
  Author’s Preface


  Playing over a game of chess is something quite different from following it while it is being played in the tournament room. The masters are missing, as are the spectators and the air of excitement in the room. Reading a games collection doesn’t give you that marvellous feeling of being present when something important happens; but be consoled by the thought that, during a tournament, most of the spectators don’t really understand what’s happening. Personally I’m inclined to think that the most important is not the playing hall but the analysis room, where the public has the chance to discuss the games with a grandmaster. It is a pity that tournaments don’t always have such a facility.


  In a book it is as if we are in the analysis room, but without questions and answers. The author therefore has to guess some of the questions.


  A master knows his own games better than others – but can he judge them objectively? To reach a correct judgement of a position, you must be objective even though you have been involved in it and are the person responsible for reaching it. In such cases, your objectivity will depend upon your experience. Taking this into account, I have set myself to write with the maximum objectivity possible, which doesn’t mean to say that the comments would have been the same if these games had been played by a different master. On some occasions the reader will come across a long annotation about a move I’m particularly proud of and which another annotator might have passed over in silence.


  The reader might also ask if the differences in masters’ style (exaggerated by journalists) are more clearly discerned in their notes than in their games. In this case you should bear in mind that the judgement of a move can be influenced, for example, by the fact that the master understood how long it took to reach a decision: if he used an hour on the clock to make the move, that is sufficient reason to comment on it.


  For some games I have naturally consulted the annotations of other masters, but occasionally you will find comments that relate to errors that crept into their notes. If I identify the author of these comments, I am not expressing a judgement on them. We all make mistakes. On the other hand, I make a point of identifying those whose analysis I have studied with great interest. Weak comments annoy me a little, particularly in reference to my own games, but this would hardly interest my readers so I have ignored it for the most part in this book.


  Sometimes people pose an ingenuous question: ‘is chess an art?’ Well, it probably is, up to a point, but the word ‘art’ is so often misused. The reader can compare the author of a book such as this to an artist who is pleased to show some of his best paintings to a guest; but, for the comparison to be complete, you would have to add that in commentaries – that is to say, analytical variations – one’s basic attitude has to be impartial and scientific.


  Bent Larsen


  Chapter 1

  Beginnings


  I was born on the 4th of March 1935, according to my birth certificate, in Tilsted, near the little town of Thisted, in north-west Jutland. In the following paragraphs I shall stick to events of which I have a more or less clear memory.


  In January 1942, just after we moved to the city of Holstebro, I suffered some childhood illnesses and learnt how to play chess. I recovered from chickenpox and mumps and there were no after-effects, but with chess things were a little different. Another boy, Jorgen, taught me. I vaguely remember one of our first games. He captured all my pieces while he was left with two rooks; he greatly enjoyed forcing my king to the edge of the board before checkmating me.


  My father knew how to play and we occasionally played a game but, at 12 years of age, I beat him almost every time. At that age I joined a club and started to read the chess books I borrowed from the public library. Also, at home I came across a chess book. Nobody knew how it had come into the house; its owner had probably forgotten it. This book exerted a certain influence over the development of my play. As regards the King’s Gambit, it said that this opening was strong like a storm and that nobody could beat it. In the opinion of the author, modern players were cowards be cause they didn’t have the guts to play this gambit. Naturally I didn’t want to be a ‘chicken’ and, until 1952, the favourite opening of romantic chess masters was also my own.


  [image: image]


  Members of the Holstebro Chess Club on their way to a match against the neighbouring club Sarpsborg. Bent Larsen (14) is standing in front, wearing shorts.


  In the autumn of 1947, Holstebro Chess Club started a junior section, which I joined, but I beat the other boys and by Christmas they decided to let me play with the adults. Actually, when I say in interviews that I never had a coach, it is only 99% true: H.P. Hansen ran this junior club and I vaguely remember that he showed us some opening variations on a demo board. A year and a half later I was club champion and I was not disposed to admit that all the credit should go to H.P. However, he was the only coach I’ve ever had.


  Every year Holstebro plays a match against the neighbouring town of Herning, and on the 15th of February 1948, I was in the team; not on the 30th (bottom) board, where I had hoped to be, but on the 25th. We lost the match but I won, and the game was publ ished in one of the local newspapers with friendly comments written by the best player in the Herning team, Bjorn Nielsen, four times Danish champion. The name of my opponent was Lauridsen and the famous Three Pawns Gambit (Cunningham Variation) of the King’s Gambit was evidently the best choice against him: 1.e4 e5 2.f4 exf4 3.Nf3 Be7 4.Bc4 Bh4+ 5.g3?! fxg3 6.0-0 gxh2+ 7.Kh1 Nh6? 8.d4 0-0 9.Bxh6 gxh6 10.Ne5 Qe7 11.Nc3 c6 12.Bxf7+ Kg7 13.Bh5 Rxf1+ 14.Qxf1 d6 15.Nf3 Bg5 16.Qf2 Be6 17.d5 cxd5? 18.exd5 Bf7 19.Nxg5 hxg5 20.Re1 Qf6? 21.Qxf6+ Kxf6 22.Rf1+ Kg7 23.Bxf7 Nd7 24.Be6 and White won easily.


  The game says something of my style in those days but little about my strength. Amongst the correspondence games I was playing at that time there are two which show that I was beginning to understand positional play. There is no doubt that I was getting stronger very rapidly but I wasn’t a chess prodigy. When I was 14, my strength was far from the level attained by the likes of Morphy, Capablanca, Reshevsky, Pomar, Fischer or Mecking at the same age. But when we moved from Holstebro in 1950, I was the strongest player in a city of 14,000 inhabitants by quite some way. Two years later I had overcome all the opposition in Aalborg (population 100,000) and there was little left for me to learn in that city. It was lucky for me that I finished high school and transferred to Copenhagen, where I was planning to study for a career as a civil engineer.


  At that time I qualified to play in the Danish Championship, but I had already represented my country in the World Junior Championship which took place in Birmingham in 1951. Given my lack of experience, equal fourth place was an amazing result. Game 1 was taken from this tournament.


  In the New Year tournaments played in Trondheim in 1951/52 and 1952/53, I finished first ahead of some of the best junior players from Norway, Sweden and Finland. I was gaining experience; however, in the World Junior Championship in 1953, in Copenhagen, I only managed equal fifth place. There were some good players in it (Panno and Darga tied ahead of Olafsson and Ivkov, and then Penrose, Sherwin and Keller equal with me), perhaps the strongest field of all the World Junior Championships until now.


  In the Scandinavian Championship, played immediately afterwards and won by Olafsson, I made too many silly mistakes. However, for a long time I considered Game 2 of the book to be one of my finest achievements, particularly as I was trying to change my style and opening repertoire. So I felt very pleased to have won in the purest positional style. Of course, I had not forgotten how to attack and inflicted severe punishment on those whose faulty opening play deserved it; this can be observed in Game 3, played in a club match in the autumn of 1953.
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  In 1954 I won all nine games in a weak Copenhagen Championship and, full of optimism, set out for Aarhus intent on annexing the Danish title. In the first round I chalked up a zero; in the second, a draw; in the third – another zero! However, I won the next six games in succession; after that, a draw and another victory in the last round and I was Danish Champion. Since then I have won the title in 1955, 1956, 1959 and 1963 – in other words, every time I have entered.


  In the 1954 Championship my play wasn’t good in every game, but the one I played against Eigil Pedersen, who had won the previous year, stands up to a closer examination. I have included it, with my comments from the Danish chess magazine Skakbladet, to provide an example of my positional play and tournament pragmatism. I was almost mature enough to start playing in tournaments in which International Masters took part.


  Game 1


  King’s Gambit


  Bent Larsen


  Lionel Joyner


  World Junior Championship, Birmingham 1951


  1.e4 e5 2.f4 Bc5


  This move cannot be a refutation of the gambit. If Black doesn’t want to play ...exf4, I think he should play the Falkbeer Counter Gambit with 2...d5. After 2...d5 3.exd5 e4 Réti’s observation is very much to the point: ‘in this position it is almost impossible to know why White played 2.f4’.


  3.Nf3 d6 4.c3 Bg4


  A logical move to prevent d2-d4. However, White gets a good game with the following queen manoeuvre, well-known for many a long year. The consequences of 4...f5 5.fxe5 dxe5 6.d4 are still amongst the most obscure corners of opening theory, while 4...Nf6 5.d4 leads to a position in which White possesses an impressive pawn centre, although Black has counterplay.


  5.fxe5 dxe5 6.Qa4+! Bd7


  Necessary as 6...Qd7 7.Bb5 c6 8.Nxe5! loses a pawn. I knew all this very well as the King’s Gambit was my favourite opening.


  7.Qc2 Nc6 8.b4 Bd6


  To avoid the loss of the e-pawn, Black must remove the bishop from a good diagonal. Books cite a Spielmann game with 9.Bc4, but I had found another continuation which I might still choose today and which I had already tried out at my club in Aalborg.


  9.Be2 Qe7 10.Na3


  The knight, and not the bishop, is the piece headed for c4. Perhaps it would have been more accurate to play Na3 the move before (see the next note).


  10...a5 11.b5 Nd8


  The reason for playing Na3 on the ninth move can be seen in the variation 11...Bxa3 12.Bxa3 Qxa3 13.bxc6 Bxc6 14.Nxe5 Qa4 where Black forces an exchange of queens but White still has the better game after 15.Qxa4 Bxa4 16.Bc4 Nh6 17.0-0.


  12.Nc4 f6 13.0-0 Nh6 14.d4 Nhf7 15.a4 0-0 16.Nxd6 Nxd6?


