev i ta ble defeat.
Why ac cu mu late a po ten tial en ergy
in our pieces, if not for hound ing it
at a tar get in the op po nent’s po si ti o n
at the right time?
In the next game, the op po nent
played into my strength (queenless
middle game with ini tia tive) and got
crushed.
In the fol low ing two, White com -
mit ted ma jor er rors dur ing the tran -
si tion from ope ning to middlegame
and, as a re sult, got weak and maybe
even lost po si tions. Both games were 
praised by chess com men ta tors and
con sid ered rep re sen ta tive of my
style. On oc ca sion, even my bad
moves were given ex cla ma tion
marks. I’d like to shed some light on
them, in or der to give a good ex am -
ple of ob jec tiv ity and self-crit i cism,

two vir tues which would ben e fit
many a disappointed chess player.
Pas sive de fence is the last thing to
think about in a bad po si ti o n. Im -
prov ing the dy nam ics of the pieces,
even at the price of ig nor ing clas si cal 
prin ci ples, is the only cor rect path to 
a suc cess ful defence.
The pri mary aim is dy namic equi lib -
rium; weak nesses, struc ture, even
ma te rial, are of sec ond ary im por -
tance.
Al though a chess game is prin ci pally 
a sub jec tive cre ation, an ob jec tive as -
sess ment of the po si ti o n is al ways
nec es sary in or der to cre ate a suit able 
plan. Why avoid a draw ing vari a tion
when you are tied down to de fence
and your po si ti o n is worse? Let your
opponent worry about this.
Nev er the less, as noted by other play -
ers who have their own ob jec tiv ity,
some of my games look strange. Per -
haps the same holds true for other
play ers’ games when I com ment on
them. This was one of the rea sons
for us ing my own games to il lus trate 
dy namic strategy.

The East Eu ro pean Zone, even af ter
the loss of East Ger many, pre sented a
for mi da ble con cen tra tion of chess
strength: Hun gary, Czecho slo va kia,
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Po land, Bul garia and Ro ma nia. Dur -
ing the 1980’s East Ger many’s play -
ers were not per mit ted to par tic i pate 
in tour na ments abroad, al though
they were led by a for mer Can di date
– Uhlmann. Their na tional team
made a re turn and fi nal ap pear ance
at the 1990 Olympiad in Novi Sad.
The 1982 Zonal was or ga nized in Ro -
ma nia in the very pic tur esque spa of
Herculane. The ther mal baths and the
min eral wa ters here have cu ra tive
qual i ties known from Ro man times.
Ru ins of Ro man baths and the motto
of the town, ad aquas Herculis sacras ad
mediam, that is ’at the sa cred Her cu les’
wa ters at mid way’ (be tween the Ro -
man castrum and the Dan ube) are pre -
served. The tour na ment was or ga -
nized in a ho tel sit u ated right on the
shore of the river Cerna, in the mid dle 
of a fairytale land scape. The town is
sur rounded by moun tains and is well
known for its healthy air. I’d pre fer to
spend a hol i day there than play chess,
be cause its ion ized air and the con tin -
u ous mur mur of the wa ters make me
sleepy and lazy. At the end of this mar -
a thon three play ers safely qual i fied:
Ribli, Sax and my self. The fol low ing
game was played in the first round.

Game 13
Suba-Gyula Sax
Baile Herculane Zonal 1982
Eng lish: Keres Vari a tion

1.c4 e5 2.g3
Elas tic ity should be one of the most
im por tant cri te ria for choos ing a

move or der in the ope ning. Non-
 com mit tal moves have be come more 
and more fash ion able and los ing a
tempo to fianchetto a bishop is com -
pen sated for by a su pe rior po ten tial
on its longest diagonal.

2...c6 3.d4 exd4 4.©xd4 d5
5.Àf3 Àf6 6.Ãg2 dxc4

The usual move is 6...Ãe7 with the
threat 7...c5, and af ter 7.cxd5 cxd5
 8.0-0 Àc6 9.©a4 we get a Tarrasch
po si ti o n with some par tic u lar fea tures
which seem to fa vour White, e.g.:

T_LdM_.t
jJ_.lJjJ
._S_.s._
_._J_._.
Q_._._._
_._._Ni.
Ii._IiBi
rNb._Rk.

T_LdM_.t
jJ_.lJjJ
._S_.s._
_._J_._.
Q_._._._
_._._Ni.
Ii._IiBi
rNb._Rk.

 A) A mod ern treat ment is to play
9...©b6 to pre vent 10.Ãe3, as Pat rick 
Wolff did against me in the Wat son,
Farley & Wil liams tour na ment, Lon -
don 1989. Af ter 10.Àc3  0-0 11.©b5 
the end ing should, how ever, be pref -
er a ble for White, e.g. 11...d4
12.©xb6 axb6 13.Àb5 Ãc5 14.Õd1
Õd8 15.Àc7! Õa7 16.Ãg5 Ãg4
17.h3 Ãf5 18.g4 Ãc2 19.Õdc1 d3
20.exd3 Ãxd3 21.Õd1 h6 22.Ãxf6
gxf6 23.a3 b5 24.Õac1 Ãb6
25.Ãf1å and 1-0 af ter 39 moves in
Smejkal-Ulibin, Mos cow 1989;
 B) 9...0-0 10.Ãe3 Àe4!. This is
how I de fended when sit ting on the
black side. Balashov and Hübner
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played 10...Ãd7 and got the worst of
it. Un for tu nately I picked up only half 
a point from these two im por tant
games; in La Valetta, Gheorghiu, who
was cap tain, asked me to agree a draw 
‘in com pen sa tion for’ his draw
against Kar pov. With Hübner, I just
blun dered in a win ning po si ti o n. The 
Ger man super-cham pion spent a
month, as I was told, to pro duce a hy -
per-super-ex tra com mented game for 
ChessBase Mag a zine, to be en vied even
by Khalifman or Ftacnik.
10...Ãd7 11.Àc3 Àa5 (or 11...a6
12.Õac1 Àa5 13.©c2 Àc4 14.Ãd4
Ãe6, draw! in Suba-Balashov, La
Valetta ol 1980). 12.©c2 Õc8
13.Õad1 Ãg4 14.Àg5 h6 15.Àh3
Ãc5 16.Ãxc5 Õxc5 17.Àf4 d4
18.h3 Ãf5 19.©a4 Õc4 20.©a3
Àc6 21.Àb5 Ãc2 22.b3 Ãxd1
23.bxc4å and 0-1 af ter 43 moves,
Suba-Hübner, Thessaloniki ol 1984.
Back to 10.Ãe3 Àe4!:
11.Àc3 Àxc3 12.bxc3 ©a5
13.©b3 b6 14.Àd4 Àxd4 15.Ãxd4 
Õd8 16.Õfe1 Ãa6 17.e4 Ãc4
18.©d1 Ãc5 19.e5 Ãxd4 and draw
in Spiridonov- Suba, Bu cha rest 1980.

