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Explanation of Symbols

The chessboard with its coordinates:
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	Black to move
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	White stands slightly better
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	Black stands slightly better
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	White stands better




	[image: images]

	Black stands better
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	White has a decisive advantage
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	dubious move
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	with counterplay




	→

	with attack
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Foreword by Fabiano Caruana

What makes a good opening book for me? It would have to contain a systematization of the material under scrutiny and, more importantly, a presentation of new and original ideas. You can find such systematizations in any opening book, but in the majority of cases new ideas are kept secret, intended to be used against an opponent who has not made a deep analysis of certain concrete positions and has limited his preparation to looking at previously played games.

The book The Zaitsev System by Alexey Kuzmin impressed me especially for this reason: it offers a huge range of new ideas from the author, updating to a significant degree the evaluation of various popular variations. Thanks to this, the book reflects the state of Zaitsev theory not only of today, but of tomorrow!

Much to my pleasure I have noted that the majority of the author’s novelties are not exact renderings of the ‘computer’s first lines’ but rather a result of deep analysis. I was highly interested in the author’s new treatment of the most popular systems of today: 12.a3 and 12.d5, while important improvements in the fashionable variation 11…exd4 12.cxd4 ♘d7 are also given.

One more important merit of this book is that Kuzmin focuses on a ‘human approach’ in his evaluations, that is to say he successfully adapts the results of computer analyses to the needs of a practical chess player preparing.

In short, I can say that during my preparation work for last year’s Candidates tournament, when Alexey Kuzmin showed me the material he had been working on for this book, it saved me and my seconds considerable time when we were looking at two topical opening systems: Zaitsev’s system and the new treatment 11…exd4 12.cxd4 ♘d7.

In my opinion, the clear recommendations and the detailed explanations of the strategic plans give this book educational value. They make it very useful for chess players of all levels who wish to employ the Zaitsev System as well as to get a better understanding of the basic strategic ideas of the Ruy Lopez as a whole.

Fabiano Caruana,
 September 2016





Foreword by Peter Svidler

I’ve been playing the Zaitsev Ruy Lopez with both colours for my entire chess career. Naturally, Alexey Kumin’s book on that opening interested me a great deal – first and foremost from a purely professional viewpoint, but also on a more personal level. Full disclosure – I’ve known (and liked) the author for more than 20 years.

What makes this book stand out in today’s plethora of opening monographs is its scope, and the universal approach of the author. On one hand, the book covers strategic plans of the side from very early stages, making it a very useful educational tool for people starting out with the Zaitsev System. On the other hand, GM Kuzmin provides in-depth analysis of the topical lines, where you would often find the critical positions appear after 20+ moves.

The chapters dedicated to the most popular lines, such as the 12.a3 variation, or the very fashionable plan with 11…exd4 12.cxd4 ♘d7, largely resemble an opening file, prepared for a top player by his experienced second. This is hardly surprising, considering the fact that for many years Alexey Kuzmin had been helping Alexander Morozevich, a great player – and a very serious exponent of the Zaitsev himself. The book defines very clearly the directions the author believes to be the most challenging, and contains a wealth of original ideas, which makes it a very useful source for preparation, even for tournaments of the highest calibre.

It is also a very lively-written book, insofar as that is possible in a serious opening treatise. The author’s interludes, detailing how certain ideas (or even whole variations) came into existence, add a very welcome human touch. The book is not overloaded with long computer-produced variations, and has plenty of diagrams, making it very possible for an experienced player to study many of its chapters even without the board.

I believe the Classical Ruy Lopez is a very important opening for the development of any chess player, and many of its subsystems are firmly connected by common strategic ideas. The Smyslov, Breyer, Zaitsev, and even Chigorin systems often merge into each other, creating a large unified strategic block. In view of that, the book you’re holding right now is uniquely useful not only as a source of material on a single system, but also as a textbook which will help you acquire a much deeper understanding of the underlying strategic ideas of the Ruy Lopez.

Peter Svidler
 St Petersburg
 April 2016





Introduction by Igor Zaitsev

The eternal search for ideas

The reason why modern chess differs so greatly from the chess of the last century is probably because its basis – its analytical platform – has changed.

