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Foreword
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Aron Nimzowitsch is numbered amongst those great names in chess, such as Pillsbury and Rubinstein, who threatened the champions but were never granted the opportunity to play for the world title. Nimzowitsch faced four World Champions, scoring a narrow plus against Lasker and Euwe, suffering a catastrophe against Capablanca, losing five times without a single win, while scoring three combative wins against Alekhine, to nine losses. Nimzowitsch, however, fascinated the chess world with the originality of his ideas.

The editor of this book has chosen as his topic a particularly felicitous moment in Nimzowitsch’s career, when the maturation of Nimzowitsch’s theories coincided with a growing confidence in his own playing powers across the board. This culminated in a creative efflorescence of outstanding victories in individual games as well as superb results in tournaments. He scored outstanding results at Berlin 1928, San Remo 1930 and Bled 1931, but his chessic perihelion remains his fabulous first prize at Carlsbad 1929, ahead of most of the mightiest of the day.

Amongst Nimzowitsch’s victims during this period were, as noted above, both Euwe and Lasker as well as Rubinstein, Spielmann, Tartakower, Vidmar, the rising Scandinavian star Stahlberg, not to mention Bogoljubow, whom Nimzowitsch dominated at a time when Bogoljubow was twice the official challenger to Alekhine’s World Championship.

My book Aron Nimzowitsch: A Reappraisal was first published in 1974 and has remained in print in various versions ever since. It took me five years to write and involved research into writings in Russian, German, Swedish and Danish, generally inaccessible to an English speaking audience. I must say I believed I had succeeded in sourcing all of the surviving Nimzowitschiana which existed beyond the well-known translations of My System and Chess Praxis. But as the work of Reinhardt proves, this rich source still hadn’t been exhausted.

Both of Nimzowitsch’s treatises, purveying his theoretical and practical insights and formulations, were published before his string of successes from 1928. These latter are now covered by this new book. The author has performed a signal service by rescuing Nimzowitsch’s own notes to many of these later victories, some of which have hitherto eluded publication, thus contributing in significant fashion to the ever unfolding field of Nimzowitsch scholarship.

What most entranced me about this new publication was the fact that seemingly lost material has been unearthed which in particular sheds fresh light on Nimzowitsch’s character and psychology. It is well known that in a somewhat endearing way Nimzowitsch was an obsessive self-promoter. I found it both enlightening and amusing to see the comments Nimzowitsch made, never before seen in English, penned after the great tournament of Bled 1931. As we know, this represented a huge triumph for World Champion Alekhine. It is fascinating to observe how Nimzowitsch justifies his record against Alekhine (three losses in 1930 and 1931 from three games) by a most eloquent argument. It was no disgrace to lose to Alekhine, but Nimzowitsch continued the battle way beyond the conflict on the board.

This book is packed with such insights, never before available to English-language readers, which intensifies our understanding of one of the most complex and ingenious grandmasters ever to wield a pawn or a pen.

July 2013
Raymond Keene





Anthologist’s Foreword

As a young student (in 1959), for my birthday I asked for the recently published, new edition of Nimzowitsch’s Mein System with the of course naive hope of then being on the correct path to chess mastery. That failed, but the style of this book made an indelible impression on me.

In the ensuing years, I was quite disturbed by the fact that there was no comprehensive compilation of Nimzowitsch’s games, apart from Reinfeld’s and Nielsen’s editions, later supplemented by Keene’s book Nimzowitsch: A Reappraisal, which is worth reading. A little over twenty years ago, I thought it might be well worth skipping a summer vacation in favour of copying from his books the over 200 games played by Nimzowitsch, and putting them in chronological sequence. Later I was able to expand this collection significantly with the help of various chess newspapers and tournament books from the years 1902 to 1935.

The intriguing outcome: Nimzowitsch commented almost exclusively on his own games, but he commented on them extensively. He had already published in magazines, with occasionally conflicting commentaries, almost all the games in his books. With increasing age, Nimzowitsch saw in the publication of his games not only the opportunity to propagate his ‘system’, but the purpose of chess pedagogy as well.

So the idea came about to compile a collection of all of his tournament and competitive games that hadn’t yet appeared in book form before today. The games should be presented with contemporaneous explanations, as far as possible, and, in particular, by Nimzowitsch himself. The result was a rather complete collection of annotated games by Nimzowitsch.

After retiring from my profession in the year 2000, I was encouraged by friends to edit this collection for publication. In the process, it quickly became apparent that such a work would be much too large, especially considering that an unavoidable overlapping with Nimzowitsch’s own books would appear, which would be undesirable for the reader. That led to the idea to include only those games, fragments and articles that were published by Nimzowitsch after 1928 (after the appearance of Die Praxis Meines Systems). Therefore, the collection now in hand can also be regarded as an (unauthorized) sequel to Nimzowitsch’s books, with no intention of rivalry. Getting embroiled in the current theoretical literature (openings, etc.) was the last thing I wanted. The publication of this book is intended instead in recognition of Nimzowitsch through the reproduction of his articles, which are scattered about and difficult to locate today. In this respect, it tracks historical trends.

Since Nimzowitsch obviously grew up with German as his mother tongue, the anthologist (for that’s what I’ve been) believes that Nimzowitsch’s texts should appear only in German. Therefore, Nimzowitsch’s articles appearing in other languages were translated into German, especially from the Danish (and in this case) by the anthologist himself.

When available, contemporaneous publications in trade journals and newspapers have served as sources. Supplementary tournament books were also referenced occasionally. Additional comparisons with chess databases (such as Mega Database from ChessBase) proved to be useful; in toto of course, a number of printing and typing errors were corrected.

In each chapter or before the games, the sources cited are indicated respectively. At the end of the book is a comprehensive index of sources that were available to me. Also, explanations that did not originate with Nimzowitsch were used occasionally. This can be gathered clearly from the source information. Generally, in the present collection, the text of the first publication was used just to preserve the chronological connection between the play and the commentary of a game.

Were it not for friendly encouragement and a lot of help, this work would not exist. I especially would like to thank Lothar Schmid and Rolf Littorin for the friendly loan of journals that were difficult to obtain, such as Denken und Raten and Skakbladet. Per Skjoldager is gratefully acknowledged for important private information.

Berlin, August 2006
Rudolf Reinhardt (†)





Preface of the German Publisher

Long acquainted through chess life in Berlin and the Emanuel Lasker Society, we sat together for the first time as editor and publisher in 2005 in order to speak about the book project in earnest. A thick, blue manuscript folder lay in front of me on the table and ‘threatened’ – with lots of work and little prospect of sale. Since it was clear to me that Rudolf had invested much lifeblood and no less meticulousness and expertise in his enterprise – and who can say ‘no’ to Nimzowitsch anyway? – it was really just a matter of how and when to publish. But for the moment it remained undecided because the work was not yet finished – perhaps, if all runs smoothly, the summer of 2006. An interesting interview by chess journalist Johannes Fischer with Rudolf Reinhardt first appeared, partly as a by-product of our discussions, in Schach-Kalender 2006 on the occasion of the 120th birthday of Aron Nimzowitsch.

Actually Rudolf was on the home stretch of his project in the summer of 2006 when, on September 2nd, a stroke abruptly wrenched him from life. And this wrenching manifested itself curiously enough in his introduction, of all things, which breaks off in mid-sentence…

In the course of 2007, there were initial contacts with the Reinhardt family, who, according to the wishes and ideas of the anthologist, understandably wanted a speedy resolution of the book project. The situation became more difficult than expected. On the one hand, publishing plans didn’t permit quick publication, and on the other, it wasn’t an easy undertaking to get an exact overview of the relationship between the desired and the actual condition of the manuscript. Some Russian translations, suggested in addition by the anthologist, still had to be commissioned and worked into the text. A search for sources began; among other things, Rudolf Reinhardt had microfilm of chess gazettes from the 1920’s sent from Moscow. Later, the different parts of the manuscript were merged into a unified whole, creatively and editorially.

We hope that this has succeeded, both for the editor’s purpose, as well as for the satisfaction of the readers. So we have endeavoured to keep the historical texts as authentic as possible (note Nimzowitsch’s fondness for blocked type for emphasis!) and then again to adjust the chess notation to accommodate today’s standard. Occasionally we have inserted editorial comments as footnotes for better insight or for the purpose of correction.

The exemplary and thorough method of the anthologist and author, which he likewise is, becomes apparent especially when noting the care with which, in striving for completeness, he selected and evaluated the often numerous sources for the individually annotated games. That alone should make the present volume almost indispensable for anyone who would like to focus more intensively on Nimzowitsch’s creative work from 1928-35.