TsLdMl.t
jJ_._JjJ
._J_.s._
_._._._.
._Jq._._
_._._Ni.
Ii._IiBi
rNb.k._R

TsLdMl.t
jJ_._JjJ
._J_.s._
_._._._.
._Jq._._
_._._Ni.
Ii._IiBi
rNb.k._R

7.©xd8+!

My ex cla ma tion mark is some how
per sonal and at ti tu di nal – a choice
for dy namic against static val ues.
Later on, a fine (and con cise) an no -
ta tor gave this move a ques tion
mark, based on the re sult of a spe -
cific game and, prob a bly, some old
pro gram anal y sis. To day, other pro -
grams, which are far more elas tic in
eval u a tion (i.e. not cen tred so
strongly on ma te rial) as sess it as
equal. The sim ple re cap ture of the
pawn should also give White an ad -
van tage by clas si cal means, but the
gam bit con tin u a tion of the game is
in keep ing with the dy namic at ti -
tude. On top of that, Sax is a player
who likes to sac a pawn or so for the
ini tia tive. Per haps he con sid ered me
more of a skin flint and was quite
sur prised with this continuation. I
was prepared for such an oc cur -
rence.
7.©xc4 Ãe7  8.0-0  0-0 and now:

TsLd.tM_
jJ_.lJjJ
._J_.s._
_._._._.
._Q_._._
_._._Ni.
Ii._IiBi
rNb._Rk.

TsLd.tM_
jJ_.lJjJ
._J_.s._
_._._._.
._Q_._._
_._._Ni.
Ii._IiBi
rNb._Rk.

 A) 9.e4 Àa6 10.Àc3 ©a5
(10...Àc5 11.Õd1 Ãe6 12.©e2
©b6 13.Ãe3 ©a6 14.©xa6 Àxa6
15.Àd4 Ãd7 16.e5 Àg4 17.Ãf4
Õad8 18.Àf3 Ãc8 19.h3 Àh6
20.Ãe3 Ãc5 21.Ãg5 Õxd1+

 Chap ter  5 – Dy namic Strat  egy in At tack and De fence

109



22.Õxd1 Àf5 23.g4 h6 24.Ãc1
Àe7 25.Àa4 Ãb6Ç and draw af ter
31 moves in Kortchnoi-I.Sokolov,
Sarajevo 1998) 11.Ãf4 Ãe6 12.©e2 
Õad8 13.h3 Àc5 14.Àg5 h6
15.Àxe6 Àxe6 16.Ãe3 Àd4
17.©d1 Àf5 18.Ãd2 ©b6 19.Àa4
©d4 20.Ãa5 ©xd1 21.Õfxd1 Õd4
22.b3 Ãd8 23.Ãc3 Õxd1+
24.Õxd1 Àe7 25.Àc5 Ãb6
26.Àxb7ê and 1-0 af ter 32 moves 
in Sher-Willemsen, Biel 1990;
Also wor thy of con sid er ation are:
 B) 9.©c2 Àa6 10.a3 ©a5 11.Àc3 
©h5 12.Ãf4 (12.b4 Àc7 13.Ãb2
a5 14.bxa5 Õxa5 15.h4 Õc5 16.a4
Àcd5 17.©b3 Õe8 18.Õac1 Õa5
19.Õfd1 Ãf8 20.Àxd5 Àxd5
21.Õd2 Ãc5 22.Àg5 Õxe2 23.Õxd5 
cxd5 24.©c3 Õxb2 25.©xa5 f6
26.Õxc5 and 1-0 in Lalic-Baburin,
Bunratty 2001) 12...Àc5 13.Õfe1
Ãh3 14.Ãxh3 ©xh3 15.Àg5 ©h5
16.®g2 h6 17.Àf3 Àe6 18.Ãd2
Õfd8 19.h3 c5 20.Àe4 ©d5
21.Àxf6+ Ãxf6 22.Ãc3 Ãxc3
23.©xc3 Õd6 and 0-1 af ter 58
moves in Larsen-Hübner, Tilburg
1981, and:
 C) 9.Ãe3 Ãe6 10.©c2 Àa6
11.Àc3 Àb4 12.©c1 Àbd5 13.Õd1
©a5 14.Àd4 Àxc3 15.bxc3 Ãd5
16.Àf5 Ãa3 17.©c2 Ãxg2 18.®xg2 
©e5 19.Ãd4 ©e4+ 20.©xe4 Àxe4
21.Ãxg7 Õfe8 22.f3Ç and 1-0 af ter
47 moves in M.Raicevic-Delanoy,
Kecskemet 1989.

7...®xd8  8.0-0?!
But I for got my prep a ra tion! – which 
was 8.Àbd2 Ãb4 (or 8...Àbd7
9.Àxc4 Ãb4+ 10.Ãd2 Ãxd2+

11.Àfxd2 Àb6 12.Àa5 Õe8 13.Õc1 
Àbd5 14.a3 ®c7 15.e3 Ãd7  16.0-0 
Õad8 17.Àdb3 Ãc8 18.Àd4 a6
19.Õfd1 Àe7 20.b4Ç and 1-0 af ter
33 moves in Davies-Estremera Panos, 
Saint Vin cent 2000)  9.0-0 c3
10.bxc3 Ãxc3 11.Õb1 with in ter est -
ing com pen sa tion for the pawn.