The computer is a great chess sceptic, with enviable ease separating ‘the wheat from the chaff’. But at the same time it is a destroyer of our beloved chess mythology, which in the eyes of the chess community has already acquired the dubious fame of a Herostratus. Previously, even an idea that was subsequently deemed not altogether correct was still able to do the rounds of the tournament circuit and for a certain time serve the benefit of chess.

Of course, in chess the era of great geographic discoveries has long since passed. To invent a new full-fledged opening, a new defence or a new gambit is now practically impossible. However, the creative scope for the discovery of new systems, schemes and variations, supported by appropriate original ideas, will still suffice for a long time for all the part of humanity fascinated by chess.

But there are also different types of novelties. And for some time now I have held the view that in the course of an analytical search for opening innovations, a leading role belongs to ideas of a strategic nature. In chess the founding teacher about strategy is regarded, with good reason, as the great Philidor. However, today among experts, unfortunately, there is not yet a common definition of the concept of strategy itself.

In my view, what relates to strategy is everything connected with a very important process on the chessboard – the creation of the pawn skeleton as a whole, the central structure and individual pawn chains. Ideally, correctly implemented strategy creates the most favourable grounds for manifesting the main, in Capablanca’s opinion, factor – the co-ordinating of the pieces.

Especially significant strategic opening ideas, leading to a variety of positions with new pawn structures, have at all times been considered the most valuable inventions. They are the main lever for raising the level of chess theory and they determine the growth points of the tree of chess thinking. It is no accident that to them are forever fixed the names of their creators – either inventors or the names of the countries and cities where they first began to be employed: Nimzo-Indian Defence, Steinitz Defence, Petroff Defence, English Opening, Dutch Defence, Berlin Variation, and so on.

Over the past millennia no one has yet managed to shake the well-known assertion of the ancient Greek philosopher Plato: ‘The world is ruled by ideas!’. I think that with regard to chess this maxim is even more true, although it requires a minimal correction: ‘The chess world is ruled by strategic ideas!’.

I think that, in contrast to positional talent and combinative ability, with which a person may be endowed from birth, the strategic qualities of a chess player are always acquired, being the result of an enormous synthesis of analytical and tournament experience with the involvement of elements of chess philosophy. In principle, the play of a strong strategist should never reach a positional impasse. And I consider one of the outward signs of the manifestation of strategic merit to be a constant striving to expand and update one’s opening repertoire – the ability to quickly adapt and find your way in set-ups with a new pawn structure.

As an illustration I could mention Viktor Kortchnoi, who in the active phase of his career liked to surprise his opponents by often appearing before them in a new opening garb. At the same time many positional and combinative players, deservedly recognised as geniuses, often rely exclusively on their enormous talent. And they rarely spend much time thinking about the essence of chess strategy. Therefore in their service record one can trace many procedures and playing methods that are useful to imitate, but much fewer productive strategic ideas.

Of course, when a new idea appears it then has to be traced, so that the new direction is assigned a name in accordance with the exact author’s address. (In this content I should like to express my appreciation to grandmaster Alexander Beliavsky, who, in the 1970s in a publication of his in the magazine Shakhmaty v SSSR, first clearly outlined my author’s rights to the system under consideration here.) After all, to the detriment of researchers and analysts, in chess a purely promotional trend is often seen – a striving to associate new ideas (namely, deeply discovered ideas, rather than individually performed moves) with the big names of outstanding practitioners.

The increased sensitivity and ambition in these questions on the part of analysts is fully understandable, for the reason that, in contrast to their playing colleagues, the licensing of analytical findings, an act officially supporting the author’s rights, is the only thing that they can present to the chess community ‘to justify’ their many years of analytical activity. And this is especially important at the present time, when, under pressure from computer technology, chess mythology accumulated over the ages is destroyed, and together with it much associated with human personalities is washed away by mistake.

How does this very interesting search for fresh opening ideas proceed, paving the way into new, hitherto unknown chess space, which the chess world always so needs? It seems to me that, without any exaggeration, this entire fascinating process is no less exciting than the actual game of chess itself. Moreover, sooner or later the persistent investigative search normally concludes inevitably with a successful finish – not always with a large-scale, but still with a creative discovery.

It was no accident that one of the greatest players in the history of chess and simultaneously the best analyst of his time, the fourth World Champion Alexander Alekhine, in a fit of candour in the notes to one of his games exclaimed: ‘I would be happy to create all alone!’. As though thereby making it clear that, if the conditions of life had allowed the real option of a choice, he would have made it in favour of chess analysis.