May this book always serve in memory of both personalities – Aron Nimzowitsch and Rudolf Reinhardt.

Berlin, September 2010
Arno Nickel





Introduction (incomplete)

In this book we learn primarily from Nimzowitsch himself, but it is probably helpful, at least for younger readers, to write something about his life, his chess achievements, and his journalistic activity. Finally, a few words about the selection and presentation of games and texts by Nimzowitsch should not be absent.

a) Biography of Aron Nimzowitsch

‘Chess is a mirror of life; nowhere does one see the idolatry – something that I basically much despise – blossom and thrive to the extent that it does in the world of chess players. So I could say with some humour that in order to find a more concentrated target for the antipathy towards human society that over the years became a necessity to me, I played chess and so became a master. But without humour I say:

a) I despise the worship of success;

b) it flourishes in the chess world to a special degree;

c) the observation of the characterized idolatry of success confirms in particular the validity of my pessimistic Weltanschauung in general and therefore is pleasant to me.’

In this way, Nimzowitsch answered the question, ‘How did I become a chess master?’ in a survey that E. Gömöri in 1926 posed to a number of the prominent participants during the Semmering tournament, requesting that they comment on what attracted them to chess and captivated them there (Wiener Schach-Zeitung 1926, p. 164).

In the new edition (1958) of Nimzowitsch’s Mein System, J. Hannak writes a biography of Aron Nimzowitsch with the subheading ‘Lebenslauf eines Pessimisten’ (Resume of a Pessimist). This assessment is apparently confirmed by the introduction and also by Nimzowitsch’s remarks regarding his tournament victory in Carlsbad, 1929 (compare the later chapter on this). However, I prefer to refrain from pursuing Hannak’s fundamental idea. Throughout his life, Nimzowitsch was highly reserved about information concerning his private life, which of course opens the floodgates for speculation and rumour. I would like deliberately to abstain here and rely solely on verifiable facts. Apart from that, I hope that soon a comprehensive and documented account of Nimzowitsch’s life – perhaps from the Danish aspect – may appear. (Therefore here and in later chapters I refrained from rehashing many of the anecdotes about Nimzowitsch.) Thus in the following, essentially sober facts are presented; so of course it does not read as grippingly as Hannak’s poetic portrayal.

Aaron Isajewitsch Niemzovitsch was born November 7, 1886, in the Latvian capital Riga, which at the time belonged to the Russian Empire. His father, Isaja (also called Shaja) Njemzowitsch, was evidently quite a substantial businessman in Riga and a rather well-known chess player there, and was also appreciated as an expert in problem-solving (Baltische Schachblätter). So the chess master-to-be grew up in well ordered middle-class and, apparently, German-speaking circumstances. He attended the Talmudic school and learned the game of chess from his father at the age of eight – too early, as he noted later in Wie ich Großmeister wurde [‘How I Became a Grandmaster’, a short chess autobiography from 1929 published in Russia], since the development of his abilities would be skewed toward the combinational. Even so, his first published game apparently appeared in 1896 in Riga, in an article by Ascharin in the Düna-Zeitung, later reprinted in other organs (for example, Deutsches Wochenschach, 1896). The game is given below in short notation: A. Nimzowitsch – N.N.: 1.e4 d5 2.exd5 Qxd5 3.Nc3 Qd8 4.Nf3 f5 5.Bc4 Nc6 6.0-0 Qd6 7.d3 Qb4 8.Be3 Qxb2 9.Nd5 Kd8 10.Bc5 b6 11.Rb1 Qxb1 12.Qxb1 bxc5 13.Ng5 Ne5 14.f4 h6 15.fxe5 hxg5 16.Ne3 f4 17.e6 fxe3 18.Rxf8 checkmate.

In addition, the annotation in the Deutsches Wochenschach: ‘So in the future, we don’t need to search in America for prodigies in the game of chess’. In some books we incorrectly find another game from the year 1899, Nimzowitsch-Neumann, which was actually played by his father in the Riga Chess Club, and indeed against N.N. (Who first got ‘Neumann’ out of the transcription remains unclear.) Source of the original: Alapin in Der Schachfreund, 1899.

In the year 1902, Nimzowitsch was sent from his parents’ home first to Königsberg and then to Berlin for the ‘matura’ examination, which qualified him for entrance into the university, and then to study mathematics and philosophy at the university. Although, by some accounts, he played chess relatively rarely in Riga, in Berlin he apparently availed himself of opportunities to play the game, especially in coffeehouses, and quickly made friends with other emerging chess talents (Bernstein and others). Beginning in 1903, his first ‘Spielproben aus freien Parteien’ [‘Fragments from off-hand games’] are published, first in the Akademische Schachblätter and later in the Deutsches Wochenschach.

His powers of deduction were highlighted in particular. Nimzowitsch participated in his first tournament in 1904, in the Hauptturnier1, of the 14th Congress of the German Chess Federation in Coburg. With 10½ out of 16 possible points, he was the sixth prize-winner, in a circle of competitors the likes of A. Neumann (Vienna), M. Vidmar, O. Duras, and R. Spielmann, who ended up ahead of him. Six of his games survived (in the tournament book by Schlechter). In February-March, 1905, Nimzowitsch would be permitted to participate in the ‘Austro-Hungarian Masters’ Tournament’ of the Viennese Chess Club and, among 10 participants, achieved sixth place behind the winner, Schlechter.

Following a drawn match against Spielmann in Munich, 1905, Nimzowitsch took part in a mixed masters’ B Tournament in August 1905 at the great International Chess Congress in Barmen. Here he obtained a very poor result, 15th out of 18 participants. (Winner: Fleischmann = Forgács) In the tournament book, Marco attested to the young Nimzowitsch (18 years old!) with a comment on the ‘poor development of the (white) pieces and their leader’ and that ‘this fellow is anything but a positional player’, but also: ‘whose style, in spite of some unfinished qualities, betrays the stuff of a master’. As Nimzowitsch wrote in his Wie ich Großmeister wurde, he took the ‘fiasco’ in Barmen and the critique of his games to heart, and after a change in study location to Zürich, began to ‘work’ seriously, particularly on his chess comprehension. His victory ahead of R. Spielmann and E. Cohn in a six-player double round-robin in Munich 1906, where he went undefeated, can be looked upon as validating his efforts. The critics acknowledged that he had ‘progressed to master level’.

In May-June 1907, Nimzowitsch took part in the Masters’ Tournament in Ostend, in which he, together with Mieses, took 3rd/4th place with 19 points against 29 opponents. (Winners: Bernstein and Rubinstein with 19½ points each!) The Deutsches Wochenschach appeared impressed: ‘Surprising is the success of the young Nimzowitsch, who all at once moved into the front row of the Masters’. It is to be noted that by law at the time, Nimzowitsch, only 20 years old, was not yet of legal age and therefore wasn’t permitted to enter the casino where the tournament was being held. He had to complete his games in a side room! Only many years later, in 1924, a tournament book appeared with short notes by Richard Teichmann. Later, in Danish exile, Nimzowitsch belatedly annotated a number of his Ostend games in detail and included them in his books. (At the same time, by the way, the Ostend 1907 Championship Tournament, which was won by Tarrasch, was taking place.) – Anyway, Nimzowitsch was invited to the First International Chess Masters’ Tournament taking place two months later in 1907 in Carlsbad, and justified his participation by sharing fourth-fifth prizes with Schlechter (12½ out of 20 points each), behind Rubinstein with 15 points, Maróczy with 14½, and Leonhardt with 13½ points, making it evident that his ‘work’ had a salutary effect.

In January 1908, a rematch with Spielmann took place in Munich, this time with a catastrophic outcome for Nimzowitsch (+1, =1, –4). ‘It is reported that Nimzowitsch was physically indisposed and has travelled to the South to recuperate before the big tournaments in Vienna and Prague’. (Deutsche Schachzeitung, 1908) Nimzowitsch withdrew registration in the named tournaments, for reasons unknown to me. His self-imposed or illness-induced rest from tournament play lasted over two years. However, a number of individual games are known from the year 1909, during which Nimzowitsch played in Riga, and which he later published in part.

In 1910 Nimzowitsch participated in the Masters’ Tournament of the 7th Congress of the German Chess Federation in Hamburg. Because of losses to both first-prize winners (Schlechter and Duras), Nimzowitsch achieved only third prize. The match against the seasoned Paul S. Leonhardt in February 1911, which Nimzowitsch labelled as a practice match for certain openings, ended in a fiasco for the young master (+0, =1, –4). Two months later, Nimzowitsch played in the First International Masters’ Tournament in San Sebastian, in 1911, which led to Capablanca’s first triumph on European soil. With 50% of the points, Nimzowitsch tied for fifth-seventh with Schlechter and Tarrasch, finishing two points behind the winner.