TsLm.l.t
jJ_._JjJ
._J_.s._
_._._._.
._J_._._
_._._Ni.
Ii._IiBi
rNb._Rk.

TsLm.l.t
jJ_._JjJ
._J_.s._
_._._._.
._J_._._
_._._Ni.
Ii._IiBi
rNb._Rk.

8...Àbd7
Black de cides to pro tect his pawn. It
is the best thing he can do in this po -
si ti o n. Two ex cel lent games speak for 
our cause, to the det ri ment of ma te -
ri al ism and com puter-like cal cu la -
tion, after 8...Ãb4:
 A) 9.Àbd2 Ãe6 10.Àg5 c3
11.Àxe6+ fxe6 12.bxc3 Ãxc3
13.Õb1 Ãxd2 14.Ãxd2 ®c8 15.Õb3 
Àbd7 16.g4 Àc5 17.Õh3 Àxg4
18.Õc1 Àd7 19.Õg3 Àh6 20.e4
Àg8 21.Õxg7 Àgf6 22.Ãh3 Õe8
23.f3 ®c7 24.Ãg5 Õg8 25.Ãxf6
Õxg7+ 26.Ãxg7 Õg8 27.Ãxe6
Õxg7+ 28.®f2 Àe5 29.Õc3 ®d6
30.Ãf5 c5 31.f4 Àc6 32.e5+ ®d5
33.®e3ê and 1-0 af ter 39 moves,
Carlier-Van Gisbergen, Dieren 1990; 
 B) 9.Àa3 Ãxa3 10.bxa3 Õe8
11.Õd1+ ®e7 12.Àe5 c3 13.Ãe3
Àa6 14.Õac1 Ãe6 15.Õxc3 Àd5
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16.Ãxd5 Ãxd5 17.Õb1 Õeb8
18.Ãf4 g5 19.Ãxg5+ f6 20.Ãh4!
Àc7 21.Àg4 Àe8 22.e4 Ãxa2
23.Õb2 Ãe6 24.Àxf6 Àxf6
25.Õf3ê and 1-0 af ter 49 moves
in Fauland-Hübner, Haifa Eu ro pean
Team Cham pi on ship 1989.

9.Õd1 ®e8 10.Àbd2 Àb6
11.Àe5 Ãe6

T_._Ml.t
jJ_._JjJ
.sJ_Ls._
_._.n._.
._J_._._
_._._.i.
Ii.nIiBi
r.bR_.k.

T_._Ml.t
jJ_._JjJ
.sJ_Ls._
_._.n._.
._J_._._
_._._.i.
Ii.nIiBi
r.bR_.k.

12.Àxc6! Ãd5
Black should be con sis tent and ac -
cept the sac ri fice: 12...bxc6
13.Ãxc6+ Àfd7 14.Ãxa8 Àxa8, al -
though White can main tain the ini -
tia tive. My col leagues, who had not
been fol low ing the game from the
be gin ning, were teas ing me as usual, 
say ing that they did not un der stand
my com bi na tions and claim ing that I 
was lost... but all agreed that Black
had to get cas tled! 15.b3 c3 16.Àe4
c2 17.Àd6+ ®d8 18.Õd2 Ãxd6
19.Õxd6 ®c7 20.Õd2 Ãf5 21.f3Ç.

13.Àa5 Ãxg2 14.®xg2 Õc8
Black suc ceeds in si mul ta neously
pro tect ing both pawns, as 15.Àxb7? 
Õc7 16.Àa5 Ãb4 loses a piece. But
this is not for long.

15.Àf3 Àbd5 16.Àxb7!
The crim i nal makes his getaway.

16...Õc7 17.Àa5 Ãb4

._._M_.t
j.t._JjJ
._._.s._
n._S_._.
.lJ_._._
_._._Ni.
Ii._IiKi
r.bR_._.

._._M_.t
j.t._JjJ
._._.s._
n._S_._.
.lJ_._._
_._._Ni.
Ii._IiKi
r.bR_._.

Hop ing for 18.Ãd2? c3!.
18.e4! Àb6 19.Ãf4 Õc8
20.Àb7

Re turn ing to the scene of the crime!
20...Àxe4

I shall not at tach any sign to this
move, be cause it was not prompted
by greed i ness; there is no other
 defence against 21.Ãd6. Any way,
White was a pawn up with a better
po si ti o n. Need less to say, the ki bitz -
ers who had ar rived late still claimed 
 20...0-0 as the best defence.

21.a3 Ãe7 22.Õe1 f5 23.Àd4
Black re signed in view of 23...g6
24.f3 Àf6 25.Àd6+.

Long be fore be com ing an ex am ple
of dy namic strat egy ap plied to de -
fence (and shortly be fore it was ac -
tu ally played), the next game against
Sznapik was meant as an il lus tra tion
of an anti-dog matic at ti tude. The
reader is in vited to re call the well-
 known Petrosian- Fischer game from
the Portoroz Interzonal 1958, a
game an no tated in de tail by Fischer
in his mon u men tal My 60 Mem o ra ble
Games. Bobby says that against 7.d4
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he in tended 7...e5, per suad ing the
reader that White had lost a tempo.
How ever 7...e5 has a worse rep u ta -
tion than the usual 7...a6 or 7...Õb8, 
and Petrosian would cer tainly have
played 7.d4 if any non-disreputed
clair voy ant had told him about
Fischer’s in ten tions. Af ter all, Black
can prac ti cally force that vari a tion by 
chang ing the move or der: 6...e5 and
then, af ter the pre sum able 7.d4, play 
7...Àc6. About the move 8.d4
Fischer only said: ‘Reck on ing he can
af ford this loss of time in view of
Black’s misplaced king’s knight.’
Had the game been some body else’s
against some body else, Fischer
might have be come en thu si as tic and
said that 7.d3 fol lowed by 8.d4! is an 
idea be yond hypermodernism. To
put it sim ply, it is a dy namic at ti tude. 
Mix ing up con tro ver sies within
chess com ments is quite usual, and
Fischer him self could not hold back
his hu man feel ings. For tu nately, he
was ex tremely ob jec tive about chess
po si tions and very scru pu lous about
moves; this saved him from over do -
ing it (ex cept per haps in com ment -
ing his game against Botvinnik).