As a person who for almost 60 years has been engaged in chess analysis (my first serious analytical article, also containing my first opening discovery, was published in the frighteningly distant 1958), for understandable reasons I should like immediately to report on the results of my lengthy and often quite successful pursuit of novelties in the course of my own analytical searching. However, we will not go beyond the bounds of the subject matter, since in this case we are talking about the introduction of only one particular variation.

All the information about the history of the ongoing evolution of the system in question can, if the attentive reader desires, easily be learned from this opening monograph. And it is certainly so. But since by logic and by established tradition the prehistory itself, i.e. that which precedes the emergence of ideas, always belongs to its discoverer, I will not fail to exercise this right, by briefly outlining my version of the sequence of events.

As is befitting, in the beginning was the Word…

In the 1960s, when analysing similar games in the Ruy Lopez, including my own, I formulated on the pages of the newspaper Shakhmatnaya Moskva an important general idea for such constructions, which boiled down to the conclusion that on the basis of positional requirements in most cases in the opening stage it was much more advisable for Black to put pressure on the e4-point than to undermine it.

Therefore, adhering to this principle, already at any early stage Black should in the shortest number of moves (…♗b7, …♖e8) try to create the maximum pressure on the leading central outpost pawn on e4, thus tying down the opponent’s forces to its defence, and thereby preventing White from mobilising his queenside reserves in the normal way.

But in this case the fate of the entire set-up depended primarily on the correctness of a little tactical trick which I had devised: which was after 9.h3 ♗b7 10.d4 ♖e8 against the obvious attack 11.♘g5!? to respond with a counter-stroke, 11…♖f8 12.f4 exf4 13.♗xf4 ♘a5 14.♗c2

[image: images]

… and now 14…♘d5!. A tactical stroke which, as it soon transpires, makes the two sides’ chances equal.

This is another confirmation of a very accurate and imaginative judgement once expressed by Garry Kasparov in an article ‘From a blue stream a river begins…’, about the fact that at the basis of any system there always lies a little tactical nuance.

Thus here a 20-move variation as though develops of its own accord, leading to a rook ending that is safe for both sides: 15.exd5 ♗xg5 16.♕h5 h6 17.♘d2! ♗xd5 18.♘e4 ♗xe4 19.♗xe4 c6 20.b4 d5 21.♗xg5 ♕xg5 22.♕xg5 hxg5 23.bxa5 dxe4 24.♖xe4 ♖fe8 25.♖xe8+ ♖xe8 26.a4 ♖e2 27.d5 bxa4 28.dxc6 ♖e4 29.c7 ♖c4 30.♖xa4 ♖xc3 31.♖d4 ♖xc7 32.♖d8+ ♔h7 33.♖d6 ♖c1+ with an obvious draw.

In those years, in the analytical justification of the viability of this entire new system, by present-day standards I moved at a snail’s pace. And this was quite natural, since then such an assistant as the computer did not yet exist – this chess polygraph is capable of almost instantly giving an approving or damning verdict on any opening novelty.

In general I favour the white pieces and initially I tried all kinds of baroque-style moves in an attempt to cast doubts on my own invention. But it did not work out. And the further rapid development of the theory of the variation came during the matches for the World Championship between Karpov and Kasparov, where it underwent a comprehensive examination. Today a quite promising set-up for White seems to me to be 11.♘bd2 ♗f8 12.a3, trying to keep the bishop on the a2-g8 diagonal for as long as possible.

The special features of the variation include the fact that its exceptional strategic complexity is maintained in all its branches throughout almost the entire opening. And, as a rule, the preliminary outcome of the confrontation, which proceeds for a long time with the board full of pieces, may come only with the first pawn exchange. After this the two sides’ plans are greatly clarified on the threshold of a tense middlegame.

Among my numerous theoretical novelties, there were many outwardly more paradoxical ideas. For example, the once famous combinative stroke 11.♘f3-g5! in the Open Variation of the Ruy Lopez (10th game of the Karpov-Kortchnoi match, Baguio City 1978). Or the interesting positional pawn sacrifice 9…e4-e3! in the English Opening (2nd game of the Kasparov-Karpov match, Seville 1987) etc. This variation was probably the most popular and viable, withstanding practical testing in events of the highest rank.