Five months later the Second International Masters’ Tournament began in Carlsbad, in 1911, which famously resulted in the great success for Teichmann – who prevailed with 18 points, 1 point ahead of Rubinstein, in a field of 26 participants. With 15½ points, Nimzowitsch tied with Marshall for fifth-sixth place, 1½ points ahead of Alekhine and others. At the same time, after 13 rounds with 5½ points, he was only in twentieth place. Again five months later, in February, 1912, the double round-robin Second International Masters’ Tournament in San Sebastian took place, which nearly was a big victory for Nimzowitsch. With a ½-point edge on Rubinstein, Nimzowitsch took him on in the last round. Against Rubinstein’s 1.d4, Nimzowitsch defended with the King’s Indian Defence (Hanham System). Already on the 10th move, he believed that with 11…Nh5 he was hot on the trail of a great combination – ‘The “diversion”, which just cost me 2500 francs and first prize!’ Rubinstein refuted Nimzowitsch’s idea and won, not without previously having overlooked checkmate. ‘The worst defeat in my 22-year chess career!’ Nimzowitsch admitted in Mein System in 1926.

Now is the time to go into the clash between Tarrasch and Nimzowitsch, which originated as early as 1904. Subsequent to the tournament in Coburg, Nimzowitsch visited Tarrasch in Neurenberg, where the two played a memorable game. Nimzowitsch had Black and chose his favoured Chigorin Defence against the Queen’s Gambit. After only 10 moves, Tarrasch crossed his arms in front of his chest and shouted, ‘Never in my life have I had such an appallingly winning position after 10 moves!’ (The game ended in a draw, however.) It seems that Nimzowitsch never forgot these words of Tarrasch. The feud really erupted after the tournament in San Sebastian in 1912. In the Berliner Lokal-Anzeiger, Tarrasch wrote about the decisive game of the tournament victory: ‘This defence, with which Black wants to avoid Rubinstein’s Queen’s Gambit Variation, leads, with a transposition of moves, to the Hanham Variation (1.e4 e5 2.Nf3 d6 3.d4 Nbd7), which from an aesthetic point of view, is the ugliest way to play chess there is. Nimzowitsch has a strong penchant for ugly opening moves; it was fortunate that he was soundly refuted by Rubinstein, who always plays tastefully, because it would have been downright scandalous if this unaesthetic play had been crowned with first prize.’ A letter to the editor directly followed from Nimzowitsch, starting with ………

* * *

As already explained, here ends, in the middle of a sentence, Rudolf Reinhardt’s draft for his lengthy introduction. In order not to leave the reader out in the cold, let two newer publications be suggested here, in which the famous feud between both chess masters is treated. One is Johannes Fischer in KARL 3/2006 (pages 32-37) ‘Nimzowitsch vs. Tarrasch: zwei Dogmatiker im Streit’, and the other, Wolfgang Lamm with his monumental work Siegbert Tarrasch – Leben und Werk, Unterhaching 2004 (p. 543 ff.). Moreover, we show in the appendix a list, in bullet-point form from the remainder of Rudolf Reinhardt’s manuscript, which describes Nimzowitsch’s life and illustrates rather completely the course of his chess career.

Finally, some supplementary pointers for the reader. We haven’t listed all of the perused sources (check at the end of the respective games), but rather highlighted in boldface those that are quoted most frequently. Generally it has to do with Nimzowitsch’s original commentary, but at times other authors have their say, especially when no comment by Nimzowitsch is available.

The choice of the chronologically ordered games as the common thread resulted in many articles by Nimzowitsch not being offered in their original, unified form, but instead in excerpts with the games. So they are arranged differently, but reproduced completely nevertheless. The editor also chose this form to make possible a direct comparison with other game comments. In addition, some essays by Nimzowitsch that are not tied to the chronology of the games are to be found in their original form at the end of the book. With regard to orthography, we adopted as a rule the choice made by the anthologist. In this respect, a complete revision of the manuscript with due regard to the historical text sources seemed to us too problematic and of too little use. – (A.N.)
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The participants from left to right: (standing) M. Euwe, F. Yates, S. Tartakower, R. Spielmann, R. Réti, J. Mieses, E. Bogoljubow; (sitting) A. Nimzowitsch, J. R. Capablanca, S. Tarrasch, F. Marshall.




[image: images]

The signatures of the participants on the back of a picture-postcard from Bad Kissingen, 1928. On the right are the names listed again, with the note ‘missing: Nimzowitsch’ below.



Footnotes

1. A kind of Candidates’ tournament, whose victor would win the right to play in the future Meister-turnier





The Great International Chess Masters’ Tournament in Bad Kissingen 1928
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After his great success in Berlin at the anniversary tournament of the Berlin Chess Society in February 1928, plus his victory in the Olympia Training Tournament of the newspaper Politiken in Copenhagen in July 1928, Nimzowitsch participated in Bad Kissingen together with Capablanca and Bogoljubow, his rivals for a world championship match against Alekhine, who himself did not play. Nimzowitsch must have regarded his fifth place finish as a failure, especially since Bogoljubow won, by a large margin, ahead of Capablanca.

In Kagans Neuesten Schachnachrichten, 1928, Rudolf Spielmann wrote the following:

‘This time Nimzowitsch fought without concentration. Before the tournament he was considered a dangerous rival of Capablanca, but, especially in the beginning, he remained far behind. The main share of the blame goes to his opening repertoire, which this time was not well chosen. Probably next time he will come with new, better variations and repeat his previous victories. His ingenuity, his tenacity, his inexhaustibility, and, not lastly, his ardent love of chess, of truth, guarantee that’.

Dr. Tartakower expressed himself in the tournament book:

‘Nimzowitsch, who had to cope with a nasty eye problem, played off form. Only toward the end did he pull himself together somewhat and drew on something of his wealth of ideas in his crushing win against Spielmann and also in his complex draw with Capablanca’. (This draw probably irritated Nimzowitsch very much, because he missed a win. He refrained from writing his own explanatory notes on the game.)

A detailed tournament book appeared in German (179 pages with a picture of the participants): Das große internationale Schachmeisterturnier in Bad Kissingen vom 11.-25. August 1928, with the subtitle ‘Sammlung aller 66 Partien mit Anmerkungen und zahlreichen Diagrammen unter Beilage eines Essays “Unser heutiges Schachwissen im Lichte des Kissinger Turniers”: Im Auftrage des Turnierkomitees herausgegeben von Dr. S.G. Tartakower’, Bad Kissingen, Otto Levin Verlag, 1928 [‘The Great International Chess Masters’ Tournament in Bad Kissingen, 11-25 August 1928, A Collection of all 66 games with annotations and numerous diagrams including an essay “Our contemporary chess knowledge in light of the Kissingen tournament”: on behalf of the tournament committee, edited by Dr. S.G. Tartakower’]. A Russian-language edition of the tournament book in St. Petersburg, published by Shakhmatni Listok, 1929, appeared under the same title. A.I. Nimzowitsch and S.G. Tartakower sign together as authors, however. Differing from the German edition, games from rounds 1 through 5 were edited by Nimzowitsch.

An unchanged reprint of the German tournament book appeared in 1982, released by the publisher of the British Chess Magazine.

Individual games were also edited by Nimzowitsch in Skakbladet and in German magazines. Here, to begin, are two games from the Russian tournament book.

DR. M. EUWE – A. NIMZOWITSCH

Round 1: 12.8.1928

English Opening (A30)

1. Ng1-f3 Ng8-f6

2. c2-c4 c7-c5

In London 1927, we (Réti-Nimzowitsch) played this variation far more interestingly: 1.Nf3 b6!. It continued 2.e4 Bb7 3.Bc4 e6 4.Qe2 Nf6 5.d3 d5 6.exd5 Nxd5 7.Bg5 Be7 8.Bxd5 Bxd5 9.Bxe7 Qxe7 10.Nc3 Bb7 11.0-0-0 Nd7 12.d4 Nf6! 13.Ne5 0-0 14.f4 Rac8 15.Rhg1 c5 16.g4 Nd5 (Black has a strong and aggressive position) 17.Nxd5 Bxd5 18.Kb1 f6 19.Nf3. Instead of the blockading move c5-c4, Black could simply win a pawn now with 19…Qd6!, for example: 20.Qe3 Bxf3 21.Qxf3 cxd4.

3. g2-g3 g7-g6

Or course one can play like this, but 3… d5 was more vigorous: 4.cxd5 Nxd5 5.Bg2 Nc6 6.d4 e6 (7.e4 Nf6), with a game rich in content.