Back to mere mor tals. I can re mem -
ber a game of mine against Donchev
from the Prague Zonal Tour na ment
in 1985. My op po nent, who had a
hor ri ble po si ti o n out of the ope ning, 
re proached me dur ing the ‘post
mor tem anal y sis: ‘You played a
Maroczy a tempo down!’ He put the
em pha sis on ‘Maroczy’ as if it were
the sharp est and the best of all ope -

nings for Black. When your set-up
lacks space and the pos si ble break -
throughs re sult in un healthy struc -
tures, does it mat ter very much
whether you are a tempo up?
The fol low ing game was cho sen as
rep re sen ta tive of my style in a Dutch
book: 64 Chess Por traits. The au thor
was known more as a jour nal ist and
pho tog ra pher rather than a strong
chess player. His source of in spi ra -
tion, I guess, was a Hun gar ian chess
mag a zine, which pub lished the
game with am ple and gen er ous
com men tary. The two re port ers were 
so im pressed by the re sult that they
even pe nal ized my op po nent’s best
move in the game with a ques tion
mark, while at the same time crown -
ing my des per ate and some times
forced ef forts in de fence with too
many exclamation marks.

In a chess game the win ner is the player
who makes the last mis take but one.
Tartakower.

Game 14
Suba-Alek san der Szna pik
Baile Herculane Zonal 1982
Eng lish: Closed Vari a tion

1.c4 Àf6 2.Àc3 g6 3.g3 Ãg7
4.Ãg2  0-0 5.Àf3 d6  6.0-0
Àc6 7.d3

I have had sev eral clashes with
Sznapik in the King’s In dian and I al -
ways suc ceeded in out smart ing his
prep a ra tion. This time, the switch to a 
quiet Eng lish was meant as a sur prise.
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T_Ld.tM_
jJj.jJlJ
._Sj.sJ_
_._._._.
._I_._._
_.nI_Ni.
Ii._IiBi
r.bQ_Rk.

T_Ld.tM_
jJj.jJlJ
._Sj.sJ_
_._._._.
._I_._._
_.nI_Ni.
Ii._IiBi
r.bQ_Rk.

7...e5
Aleksander is happy with a Closed
Eng lish, which is very sim i lar to the
Closed Si cil ian (with colours re -
versed) al though, us ing the ex tra
tempo, White can play more ag gres -
sively. Against the ex pected 7...Àh5 I 
in tended 8.d4! e5 9.d5 Àe7 10.e4,
as in the above-men tioned game
Petrosian-Fischer, where Black did
not find the best an swer (10...c5)
and got the worst of it, but still man -
aged to draw af ter 67 moves.

8.Õb1 a5
Better is 8...h6 9.b4 a6 10.a4 Ãe6
11.b5 axb5 12.axb5 Àe7 13.Ãb2
Õb8 14.©c2 Àd7 15.Àd2 f5
16.Àd5 g5 17.Àxe7+ ©xe7
18.Õa1 Àf6 19.Õa7 Ãc8 20.Ãa3
©f7 21.c5 d5 22.c6 Õe8 23.b6
bxc6 24.Õxc7 and 1-0 af ter 33
moves in Suba-Co mas Fabrego,
Castellar del Valles 1995.

9.a3 Õe8
Black is a bit con fused about the
prin ci ples of this ope ning and plays
a mix ture of the Smyslov Sys tem and 
some of his own ideas.
9...h6 is the right prep a ra tion for
...Õe8 and ...Àd4, e.g.: 9...h6 10.b4
axb4 11.axb4 Ãe6 12.b5 Àe7

13.©b3 ©c8 14.Ãa3 Õe8 15.b6 c5
16.Àb5 Õd8 17.Àc7 Õb8 18.Ãb2
(18.Àxe6 is a bit better for White,
ac cord ing to Marin) 18...Ãh3
19.Õa1 Ãxg2 20.®xg2 Àh5
21.Àd2 f5 22.f3 Àf6 23.Àb1 h5
24.Àc3 f4 25.gxf4 exf4 26.Àe4å
and a draw af ter 49 moves in Suba-
 Nisipeanu, Sovata 1998.
In ter est ing is 9...Àd4 10.Ãg5 h6
11.Ãxf6 Ãxf6 12.Àd2 c6 13.e3
Àe6 14.b4 axb4 15.axb4 Ãd7
16.Õa1 Ãe7 17.Õa4 f5 18.©c2
Õxa4 19.Àxa4 ®g7 20.Õe1 h5
21.c5 dxc5 22.bxc5 ©c7 23.Õb1
Õa8 24.Àc4 Àxc5 25.Àxc5 and 1-0 
af ter 35 moves in Suba- Camarena
Gimenez, Alicante 2001.

10.Ãg5!? h6 11.Ãxf6 Ãxf6 

T_LdT_M_
_Jj._J_.
._Sj.lJj
j._.j._.
._I_._._
i.nI_Ni.
.i._IiBi
_R_Q_Rk.

T_LdT_M_
_Jj._J_.
._Sj.lJj
j._.j._.
._I_._._
i.nI_Ni.
.i._IiBi
_R_Q_Rk.

12.Àd2
This move was granted a ‘!’, but I
don’t un der stand it and to day would
pre fer 12.b4.