It also seems to me to be extremely important to convey to the reader the following thought. In chess it is customary, as a rule, to assess the strength of a player on the basis of the number of points scored. Nothing can be done about this, and neither indeed should this obvious position be challenged, since there is no adequate substitute for this measure.

But at the same time it should be remembered that a winning result, achieved in each individual professional contest, is merely a reflection of a complex superiority of one opponent over another. Here one can include age characteristics, a player’s psychological stability, his general physical condition, ensuring uniformity of concentration over many hours of play, technical knowledge, and so on. Against this retouched background it is hard to gain a clear impression of characteristics that always interest us, such as the degree of penetration into the solving of purely chess problems. Since to the constantly arising question, as to whose purely chess understanding in a particular episode was deeper and more perfect, an answer will not in fact be obtained. After all, in order to achieve this we would need to separate the course of the game into individual moves, and devise an incredibly complicated system of counting successful decisions. In this case one of the electronic programs would have to be taken as an absolute, which in itself is quite questionable…

But excuse me! Why make a fuss when such a competitive standard – of the establishment of records for immersion in purely chess depths – has already been operating naturally and for a long time, within the framework of opening, but definitely creative, analysis!

Thus, much comes down to a comparison of the quality achieved in the course of such searchings, of strategic revelations at a very early stage of the game. Since only this phase of the conflict is still relatively inaccessible to dry computer analysis.

Here it will probably be useful to recall something that I have already expressed earlier in one of my articles. In chess on no account should one confuse two qualitatively different attributes – skill and understanding. Skill is associated with a player’s class and with his ability to make the optimal use of already existing knowledge. And understanding – with his style of play. It is understanding that paves the way towards new, deeper chess knowledge. The value of these new ideas will depend directly on the volume of that new and unexplored creative space, the doors to which they fling open to professionals. Whose skill – now comes its turn – enables them to be effectively managed.

Whereas in former times the professionals, the number of whom was relatively small, could make do with a very restricted number of opening schemes, today the situation has changed radically, in view of the fact that nowadays the contingent of players performing at a high level has grown one hundredfold. And the manner itself of playing the initial stage has become incomparably more demanding and dynamic, based in its actions on variations embellished by extensive computer calculations. All this relates to the new challenges of the time, which previous generations did not have to face. Under their pressure, top players, literally from the very first moves, are obliged to display exceptional care and caution, with the greatest thoroughness considering every move, and also the correct order of moves in the opening. They constantly improve and expand their opening repertoire, aiming to make this as varied as possible. For this they must constantly assimilate information and master the entire enormous complex of classical opening theory, which in almost the first instance includes one of the central variations of the Ruy Lopez, the one offered for your attention.

Over the years I have been the trainer of two great players, Tigran Petrosian and Anatoly Karpov, and in this capacity I participated in seven matches directly for the world title and a further ten Candidates qualifying matches (not counting numerous other championships, Olympiads and international tournaments with their participation). And, in one way or another, in the field of chess analysis I have happily crossed paths with nearly all the World Champions, beginning with Mikhail Botvinnik, and with other leading players of the last century.

Their uncommonly subtle, but deeply individual positional understanding, developed in the course of analytical investigations, also left its stamp on the manner of conducting the analysis. However, it is one thing to analyse chess positions, when you can find an improvement or an additional resource within the framework of the usual course of the battle. And quite another to seek new strategic paths at an early stage of the opening, being essentially an innovative prologue, opening access to a whole range of new positions.

The task of the opening researcher effectively reduces to the launching (in practice, or via a publication) of a fresh strategic idea, accompanied by an explanatory arrangement of the main variations. Of course, any attempt to shake existing theoretical canons does not go unnoticed in the chess world and inevitably grips the attention of chess professionals. And then, expressing everything in the same commentatory language, events already develop by force.

Such an opening researcher, in the era when it was still possible to manage without computers, could well be compared with a person with a diving rod, instinctively finding valuable deposits. At the same time, with this his mission effectively ended, often being replaced even by a period of alienation. The development of discoveries, their further evolution and especially their exploitation, rarely came within his range of interests.

This has also sometimes happened with chess pioneers. Innovations, after passing rigorous practical testing and meticulous analytical processing, have continued their independent way under the supervision of often quite different analysts and players.