4. b2-b3 Bf8-g7

5. Bc1-b2 b7-b6

6. Bf1-g2 Bc8-b7

Don’t be misled by the activity of the bishop pair. It’s only to be hoped that chess players keep this in mind.

7. 0-0 0-0

All this happens under the banner of symmetry.

8. d2-d4

Aha! The conflict flares up. The only question is: will it burn with a bright flame and lead to an imaginative game, or will it die down quickly, generating boredom and apathy?

8 … c5xd4

9. Nf3xd4 Bb7xg2

10. Kg1xg2 d7-d5

11. Nb1-d2

White throws himself into an adventure rather than quietly playing for equality: 11.cxd5 Qxd5+ 12.Nf3.

[image: images]

11 … Qd8-d7

Too bad! After long deliberation, Black passes on 11…e5, since after 12.N4f3 e4 13.Nd4 e3 (otherwise White strengthens his position with e3) 14.fxe3 Ng4 15.Rf3 Re8 16.Nf1 his attack doesn’t progress and trouble arises, but in the process he completely overlooks the simple 16…dxc4 17.bxc4 Ne5, with an extra pawn and a won game (the principle of universality on the attack, or, more simply put: be mindful of all aspects of attack!).

Other possibilities also presented themselves to White, however. After 11…e5 12.N4f3 e4, he could position the knight on e5 – 13.Ne5 – with the continuation 13…d4 14.f4. But then e3 would be weakened, and 14…Nbd7! 15.Bxd4? Nxe5 16.Bxe5 Ng4 leads to a win, or 15.Nc6 Qe8! (if 15…Qc7 16.Ne7+ Kh8 17.Bxd4, and White still commands some reserves, in spite of his broken set-up) 16.h3 d3 17.exd3 e3 18.Re1 Nc5 19.Nb4 a5 (Black doesn’t make it easy) 20.d4 (still resisting) 20… Nfe4 21.Rxe3 axb4 22.dxc5 Bxb2 23.Rxe4 (if 23.Nxe4, then 23…f5) 23…Qc6 24.Rb1 Bc3, winning a piece.

It’s clear from this analysis that, in reply to 11…e5, White has to look for salvation in the ‘romantic’ withdrawal 12.Nc2, but in this case also Black gets a distinct developmental and positional advantage with 12…Nc6 (more precise than 12…d4). So 11.Nd2 and maybe even 8.d4 are hasty moves for which White could have been severely punished by his opponent.

After the text move, the contest again proceeds in a sedate manner.

12. Ra1-c1 Nb8-a6

Black could also play e7-e5 now, since the tempo win Rc1 isn’t significant. (After 12…e5, the text move …Na6 would no longer be advisable.) For example, 12…e5 13.N4f3 e4 14.Nd4 e3 15.fxe3 Ng4 16.Rf3 Re8 17.Nf1 dxc4 18.bxc4 Na6, followed by …Nc5, with good counterplay for Black. Or 12…e5 13.N4f3 e4 14.Ne5 (here the downside of Black’s eleventh move becomes apparent: 14…Qb7, and if 15.cxd5, then 15…Nxd5 16.e3 (16.Nxe4? f5, etc.) Nb4 17.a3 Bxe5 18.Bxe5 Nd3 19.Rc7 Qd5, with advantage for Black).

13. Nd2-f3

Now e7-e5 has fallen prey to obscurity. Happiness was so near and yet so far away!

13 … Ra8-c8

The centre should have been destroyed first: 13…dxc4 14.Rxc4, and only now …Rac8.

14. Nd4-b5!

A good move. Some weaknesses in the black position are making themselves felt.

14 … d5xc4

A tardy, but still sufficient measure. Black frees himself from the hanging pawns. No hanging pawns – no dark clouds!

15. Qd1xd7 Nf6xd7

16. Bb2xg7 Kg8xg7

17. Nb5xa7 Rc8-a8

18. Na7-c6 c4xb3

19. a2xb3 e7-e6

Now Black just has to eliminate the knight on c6, which is unpleasant in every respect.

20. Rf1-d1 Nd7-f6

21. Nc6-e5

Voluntarily yielding the familiar ground. Otherwise …Rfc8 follows, and then …Rc7, and in the event of …Rac8, the knight absolutely must retreat.

21 … Na6-c5

22. b3-b4 Nc5-e4

The position is finally consolidated, with a slight advantage for Black, since the Pawn-b6 is less endangered than the Pawn-b4.

23. Ne5-d7 Rf8-d8!

24. Nd7xf6

It would have been simplest to free himself from the pawn on the b-file by means of 24.Nxb6 Rxd1 25.Rxd1 Rb8 26.Nc4 Rxb4 27.Nd6, because after the move in the game, Black could worry the enemy with 24… Nxf6 25.Rxd8 Rxd8 26.Rc6 Nd5, and now the obvious move 27.-b5 (though correct is 27.Nf3-e5-c4, etc.) probably causes White serious difficulties, for example: 27.b5? Ra8! 28.e4 Nf6 29.Rxb6 Nxe4 30.Ra6 Rb8. Black wasn’t playing for a win and suggested splitting the point; his opponent accepted.

Sources:


	TB, pp. 57-58, with annotations by S. Tartakower

	Russ. TB: pp. 30-32, with annotations by A. Nimzowitsch



A. NIMZOWITSCH – F. YATES

Round 2: 13.8.1928

Nimzowitsch Opening (A04)

1. b2-b3 Nb8-f6

Now the transition to the Dutch Defence with reversed colours, which White wished for, is a long shot.

The complete avoidance by Black of a Dutch set-up by 1…e5 is not without its downsides. For example, 2.Bb2 f6! 3.e3! d5 4.Nf3, and if 4…e4, then 5.Nd4 c5 6.Nb5 (not 6.Bb5+ because of 6…Kf7, and White loses a piece) 6…a6 7.Qh5+ g6 8.Qxd5 axb5 9.Bxb5+, with three or four pawns for the knight.

2. Bc1-b2 c7-c5

3. Ng1-f3

White could try the immediate f4. For example, 3.f4 d5 4.Nf3 Bg4 5.Ne5 Bh5, and now 6.Qc1 (6.Rg1 leads to wild complications – for example, 6…Nbd7? 7.g4 Nxe5 8.fxe5 Nxg4 9.e4 or 6…e6 7.g4 Bg6 8.h4 Nh5 9.Nxg6 hxg6 10.g5! Nxf4 11.e3 Nh5, and the black knight is corralled for a long time.)

3 … Nb8-c6

4. e2-e3 e7-e6

5. Bf1-b5 Bf8-e7

6. 0-0 0-0

7. Bb5xc6

White avoids 7.d3, fearing the reply 7… Nb8, but in that case he could steer the game in a rather pleasant direction with 8.d4. However, Black wouldn’t reply 7… Nb8 in answer to 7.d3, but rather 7…Qb6 as in the game, and Black’s position is wonderfully developed, but also full of venom.

7 …b7xc6

8. Nf3-e5 Qd8-b6

9. Qd1-f3

This prevents the move d6.

Preventing something perpetually, as prophylaxis, has become fashionable over time. Less fashionable but better, however, was the completion of the planned transition to the Dutch Defence with 9.f4 – for example, 9…Ba6 10.d3 d6 11.Ng4 or 9.f4 d6 10.Nc4 Qc7 11.d3 Ba6 12.Nbd2.

9 … Bc8-a6

A paradoxical (since after d2-d3, posting the bishop on a6 can only evoke a smile), yet at the same time skilful and interesting plan of development!

10. d2-d3 Ra8-d8

11. Nb1-d2 Nf6-e8

12. Qf3-h3

Black has built a fortress which can in no way be breached. However, White could have tried 12.e4.

If 12…d6, then 13.Nec4 Qc7 14.Qe2 e5 15.f4, but if 12…d5, then 13.c4 f6 14.Ng4 d4 15.Qh3 Bc8 16.f4 a5, and White’s position is favourable.

12 … d7-d5

Well played. Black now no longer fears the Dutch set-up, since the manoeuvre f7-f6, combined with Nd6-f5, eases his situation. Please permit an aside: Yates’ results do not at all match his flexible and beautiful talent. The tragedy of his fate lies in the fact that his character displays a mixture of English tenacity and almost Slavic gentleness and lack of will. For all his brilliance, sometimes certain breaches can be observed in his style of play.

13. Ra1-d1 Ba6-c8

14. f2-f4 Ne8-d6

15. c2-c4

With that, the route to the [Reversed] Dutch has definitely been closed off.