12...Ãg7 13.b4?
This ought to be pre pared by
13.©c1, or by 13.e3 fol lowed by
14.©c2, e.g. 13.©c1 Àd4 14.e3
Àf5 15.b4 axb4 16.axb4 c6 17.b5
©c7 18.©b2 Ãe6 19.bxc6 bxc6
20.©b6 Õac8 21.©xc7 Õxc7
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22.Õb6 Àe7 23.Õfb1 d5 24.Àa4
Õa7 25.Àc5 Õa2 26.Àxe6 fxe6
27.Àb3 Õf8 28.Õf1 Õb2 29.Õb7
Õf7 30.Àc5 Õxb7 31.Àxb7 Õf8
32.Àc5å. As played it al lows Black
an un ex pected bid for free dom.

13...axb4 14.axb4

T_LdT_M_
_Jj._Jl.
._Sj._Jj
_._.j._.
.iI_._._
_.nI_.i.
._.nIiBi
_R_Q_Rk.

T_LdT_M_
_Jj._Jl.
._Sj._Jj
_._.j._.
.iI_._._
_.nI_.i.
._.nIiBi
_R_Q_Rk.

14...e4!
This tac ti cal strike un be liev ably re -
ceived a ques tion mark! To re store
the truth I must ad mit that it com -
pletely shifts the dy namic bal ance in
Black’s fa vour. It frees the con -
demned bishop on g7, opens the
e-file and cre ates a weak pawn on d3 
and a strong square for Black’s pieces 
on d4. Fur ther more, the po ten tial of
the rook on the a-file is im proved.
These di sas trous con se quences were
in flicted to my po si ti o n by an an -
swer to a care less move. To my credit 
I un der stood in a flash that Black
now stands much better and I made
the right de ci sion: to ob struct his
play as much as pos si ble, in other
words, to ‘hang on in’. I can not deny 
that I still main tained a guilty hope
that his usual time pres sure would
trick Alexander towards the end.

15.b5!

Ei ther knight cap ture on e4 loses a
piece af ter 15...f5. This in ter me di ate
move is best, as it de lays the knight’s
jump to d4 by two moves, but there
is no real med i cine to cure the dam -
age to my struc ture.

15...Àe7
Worse is 15...exd3 16.bxc6 Ãxc3
17.cxb7 Ãxb7 18.exd3 Ãxg2
19.®xg2.

16.©c1 exd3 17.exd3 Àf5
18.Àf3 c5?

18...c6 would have been better. Here 
I join with the com men ta tors in crit -
i ciz ing this move for leav ing d5 en
prise. But White is still in trou ble.

T_LdT_M_
_J_._Jl.
._.j._Jj
_Ij._S_.
._I_._._
_.nI_Ni.
._._.iBi
_Rq._Rk.

T_LdT_M_
_J_._Jl.
._.j._Jj
_Ij._S_.
._I_._._
_.nI_Ni.
._._.iBi
_Rq._Rk.

19.®h1!
This pre ventive move is also pre par -
ing a coun ter at tack and was not
 appreciated by the com men ta tors.
They did not re al ize I was on the
 defence.

19...Àd4 20.Àxd4 Ãxd4
21.Ãd5

The nat u ral 21.Àd5 had no pur pose
and would have al lowed Black’s
rooks to in vade the 7th rank. The ac -
tual move threat ens 22.©xh6 Ãxc3
23.©xg6+.

21...®g7 22.Àe4 
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T_LdT_._
_J_._Jm.
._.j._Jj
_IjB_._.
._IlN_._
_._I_.i.
._._.i.i
_Rq._R_K

T_LdT_._
_J_._Jm.
._.j._Jj
_IjB_._.
._IlN_._
_._I_.i.
._._.i.i
_Rq._R_K

22...f5?
A ca sual de fence to the threat of
©f4, which loses the big gest part of
Black’s ad van tage by lim it ing the
bishop on c8. This re lieves White
from his wor ries about a pos si ble
Ãh3. I was de ter mined to meet
22...g5 by 23.f4! (this is why White
needs the king on h1), forc ing Black
to play 23...f5 or be crushed, but
22...Õe5 or 22...©e7 could pose
White fur ther problems.

23.Àd2 Õa2 24.Àb3 Ãf6
24...Õee2 or 24...©f6 are good
 alternatives. Du bi ous is 24...Ãxf2
25.Õb2 Õe2 26.Õxe2 Õxe2 27.Ãf3
b6 28.Àd2.

25.©d1
White re groups his forces and pre -
vents 25...Õee2 by the fork 26.Àc1.

25...©e7
25...b6! was es sen tial. Now the ini -
tia tive passes to White.

26.Õe1 ©xe1+ 27.©xe1
Õxe1+ 28.Õxe1 f4

The threat was 29.Õe8. In or der to
free his bishop Black must lose a
tempo and con cede the square e4.

29.®g2 fxg3 30.hxg3 Ãe5
Equally bad is 30...Õb2 31.Àa5
Ãd4 32.Õe7+ or 30...Õa3 31.Àd2

Õxd3 32.Àe4 but 30...b6 should
lead to a draw af ter 31.Õe8 Ãf5
32.Õb8 Õb2 33.Õxb6 Õxb3
34.Õb7+ ®h8 35.b6 Õb2 36.Õb8+ 
®h7 37.b7 Ãd4 38.Õd8.
Try ing to pre vent 31.Õe8 by
30...®f8 also runs into trou ble af ter
31.Ãe6.

31.Àxc5 b6 

._L_._._
_._._.m.
.j.j._Jj
_InBl._.
._I_._._
_._I_.i.
T_._.iK_
_._.r._.

._L_._._
_._._.m.
.j.j._Jj
_InBl._.
._I_._._
_._I_.i.
T_._.iK_
_._.r._.

32.Àe6+
Ob jec tively one pawn is not enough
here, due to the un avoid able op po -
site- col oured bish ops. The best try
was 32.Àe4 Õb2 (better than
32...Ãf5 33.c5!) 33.®f3 Ãf5
34.®e3 Ãxe4 35.Ãxe4 Ãc3
36.Õd1Ç.