  Black’s position is difficult but 16...cxd6 would have been better. White would then have continued with 17.Ba3 and 18.Rad1.


  17.Ba3 N8f7??


  It was necessary to play 17...b6 although White has a clear advantage. For example, 18.dxe5 fxe5 19.c4 or 19.Bc4+ N8f7 20.Bd5 Rac8 21.c4.
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  18.c4!


  Completely decisive.


  18...exd4 19.c5 Qxe4 20.Bd3 Qe3+ 21.Kh1 Nxb5


  Desperation. The point of White’s combination is that the knight can only retreat to c8 or e8, in both cases disconnecting the two rooks. Then 22.c6 would have threatened Bxh7+ followed by Bxf8. For example, after 21...Nc8 22.c6 Rd8 23.cxd7 the black position is no less desperate than in the game.


  22.axb5 c6 23.Bxh7+ Kh8 24.Nh4 Ne5 25.Rae1 Qh6 26.Ng6+ Nxg6 27.Bxg6 Be8 28.Bf5 cxb5 29.c6 b4 30.Bc1 g5 31.c7 Bc6 32.Re7 1-0


  An accurately played game, but not very difficult. It was awarded one of the two prizes for the best games of the tournament, which came as a surprise to me. Ivkov, the winner, played a brilliant game against the West German player Rosen, but it was not put forward for the special prizes. Perhaps on account of modesty, perhaps laziness; I don’t know.


  Game 2


  English Opening


  Bent Larsen


  Alex Nielsen


  Scandinavian Championship, Esbjerg 1953


  1.Nf3 Nf6 2.c4 c5 3.d4 cxd4 4.Nxd4 Nc6 5.Nc3 d6


  It is interesting that I didn’t accept the offer of transposing into the Maroczy Bind variation of the Sicilian Defence which would have occurred after 6.e4. According to ‘what I learned as a child’, this would have been favourable to White; however, it appears I had my doubts about it even then. I have often played this line as Black, but rarely as White, the game against Petrosian at Santa Monica 1966 being a glorious exception.


  6.g3 g6 7.Bg2 Bd7 8.Nc2 Bg7 9.b3 0-0 10.Bb2 a6 11.0-0 Rb8


  If I can be permitted to quote my comment in Skakbladet: ‘Black wants to play ...b7-b5, an excellent plan, but after White’s next move he has to remember the wise words of Nimzowitsch: “cramped positions should be freed slowly”.’ At that time I was studying Nimzowitsch and modern opening theory.


  12.Rc1 b5? 13.Nd5! Nxd5?


  After 13...bxc4 14.Nxf6+ Bxf6 15.Bxf6 exf6 16.Ne3 Black could try 16...cxb3 but 16.Na3 gives White a clear advantage. Better was 13...Ne8!.


  14.Bxg7 Kxg7 15.cxd5 Ne5 16.h3


  White threatens f2-f4, which faces Black with a difficult choice. Per haps 16...Bc8 is best although it doesn’t look satisfactory; in any event, the open file and the possibility of posting a knight or rook on c6 give White the advantage.


  16...Qb6
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  17.Qd4!


  The exchange of queens greatly increases White’s advantage as the rook can go to c7.


  17...f6 18.Qxb6 Rxb6 19.Nd4 g5 20.Rc7 Rd8 21.Kh2


  A surprising move which prepares Be4. Black ought to have replied with the desperate 21...g4, which makes it more difficult to mount a direct attack on his knight.


  21...h6 22.Be4 Kf8


  White was ready to play Bf5, or f2-f4 followed by Bf5. For this reason Black avoids the knight check on f5 and also protects his e-pawn; however, White now has the chance to chase away the enemy knight, which decides the game much more quickly than 23.Bf5, though this would also have been very strong.


  23.f4 Nf7 24.Bf3!


  But not 24.Ne6+? Bxe6 25.dxe6 d5! with drawing chances. Now Black has no defence; for example, if 24...Ke8 there follows 25.Bh5.


  24...Rbb8 25.Ne6+ Bxe6


  After 25...Ke8 White, rather than grabbing the exchange, would have preferred the energetic move 26.Bh5.


  26.dxe6 Nh8 27.f5


  An unusual way of entombing a knight. Of course, the struggle is now as good as over.


  27...b4 28.Bb7 a5 29.e4 1-0
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  Axel Nielsen didn’t play this game very well but he finished second in the tournament and in three Danish Championships. I felt very proud of the way I beat him and for a long time considered this game to be one of my best positional battles. Most young talents find it more difficult to play positionally than to launch a sharp or complicated attack against their opponent’s king.


  Game 3


  Grünfeld Indian Defence


  Harald Enevoldsen


  Bent Larsen


  Club Match, Copenhagen 1953


  1.d4 Nf6 2.c4 g6 3.f3


  Alekhine first played this in 1929 during his match with Bogoljubow; however, 3.f3 has never become very popular.


  If Black develops quietly, this usually turns into the Sämisch Variation of the King’s Indian Defence via a transposition of moves: 3...Bg7 4.e4 0-0 5.Nc3 d6. However, White can defer developing his b1-knight with 5.Bd3 d6 6.Ne2, which has some advantages.


  Grünfeld’s method, ...d7-d5, is very logical here. Because of this counterplay, masters have shied away from playing 3.f3. White makes a strong point of e4, while Black starts an attack against the d-pawn.


  3...d5! 4.cxd5 Nxd5 5.e4 Nb6 6.Nc3 Bg7 7.Be3 0-0 8.Qd2


  This variation was played quite often by the Enevoldsen brothers, Jens and Harald. They probably liked the sharp positions that resulted after 0-0-0. Theoreticians prefer 8.f4 Nc6 9.d5 Nb8 10.a4 although White still can’t claim any advantage.


  8...Nc6 9.0-0-0 e5 10.d5 Nd4
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  11.f4


  The sharpest line: White wants to undermine the position of the enemy knight. A more prudent choice is 11.Nb5 as was played in the game Pachman-Padevsky, Moscow 1956, which continued 11...Nxb5 12.Bxb5 Bd7 13.Bd3 c6 14.dxc6 Qc7.


  11...c5 12.fxe5


  After 12.dxc6 Nxc6 Black has a good game. An interesting alternative is 12.Nf3; the game H.Enevoldsen-Hartvig Nielsen, Copenhagen 1950, continued 12...Bg4 13.Be2 (the most consistent line for White is 13.Nxe5!? although the sacrifice is not entirely sound) 13...Nxe2+ 14.Qxe2 exf4 15.Bxc5 Re8 with good chances for Black. Nielsen got a winning attack after 16.h3 Bxf3 17.Qxf3 Nc4 18.Qd3 b5 19.Rhf1 Nxb2.


  12...Bg4! 13.Re1 Bxe5 14.Bg5?


  This is an innovation, though not one that improves White’s game. Of course, my knowledge of the variation was not profound, but so far Black’s moves were logical. I vaguely remembered the game J. Enevoldsen-Heinicke, Oldenburg 1949: 14.h3 Qh4 15.Kb1 f6 16.Rc1 a6 17.Bf2 Qh5 18.Nce2 Bf5!? and Black won brilliantly.


  It is possible that White’s play could be improved, but after 14.h3 the second player has a quiet line at his disposal: 14...Bd7 15.Nf3 Nxf3 16.gxf3 Qe7 with good play (H. Enevoldsen-Bolbochan, Dubrovnik 1950). The white centre is rather weak and Black has the better chances of organising an attack against the enemy king.


  14...f6 15.Bf4?


  A completely mistaken plan. White has to play 15.Bh6.


  15...Qd6 16.Bxe5? fxe5


  White has lost a tempo and besides has opened up a file for his opponent.


  17.h3 Bd7 18.Be2 Rf2 19.Qg5
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  A most ingenious move in an already precarious position; the g-pawn is protected and he is preparing to play Nf3 in order to attack the black e-pawn. However, Enevoldsen’s position was unsound, as demonstrated by Black’s following two moves, beginning a decisive attack before the opponent can connect his two rooks.


  19...Na4!


  A natural move, trying to exchange off the white king’s best defender and thus eliminate one of the bishop’s protectors; therefore White is obliged to postpone the development of his g1-knight.


  20.Nd1?


  White’s reply is an error but 20.Qg3 Raf8 21.Nf3 doesn’t offer much hope, either. Black has the choice of a number of attacking continuations; the simplest is probably 21...Nxc3 22.Qxf2 Nxa2+ 23.Kb1 Nb4.


  20...c4!!


  The rook cannot be captured.


  21.Qg3


  21.Nxf2 Qb4 22.Qd2 c3 23.bxc3 Qa3+, winning. This line shows the part the rook plays in the attack and that White is unable to develop on the kingside. The game is effectively over.


  21...c3! 22.bxc3


  After 22.Qxf2 cxb2+ 23.Nxb2 Black can win in various ways; for example, 23...Qb4. 23.Kb1 Rc8 is also decisive.


  22...Qa3+ 23.Kd2 Rf4 24.Bc4 Rc8 25.Qd3 Nb2 26.Nxb2 Qxb2+ 0-1


  Game 4


  King’s Indian Defence


  Eigil Pedersen


  Bent Larsen


  Danish Championship, Aarhus 1954


  1.d4 Nf6 2.c4 g6 3.Nc3 Bg7 4.e4 d6 5.g3 0-0 6.Bg2 e5 7.d5 Nh5 8.Nge2 f5 9.exf5


  Castling is probably better.