15 … f7-f6

16. Ne5-g4 Nd6-f5

This position, in which White’s Dutch inclination (that is, the play on the b2-g7 diagonal) is confronted with an anti-Dutch resistance (f6 and Nf5 deprive the diagonal of its power), deserves a diagram.

[image: images]

17. e3-e4 Nf5-d4

If immediately …dxe4, then 18.Nxe4.

18. Bb2xd4 c5xd4

19. e4xd5 c6xd5

Preferable was 19…exd5 20.f5 Bb4, and Black, not White, takes advantage of the e-file.

20. Nd2-f3 Be7-b4

21. Nf3-h4 d5xc4

This premature exchange provides White with an unexpected resource. Therefore 21…Qa5 should have followed immediately, with approximately the same play (21…Qa5 22.Rf2 h5 23.Ng6 hxg4 24.Qh8+ Kf7 25.Qh5 Kg8 – draw).

It’s becoming more and more clear that for all its harmony, Black’s game suffers from a lack of open files for his rooks. So we must regard 19…cxd5 (instead of 19… exd5) as a mistake.

22. b3xc4 Qb6-a5

23. Rd1-b1!

[image: images]

White harvests the fruits of the premature exchange 21…dxc4. The b-file is an additional trump in White’s hand.

23 … Bb4-d2

24. f4-f5

The tempting sortie 24.Rb5 (and if 24… Qxa2, then 25.Rh5) is refuted with the move 24…Qc7, although in this case, various surprises would still be possible after 25.Qg3. At any rate, the text move is more accurate. The game assumes the character of an endgame, and the passed pawn on c4 (also one of the results of the awkward 19…cxd5) makes its presence felt.

24 … e6xf5

25. Nh4xf5 Qa5-c7

26. Qh3-f3 Rf8-e8

27. Rb1-b2 Bd2-g5

28. Kg1-h1??

A blunder in time pressure.

After 28.h4 Bxf5 29.hxg5 Bxg4 30.Qxg4 fxg5 31.Qxg5, White would have obtained a significant advantage (the Pawn-c4 against the Pawn-h7). Now, however, the first player gets into a desperate position.

28 … h7-h5

29. Ng4-f2 Re8-e5

30. Nf5-g3 h5-h4

31. Ng3-e4 Bg5-e3

32. Nf2-h3 Qc7-e7

33. Rb2-b8!

In order to avoid the unpleasant consequences of another retreat to f5, etc.

The point is that the positioning of the rook on b8 allows White to parry the advance f5 in the following way: 33…f5 34.Nef2 g5 35.Qh5 g4 36.Rxc8 Rxc8 37.Nxg4 fxg4 38.Qxg4+, followed by 39.Qxc8.

33 … Re5-f5

This implementation is perhaps too hasty, yet on the other hand it disturbs the nicely contrived diversionary manoeuvre Nf4. For example, 33…Re8 34.Nf4 Rf5 35.Rxc8!! Rxc8 36.Qg4 with two pleasant variations, 36…Qd7? 37.Nxf6+ and 36…Qe5 37.Nd6!.

In all likelihood, Black should not have allowed the white rook on the back rank. Instead of 32…Qe7, we recommend 32… Re5-e8.

34. Qf3-d1 Rf5xf1+

35. Qd1xf1 Bc8xh3

36. Rb8xd8+ Qe7xd8

37. g2xh3 Qd8-a5

38. c4-c5

The only chance. Otherwise White gets into a hopeless position. Now he relies not only on the strength of the desperate ‘runaway pawn’, but also on attempts to exert pressure on the light squares.

[image: images]

38 … Qa5xa2

39. Qf1-f5

Bold, but incorrect. White should have played 39.Nd6, when there follows 39… Qd5+ 40.Qg2 Qxg2+ (this excludes 40… Qxc5 because of 41.Qa8+ Kh7 42.Qe4+ g6 43.Qe7+ Kh6 44.Nf7+, and Qxc5) 41.Kxg2, with some drawing chances.

39 … Qa2-b1+

40. Kh1-g2 Qb1-g1+

41. Kg2-f3 Qg1-d1+

The win was easy to obtain in the following way: 41…Qf1+ 42.Kg4 Qe2+ 43.Kxh4 g5+ 44.Kg3 Bf4+. Strange that neither player discovered this variation.

42. Kf3-g2 Qd1-c2+

43. Kg2-f3 Qc2-d1+

44. Kf3-g2 a7-a5

45. Ne4xf6+

The rescue!

45 … g7xf6

46. Qf5-g6+ Kg8-f8

47. Qg6xf6+ Kf8-g8

48. Qf6-g6+ Kg8-h8

49. Qg6-f6+ Kh8-h7

50. Qf6-f7+

Draw by perpetual check.

A dramatic game.

Sources:


	Wiener Schach-Zeitung, 1928, p. 269 (Position from the 39th move), with annotations

	TB, pp. 65-68, with annotations by S. Tartakower

	Russ. TB, pp. 37-40, with annotations by A. Nimzowitsch



The next game was annotated by A. Nimzowitsch in Skakbladet, 1928. In addition, we give some of his commentaries from the Russian tournament book.

E. BOGOLJUBOW – A. NIMZOWITSCH

Round 3: 14.8.1928

Nimzo-Indian (E32)

1. d2-d4 Ng8-f6

2. c2-c4 e7-e6

3. Nb1-c3 Bf8-b4

4. Qd1-c2 Bb4xc3+

This rush to eliminate the knight, which couldn’t jump in any case because of the pin, can be explained by the fact that Black wants to know whether the opponent plans to recapture with the queen or the pawn.

5. b2xc3

After 5.Qxc3, Black can draw as follows: 5…Ne4! 6.Qc2! (6.Qa3 d6! or 6.Qe3 d5 7.cxd5 Qxd5) 6…d5! 7.e3 c5 8.dxc5 Qa5+ 9.Bd2 Qxc5 10.Rc1 Nc6 11.Nf3 (11.cxd5 Qxd5 12.Bc4 Qxd2+ =) 11…Nxd2 12.Qxd2 dxc4 13.Bxc4 Qe7 14.0-0 0-0 15.Qe2 Bd7, followed by …Be8, with equality. The father of this idea, and also the inventor of the manoeuvre 4…Bxc3+, 5…Ne4, 6… d5, is Albert Nielsen in Copenhagen. This variation is to be regarded as an excellent tool in the struggle against the daunting anti-Indian move 4.Qc2.

5 … d7-d6

6. Ng1-f3

6.e4 looks more dangerous than it is, for example: 6…e5 7.Bd3 0-0 8.Ne2 c5 9.0-0 Nc6, and now 10.f4 appears to be of dubious worth, because after 10…exd4 11.cxd4 cxd4 12.Bb2 Qb6, the pawn on d4 is good enough. (Incidentally, Black threatens 13… Nxe4 14.Bxe4? d3+, etc.)

6 … Qd8-e7

7. g2-g3 b7-b6

8. Bf1-g2 Bc8-b7

9. 0-0 Nb8-d7

10. a2-a4 Bb7-e4

[image: images]

With this and the next move, Black tries to prevent a4-a5. Insofar as this pawn advance is seen as a liberating move, in that White thereby ‘liberates’ his game from the idle and isolated a-pawn, the measure taken by Black can still be deemed correct. But the question is whether the ‘liberation’ would be pain-free down the road. Would it not lead to new tribulations? In that case, there wouldn’t be any reason to prevent a4-a5. On the contrary! – Therefore perhaps it was an idea to play quietly with 10…0-0. If 11.a5, then 11…Rfc8, with c5 to follow. After 12.axb6, both 12…axb6 and 12…cxb6 appear to be playable.

11. Qc2-b3 a7-a5

12. Bg2-h3

An interesting attempt to preserve the bishop.

Russ. TB: This time-consuming manoeuvre is explained by the fact that, because of 11… a5, Black no longer has the possibility of obtaining active counterplay with c7-c5, since in this case, the b6-pawn would be very weak. Nevertheless, 12.Bg2-h3 is a harmless endeavour here since Black can easily force the bishop to retreat to g2.

12 … 0-0

Russ. TB: Stronger was 12…Bf5!, when nothing else remains for White except 13.Bg2, since 13.Bxf5 exf5 14.Qb5 is refuted by 14…0-0 15.Re1 Qe4 16.Nd2 (or Ng5) Qc2, when Black has the advantage.

13. Nf3-d2 Be4-b7

14. f2-f3 e6-e5

15. e2-e4
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15 … Ra8-e8!

The f-rook should support the f5-advance.

16. Rf1-e1 Kg8-h8

17. Nd2-f1

An unpleasant knight – in straight talk, a pest; on both d5 and f5 he may try to annoy his good-natured opponent.