32...Ãxe6 33.Ãxe6 Ãd4
34.Ãd5! Õxf2+ 35.®h3 Õd2

Of course not 35...Ãe5 36.c5!ê.
36.Õe7+ ®f6 37.Õe6+ ®g5?

Right into the trap. In acute time
trou ble Black makes the last mis take
of the game. Better was 37...®f5
38.g4+ ®g5 39.Ãe4 Ãf6 40.Õxd6
Õh2+ 41.®xh2 Ãe5+ 42.®g2
Ãxd6ì.

38.Ãe4 Ãf6 39.Õxd6
The b-pawn is go ing as well, so
Black re signed.
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My model for the game be low was
Smejkal-Timman. Un for tu nately, at
the time I was un aware of the re ally
im press ing per for mance by Uhl -
mann against Kortchnoi. See both
games in the notes to move 12. Hav -
ing ana lysed the for mer game in a
hurry with my old friend IM Sergiu
Grünberg, who was my sec ond at
the time, I asked him why White
does not play 12.Àe4 in stead of
12.Àa4. I must ad mit that it was a
‘pre pared er ror’. Shame! As an ex -
cuse I can say that the Interzonals
were ex haust ing tour na ments. We
were too tired. I can only agree with
Seirawan’s say ing: ‘One must not
only be good to win – one must also
be lucky.’

Game 15
Suba-Jan Tim man
Las Palmas Interzonal 1982
Eng lish: Re verse Dragon

1.c4 e5 2.g3 Àf6 3.Ãg2 d5
4.cxd5 Àxd5 5.Àc3 Àb6
6.Àf3 Àc6

T_LdMl.t
jJj._JjJ
.sS_._._
_._.j._.
._._._._
_.n._Ni.
Ii.iIiBi
r.bQk._R

T_LdMl.t
jJj._JjJ
.sS_._._
_._.j._.
._._._._
_.n._Ni.
Ii.iIiBi
r.bQk._R

7.d3

If White wishes to play the vari a tion
with a3, it is better to play it af ter
 7.0-0 Ãe7. Now 8.a3  0-0 9.b4 Ãe6
10.Õb1 f6 was seen in the 1989
Can di dates’ matches.

T_.d.tM_
jJj.l.jJ
.sS_Lj._
_._.j._.
.i._._._
i.n._Ni.
._.iIiBi
_RbQ_Rk.

T_.d.tM_
jJj.l.jJ
.sS_Lj._
_._.j._.
.i._._._
i.n._Ni.
._.iIiBi
_RbQ_Rk.

anal y sis di a gram

Kar pov con tin ued 11.d3 against
Hjartarson, while Portisch tried to
im prove against Timman with
11.Àe4. Al though both games were
won by White, a def i nite con clu sion
has yet to be drawn. In the New York 
Open 1989 I em ployed Portisch’s
11.Àe4?! against Thorsteins and af -
ter 11...Ãa2 12.Õb2 Ãd5 13.Àc5
e4! 14.Àe1 Àc4 15.Õb1 Ãxc5
16.bxc5 b6, Black was at least equal.
Some vari a tions are just lucky – I
won that game too!
Against Pat rick Wolff (Park
Hall-Pres ton 1989) I pre ferred
11.d3 and af ter 11...Àd4!? 12.Ãb2
Àxf3+ 13.Ãxf3 c6 14.Àe4 Ãd5
15.Ãc3! Õc8 16.Ãa1 White was
able to pre pare a mi nor ity at tack on
the queenside. The po si ti o n af ter
11.d3 de serves to be as sessed as
pref er a ble for White.
An other good ex am ple for my rec -
om mended or der is  7.0-0 Ãe7
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8.a3  0-0 9.b4 Õe8 10.Õb1 Ãf8
11.d3 a5 12.b5 Àd4 13.Ãb2 Ãg4
14.Àd2 ©c8 15.Õe1 a4 16.©c1
Ãd7 17.Àf3 c5 18.bxc6 Ãxc6
19.Àxd4 exd4 20.Ãxc6 bxc6
21.Àe4 c5 22.©c2 ©d8 23.Ãc1
c4 24.dxc4 f5 25.Ãg5 ©c7 26.c5
Àc8 27.Ãf4 ©c6 28.Àg5 ©d5
29.Õed1 h6 30.Àf3 ©xc5
31.©a2+ ®h7 32.Àxd4 ©xa3
33.©xa3 Ãxa3 34.Àb5 Ãf8
35.Àc7 Àa7 36.Àxa8 Õxa8
37.Ãd6 Àc6 38.Ãxf8 Õxf8
39.Õd6 and 1-0 in Portisch-
 Kortch noi, Wijk aan Zee 1990.

7...Ãe7  8.0-0  0-0 9.a3 a5
Af ter my game with Mestel (see
move 12) this plan com pletely dis -
ap peared from prac tice at high level.
Better is 9...Ãe6 10.b4 a5 11.b5
Àd4 12.Àd2 a4 13.Ãxb7 Õa5
14.Õb1 ©e8 15.Àf3? Àxb5
16.Àxb5 Õxb5 17.©c2 Õc5
18.©b2 ©b8 19.Ãe4 f5ç and 0-1
af ter 47 moves in Dorfman-
 Guseinov,  Soviet Un ion 1984.

10.Ãe3 Õe8 11.Õc1 Ãg4 

T_.dT_M_
_Jj.lJjJ
.sS_._._
j._.j._.
._._._L_
i.nIbNi.
.i._IiBi
_.rQ_Rk.

T_.dT_M_
_Jj.lJjJ
.sS_._._
j._.j._.
._._._L_
i.nIbNi.
.i._IiBi
_.rQ_Rk.

12.Àe4?
This move helps Black to re al ize his
plan.