  9...gxf5 10.0-0 Nd7 11.Rb1


  Once the pawns were exchanged, the natural continuation was 11.f4 but after 11...exf4 (11...e4 12.g4) 12.Nxf4 Nxf4 13.Bxf4 Ne5 Black has the better game. With the text move White prepares for action on the queenside.


  11...a5 12.a3?


  This is premature and leads to a weakening of the white pawns.


  12...Nb6 13.b3 f4


  Playing 13...a4 14.Nxa4 doesn’t achieve anything. Black prefers to keep ...a5-a4 in reserve as a threat.


  14.f3


  Perhaps 14.Qd3 would have been better but 14...a4 15.b4 Nxc4 looks promising for Black.


  14...Bf5
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  15.Ne4


  Now Black gets a clear advantage but putting the rook on the long diagonal was also inadequate. After 15.Rb2 fxg3 16.hxg3 Bg6 the threat is 17...e4, in addition to ...a5-a4.


  15...a4! 16.gxf4


  It is difficult to find anything better. After 16.g4 Bxe4! 17.fxe4 Nf6 Black’s position is obviously to be preferred, with a protected passed pawn on one side and weakened enemy pawns on the other.


  16...Qh4 17.Bb2


  If now 17.fxe5 Bxe4! 18.fxe4 Bxe5 19.h3 Ng3 and Black has a substantial advantage.


  17...Nxf4 18.Nxf4 Qxf4 19.Bc1 Qh4 20.Be3 Bh6


  Now the bishop joins in the attack against the white king.


  21.Bf2


  After 21.Bxb6 cxb6 the threat of 22...Bf4 would be stronger.


  21...Qh5 22.Ng3 Qg6 23.Nxf5 Rxf5 24.Qd3


  The only way to stop Black’s attack.


  24...Bf4


  Threatening 25...Bxh2+.


  25.Bg3 axb3 26.Rxb3 Bxg3 27.hxg3 Rg5 28.f4 exf4 29.Rxf4 Qxd3 30.Rxd3 Nd7 31.Bh3 Ne5 32.Rb3 b6


  [image: image]


  Black has achieved a very advantageous ending, with a good knight against a weak bishop, with White also saddled by two weak pawns. For the next eight moves my opponent was in time trouble and of course I hoped to take advantage, though I also wanted to reach an adjournment so that I could find the winning method at my leisure during ‘home analysis’.
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        	3

        	Nielsen,Axel

        	1

        	1

        	*

        	0

        	0

        	1

        	0

        	½

        	½

        	1

        	1

        	1

        	7.0
      


      
        	4

        	Sterner,Bjorn-Olof

        	0

        	½

        	1

        	*

        	½

        	½

        	0

        	1

        	½

        	1

        	1

        	1

        	7.0
      


      
        	5

        	Larsen,Bent

        	0

        	0

        	1

        	½

        	*

        	1

        	1

        	½

        	0

        	1

        	1

        	½

        	6.5
      


      
        	6

        	Vestol,Aage

        	½

        	1

        	0

        	½

        	0

        	*

        	1

        	½

        	1

        	0

        	1

        	1

        	6.5
      


      
        	7

        	Poulsen,Christian

        	0

        	0

        	1

        	1

        	0

        	0

        	*

        	0

        	1

        	1

        	1

        	1

        	6.0
      


      
        	8

        	Karlin,Ored

        	0

        	0

        	½

        	0

        	½

        	½

        	1

        	*

        	½

        	½

        	½

        	1

        	5.0
      


      
        	9

        	Blomberg,Keijo

        	0

        	0

        	½

        	½

        	1

        	0

        	0

        	½

        	*

        	½

        	½

        	½

        	4.0
      


      
        	10

        	Solin,Hugo

        	½

        	0

        	0

        	0

        	0

        	1

        	0

        	½

        	½

        	*

        	1

        	½

        	4.0
      


      
        	11

        	Storm Herseth,Laege

        	0

        	0

        	0

        	0

        	0

        	0

        	0

        	½

        	½

        	0

        	*

        	1

        	2.0
      


      
        	12

        	Hildebrand,Alexander

        	0

        	0

        	0

        	0

        	½

        	0

        	0

        	0

        	½

        	½

        	0

        	*

        	1.5
      

    

  


  33.Kf2 Kg7 34.Bf1 Ng4+ 35.Ke1 Re8+ 36.Kd2 Ne5 37.Be2 Kh8 38.Rf6 Kg7 39.Rf1 Rg8 40.g4? Kh8


  Time trouble is over but White’s last move was an error that costs him a pawn.


  41.Re3?


  Another mistake, which saves me a lot of work.


  A plausible continuation is 41.Rg3 Nxg4 42.Rfg1 Nf6 43.Rxg5 Rxg5 44.Rxg5 Ne4+ 45.Ke3 Nxg5 46.Kf4 h6 47.Kf5 Kg7 and, despite the enemy king being well placed, Black has the better of it.


  41...Rxg4! 0-1


  [image: image]


  White would have analysed 41...Nxg4 42.Bxg4 Rxg4 43.Re7 with excellent drawing chances; but after 41...Rxg4! both 42.Rxe5 Rd4+ and 42.Bxg4 Nxc4+ are hopeless for White. He is losing a pawn in a very bad position.


  Chapter 2

  Scandinavian Champion


  The year 1955 started with a partial failure; I only managed to share first place in the Copenhagen Championship. It is true that I let three half-points slip through my fingers but Palle Ravn made the same score. After that I took part in the Danish Championship and scored 10 out of a possible 11.


  In August I played in the Scandinavian Championship, which took place in Oslo, and although I didn’t play very well in all the games, I shared first place with Fridrik Olafsson whom I beat in the last round.


  In November I took part in the young masters’ tournament in Zagreb (the age limit being 21) and, in spite of some serious mistakes, managed to finish first equal, this time with Bhend of Switzerland. Bilek of Hungary was third, and amongst those finishing further down the table were masters as strong as the Yugoslavs Matulovic, Bogdanovic and Djurasevic. It was a very important tournament. If this collection of games stretched to 200, I would have included several of my Zagreb games in it.


  In a little tournament held over the New Year in Stockholm, I ‘only’ managed second place. Martin Johansson won it, while Stahlberg came seventh. Immediately after I flew to Reykjavik where the tie for the Scandinavian had to be decided by an eight-game match. In those days Olafsson was a national hero. He had beaten Pilnik in a match and at Hastings shared first with Kortchnoi. The enthusiasm on the island was fantastic: everyone followed our match with great interest. But what was wrong with Olafsson? I took the lead 3½-1½. But in the sixth game I blundered in a position that was clearly drawn and I played very badly in the seventh. The situation was now 3½ points all with one game left and both of us were very nervous. Just when it might have been supposed that I was beaten psychologically, it turned out to be me who kept better control of himself in the decisive game.


  
    
      
        	Danish Championship, Aalborg 1955
      


      
        	

        	

        	1

        	2

        	3

        	4

        	5

        	6

        	7

        	8

        	9

        	10

        	11

        	12
      


      
        	1

        	Larsen,Bent

        	*

        	1

        	½

        	½

        	1

        	1

        	1

        	1

        	1

        	1

        	1

        	1

        	10.0
      


      
        	2

        	Nielsen,Axel

        	0

        	*

        	½

        	½

        	1

        	1

        	1

        	1

        	1

        	½

        	1

        	1

        	8.5
      


      
        	3

        	Enevoldsen,Jens

        	½

        	½

        	*

        	½

        	½

        	0

        	1

        	½

        	1

        	1

        	1

        	1

        	7.5
      


      
        	4

        	Petersen,Svend

        	½

        	½

        	½

        	*

        	1

        	0

        	1

        	0

        	½

        	1

        	1

        	1

        	7.0
      


      
        	5

        	Andersen,Borge

        	0

        	0

        	½

        	0

        	*

        	0

        	1

        	½

        	½

        	1

        	1

        	1

        	5.5
      


      
        	6

        	Nielsen,Vervner

        	0

        	0

        	1

        	1

        	1

        	*

        	½

        	½

        	½

        	0

        	0

        	½

        	5.0
      


      
        	7

        	Gemzoe,Ja cob

        	0

        	0

        	0

        	0

        	0

        	½

        	*

        	1

        	½

        	1

        	0

        	1

        	4.0
      


      
        	8

        	Hansen,Victor

        	0

        	0

        	½

        	1

        	½

        	½

        	0

        	*

        	½

        	0

        	½

        	½

        	4.0
      


      
        	9

        	Lauridsen,Evald

        	0

        	0

        	0

        	½

        	½

        	½

        	½

        	½

        	*

        	½

        	1

        	0

        	4.0
      


      
        	10

        	Nielsen,Harvig

        	0

        	½

        	0

        	0

        	0

        	1

        	0

        	1

        	½

        	*

        	1

        	0

        	4.0
      


      
        	11

        	Haahr,Thorkild

        	0

        	0

        	0

        	0

        	0

        	1

        	1

        	½

        	0

        	0

        	*

        	1

        	3.5
      


      
        	12

        	Kupferstich,Moises

        	0

        	0

        	0

        	0

        	0

        	½

        	0

        	½

        	1

        	1

        	0

        	*

        	3.0
      

    

  


  Game 5


  Grünfeld Indian Defence


  Fridrik Olafsson


  Bent Larsen


  8th Match Game, Reykjavik 1956


  1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cxd4 4.Nxd4 Nf6 5.Nc3 a6 6.Bg5 e6 7.Qf3


  Nowadays 7.f4 is played almost automatically but at that time the queen move was more fashionable, or at least it had been until the Gothenburg Interzonal, held a few months before, in which several famous games were played; outstanding amongst them was a Keres victory over Fuderer with the pawn sacrifice 7.f4 Qb6 8.Qd2.