17 … Bb7-c8

18. Bh3-g2 Bc8-b7

Russ. TB: The d4-square must be defended because White is preparing Nf1-e3-d5. One should learn to execute such ‘manoeuvres’ without blushing! Surely the error with many chess friends is ‘activity above all’! It’s often just as important to prevent the opponent from doing something, as it is to start even a very important counter-action.

19. Nf1-e3

Death and torment of the final judgment are near!

19 … Nf6-h5

20. Ra1-a2! g7-g6

21. Ra2-e2 f7-f5

22. Ne3-d5 Bb7xd5

23. e4xd5 g6-g5
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Russ. TB: White exerts some pressure on the e-file and threatens Qb5 and Bh3. Therefore, Black must strive for a counterattack and, with the text move, support the advance of the f-pawn. On the other hand, the immediate 23…f4 24.g4 Nhf6 (the knight would stand unfavourably on g7) makes it possible for White to bring the c1-bishop into play – that is to say with 25.Bxf4 Nxg4 26.Bg3. Certainly, Black would do better to reply 25…Nh5 instead of 25…-Nxg4, after which 26.Bd2 Nf4 27.Bxf4 Rxf4 could follow with occupation of the f-file (…Qf7 und …Rf8).

24. Qb3-b5 f5-f4

This move weakens the h3-c8 diagonal and permits the bishop to establish itself on e6, after which the Pawn-e5 loses its connection with the rooks. But there was no time for preparatory manoeuvres. For example, White has the advantage after 24…Rf7 25.Ba3 Qf6 26.c5 Rfe7 27.c6 Nf8 28.dxe5 Rxe5 29.Bb2!.

25. Bg2-h3! Nd7-f6

26. g3xf4

On 26.dxe5 dxe5 27.gxf4 Nxf4 28.Bxf4 gxf4 29.Be6, Black planned 29…Qa3!, with strong counterchances (for example, 30.Rc2 Qd6 31.Kh1 e4! 32.fxe4 Qe5!, etc.).

26 … Nh5xf4

27. Bc1xf4 g5xf4

28. d4xe5 Rf8-g8+!

Even stronger than 28…dxe5 29.Be6 Qa3, as explained in the previous note.

29. Kg1-h1

Russ. TB: 29.Kf2 fails to 29…Nxd5, and 29.Kf1 to 29…dxe5 30.Be6 Qg7 31.Bxg8 Rxg8 32.Rf2 e4 33.fxe4 f3, with mate on the next move.

29 … d6xe5

30. Bh3-e6 Rg8-g5!

31. c4-c5!

If 31.Rxe5, then 31…Rxe5 32.Rxe5 Qa3.

31 … b6xc5

32. c3-c4!
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Seemingly, Black can’t be saved. White threatens Qb2 and Rxe5, after which the b2-e5 diagonal becomes of crucial significance. But there’s still a way out.

32 … c7-c6!!

A problem-like move.

33. Qb5-b2

If 33.Qxc6, then 33…e4 34.fxe4 Re5, with a strong attack, since the white queen is no longer in play.

33 … c6xd5

34. c4xd5

One wonders why the pawn exchange has changed the situation. Is the b2-f6 diagonal now less decisive than before? The answer is provided by the following move and in the note to White’s 36th move.

34 … Qe7-d6

35. Re2xe5 Rg5xe5

36. Qb2xe5

After 36.Rxe5, 36…Rb8! 37.Qc3 Rb3! 38.Qa1 Rb1+ 39.Qxb1 Qxe5 would follow, and the diagonal has become harmless.

36 … Qd6xe5

37. Re1xe5 c5-c4

The c-pawn has now become very powerful.

38. Re5-g5

The only move; otherwise, White loses. For example, 38.Rf5 c3 39.Rxf4! c2 40.Rc4 Nxd5! 41.Bxd5 Re1+, etc.

38 … c4-c3

39. Rg5-g1 Re8-d8

40. Rg1-c1 Nf6xd5

41. Be6xd5 Rd8xd5

42. Rc1xc3 Rd5-d4

43. Kh1-g2 Kh8-g7

44. Kg2-h3 Rd4xa4

45. Kh3-g4

Draw.

A thrilling, fighting game.

Sources:


	Skakbladet, 1928, pp. 145-147, with annotations by A. Nimzowitsch (translated from Danish to German by the editor)

	The British Chess Magazine, 1928, pp. 468-470, with annotations by J. H. Blake

	TB, pp. 74-76, with annotations by S. Tartakower

	Russ. TB, pp. 59-62, with annotations by A. Nimzowitsch



Nimzowitsch commented several times on his game from the fourth round:

In Denken und Raten, 1928, 15.8.1928, under the title ‘Eine Blockadepartie / gespielt und erläutert von A. Nimzowitsch’ [‘A Blockade Game / played and annotated by A. Nimzowitsch’].

The game is also published by him in Skakbladet, 1929, and in the Moscow newspaper Shakhmaty, 1928. Where relevant, these annotations are incorporated in the text from Denken und Raten. In the following, annotations from Skakbladet are marked with ‘NimSk’ and those from Shakhmaty with ‘NimSM’.

A Blockade Game

played and annotated by
A. Nimzowitsch

A passed pawn, what kind of thing is that? – Well, a pawn afflicted with the travel bug! Then how does such a pawn travel, by ship or plane? – Oh, much faster! In order to get from d4 to d5, he just needs one single tempo! And what is the goal of his trip then? Does he want to get to know new countries perhaps, or visit new business acquaintances? – Oh no. He travels solely for altruistic motives; he plans to provide bases for his own officers in the enemy camp. And does the trip always go smoothly? – Most of the time! But usually, it also happens that he is stopped; a uniformed enemy, the blockader, seeks to prevent the journey’s continuation. And what occurs in such a case? – Well, then it comes to a difficult struggle focused on the blockader. The blockader is attacked by the comrades of the passed pawn, but is vigorously supported by his own partisans, and this battle has powerful repercussions in all edges and corners of… alas!… such a huge board (a full 64 squares!). And once the side with the passed pawn has won, what then? – Well, then the trip is resumed, and each step means retribution. Or rather – j’adoube; we cannot seriously speak of retaliation. We just want to say that the passed pawn is done full justice. The trip is continued, and in an amicable way, the adversary is so sidelined that he can’t budge. Does the following game illustrate what’s been said? – Yes! Here the fate of the black f-pawn is especially to be noted, and mainly how this simple pawn becomes the focus of all events.

NimSk: A chess game furnished with annotations should be presented so that the reader is moved in some way by the dramatic development of events when he plays through it. A genuine chess game should speak to both the intelligence of the reader and his feelings. Indeed, a game is far from being an incoherent collection of individual episodes, but rather shows a line of development, which not uncommonly stretches from the first move to the endgame.

In our game below, the black f-pawn is the principal character. He fights a heroic struggle for freedom. Around him we see a crowd of secondary characters; some are friendly, others are hostile, but all are included in this conflict. Let’s now follow the f-pawn in the different stages of the fight. Let’s see how he moves, how he vanquishes to the last all organized resistance, all the evil of the world.

J. MIESES – A. NIMZOWITSCH

Round 4: 15.8.1928

French by transposition (C01)

NimSk: First stage: The sad setting.

1. e2-e4 Nb8-c6

2. Nb1-c3 e7-e6

3. d2-d4 d7-d5

4. e4xd5

He’s fond of a tranquil existence and doesn’t want to turn the game into a live-or-die contest with 4.e5.

4 … e6xd5

NimSk: A sad pawn position arises, which doesn’t leave much room for imagination.

5. Bc1-e3 Bc8-f5

6. Bf1-d3 Ng8-e7

This move seemingly impedes the uninterrupted development of Black’s own fighting forces. But in reality, the development stage is already over, because the position of the bishops on d3 and f5 clearly shows that a battle is in progress. Here it’s a matter of scoring a tempo, certainly a very limited goal, but nevertheless a goal: Black wants to motivate his opponent to exchange bishops on f5, rather than throwing away a tempo by exchanging on d3, allowing White to develop his queen with tempo.

7. Ng1-e2 Nc6-b4!

8. Bd3xf5

NimSk: 8.Ng3 Nxd3+ 9.cxd3 Bg6 10.0-0 c6 11.Rc1 comes under consideration.

8 … Ne7xf5

The first duel has ended with a slick rebuff of the white rival. But now a second challenge to a duel follows on its heels.

9. Be3-f4

Looking quite provocatively into the air (we say into the air, because it’s highly unlikely that the proud bishop on f4 should fix his gaze on the simple c7-pawn).