In the case of successful analytical work aimed at finding a new strategic resource, a researcher is able to experience the incomparable feeling of a pioneer. After all, the undeclared rivalry in connection with the exploring of new chess spaces, the access to which lies through fresh strategic paths, essentially does not abate in the world for a single day, and the food for theoretical thought in chess is ample.

For example, how finally, to cast doubts on the famous Marshall Attack? Or develop a convincing line in the Berlin Variation? Or try to debunk the Jaenisch Gambit?

As you see, in the Ruy Lopez alone one can gather a hundred exciting topics, awaiting their enamoured chess researchers! And after all, there also exist far more general, one could say deeply philosophical problems, awaiting their solution. Such as the eternal one – which first move for White should be considered the best?!





Introduction by the author

I began seriously analysing the Zaitsev System back in the second half of the 1980s, when I joined Anatoly Karpov’s training team. After that there was a gap of about fifteen years. Of course, I followed the development of ideas in this variation that I had come to like, but I largely followed it like a spectator, who sits in a theatre and tries to grasp the latent context in the development of the plot. I returned again to analytical work in 2006 after the Olympiad in Turin. Alexander Morozevich invited me to begin working with him as an assistant, and the Zaitsev System was part of his opening repertoire. Eighteen months ago our chess collaboration came to an end. Morozevich sharply curtailed his number of tournament appearances, and I (by mutual agreement) decided to generalise the analytical work done on the Zaitsev System and present it in book form.

Of course, in the preparation of the book I have largely renewed the analyses of past years. I have endeavoured to find new ideas. I have made corrections to the existing assessments of many variations. I have included a chapter about a completely new variation, involving an early exchange on d4 – which neither Morozevich, nor especially Karpov has ever employed.

I have also been greatly assisted in my work on the book by the author of the opening variation himself – Igor Arkadievich Zaitsev, the contact with whom has continued all these years.

The book The Zaitsev System is by no means an encyclopaedia of the given opening system. It constitutes material for preparing the System with the aim of its practical employment when playing Black. Therefore the book considers all possible paths for White, but from Black’s side I have analysed only those variations which I have been able to recommend.

I should mention that in practically all the lines tried by White, apart from Main Lines or Standard Lines I have tried to find and give either Alternative Lines, or New Ways, which are simpler from the preparation point of view and unexpected for the opponent, but at the same time correct and suitable for use at a high professional level. As far as the order of the chapters is concerned, as well as the order of the variations within the chapters, I have followed the principle of ‘main lines first’.

To make the book more useful for a wide circle of readers, I have included in my commentary quite a large number of verbal explanations of the two sides’ strategic plans. Today the Zaitsev System, like most openings, has been very deeply analysed. So that it should not be so tedious for the reader to work through the intricacies of the lengthy variations, in places I have included interesting digressions of a chess-related nature.

To conclude this author’s foreword, I should make the proviso that many of the names of variations, lines and manoeuvres I have used do not claim to have the status of ‘officially legalised’, and serve merely to make the theoretical material in my book easier to digest.

Alexey Kuzmin, Doha, April 2016





A little bit of history

… ‘I remember an episode’, Igor Arkadievich Zaitsev related many years later, ‘which occurred in 1970 in the Polish resort of Polanica Zdroj during the regular Akiba Rubinstein Memorial. After strolling before the round through the neighbouring leafy groves in the hot sunny weather, four of us – Vladimir Antoshin, Leonid Shamkovich, his wife Mila and I – went into a Roman Catholic church, in order simply to dive into somewhere cool and quiet. For me it was virtually the first time in my life that I had been in a religious establishment. Apart from us, there was only one lone woman, kneeling in silent prayer. Naturally, the atmosphere reigning within created a certain harmony, and for a time it helped all earthly troubles to be forgotten. Touching the Eternal never goes unnoticed and is always beneficial. That day we all played well. I, not yet then even an international master, scored a spectacular win over none other than Borislav Ivkov. The game was deemed the most brilliant in the tournament, and at the closing ceremony the genial Wladyslaw Litmanowicz (then the editor-in-chief of the Polish magazine Szachy) presented me with a prize for it – a large crystal vase.

‘But that was not all. In the evening of that same day, apparently inspired by this success, I hit on an opening idea, subsequently formed into a system, which in opening theory it is now customary to call the Zaitsev Variation in the Ruy Lopez…’

That was how the 14…♘d5! manoeuvre was discovered, thanks to which the variation, the intricacies of which we are discussing today, nearly half a century later, appeared on this earth.