  One of the better known games with 7.Qf3 is Bronstein-Najdorf, in 1954, in which White sacrificed a piece for three pawns to get the initiative and, later, victory: 7...Nbd7 8.0-0-0 Qc7 9.Qg3 b5 10.Bxb5, etc. The same year I won two games with black using a defence which I had invented myself. I was very happy to have the chance to play it again in this important game.


  7...Be7 8.0-0-0 Qc7 9.Rg1


  The move which was then in vogue. The plan of 9.Rg1 and 10.g4 was popularised by the game Nezhmetdinov-Paoli, Bucharest 1953.


  9...Nc6 10.g4 Ne5 11.Qe2 b5 12.f4 b4!


  This was my little invention.


  13.Nb1


  After 13.fxe5 dxe5 Black gets the piece back, and my games against Kølvig and Paoli didn’t indicate that White had any advantage.


  13...Ned7 14.Bh4 Bb7 15.Bg2 Nc5 16.Nd2 Rc8


  In positions like the present one it is important that Black doesn’t castle too soon. First he must create threats against the white king’s position, so that White can’t concentrate all his pieces against the enemy king.


  17.Kb1 Na4 18.N2b3 h6


  Winning a pawn with 18...e5 19.fxe5 dxe5 20.Nf5 Qc3 21.bxc3 Nxc3+ 22.Kb2 Nxe2 23.Rgf1 would be very favourable for White.


  19.Be1 Nc5 20.Nd2 Nfd7 21.h4 g6 22.g5??


  A serious positional mistake. White probably chose not to play 22.f5 because of 22...e5, for example 23.N4b3 Nxb3 24.Nxb3 a5 and Black’s position is completely OK, although after the text it is much more so.


  22...e5 23.fxe5 dxe5 24.N4f3


  Here 24.Bg3 was better; however, Black can win the g-pawn with impunity.


  24...Ne6 25.Rc1 Nf4


  A very strong knight.


  26.Qf1 Bc6!


  [image: image]


  Decisive. The threat of ...Bb5 is very strong and wins at least the exchange.


  27.c4


  White decides on a drastic solution to ...Bb5, but he would have done better to play 27.Qxa6, after which Black can win the exchange with 27...Bc5 besides gaining attacking chances down the a-file. The attempt at a combination with 27.Nxe5 is easily refuted: 27...Qxe5 28.Bg3 hxg5 29.hxg5 Bxg5 30.Nf3 Qe7 31.Nxg5 Nxg2.


  27...bxc3 28.Rxc3


  After 28.bxc3 Ba3 29.Rc2 Qb7+ White is lost.


  28...Bb5!


  It was sad for the islanders to see their hero lose, but at least it happened in a pretty way. Everyone likes a queen sacrifice.


  29.Rxc7


  Well, it is not really a sacrifice as Black gets his queen back immediately. It is an offer White can’t refuse as 29.Qf2 Bc5 is rather disagreeable.


  29...Rxc7 30.Bg3


  Naturally, the rest is not difficult.


  30...Bxf1 31.Bxf1 hxg5 32.hxg5 Bc5 33.Nxe5 Bxg1 34.Bxf4 Bh2 35.Bxh2 Rxh2 36.Nef3 Rh1 37.a3 Nc5 38.Ka2 Rxf1 39.Nxf1 Nxe4 40.Ne3 Rc5 0-1


  Chapter 3

  International Master


  The Chess Olympiad of 1954 should have been held in Buenos Aires, and I was in the process of preparing for the trip, but at the last minute it was cancelled. It is probable that this decision had something to do with a change of government in Argentina and a sports ministry budget which mysteriously evaporated.


  However, the Netherlands stepped in to take charge of organising the Olympiad at very short notice, and in the space of five weeks achieved what usually take a year or more of preparation. A fantastic feat of organisation! I was on top board for the Danish team and, with the exception of junior tournaments, this was my baptism of fire in the international arena. Although I played 19 rounds – rather too many – I managed the decent score of 71%, which is to say 13½ points. We were in the ‘B’ section of the finals but even so there were some very good players amongst my adversaries. In recognition of my score the World Chess Federation (FIDE) awarded me the international master title at their congress the following year.


  I wouldn’t claim that Game 5 was my best game of the competition but it has a special place in my memory.


  Game 6


  Sicilian Defence


  Ossip Bernstein


  Bent Larsen


  Amsterdam Olympiad 1954


  During the Olympiad I played Dr. Bernstein twice. In the preliminary section we drew. Before the game I recall someone saying to me: ‘Young man, it will be interesting for you to play against Bernstein who in 1907 had already announced his intention of retiring from chess!’


  In the finals I had to play him again, on the 20th September, the day on which he celebrated his 72nd birthday. But he wouldn’t be receiving a birthday present from me.


  1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.c4 Bg4


  Another good reply to White’s unusual third move is 3...e5.


  4.d4 cxd4 5.Qxd4 Nf6 6.Nc3 g6 7.b3


  Somewhat risky but not an error.


  7...Bg7 8.Bb2 Qa5 9.Nd2 Nc6 10.Qe3??


  [image: image]


  After this Black has a very nice combination. Correct would have been 10.Qd3 and there is nothing special in the position.


  10...Nb4!


  [image: image]


  The game with Ossip Bernstein at the Amsterdam Olympiad, 1954.


  A very strong ‘beginner’s move’. There is nothing subtle about the threat. The annotator who wrote after the next move ‘now 11.Bd3 was better’ cannot have foreseen the extremely strong reply 11...Bh6!.


  11.Rc1 Nxa2!


  If you thought, two or three moves ago, that the bishop on g4 was hitting at thin air, you must now admit that the thin air around the king is a bit special. Bernstein thought for a long time. I wandered around the playing hall, watching the USSR-Yugoslavia match, which featured Fuderer’s sensational victory over Geller. Just as I returned to my own game, Bernstein suddenly raised his large head and said ‘Sehr schön gespielt!’ (‘Very well played!’) before continuing with his deliberations.


  12.Nxa2


  The elegant reply to 12.Ra1 is 12...Nb4!.


  12...Qxa2 13.Bd4


  Black has won a pawn but it is not easy to get the queen back to safety without giving it back.


  13...e5 14.Bc3 h5! 15.Qd3


  Now 15.Bd3 is not possible because of 15...Bh6!; if 15.Ra1 White’s problems are still not resolved because of 15...Qc2; against 15.b4 the simplest is 15...Qa4 and if 16.Ra1 Qc2!. But also good is 15...Bh6 16.Qd3 0-0.


  15...Qa3 16.Ra1 Qc5 17.Ra5 Qc7 18.Bb4 Bf8 19.Nb1?


  [image: image]


  The previous move of the bishop was almost forced but contains a dose of poison. Black has a second opportunity to play a neat combination.


  19...Nxe4!


  Pawn number two! There was another good possibility (19...d5!) but the text is less complicated.


  20.Qxe4 d5!


  White was perhaps hoping for 20...Bf5? and 21...Bxb1 in which case he would have played 21.Qd5 or 21.Qf3 with some attacking chances such as 22.c5.


  21.Rxd5 Bxb4+ 22.Nd2 0-0


  So Black has to be satisfied with one extra pawn, but White’s pinned knight and inability to castle make his position hopeless.


  23.Bd3 Rad8 24.Rb5? Bxd2+ 25.Kxd2 Bf5


  Of course, the rest of the game is not very exciting.


  26.Qxb7 Rxd3+ 27.Kc1 Qd6 28.Qxa7 Rc3+ 29.Kb2 Qd2+ 30.Ka3 Rc2 31.Ra1 Be4 32.Rb6 Ra8 33.Rb8+ Rxb8 34.Qxb8+ Kh7 35.Qxe5 Bxg2 0-1


  White lost on time.


  This was my first victory over a grandmaster. Of course Bernstein in 1954 wasn’t as strong as he had been, but he was still by no means senile. Two months later, in the Montevideo tournament, he shared second place with Najdorf whom he beat in a brilliant game with a beautiful knight sacrifice.


  Chapter 4

  Grandmaster!


  The victory over Olafsson, seen as sensational by most pundits, was the prelude to my consecration. If they had asked me then if I had expected to become a grandmaster, it would have been difficult to give a negative reply; however, I thought it would come some years into the future.


  Now, looking back, I think the Danish Championship held in Copenhagen in 1956 was the first time I demonstrated grandmaster strength. At that tournament, amongst the strongest of Danish Championships, I made few errors and won the first seven games; after that followed three quiet draws and then another victory.