NimSk: Black has certainly won the tempo we spoke about, but the pawn structure is rather lifeless from now on.

9 … g7-g5!

Gosh! A jostling by every trick in the book! Can one also say perhaps ‘against every trick in the book’? Doesn’t this pawn move compromise the entire black position? … Probably only apparently!

NimSk: On the surface this move looks very compromising, but in reality it is well calculated, since the pawn on g5 is anything but isolated. The knight on f5 prevents White from advancing his pawn to h4, and in so doing also finds a new ally, as will quickly become apparent.

10. Bf4-d2 Bf8-e7

11. Qd1-c1!

NimSk: Second stage: The f-pawn’s first advance.

NimSM: With this move, which prepares Nc3-d1-e3, Mieses goes completely over to the defence, which he executes expertly until move 21.

11 … f7-f6!

12. Nc3-d1 Nb4-c6

13. c2-c3 Nf5-h4

So once again, the idea of the pawn’s compromising the position was only talk. In reality, the ‘compromising’ pawn inserts itself smoothly and willingly into the organism of the game.

NimSk: Also good enough was the continuation 13…Qd7, and if 14.Ne3, then simplest is 14…Nxe3 and 0-0-0.

14. Nd1-e3 Qd8-d7

15. Qc1-c2

Mieses defends his position admirably. Now he prepares 0-0-0.

15 … f6-f5

[image: images]

‘First appearance of the f-pawn with the travel bug! Unmatched desire to expand! Utmost elbow-energy! He knows his Götz von Berlichingen1 inside and out!’

NimSk: Third stage: The f-pawn’s wings are clipped.

16. f2-f4!

The blockader!

NimSk: With this excellent move, Mieses stops the pawn’s advance. But the pawn bristles against this. It calls to the rooks and bishops: a new knight is called to the firing line, and with a desperate exertion of strength, the pawn succeeds in breaking free.

16 … 0-0-0

17. 0-0-0 Rh8-f8!

18. Rd1-f1!

Both friends and foes of the f5-pawn are moving in.

18 … Rd8-e8

Black could also keep the position closed and gain space on the kingside with 18…g4. Then if we trade pawns with 19.h3 h5 20.hxg4 hxg4, White has to play 21.g3 to be able to penetrate on the h-file, but that would relinquish f3 to the enemy steed. The chances would then be about equal. For example: 21…Nf3 22.Rh5 Qe6! 23.Rxf5 Rde8!, and now 24.Rxf8 would, after the reply 24…Bxf8 25.Qd3 Na5, leave White’s position in danger (26.b3 c5) despite having an extra pawn. NimSk: Black backs away from this line, since he’s of a mind to lead with his f-pawn as his main trump.

19. f4xg5 Be7xg5

20. Ne2-f4

Now a new blockader braces his foot against the planned pawn advance …f4.

20 … Nc6-e7

21. Kc1-b1?

There’s no time here for such dolce far niente. Holding fast to the blockader, the knight on f4, was urgently needed2, and in accordance with the principle of ‘over-protection’, which I have discovered. For example, 21.g3! Nhg6 22.Neg2!, and the advance of f4 is forever prevented. Certainly, following 21.g3, Black would have at his disposal 21…Bxf4 22.Rxf4 Nhg6 23.Rf2 f4, but this thrust would be fielded by 24.gxf4 Rxf4 25.Rxf4 Nxf4, with only a slight advantage for Black.

NimSk: Fourth stage: Emancipation of the pawn and powerful expansion.

21 … Bg5xf4

22. Rf1xf4 Ne7-g6

23. Rf4-f2 f5-f4

Now the planned advance has become a reality. White is completely boxed in.

24. Ne3-d1 Qd7-g4

25. Bd2-c1 Nh4-f5

Striving for e4 via d6.

NimSM: The knight takes to his outpost (Nh4-f5-d6-e4), corresponding to the rules posited in My System.

26. Rh1-f1 Nf5-d6

27. h2-h3

Surrenders the protection of a fabulous square for Black on g3, but in the long run, White couldn’t avoid the move h3 (because of an eventual …Qh5.)

27 … Qg4-g5

28. Rf2-e2

White rebels against superior forces.

28 … Re8-e4!

NimSk: Even stronger than 28…Ne4.

29. Re2-f2

There was nothing for him on the e-file.

29 … Rf8-e8

30. Qc2-d3 Nd6-f5

Now that the e-file is secured, g3 has its turn. White is completely immobilized.

31. Rf1-g1

After 31.g4 there could follow 31…Ng3 32.Rg1 Ne2 33.Rgf1 Nxc1 34.Kxc1, with a further advance of our f-pawn, and with discovered check too! For example, 34… f3+ 35.Qd2 Qxd2+ 36.Rxd2 Nh4, and the f-pawn should finally decide – i.e., 37.Kc2 Re1 38.Rff2 Rh1 39.Rh2 Rxh2 40.Rxh2 Re2+ 41.Rxe2 fxe2, and the pawn gains Black a whole piece.

NimSk: Fifth stage: The black troops, with the f-pawn at their head, choke the enemy.

31 … Nf5-g3

32. Bc1-d2 Qg5-f5

Since White isn’t able to ‘budge’, the black queen ‘budges’ a lot, and she hurries by on agile feet to shorten White’s torment.

33. a2-a3

NimSk: Of course, not 33.Qxg3 because of Re3+, winning the queen.

33 … Qf5-e6

34. Kb1-a1 Qe6-c6

35. Qd3-f3

The liberating attempt 35.Bxf4 Nxf4 36.Qxg3, fails to 36…Ne2.

NimSk: A weak move, which makes it easier for Black to break the blockade. After 35.Ka2, Black planned …a6 and …Qb5. Following Qxb5 axb5, the breakthrough …b6, …Kd7 and finally …c5 should have finished the fight.

35 … h7-h5

36. Ka1-a2 Qc6-b5

37. Ka2-a1 Ng6-h4

Death by asphyxiation for the queen!

White resigns.

The final position merits a diagram.
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Sources:


	Denken und Raten, vol. 1, 1928, pp. 10-12, with annotations by A. Nimzowitsch

	Skakbladet, 1929, pp. 40-41 (with annotations by A. Nimzowitsch, translated from Danish into German by the editor)

	Shakhmaty (Moscow), 1928, pp. 180-181, with annotations by A. Nimzowitsch

	TB., pp. 86-89, with annotations by S. Tartakower

	Russ. TB, pp. 63-66, with annotations by A. Nimzowitsch

	B. Nielsen, A. Nimzowitsch – Danmarks Skaklaerar, no. 5, pp. 32-36, with annotations from 2); (also shortened as ‘Nielsen 1945’ – ed. note)



A. NIMZOWITSCH – R. RÉTI

Round 5: 16.8.1928

French by transposition (C01)

1. e2-e3

Not a bad beginning: if 1…d5, then 2.Nf3, entering a variation of the new Indian opening, with an additional tempo for White. If 1…e5, then various, not unfavourable continuations are possible for White.

1 … e7-e5

2. d2-d4

Perhaps 2.c4 is preferable, in order to play the Paulsen Variation with reversed colours, for example: 2.c4 Nf6 3.a3 d5 4.cxd5 Nxd5 5.Nf3 Nc6 6.d3, etc. Theoretically unclear is the variation 2.c4 Nf6 3.Nc3 Bb4. We’re of the opinion that, in this case, White’s best move is 4.Qc2, but not 4.d4, because of 4…Bxc3+ 5.bxc3 d6, when White doesn’t get an advantage.

2 … e5xd4

3. e3xd4 d7-d5

The Exchange Variation of the French! But White doesn’t intend to play for a draw.

4. Nb1-c3 Ng8-f6

5. Bf1-d3! Nb8-c6

[image: images]

6. Bd3-b5!

A new try. Now the variation 1.e4 e6 2.d4 d5 3.Nc3 Bb4 4.exd5 exd5 5.Nf3 Nc6 has arisen, with colours reversed.

6 … Bf8-e7

7. Ng1-e2 0-0

8. 0-0 Nf6-e8

This exit of the knight from the central zone (decentralization!) is in no way forced: 8…a6 could well be played, since the exchange on c6 holds no danger (8…a6 9.Bxc6 bxc6 10.Bf4 Bd6 11.Qd2 Bf5, with a pleasant position for Black).

9. Ne2-f4 Be7-f6

Now, as a result of mutual operations in the centre, the position has undoubtedly become sharper.