Szolnok – 1975

‘Which towns in Hungary do you know?’, my son called to me from an adjacent room.

‘He’s probably discovered a new test in Facebook’, I thought. ‘But indeed, which towns?’

The only ones that immediately came to mind were Budapest and Debrecen, where I had once played in tournaments. I also named Szeged – there Peter Leko lives with his wife Sofia, the daughter of a good acquaintance, Arshak Petrosian. From a wave of non-chess associations Tokaj came to the surface. But whether this is a town or simply a region of sun-golden vineyards, with the taste of raisin and honey dissolved in the wine of the same name – I do not exactly know. Later, mentally shuffling half-forgotten pictures from the late 1980s, I also remembered Eger and Kecskemet. In those years small open tournaments were held there, where the enterprising Miron Sher and Tolya Machulsky, who had not yet had time to become grandmasters and fly away to the United States, equipped whole convoys of players eager to fight for the prizes in forints. However, the relevance of these memories belongs already to the category l’esprit d’escalier – the wisdom of afterthought.

The small town of Szolnok was one that I had once heard of, but then had completely forgotten. But I shouldn’t have: apart from its own rich history, in the history of chess – or more precisely, in the history of chess theory – this town has played an important role.

Szolnok is a small town in central Hungary. The first mention of it dates back to 1075. In the mid-16th century Szolnok was captured by the Turks, but at the end of the following century it was freed.

The town played a prominent role in the Revolution of 1848-49. The Hungarian general Janos Damjanich defeated the Austrian army at the Battle of Szolnok.

During the Second World War the town was almost completely destroyed, but then rebuilt. In the socialist period of Hungarian history, Szolnok became a resort centre thanks to the opening it in of thermal baths.

… On 24 March 1971 Vasily Vasilievich Smyslov celebrated his 50th birthday. The seventh World Champion had fully retained his practical playing strength and he regularly participated in prestigious tournaments, but he increasingly often preferred to do this in the West. However, in those years many in the Soviet Union had such a preference, but there were few who had the possibility – also fully deserved and indisputable – of transforming their preferences into reality. Smyslov had.

Vasily Vasilievich marked the autumn of 1975 with two international appearances. In September at a strong international tournament in England he took second place, half a point behind Geller, and a month later he confidently won a tournament in Szolnok, dedicated to the town’s 900th anniversary. This event was not so prestigious, but also in it, apart from the former World Champion, four more grandmasters took part: the Hungarians Istvan Bilek and Laszlo Barczay, Pal Benko, who in the past had been their compatriot but by then was already an American, and the Finn Heikki Westerinen. In those years the title ‘grandmaster’ did not resemble, as it does today, a respectful form of address like ‘Herr’, ‘Mr.’ or ‘Gospodin’. So that names that have become half-forgotten over forty years are not grounds for sceptical assessments. Igor Zaitsev also played in that tournament, but he became a grandmaster only a year later. Smyslov went through the tournament undefeated, and five wins sufficed for him to finish a point ahead of the second prize-winner.

In this tournament Vasily Vasilievich four (!) times employed a rare variation for those times, 1.e4 e5 2.♘f3 ♘c6 3.♗b5 g6. In his three games with Rajna, Mednis and Dely, he won, and only with Heikki Westerinen did he make a draw. The first such massed testing of this new opening weapon, or, to put it more correctly – new defensive set-up, like the impregnable Mannerheim Line, passed off more than successfully! Later the variation with 3…g6 in the Ruy Lopez became a visiting card in the opening repertoire of Vasily Vasilievich Smyslov, and Szolnok became the starting point of this system’s development.

But, although overshadowed by the former World Champion’s innovation, in that same tournament another event occurred, one which, as the future was to show, was far more significant for the development of chess theory. The second Soviet participant Igor Zaitsev, after the introductory moves 1.e4 e5 2.♘f3 ♘c6 3.♗b5 a6 4.♗a4 ♘f6 5.0-0 ♗e7 6.♖e1 b5 7.♗b3 d6 8.c3 0-0 9.h3, three times continued 9…♗b7 10.d4…

[image: images]

… and then, without any preparation, 10…♖f8-e8!.