  
    
      
        	Copenhagen 1956
      


      
        	

        	

        	1

        	2

        	3

        	4

        	5

        	6

        	7

        	8

        	9

        	0
      


      
        	1

        	Larsen,Bent

        	*

        	½

        	1

        	1

        	1

        	1

        	1

        	½

        	1

        	1

        	8.0
      


      
        	2

        	Fuchs,Reinhart

        	½

        	*

        	0

        	½

        	1

        	1

        	1

        	0

        	½

        	½

        	5.0
      


      
        	3

        	Pedersen,Eigil

        	0

        	1

        	*

        	½

        	0

        	½

        	½

        	1

        	1

        	½

        	5.0
      


      
        	4

        	Bertholdt,Dieter

        	0

        	½

        	½

        	*

        	1

        	½

        	0

        	½

        	1

        	½

        	4.5
      


      
        	5

        	Roessel,Frits

        	0

        	0

        	1

        	0

        	*

        	0

        	1

        	1

        	½

        	1

        	4.5
      


      
        	6

        	Enevoldsen,Jens

        	0

        	0

        	½

        	½

        	1

        	*

        	0

        	½

        	1

        	½

        	4.0
      


      
        	7

        	Nielsen,Axel

        	0

        	0

        	½

        	1

        	0

        	1

        	*

        	1

        	0

        	½

        	4.0
      


      
        	8

        	Thorbergsson,Freysteinn

        	½

        	1

        	0

        	½

        	0

        	½

        	0

        	*

        	½

        	½

        	3.5
      


      
        	9

        	Johannsson,Ingi

        	0

        	½

        	0

        	0

        	½

        	0

        	1

        	½

        	*

        	1

        	3.5
      


      
        	10

        	Bouwmeester,Hans

        	0

        	½

        	½

        	½

        	0

        	½

        	½

        	½

        	0

        	*

        	3.0
      

    

  


  After finishing my second course at the technical University I went to Hanko, Fin-land, to play in a little competition, but I didn’t play well and had to share first place with Rantanen. I was only back in Copenhagen for a few days before travelling to Spain, specifically Gijón, where I won convincingly, ahead of Darga, O’Kelly, Donner and some of the best Spanish players. I hurried back to Copenhagen to take part in a training tournament organised by the Ekstrabladet newspaper in which I conceded two draws and won with 8 out of a possible 9 points. Fuchs, from East Germany, and Eigil Pedersen shared second place with 5 points.


  After that I headed to Moscow to take part in the Chess Olympiad. This time Denmark qualified for the Final ‘A’ section; but, even so, things went very well for me in my battle with the leading masters. I drew with the grandmasters and beat the rest. Only once, in the preliminary phase, did I stumble, losing to Fairhurst of Scotland. To compensate for that I beat Gligoric in the final section.


  ‘Are you aware that you have a better score than Botvinnik?’ asked the Hungarian grandmaster Barcza one day. ‘No, no, I didn’t know,’ I replied, surprised. My game against Botvinnik ended in a draw after I had had some winning chances.


  [image: image]


  Playing Botvinnik at the Olympiad, Moscow 1956.


  With 14 out of 18, 77.8%, I made the best score on the top board, and at the end of the tournament I was elevated to the category of grandmaster. People applauded and I was astonished that it had all happened so quickly. This is the only tournament in which I have taken part in which I played better than I had previously expected, or thought possible beforehand.


  In Denmark there was great enthusiasm and I travelled up and down the country giving exhibitions. In the intervals I was also busy at the university, as a result of which, when I went to play in the New Year tournament held annually in Hastings, I was very tired. In order to stimulate myself to overcome this fatigue, I played very risky chess for most of the competition and, with the exception of the game I lost to Olafsson in the second round, my results were excellent. I shared first place with Gligoric, ahead of Olafsson and O’Kelly.


  Less than a year before my victory in the match held in Reykjavik had been considered a surprise; now, my Hastings success confirmed that the grandmaster title had not been a matter of luck. It may be justly said that 1956 was the year of my consecration.


  Game 7


  King’s Indian Defence


  Bent Larsen


  Francisco José Perez Perez


  Gijón 1956


  1.Nf3 Nf6 2.g3 g6 3.Bg2 Bg7 4.c4 0-0 5.d4 d6 6.0-0 Nbd7 7.Qc2 e5 8.Rd1


  Between 1954 and 1956 I played this line against the King’s Indian almost all the time.


  8...Re8 9.Nc3 c6 10.e4


  The consequences of 10.b3 e4 have still not been fully explored, although some Hungarian masters often played this line, even after it went out of fashion. In 1956 the model game for this line was Donner-Szabo, Buenos Aires 1955: 11.Ng5 e3 12.fxe3 Nf8 13.e4 Qe7 14.e3 Bh6 15.Nf3 Nxe4 16.Nxe4 Qxe4 17.Qxe4 Rxe4 18.Ng5 Re7 19.Ne4 Bh3 20.Nxd6 Bxg2 21.Kxg2 Bxe3 22.Re1 Re6 with equality. I was more familiar with these complications then than I am now.


  10...a5


  10...Qe7 is probably best although 10...Qc7 with the idea of 11.h3 b5!? is also interesting.


  11.h3 a4


  A well-known trick: White cannot capture the a-pawn because he would lose his e-pawn.


  12.Be3 Qa5 13.Rab1!


  This position was gradually gaining a favourable reputation for White. That I had played it to defeat Andersen in the Danish Championship three months earlier wasn’t known in the chess world, naturally, but the fact that Kortchnoi had beaten Ivkov with it at Hastings prior to that game had impressed everyone...


  13...Nf8


  13...exd4 14.Nxd4 Nc5 15.b4 axb3 16.axb3 Qb4 17.Bf4! Bf8? 18.Bd2 Qb6 19.Be3 Qb4? 20.Qd2! Qb6 21.b4 Ncxe4 22.Nxe4 Nxe4 23.Qd3 with a decisive advantage.


  I suppose Perez’ next move was a reaction to that game and is an attempt to improve the position without playing ...exd4.


  [image: image]


  14.dxe5!?


  It is not possible to claim this is stronger than 14.b4. Both moves are very good. My choice was to some degree influenced by psychological considerations: Perez is a typical attacking player and could have been planning the following sacrifice, which is not altogether sound but definitely dangerous: 14.b4 axb3 15.axb3 exd4 16.Nxd4 Qh5 17.g4 Bxg4!?.


  The text move 14.dxe5 is noteworthy because in similar positions in the King’s Indian it is often weak. Here it is difficult for Black to exploit the hole on d4, while White gains several positional advantages: more space, the d-file and the b6- and d6-squares. Besides which, the black pieces get in each other’s way; for instance, which piece is going to e6? The bishop or the knight?


  14...dxe5 15.c5 N6d7


  This blocks in the bishop but protects the e5-pawn; also it defends b6 and puts pressure on the c5-pawn.


  It is difficult to find a better move. For example, 15...Be6 is weak because of 16.Nxe5 Nxe4 (here the loss of a pawn can be avoided by 16...Bxa2 but after 17.Nxa2 Rxe5 White is clearly better) 17.Nxc6!. Nor is the following variation satisfactory for Black: 15...Qb4 16.b3 axb3 17.axb3 N8d7 18.Ra1! Ra3 19.Rxa3 Qxa3 20.Na4.


  16.b4 axb3 17.axb3 Ne6


  [image: image]


  18.Rb2!!


  The two exclamation marks are by Kmoch in Chess Review, while Euwe in Chess Archives considered that the move was somewhat dubious. Long, careful study has led me to the same conclusion as Kmoch. I am proud of this move and judge it to be much better than 18.b4 as recommended by the Dutch grandmaster. Besides, I also consider 18.Na4 to be much better than 18.b4.


  According to Chess Archives, after 18.Rb2 Black has the possibility of a draw with 18...Nd4, which is not the case. White doesn’t play 19.Nxd4 exd4 20.Bxd4 (not 20.Ra2 Qxc5 21.Rxa8 dxe3) 20...Bxd4 21.Rxd4 Qxc5, nor 19.Bxd4 exd4 20.Ra2 Qxc3 21.Qxc3 dxc3 22.Rxa8 Nxc5 but 19.Nxd4 exd4 20.b4 dxc3 21.bxa5 cxb2. At this point, Chess Archives suggest that White’s position is not easy, for example 22.Bd4 Bxd4 23.Rxd4 Rxa5 24.Qxb2 Nxc5. However, White has a better move: 22.Bd2!, and the win should not be too difficult.


  Once the objections to the text move have been dealt with, the advantages of 18.Rb2 can be summarised as follows:


  1) it leads to a direct threat, with a gain of tempo;


  2) it prepares for a doubling of rooks on the d-file; for example, 18...Qc7 19.Na4, with the idea of 20.Qc4 and 21.Rbd2;


  3) it is important to retain the c-pawn to support the knight on a4. That is to say, with the c-pawn solidly protected and the a-file blocked, White can concentrate his forces on exploiting the open d-file. Then White will be able to strengthen his position with Nd2 and Nc4, Bf1 and Bc4, or h3-h4 and Bh3.


  I think the double exclamation marks are fully justified. Black’s position is very difficult.


  18...Qb4? 19.Na4 f5?


  A desperate move. Patient defence of poor positions is not Perez’ style.


  The threat was 20.Bd2 Qb5 21.Bf1. Black had nothing better than 19...Qa5 20.Ra2 Qc7 to which I could have replied 21.b4, or 21.Qc3 Bf8 22.Rad2 as the exchange sacrifice 22...Rxa4 is insufficient.


  20.exf5 gxf5 21.Nh4!


  [image: image]


  Simple enough. As well as the threat to the f5-pawn, there is 22.Bd2, as 22...Qe4 is no longer possible with White’s last move controlling the square. White wins a pawn, retains the better position and lines up attacking chances against the enemy king.


  21...Nd4 22.Bxd4 exd4 23.Nxf5 Bf6


  Of course, Black could try 23...d3 but the continuation 24.Qd2 Rxa4 25.Qg5 Qc3 26.Qxg7+ would leave him with a lost ending.


  24.Qc1 Rxa4 25.bxa4 Qxc5 26.Qf4 d3 27.Nd6 Rf8 28.Ne4 Bxb2


  Time trouble added to Black’s desperate plight. Given his advantage of the exchange and a pawn, White has a number of different ways to win.