 A) The ory was 12.Àa4 with the
pos si ble con tin u a tion 12...Àd5
13.Ãc5 (in ter est ing is 13.Õxc6
Ãxf3 14.Ãxf3 bxc6 15.©c2 Àxe3
16.fxe3 Ãg5 17.Ãxc6 Ãxe3+
18.®g2 Õe7 19.Õf3 Ãd4 20.e3
Ãa7 21.Ãxa8 ©xa8 22.e4 h5
23.©c4 ©c8 and drawn af ter 38
moves in I.Ivanov-Torre, New York
1989) 13...Ãf6 14.h3 (in those days 
the the ory of this vari a tion was ru di -
men tary and even top play ers mis -
took bad for good and vice versa:
14.©b3 Õb8 15.Àd2 Ãe6 16.©b5
Àd4 17.Ãxd4 exd4 18.Àc5 c6
19.©a4 Ãg4 20.Àde4 Ãe5 21.f4
Ãf6 (21...b5 22.©b3 a4 23.©a2
Ãd6) 22.Õf2 Àe3 23.Àb3 Ãe6
24.Àbc5 Ãg4 (24...b5!) 25.Ãf3ç,
but Smejkal was a big fighter – he
kept play ing for a win in a clearly
worse po si ti o n and suc ceeded: 1-0
af ter 85 moves in Smejkal-Timman,
Mos cow 1981) 14...Ãe6 15.®h2
(an other al ter na tive is 15.Õe1?! g6
16.e4 Àb6 17.d4 exd4 18.e5 Ãe7
19.Ãxd4 Àc4 20.Õe2 Ãd5 21.Ãc5
Ãxc5 22.Àxc5 Ãxf3 23.Ãxf3 Àd4
24.Ãxb7 Àxe5 and drawn in
Glek-Kaidanov, Kuibyshev 1981)
15...©d7?! 16.©c2 g6?!
(16...Õad8) 17.Õfd1 b6? 18.e4!
Àde7 19.d4!å and 1-0 af ter 58
moves in Uhlmann-Kortchnoi,
Moscow 1971.
 B) Petrosian’s move 12.Àd2 is
even less con vinc ing, al though
Petrosian at tached an ‘!’ here. Why
this move is strong is still a mys tery
to me. As Fischer re marked in one
com men tary, ‘Petrosian likes to play
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cat and mouse un til his op po nent
goes wrong’, and the ex cla ma tion
mark was per haps ad dressed to
Petrosian him self, sim ply be cause
the move suited his style, e.g.
12...©d7 13.Õe1 Õa6 14.Ãxb6
cxb6 15.©a4 Ãg5 16.e3 h5
17.Àde4 Ãd8 18.d4 exd4 19.exd4
Õa8 20.h3 Ãf5 21.d5 Àa7 22.h4
©xa4 23.Àxa4 Ãxe4 24.Ãxe4 Àb5 
25.Ãd3 Õxe1+ 26.Õxe1 Àd6 and a
draw af ter 41 moves in
Petrosian-Psakhis, Mos cow USSR
Championship 1983.
 C) Most pre cise, as I dis cov ered
 after this game, is 12.Õe1! Ãf8
13.Àa4 (or 13.Àd2 Õb8 14.Àb3
Õa8 15.Àb5 a4 16.Àc5 Ãxc5
17.Õxc5 Ãd7 18.d4 exd4 19.Ãf4
©e7 20.Õc1 Õac8 21.Ãxc7 ©g5
22.Ãxb6 ©xb5 23.Ãxd4 Õcd8
24.Õc5 ©a6 25.Õg5 Ãh3
26.Õxg7+ ®f8 27.Õxh7 Ãxg2??
28.Ãf6! and 1-0 in Adorjan-
 Wirthensohn, Biel 1983) 13...Àxa4
14.©xa4 Ãd7 15.©b3 Õe6 16.Àg5 
Õf6 17.©xb7 Õb8 18.©a6 Àd4
19.©xa5 Àb3 20.©xe5 Àxc1
21.Õxc1ê and 1-0 af ter 38 moves
in Suba-Mestel, Beer-Sheva 1984.

T_.dT_M_
_Jj.lJjJ
.sS_._._
j._.j._.
._._N_L_
i._IbNi.
.i._IiBi
_.rQ_Rk.

T_.dT_M_
_Jj.lJjJ
.sS_._._
j._.j._.
._._N_L_
i._IbNi.
.i._IiBi
_.rQ_Rk.

12...Àd4!â 13.Ãxd4 exd4
14.Õe1?!

Too late. This overprotection of e2
misses the op por tu nity to sim plify
the po si ti o n and ease the de fence. It
is dif fi cult to re al ize, when play ing
White, that one is on the de fence af -
ter the first in ac cu racy al ready. But
14.©d2 is even worse, for ex am ple:
14...c6 15.Õc2 a4 16.©f4 Ãc8
17.©d2 Ãe6 18.Àc5 Ãxc5
19.Õxc5 Àd7 20.Õcc1 ©b6
21.©b4 Ãg4 22.Àxd4? Ãxe2
23.Õfe1 ©xb4 24.axb4 Ãxd3
25.Àxc6 bxc6 26.Ãxc6 Ãf5î and 
0-1 af ter 41 moves in Sunye Neto-
 Torre, Rio de Ja neiro Interzonal
1979;
The best de fence is 14.Àc5 Ãc8
15.Àa4 c6 16.Õe1 Àxa4 17.©xa4
Ãf6 18.h4! with a po si ti o n which,
though a bit worse, is de fend able.

14...a4 15.©c2 c6 16.Àc5
Ãc8 17.©d2

T_LdT_M_
_J_.lJjJ
.sJ_._._
_.n._._.
J_.j._._
i._I_Ni.
.i.qIiBi
_.r.r.k.

T_LdT_M_
_J_.lJjJ
.sJ_._._
_.n._._.
J_.j._._
i._I_Ni.
.i.qIiBi
_.r.r.k.

I fi nally un der stood that I was on the 
de fence. My plan was to place one
rook on c2 to pro tect e2 from a less
pas sive po si ti o n, and the other rook
on b1, in tend ing to open the b-file.
Whether my plan was enough to
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hold – I be lieved not, and this gave
me the free dom to bluff.