At that moment in time, this was a revelation.

It was customary for the rook move, removing control of the f7-point, to be prepared.

[image: images]

The Smyslov System began with the introductory 9…h6 10.d4 and only then 10…♖e8, while in the Breyer System – 9…♘b8 10.d4 ♘bd7, Black first awaited the voluntary retreat of the bishop – 11.♘bd2 ♗b7 12.♗c2, and only then played 12…♖e8. In both cases White carried out unhindered the classic ‘Spanish’ manoeuvre ♘b1-d2-f1-g3.

This is an important point. In their strategic ideas, the three systems – Breyer, Smyslov and Zaitsev – are similar. Sometimes by different move orders they can even flow smoothly from one to another. But there is a fundamental distinction. Only in the Zaitsev System is White is unable to switch his queen’s knight to the kingside. His revolutionary discovery for the Ruy Lopez was fully revealed by Zaitsev at the tournament in Szolnok, 1975. He showed that in his variation – 9…♗b7 10.d4 ♖e8 after 11.♘bd2 ♗f8! (Pinter-Zaitsev, Szolnok 1975), or 11.a3 h6 12.♘bd2 ♗f8!, (Dely-Zaitsev, Szolnok 1975), because of the pressure on the e4-pawn the white knight is as though rooted to the d2-square. But these games were only illustrations, and the main theoretical happening of the tournament was the smashing of the ‘stumbling-block’ in Igor Arkadievich’s game with the Hungarian master György Rajna.

Rajna-Zaitsev, Szolnok 1975

11.♘g5

The most principled move. It was because of this that for several decades Black went in for various contrivances, instead of immediately playing ‘rook e eight!’.

[image: images]

Here Zaitsev coolly retreated 11…♖f8 and in reply to the planned 12.f4 exf4 13.♗xf4 ♘a5 14.♗c2 there followed a stroke, which for five years had been awaiting its hour: 14…♘d5!.

[image: images]

The Hungarian master was obviously taken aback – his confused reply 15.♘xh7? was based on an oversight. After 15…♘xf4 16.♘xf8 ♕xf8 17.♖f1 g5! Black gained a big advantage.

A year later, at a tournament in the town of Dubna, near Moscow, Igor Zaitsev again confirmed the validity of his idea. His opponent Jerzy Kostro played more accurately – 15.exd5 ♗xg5 16.♕h5, but even in this case after 16…h6 17.♘d2 ♗xd5 it was White who had to concern himself with maintaining equality. The international master from Poland was unable to cope with this task.

Soon the possibility discovered by Zaitsev of managing without the preparatory move …h7-h6 almost completely drove the Smyslov System out of use, and even overshadowed the Breyer System. And when the World Champion Anatoly Karpov took a favourable view of his trainer’s innovation, the Zaitsev became the main system in the Ruy Lopez.

The Zaitsev System today

Over the past decade and a half the theoretical picture in the Ruy Lopez has radically changed. The ‘computerised’ Marshall and the ultra-resistant Berlin have strongly supplanted the classical systems. This is especially noticeable at the level of elite events, where in the overwhelming majority of cases a draw with black is a priori regarded as a successful result. For players whose competitive life takes place in the whirlpool of open tournaments, such an approach is not very suitable, but even for them, the aura of ‘high fashion’ exerts its intoxicating effect. But meanwhile, it is the classical systems of the Ruy Lopez that are fully appropriate for those who aim for a battle of strategic plans. They give an opportunity, even with black, to outplay the opponent in a competition of protracted positional manoeuvring.

For those who have placed their opening choice on the Ruy Lopez, who prefer play which avoids the early queen exchange of the Berlin Defence and the long, forcing lines of the Marshall Attack with their drawing tendencies, the Zaitsev System is an almost ideal choice.

Why ‘almost’? The answer is simple.

First, the Zaitsev System still has to be obtained. A natural consequence of the popularity of the Marshall Attack and the Berlin Defence has been the universal development of lines of the Ruy Lopez with the seemingly unpretentious, but quite venomous move d2-d3.

Second, in the Zaitsev System the player with white has the possibility by 11.♘g5 ♖f8 12.♘f3 of either forcing a draw, or obliging his opponent to make a different choice. How to solve this problem is something that we examine in Part Six – ‘The Saratov Variation’.

And third, an
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