  29.Qg4+ Kh8? 30.Nxc5 Nxc5 31.Qb4 1-0


  Black’s c8-bishop hasn’t made a single move!


  (Perez is a very common Spanish name but my opponent in this game is the same as in Game 23. Perez lived in Spain for many years, where he was born; afterwards he became a Cuban national and in the Interzonal of 1964 he was the representative of the Central American zone.)


  Game 8


  Sicilian Defence


  Nikola Padevsky


  Bent Larsen


  Moscow Olympiad 1956


  1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 Nc6 3.d4 cxd4 4.Nxd4 Nf6 5.Nc3 d6 6.Bc4 e6 7.0-0 Be7 8.Bb3 0-0 9.Be3 Bd7 10.Qe2


  Played with the intention of making the ...b7-b5 advance more difficult. After 10.f4 Nxd4 11.Bxd4 Bc6 12.Qe2 and against Qe1, Black replies with ...b7-b5 (a typical variation is 12.Qe1 b5 13.Rd1 b4? 14.e5 bxc3? 15.exf6 Bxf6 16.Qxc3 Bxd4+ 17.Qxd4 and White has the better game).


  10...a6!?


  As far as I know there is nothing wrong with this move. However, theoreticians haven’t paid much attention to it.


  The known line is 10...Nxd4 11.Bxd4 Bc6 12.Rad1 Qa5 13.f4 e5 14.fxe5 which probably gives White some advantage.


  11.f4 b5 12.e5?
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  My comment in Skakbladet, November 1956: ‘This advance doesn’t lead anywhere, but Padevsky is the type of player who attacks from the start of the game. In the preliminary section he scored 5 out of 6, with draws against Botvinnik and Stahlberg, which had shocked me slightly; however, my fear of him was gradually fading.’


  12...dxe5 13.Nxc6 Bxc6 14.fxe5 Ne4!
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  White hadn’t expected this. Black already has an excellent position. White’s bishop on b3 is biting on granite, while his pawn on e5 will be weak.


  15.Qf3?? Qc7!


  Perhaps White was hoping for 15...Nxc3? 16.Qxc6 Ne2+ 17.Kh1 Nd4 18.Bxd4 Qxd4 19.Bxe6!?. Anyway, Padevsky omitted something as, after Black’s elegant reply, he loses a pawn without compensation.


  16.Nxe4 Qxe5 17.Qg3 Qxe4 18.Rae1?


  A mistake or a desperate attempt to confuse the issue? I studied the position carefully; my nervousness had passed and I decided to take the exchange.


  18...Bh4 19.Qh3 Bxe1 20.Rxe1 Rad8 21.c3 Rd3


  In the event of 22.Bc2 Rxe3, Black gets two rooks and a bishop for the queen.


  22.Qg3 Rfd8


  Repeating the offer. 23.Bc2 Rxe3 24.Bxe4 Rxg3 25.hxg3 Bxe4 26.Rxe4 Rd1+ and the rook ending is an easy win. But I was sure that Padevsky would prefer a losing middlegame to a losing endgame.


  23.Qf2 Qf5 24.Qe2 Bd5


  Giving back the exchange but I remain two pawns up, with a strong position. Black has an easy task. The opposite-coloured bishops don’t make the win more difficult – quite the reverse.


  Once again White cannot play 25.Bc2 because of 25...Rxe3.


  25.Bb6 Bxb3 26.Bxd8 Bc4 27.Bb6 Rxc3 28.Qd2 Rd3 29.Qa5 h6


  An escape square for the king and then the attack against g2 can begin. Precisely because the bishops are of opposite colours, White cannot do much to defend the threats on the light squares.


  30.Qxa6 Rd2 31.Qa7
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  Allows a nice finish but of course the position was hopeless anyway.


  31...Rxg2+! 32.Kxg2 Bd5+ 33.Re4


  Otherwise it is mate in three.


  33...Bxe4+ 34.Kg1 Qg5+ 35.Kf2 Qd2+ 36.Kg3 g5 37.Qb8+ Kh7 38.Bf2 Qd3+ 0-1


  This game must have shocked Padevsky. He lost his next two games and was then rested by his match captain.


  Game 9


  Sicilian Defence


  Bent Larsen


  Svetozar Gligoric


  Moscow Olympiad 1956


  1.Nf3 c5 2.e4!?


  An unusual move. I normally played my beloved Catalan, with 2.g3. But it is not a good idea to be too set in your ways. For example, O’Kelly had given me some problems in Gijón with a move that I had considered totally harmless.


  2...d6 3.d4 cxd4 4.Nxd4 Nf6 5.Nc3 a6


  This is what I had expected. If Gligoric had won the game, commentators would have written that the Yugoslav had been psychologically astute to have used one of my favourite lines against me.


  6.Be2 e5 7.Nb3 Be7 8.0-0 0-0


  White plays a quiet line. Now comes the harmless move mentioned above.


  9.Bg5!? Nbd7


  Two years later Petrosian won with 9...Be6 against Averbakh, calmly allowing 10.Bxf6 Bxf6 11.Nd5, and the move 9...Be6 then became popular. I prefer 9...Nbd7 as I don’t like ceding central squares to my opponent. If 9...Be6 is correct, the only explanation is that b3 is rather a bad square for the white knight, which has a long way to travel to get to d5.


  10.a4 b6?
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  Am I being too critical? I consider this move to be an error. Black ought to have played 10...h6 at once. Then 11.Bxf6 Nxf6 12.Bc4 Be6 would be excellent for Black. So White should play 11.Bh4, but compared with the actual move played, this would have been much better for Gligoric.


  After the game, everyone was wise to this little trick. In 1961 White got a bad position in the following two games.


  Bisguier-Donner, Budapest: 11...b6 12.Bc4 Bb7 13.Qe2 Qc7 14.Rfd1 Rfc8 15.Nd2 g5!? 16.Bg3 Nc5 (16...Nf8 17.Bb3 Ne6 18.Nf1 Nd4 19.Qd3 d5! Bisguier-Ivkov, Bled) 17.f3 Ne6 18.Bf2 Nf4 19.Qf1 d5!.


  The variation is probably not as clear as it appears, but people stopped playing it for White. Sleeping Beauty? Or dead?


  11.Bc4 Bb7 12.Qe2 Qc7


  The combination 12...Nxe4 favours White after the simple 13.Nxe4 Bxg5 14.Nxd6 and 12...h6 13.Bxf6 Nxf6 14.Rfd1 gives White control of the important d5-square.


  13.Rfd1 Rfc8 14.Nd2 h6


  White’s manoeuvring to occupy d5 is quite slow, but what can Black do about it? White wants to play Bb3 and Nc4, or Nf1 followed by f2-f3 and Ne3, and the opponent cannot remain passive.


  One manoeuvre which is common in such positions doesn’t work here: 14...Bc6 15.Bb3 Qb7? 16.Nf3 with a clear advantage. 14...Nc5 is doubtful because of 15.Bxf6, conquering the d5-square.


  So the text move is quite natural and we have already seen that Black gets good counterplay after 15.Bh4? g5. However, White’s plan can proceed with the exchange of the bishop for the knight, thus getting rid of a defender of the d5-square.


  15.Bxf6 Nxf6 16.Bb3 Bc6 17.Nc4!


  The kingside knight begins to play. The twin threats are 18.Ne3 and 18.a5. Since, in the latter case, Black would lose the exchange after 18...b7-b5 19.Nb6, Black would be left with a weak a-pawn. Against 17...b5 White can play 18.Ne3, or 18.axb5 axb5 19.Rxa8 Rxa8 20.Ne3 and the e-pawn is indirectly defended: 20...Nxe4? 21.Ncd5 Qb7 22.Nf5, or 21...Qd7 22.Nxf6+ Qxf6 23.Nd5 Qh4 24.g3. Gligoric tries to cut the Gordian knot. It is undoubtedly the best solution.


  17...Nxe4! 18.Nxe4 d5


  [image: image]


  It might appear that Black has equalised. Certainly, after 19.Ncd2 dxe4 20.Nxe4 Qb7, his position is excellent, and if 19.Nxb6? Qxb6 20.Bxd5 Bxd5 21.Rxd5 Qxb2.


  19.a5!


  A double gain of tempo. White sets up a threat to open the a-file and at the same time forces his opponent to take the knight on c4, which allows him to recapture with a threat against f7. We should notice that both 19...b5? 20.Nb6 and 19...bxa5 20.Nxa5 lose the exchange.


  19...dxc4 20.Qxc4 Rf8


  20...Be8 21.Qxc7 Rxc7 22.axb6 and 20...Bf8 21.axb6 show that the a-pawn is very active.


  But why can’t Black play 20...Bxe4 21.Qxe4 b5 instead? Because the reply would be 22.Qf5!. For example: 22...Bf6? 23.Rd7 or 22...Bd6 23.Rd3 with great difficulties. The presence of opposite-coloured bishops only serves to increase the pressure against f7.


  21.axb6 Qxb6 22.Nd6 Bb5


  The only defence, and very nice. Black rids himself of his weak a-pawn.


  23.Nxb5 axb5 24.Qd5 Rxa1 25.Rxa1 Bc5?


  Gligoric has defended very well for a long time but now he stumbles. He should have played 24...Qc5.


  Black has got rid of the weak d-pawn and the problem of the a-pawn has also been resolved. But the transformation of advantages is a well-known phenomenon in chess. Now White has pressure against f7 and possesses the following advantages: open a-file, pawn majority on the queenside and the slight weakness of Black’s e- and g-pawns.