17...Ãf8 18.Õc2 g6 19.h4

T_LdTlM_
_J_._J_J
.sJ_._J_
_.n._._.
J_.j._.i
i._I_Ni.
.iRqIiB_
_._.r.k.

T_LdTlM_
_J_._J_J
.sJ_._J_
_.n._._.
J_.j._.i
i._I_Ni.
.iRqIiB_
_._.r.k.

This move gains space on the
kingside and pos si bly some time as
well; Black, who al ready con trols the 
po si ti o n, would not let me play
h4-h5. Is it right to mix psy chol ogy
with strat egy? I think it is, es pe cially
when on the de fence. The player on
the de fence has far more psy cho log i -
cal weap ons at his dis posal than the
at tacker. The lat ter has a def i nite
pref er ence for se cu rity, re al iza tion of 
the ad van tage, and so forth. For you,
dear reader, I shall un mask two of
these weap ons which have a
considerable chance of success:
 A) When the op po nent has a
strong at tack on the king, his blood
pres sure is get ting higher and you
can ‘black mail’ him with lost end -
ings. This can cause him to de vi ate
from the right path – it is un likely
that he will aban don the idea of
mate so eas ily.
 B) The sec ond one is com ple men -
tary to the first. When your op po -
nent has a stra te gic ad van tage and
vir tu ally con trols the board, or

when he at tacks some thing that
can not be de fended by rea son able
means, then the ‘threat’ or ‘black -
mail’ with non- ex is tent at tacks on
the king may in duce a mis take. As
you can see, in both cases a static
prin ci ple is op posed by a dy namic
one and the psy cho log i cal fac tor
spec u lated upon is in er tia, the dif fi -
culty in flu ently switch ing from
one to the other.

19...h6?!
Q.E.D. (Quite Easy to De feat!) I had
no in ten tion what so ever of play ing
h4-h5, weak en ing my dark squares
even fur ther. I just needed a square
for the king’s knight!

20.Õb1 Ãg7 

T_LdT_M_
_J_._Jl.
.sJ_._Jj
_.n._._.
J_.j._.i
i._I_Ni.
.iRqIiB_
_R_._.k.

T_LdT_M_
_J_._Jl.
.sJ_._Jj
_.n._._.
J_.j._.i
i._I_Ni.
.iRqIiB_
_R_._.k.

21.b3!
This move was heavily crit i cized in
the chess press, be cause it weak ens
the queenside. I shall re tain the ex -
cla ma tion mark even if a com puter
chess en gine finds a forced win for
Black. The queenside is weak any -
way, and in de fen si ble against the
march of the ma jor ity. In the cen tre
the back ward e-pawn is an em bar -
rass ment. I apol o gize to the com -
men ta tors for my choice to breathe
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in stead of wait ing for a slow but sure 
death.

21...©e7! 22.Àh2!
The big gest dan ger for White is a
black knight’s tour to c3, so this
move con trols d5. The move h4 be -
gins to jus tify it self.

22...axb3 23.Õxb3 Àa4
24.Àxa4 Õxa4 25.©c1 Ãe6?

The win ner’s eu pho ria. Better is
25...Õa7 26.Àf3? (this is the pro -
gram’s choice; White can play a bit
better, I think: 26.Õb4 Ãe6 27.Õcb2 
Õea8 28.a4 Ãc8 29.©c2 and he is
still alive) 26...Ãe6 27.Õb4
Õea8ê.

._._T_M_
_J_.dJl.
._J_L_Jj
_._._._.
T_.j._.i
iR_I_.i.
._R_IiBn
_.q._.k.

._._T_M_
_J_.dJl.
._J_L_Jj
_._._._.
T_.j._.i
iR_I_.i.
._R_IiBn
_.q._.k.

26.Õxb7! ©xb7 27.Ãxc6
The funny geo met ri cal at tack shows
some po ten tial ac cu mu lated by the
white pieces and hounded at the dis -
har mony in Black’s camp.

27...©a7 28.Ãxe8 Õxa3
29.Àf1

Try ing to ex ploit White’s ma te rial
ad van tage in this po si ti o n is about as
re ward ing as the la bour of Sis y phus;
any way, 29.©f4 was more natural.

29...Õa1 30.©f4 ©a5?
Timman is not rec og niz able. Black
could force a draw, or, to be more

pre cise, he could force White to look 
for a draw. The po si ti o n is not lack -
ing poi son, so Black had to avoid the
trap 30...Ãh3? 31.®h2! Ãxf1
32.Õc7 with a win ning ad van tage.
The best is 30...©a8!, e.g. 31.Ãc6
©c8 32.g4 Ãb3 33.Õc5 Ãf8
34.Ãd5 ©d7 (not worth con sid er -
ing is 34...Ãxc5 35.©xf7+ ®h8
36.©f6+ ì) 35.Ãxb3 Ãxc5 36.f3
Õb1 37.Ãc4 Õb4 38.Àd2 Ãf8
39.Àe4 ©e7 40.g5 with an easy-
 to- hold position.

._._B_M_
_._._Jl.
._._L_Jj
d._._._.
._.j.q.i
_._I_.i.
._R_Ii._
t._._Nk.

._._B_M_
_._._Jl.
._._L_Jj
d._._._.
._.j.q.i
_._I_.i.
._R_Ii._
t._._Nk.

31.Ãxf7+!
This is more se ri ous than the first
sac, and the rest is si lence.

31...Ãxf7 32.Õc8+ Ãf8
33.©d6 ©a3 34.Õxf8+ ®g7
35.©xa3 Õxa3 36.Õd8 Õa2
37.Õxd4 Õxe2 38.Àe3 Ãe6
39.Õe4 Õe1+ 40.Àf1 Õxe4
41.dxe4 ®f6 42.f4 g5
43.hxg5+ hxg5 44.®f2 1-0

Ray Keene pub lished this game in
The Times, sug gest ing that it was rep -
re sen ta tive of my op por tun ist style.
It was a lucky game, which I am not
very proud of, al though wait ing for
luck is also a sci ence. Just sit ting
with folded arms won’t help.
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