  In one of his books, Euwe analysed this position very deeply. He didn’t manage to find a clear winning line for White against 25...Qc5, but nor did he establish a solid drawing line for Black.


  I believe Black can hold in the following variation: 25...Qc5 26.Qxc5 Bxc5 27.Ra5 Rb8 28.Kf1 Be7 29.Bd5 b4 30.Ke2 Kf8 31.g4 g6 32.Kd3 Rc8 33.c4 bxc3 34.bxc3 f5 35.gxf5 gxf5 36.Ra7 e4+ 37.Kc2. White still has some chances but it is difficult to advance the c-pawn and Black is in a position to defend everything.


  I would probably have played 26.Qf3 or 26.Qb7. Against the latter Euwe thought the best defence was 26...Bd8! 27.Ra8 Qd4 28.c3 Qd2 29.g3 Qxb2 30.Bxf7+ Kh8 31.Qd5 Be7 32.Rxf8+ Bxf8 33.Qxe5. White has won a pawn and his opponent must be on the look-out for a sudden mating attack on the light squares. White still has at least a few chances of pulling off a win.
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  26.Ra8! Bxf2+??


  The best defence was 26...Rxa8 27.Qxa8+ Bf8 28.Qd5 Qa7! 29.h4 b4 30.Qxe5 Qe7 31.Qf5 Qf6 32.Qd5 though White could still win, with a pawn advantage on the queenside combined with threats against the king. However, it is difficult to demonstrate a convincing line leading to victory.


  Another possibility is 26...Qc7, but after 27.Rxf8+ Black cannot recapture with the bishop because he would lose his b-pawn. So his king has to go for a walk – always a dangerous thing to do.


  One of Euwe’s variations goes as follows: 27...Kxf8 28.Qa8+ Ke7 29.Qg8 Kf6 30.Qe8 b4 31.Bxf7 Bxf2+ 32.Kf1! Bd4 33.Qe6+ Kg5 34.Qg6+ Kf4 35.g3+ and Black cannot avoid mate. However, there is a strong alternative in this line, 31...Qe7!, which forces an exchange of queens and, as a result, the game is drawn.


  After 28...Ke7, I consider the correct continuation to be 29.Qe4!. It is true that this move allows the black king to return to f8 but the white queen eyeing the h7 square, this does not guarantee safety. One of White’s ideas is to play c2-c3 in anticipation of ...b5-b4. If the b-pawn becomes fixed on b5, it would become a serious weakness. After 29...b4 there might follow 30.Qf5 Kf8 31.Bxf7! Qxf7 32.Qc8+, while if 29...Kf8 White cannot play 30.h4 because of 30...g6 31.h5 Qd7!! and Black can force a draw. For example, 32.c3 Qf5 or 32.hxg6 Qd1+ 33.Kh2 Qh5+. The best move against 29...Kf8 is 30.Qf5! Kg8 31.h4 b4 32.Bd5. The idea is h4-h5 followed by Be4, obliging the black king to take a walk.


  One amusing variation after 29.Qe4 Kf8 30.Qf5 is 30...g6 31.Qf6 h5 32.Qh8+ Ke7 33.Qg8 (33.c3 is also strong) 33...Kf6 34.Qe8 b4 35.Bxf7!, which is the attacking plan indicated by Euwe, but with the difference that 35...Qe7 doesn’t save Black because White has 36.Bxg6! winning.


  These variations give an impression of White’s possibilities but I cannot claim to have found a definitive winning line. We return to the game; after 26...Bxf2+?? Black is lost.


  27.Kf1 Qf6


  27...Rxa8 28.Qxa8+ Kh7 29.Bxf7 and Black has a hopeless position. There now follows a simplification.


  28.Qxf7+! Qxf7 29.Bxf7+ Kxf7 30.Rxf8+ Kxf8 31.Kxf2 Ke7 32.Ke3 Kd6 33.Ke4
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  This ending is won for White because he can create a distant passed pawn. If everything proceeds normally, the white c-pawn will advance and Black will be obliged to capture it. This entails the surrender of the e-pawn, after which White will have his king on e5 while Black’s will be on the c-file. The white monarch will bear down on his opponent’s kingside pawns and secure victory. This is the normal course of events which can be illustrated as follows: 33...Ke6 34.c3 Kd6 35.b3 Ke6 36.h4 h5 37.c4 bxc4 38.bxc4 Kd6 39.g3 g6 (39...Ke6 40.c5) 40.c5+ Kxc5 41.Kxe5 and 42.Kf6.


  However, Gligoric does his best to muddy the waters.
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  33...b4 34.c3 b3 35.c4 g6 36.g4


  Of course, 36.h3 was also very good, planning to answer ...g6-g5 with g2-g4, and ...h6-h5 with h3-h4.


  36...h5 37.gxh5 gxh5 38.h4


  Black is in zugzwang. After 38...Kc5 39.Kxe5 Kxc4 40.Ke4 White wins because he has the horizontal opposition. He will capture the b-pawn and then head off to take the black h-pawn. This is one reason White didn’t allow his opponent to advance the h-pawn.


  By the same token, if the black king counterattacks on the kingside, it is better for the white h-pawn not to have advanced too far forward. With the pawn on h3 and the black pawn on h4, Black would draw.


  38...Kc6!? 39.Kxe5 Kc5 40.Kf5! Kd4 41.Kf4 Kc5 42.Ke5 Kxc4 43.Ke4


  White has manoeuvred in order to lose a tempo and reach this position with his opponent to play. Indeed, if on move 40 he had chosen to play 40.Ke4?? (instead of 40.Kf5!), then after 40...Kxc4 41.Ke3 Kd5 42.Kd3 Ke5, the position would have been a draw. Now Black has to lose a move with his king.


  43...Kc5 44.Kd3 Kd5 45.Kc3 Ke4


  Or 45...Kc5 46.Kxb3 Kb5 47.Kc3 Kc5 48.Kd3 Kb4 49.Ke4.


  46.Kxb3 Kf5 47.Kc3 1-0


  The black pawn can only reach h3.


  I still consider this one of my most beautiful games. By the way, it was my only win against a grandmaster at that Olympiad; with the others I drew.


  (It is true that I beat Robatsch – in only 20 moves! – but he wasn’t awarded the grandmaster title for another four years. Padevsky also got the title later.)


  Game 10


  Sicilian Defence


  Hugh Alexander


  Bent Larsen


  Hastings 1956/57


  1.e4 c5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 cxd4 4.Nxd4 Nf6 5.Nc3 a6


  At that time I was in the process of giving up the Najdorf Variation, which I had played a lot over many years. So much theory on it had been published that practically every master knew a good line for White and could flash out a series of moves without using much time on the clock. I had also found some improvements for White and I was afraid that others would find them and use them against me.


  I had became a devotee of the Najdorf during the World Junior Championship held in Birmingham in 1951. Afterwards I began to go in for openings such as 1.c4 e5 2.d3 Nf6 3.a3!?, hoping for 3...d5 4.cxd5 Nxd5 5.Nf3 Nc6 6.e4 and thus transposing into my beloved variation but with an extra tempo. Of course, this didn’t work: no masters ever played 3...d5.


  6.Bg5 e6 7.f4 Bd7


  A popular line at that time, but later it disappeared. As in similar cases, it is hard to explain why.


  8.e5 gives White nothing because of 8...dxe5 9.fxe5 Qa5.


  8.Qf3 Nc6 9.0-0-0 Nxd4 10.Rxd4 Bc6 11.f5


  At the students’ tournament held six months later, Tal played 11.Be2 Be7 12.Rhd1 Qa5 13.Qe3 h6 14.Bh4 e5 15.fxe5 dxe5 16.R4d3 against me and won the game, which probably led to the waning popularity of 7...Bd7. However, there is nothing wrong with Black’s position.


  11...Qa5 12.Bxf6 gxf6 13.fxe6


  Later 13.Be2 was recommended, to which Black should reply 13...0-0-0.


  13...Qg5+ 14.Kb1 fxe6 15.Bc4
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  15...Qe5!


  It is not easy to drive the queen away from its dominant position, and it plays the principal role in what follows.


  16.Rhd1 0-0-0 17.Ne2 f5!?


  Looks risky but Black wants a diagonal for his dark-squared bishop, and subsequent analysis has not uncovered any refutation of this move.


  18.Qb3 Re8!


  18...fxe4 19.Bxe6+ and White secures control of the d5-square and a large positional advantage.


  19.Nc3?


  Now White ought to play 19.exf5 or 19.Bxa6, though Black has an adequate defence: 19...bxa6 20.Rc4 Kd7 21.Rxc6 Kxc6 22.Qa4+ Kc7 23.Qxe8 Qxb2+! 24.Kxb2 Bg7+ with a level endgame. All this had been played some months before in a game at the Bognor Regis tournament between Barden and Andersen.


  Alexander is planning a sacrifice but there is no time to pull it off.


  19...fxe4 20.Bxa6 d5!


  A nice defence. Of course 20...bxa6? is bad because of 21.Rc4. Now Black dominates the centre and the white attack is starting to ebb away.


  21.Bb5


  A good reply to 21.Nb5 is 21...Kb8!.


  21...Bc5 22.Ra4 Kc7 23.Bxc6 bxc6 24.Ra6


  The strong black centre makes it impossible for the rook to retreat, so it made sense for him to try to attack instead. White has to find a square for his queen.


  Black is ready to start a counterattack since, although he hasn’t finished developing, his queen and bishop are very strong.


  24...Rb8 25.Qa4
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  25...Rxb2+!


  Not 25...Qxc3?? 26.Qxc6+ Kd8 27.Rxd5+! when White draws by perpetual check.


  26.Kxb2 Rb8+ 27.Kc1


  After 27.Qb3 Bd4! 28.Qxb8+ Kxb8 29.Ra3 c5 White cannot relieve the pin.


  27...Be3+ 28.Rd2 Qxc3 29.Ra7+


  Forces the exchange of queens to prevent mate; however, the endgame is beyond salvation.


  29...Bxa7 30.Qxa7+ Rb7 31.Qd4


  The only move to stop mate with 31...Qa1+.


  31...Qxd4 32.Rxd4 Kd6 33.Rd2 c5 34.g4 e3


  The centre pawns win automatically.


  35.Rg2 d4 36.g5 Rf7 37.Kd1 e5 38.h4 e4 39.Ke2 Rf3 40.h5 c4 1-0


  The centre pawns give mate!


  The finish might have come about as follows: 41.g6 d3+ 42.cxd3 cxd3+ 43.Ke1 e2 44.Rg1 e3 45.g7 Rf2 46.g8Q d2 mate.


  This would have been a most appropriate conclusion to a game in which Black ran certain risks in order to occupy the centre.
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  Leaving for Dallas, 1957.


  Chapter 5

  Ups and Downs


  What happens next with the young grandmaster? He goes on to win one tournament after another? No, that didn’t happen, which shouldn’t be too surprising. First of all he is tired and needs rest. Secondly he has the feeling that he still hasn’t met the really tough guys yet; he wants to learn to beat them and is not content with making draws. So to a certain degree he treats international tournaments as training, consequently his results suffer.


  Apart from the student tournament in Reykjavik in July – in which I performed very badly – my next tournament was the Zonal tournament held in Wageningen in the Netherlands in October/November. It was strong and I just managed to share third place with Donner, whom I beat in the tie-break and thus I qualified for the Interzonal. Szabo played an excellent tournament and won convincingly. Olafsson was runner-up. Amongst the other competitors were big names such as Uhlmann, Trifunovic, Stahlberg and Ivkov, so my result wasn’t bad. But my games weren’t brilliant; I often got into trouble, although I managed to squeak through a number of times thanks to my reserves of energy and resourcefulness. However, I played one or two really good games; I recall with some satisfaction my rook sacrifice against Troianescu (Game 11).
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  At Kastrup Airport (Copenhagen) before the Students' World Championship in Reykjavik. Left to right: Mikhail Tal, Bent Larsen, Miroslav Filip and Boris Spassky.


  Immediately after I travelled to Dallas, Texas, to take part in an eight-player double-cycle all-play-all. Reshevsky and Gligoric were the joint winners. Szabo and I shared third place and were content to do so as we were both tired after Wageningen. The others were, in order, Yanofsky, Olafsson, Najdorf and Evans. I wasn’t happy with my play as I drew two games I thought I ought to have won.


  In March 1958 I finished first in the traditional annual tournament held in Mar del Plata, Argentina. The young American Lombardy came second. Panno, Sanguinetti and Eliskases shared third place; Rossetto and Pilnik were next.


  Many people had warned me that European masters could get a nasty surprise when coming up against little-known Argentinian players but my result was convincing. My only loss, to Panno, was down to a risky opening experiment. I’m not sure that Game 12 was the best I played in the tournament but it has a special place in my memory. I was also very satisfied with my win against Stahlberg in a Denmark-Sweden ‘derby’ match (Game 13).


  I was once again in good form and in the Interzonal held in Portoroz, Yugoslavia, felt confident of qualifying for the Candidates’ Tournament. But it was the worst failure of my career: I only managed 16th place. I can’t explain it.


  Game 11


  English Opening


  Octavio Troianescu


  Bent Larsen


  Wageningen Zonal 1957


  1.c4 f5 2.Nf3 Nf6 3.g3 d6 4.Bg2


  This gives a different flavour to the opening. As everyone knows, omitting 4.d4 eases Black’s development, but the Romanian doctor wanted to avoid theoretical lines.
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  After 4.Bg2 we have an English Opening, although it can have different names. For example, in the tournament book they called it the Dutch, which is also correct. Dutch people consider it an act of courtesy towards the tournament organisers every time someone pushes his f-pawn two squares forward. By the way, it is an especially fine tournament book, though not too well known. The book met with bad luck on two counts: firstly, its publication was considerably delayed as its editors were busy publishing the memoirs of Queen Wilhelmina; and secondly, part of the edition was destroyed in a fire. Naturally such incidents only serve to make those of us fortunate enough to possess a copy all the happier to do so.


  4...e5 5.d3 Be7


  Again, something out of the ordinary. Most modern masters would have plumped for 5...g6. If I had done that and followed up with ...Nc6, I would probably have called the opening a Reversed Sicilian, as the position is typical of the Closed Sicilian.


  6.0-0 0-0 7.b3 c5!?


  If White had played 7.Nc3, I would certainly not have weakened the d5-square. In fact, I dislike such holes. But after White’s tame move, I felt ...c7-c5 to be playable.


  8.Nc3 Nc6 9.Bg5 Be6 10.Ne1


  Black now opts to preserve his f6-knight so as to be able to fight for control of the d5-square.


  A very interesting alternative is 10.Bxf6 Bxf6 11.Ne1 since the reply 11...e4 looks rather suspect.


  10...Ng4 11.Bxe7 Qxe7 12.Nd5 Qd7


  It is hard to say if 12...Qf7 is better but psychologically the text move has certain advantages. Playing the queen to f7 would force White to choose the most accurate plan. After 13.f4 or 13.f3 Nf6 14.Nxf6+ Qxf6 15.f4, White would be at least equal.


  After seeing the game, you might overlook that Black has attacking ambitions on the queenside. One of the reasons for choosing 12...Qd7 was to keep the c6-knight defended and prepare Rab8 and ...b7-b5.


  [image: image]


  13.Nc2?


  White makes a weak move which allows Black to mount a direct kingside attack.


  13...f4


  Denying the e3-square to the knights. A Petrosian would perhaps have played 14.Ne1!, but it is hard owning up to errors.


  14.Qd2 Qf7


  Protecting the f4-pawn and preventing 15.f3, although that would have left the white bishop with a sad role after that anyway: 15.f3?? Nxh2! 16.Kxh2 Qh5+ 17.Kg1 fxg3 18.Rfd1 Qh2+ 19.Kf1 Bh3.


  15.h3 Nf6 16.Nxf6+


  After White’s prudent play 16.gxf4 would have come as a surprise. Of course, it is not a strong move: 16...Bxd5 17.cxd5 Nxd5 18.fxe5 (18.Bxd5 Qxd5 19.Ne3 Qe6 20.f5 Qh6 21.Kh2 Rxf5) 18...Nf4 with a powerful attack.


  16...Qxf6 17.Kh2 Qh6 18.Qd1?


  The threat was ...fxg3+ but there were better defences such as 18.Rad1, or 18.Qe1, in order to be able to reply to 18...Rf6 with 19.Rh1. White’s position is dismal anyway. The text move prepares e2-e3 but this can easily be prevented.


  18...Bg4! 19.Qe1


  Against 19.Ne1 my plan was to play 19...fxg3+ 20.fxg3 Rxf1 21.Bxf1 Rf8 22.Nf3 Bxf3 23.exf3 Nd4 with a positionally won game. 19.f3 fxg3+ 20.Kxg3 Be6 is no better. Finally, 19.Rh1 is refuted by 19...fxg3+ 20.fxg3 Rf2.


  19...Rf5 20.h4


  After 20.Rh1 Rh5 (but not 20...Raf8? 21.Kg1 Bxe2 22.Bd5+ Kh8 23.Qxe2 fxg3 24.f3, nor 20...fxg3+ 21.fxg3 Raf8 22.Kg1 Bxe2 23.Qxe2 Rf2 24.Rf1! Rxe2 25.Bd5+ Rf7 26.Bxf7+ Kh8 27.Bh5) 21.h4 g5 Black gets a very promising attack.


  20...Rh5 21.Bd5+


  Against 21.Rh1 Black has 21...g5 or 21...Rf8.


  21...Be6 22.Bf3?!


  [image: image]


  Provoking a devastating reply, but White’s position was untenable anyway after 22.Rh1 Bxd5 23.cxd5 Nd4 24.Nxd4 exd4, and if 22.Kg2 Bxd5+ 23.cxd5 Ne7 24.e4 fxe3 25.Nxe3 Qg6 Black wins a pawn. Nor could White hold out much longer after 22.Bxe6+ Qxe6 23.Kg2 Rf8 threatening ...Rxh4.


  22...Rxh4+! 23.gxh4 Qxh4+ 24.Kg1 Bh3


  The defensive move 25.Bg2 is prevented, and Black means to finish things off by transferring the rook to the kingside. White’s position is so tied up that his pieces cannot come to the rescue in time.


  25.e3?


  Best, though insufficient, is 25.Ne3 fxe3 26.fxe3 Qg5+.


  Other moves also lose quickly, for example 25.Bh1 Rf8 26.f3 Qg5+ 27.Kh2 Rf6 28.Rg1 Qh4; 25.Qd2 Rf8 26.Ne1 Rf6 (26...Nd4 27.Bg2 f3! is also possible and is what I had planned. This wins as well, albeit a bit slower) 27.Ng2 Rg6.


  25...Rf8 26.Qe2


  Or 26.exf4 Rxf4 27.Bd5+ Kf8 28.Ne3 Qg5+ 29.Bg2 Nd4 30.f3 Nc2.


  26...Rf6 27.Bd5+ Kf8 0-1
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