10. Rf1-e1 Nc6xd4

[image: images]

11. Nf4xd5

Frankly, White wants to continue with 11.Bxe8 Rxe8 12.Rxe8+ Qxe8 13.Nfxd5, but abandons the line on account of 13… Nxc2 14.Nxc7 Qd8. And actually, after some further skirmishes, e.g. 15.N3d5 Nxa1 16.Nxa8 Bf5, the game would quickly move closer to a ‘death by draw’. By the way, possibilities other than 13…-Nxc2 are available to Black – for example: 13…Bd8. If then 14.Bg5!, 14…Ne6, and after the additional moves 15.Bxd8 Qxd8 16.Qe2 c6 17.Ne3 Nf8! 18.Rd1 Qe7, peace and quiet would obviously settle in soon.

11 … c7-c6

12. Nd5xf6+ Ne8xf6

13. Bb5-d3 Bc8-g4

14. f2-f3 Bg4-f5

15. Bc1-e3 b7-b6

This ‘tempo’ is sacrificed for the taming of the bishop on e3. Otherwise, after 15… Bxd3 16.Qxd3 Ne6 17.Rad1 Qxd3 18.Rxd3, the free development of the rooks would be restricted.

Nevertheless, this variation would be playable, because it isn’t too late to play b6 on move 18. See, for example, 18…b6 19.Rd6 Rac8 20.Red1 h6 21.Kf2 Rfd8, with a subsequent Kg8-f8-e7, and the game will soon be equal. The text move doesn’t make for a peaceful situation. Instead, the bishop wakes up and gets Black into trouble.

16. Bd3-e4! Bf5xe4

17. Nc3xe4 Nf6xe4

18. Qd1xd4 Qd8xd4

19. Be3xd4 Ne4-g5

20. a2-a4 Ng5-e6

21. Bd4-e3 c6-c5

22. Re1-d1

White should not be so easily misled! He didn’t need to forestall the threat Nd4, because in reality this move would be losing for Black. White must keep up the pressure on the a-file and on the e3-a7 diagonal; in other words, he must play 22.a5. If next 22…Nd4, then 23.Bxd4 cxd4 24.axb6 axb6 25.Rxa8 Rxa8 26.Rd1, with a significant advantage for White.

22 … Rf8-d8

23. a4-a5 Rd8xd1+

24. Ra1xd1 Ra8-d8

25. Rd1-a1

Nothing comes of 25.Rxd8+ Nxd8 26.axb6 axb6 in connection with 27.b4, since Black would reply Ne6, and his king would arrive at c6 in time.

25 … f7-f5!

Provides an escape square for the king and restricts the bishop.

26. a5xb6 a7xb6

27. c2-c3 f5-f4

28. Be3-f2 Rd8-d2

29. b2-b4 Rd2-c2

30. Bf2-e1 c5xb4

Perhaps 30…Kf7 deserved preference.

31. c3xb4 Ne6-d4

32. Be1-f2 Rc2-d2

33. b4-b5 Draw.

Sources:


	TB, pp. 106-107, with annotations by S. Tartakower

	Russ. TB, pp. 98-99, with annotations by A. Nimzowitsch



Since it’s sometimes interesting to have Nimzowitsch’s games expounded on by his opponents, here we will follow Tartakower’s annotations in the tournament book.

DR. S. TARTAKOWER – A. NIMZOWITSCH

Round 6: 17.8.1928

Nimzo-Indian (E22)

Hot- and cold-blooded. Both of these valuable characteristics apply equally to the great strategist, Nimzowitsch. To be sure, in the following game he became entangled in a dubious undertaking, but then – as so often! – he managed to save his neck.

1. c2-c4 Ng8-f6!

2. d2-d4 e7-e6

3. Nb1-c3 Bf8-b4

It goes without saying that the Danish grandmaster always uses his own ‘Nimzowitsch Variation’.

4. Qd1-b3! Bb4xc3+

A very dogmatic continuation (and also a very bold one, in combination with the following knight sortie) instead of the usual riposte 4…c5. (Compare Bogoljubow-Nimzowitsch, third round.)

5. Qb3xc3 Nf6-e4

6. Qc3-c2

More logical than 6.Qe3 or 6.Qa3.

6 … d7-d5

The Stonewall formation with 6…f5 looks more doubtful, when 7.g3, or, still simpler, 7.e3 b6 8.Bd3 Bb7 9.Ne2, could underscore Black’s difficulties in the centre.

7. e2-e3 c7-c5

Black’s endeavour revolves around creating clarity in the middle, before the foraying e4-knight can be evicted.

8. c4xd5

It becomes clear from this and the next move, and especially from the subsequent king move, that White is preoccupied with enthusiastic plans to refute the enemy’s opening idea. In the Rubinstein-Nimzowitsch game, in round eight, White chose a quiet continuation, that is, 8.dxc5, which in the present game White simply rejected because of the subsequent possible simplification, 8…Qa5+ 9.Bd2 Qxc5, etc.

8 … e6xd5

9. Bf1-d3

Now 9.dxc5 would be altogether inconsistent, not because of 9.dxc5 Qa5+ 10.Bd2 Qxc5 11.Qxc5 Nxc5 12.Rc1 Nbd7 13.Bc3, with good play for White, but because of the generous reply 9…0-0! 10.Bd3 Re8, with rapid development, which would hugely benefit Black’s counterplay.

9 … Qd8-a5+

10. Ke1-f1

This is the main point of the unfolding plan chosen by White, which would certainly not be to everyone’s taste. More awkward would be 10.Ke2 – and very pathetic, the simplifying variation 10.Bd2 Nxd2 11.Qxd2 Qxd2+ 12.Kxd2, when Black could even claim the superior game with 12…c4!.

10 … 0-0

The immediate 10…f5 would be too cooperative, since it’s always wrong to saddle oneself willingly with weaknesses.

11. d4xc5

Unclear in a quite different way would be 11.f3, after which 11…f5! would follow. Also, with the twist 11.Bxe4 dxe4 12.Qxc5 or 12.Qxe4, White would encourage the enemy’s counterplay.

11 … Nb8-c6

The fighting becomes acute.

12. Bd3xe4

If 12.a3, then 12…Nb4! anyway.

12 … d5xe4

13. Bc1-d2

This move occurs just at the right time; after 13.Ne2, 13…Rd8! would follow, with concrete threats by Black.

13 … Qa5-a6+

In order to keep the little pawn on a2 (in case of 14.Ne2 Bg4 15.Re1) under control, which would not be the case in the event of the otherwise obvious 13…Qb5+.

14. Ng1-e2

The move 14. Ke1 would be an ‘over-subtle’ attempt, allowing the upsetting 14…Ne5!.

14 … Bc8-g4

15. Bd2-c3! Qa6-c4

16. h2-h3 Bg4-f5

16…Bh5 looked more natural; however, after that, not 17.g4 Bg6 18.h4 h6, etc. would follow, in a swash-buckling style, but rather the current 17.Re1, which favours White. Furthermore, 16…Bxe2+ 17.Qxe2 Qxc5 would be a short-sighted policy because of the vigorous sally 18.Qg4!.

[image: images]

17. Qc2-b3! Qc4-a6

If 17…Qxc5, then not 18.Qxb7 (which, because of 18…Bc8!, would already be much too dubious), but rather 18.Nd4!, and in the long run, White’s pieces would be more valuable than Black’s.

18. a2-a4!

Suddenly creating the threat of a queen exchange with 19.Qb5, after which the second player would see all his hopes for attack dashed. All the more admirable, therefore, is the presence of mind with which he manages to cope with the changing state of affairs and, from now on, prepare himself for the possibility of creating counterplay.

18 … Ra8-d8

19. Qb3-b5 Rd8-d5!

20. Qb5xa6 b7xa6

21. Ne2-d4!

Both 21.b4 Rb8! 22.Nf4 (22.Rb1 Rxc5!) 22…Rd7 23.Rb1 Rdb7 and 21.Bd4 Rb8 would be faulty, since in both instances Black would reclaim his pawn with favourable counterplay.

21 … Rd5xc5

Of course, a cold-blooded attempt also came into consideration here – with 21…Bd7 22.b4 Rb8, etc., to forego the recapture of the pawn and instead look for salvation in the presence of bishops of opposite colours.

22. Nd4xf5! Rc5xf5

23. Ra1-d1

Now White is boss.

23 … h7-h5

24. Kf1-e2! Rf5-c5

25. Rd1-d6 Rf8-c8

26. Rh1-d1 a6-a5

27. Rd1-d5 Nc6-b4

Looking for counterplay.

28. Rd6-d8+ Rc8xd8

But not 28…Kh7, on account of 29.Rxh5+.

29. Rd5xc5

White’s move is very subtle, but perhaps more would be achieved with the simpler 29.Rxd8+ Kh7 30.Rd7, etc. – say, for example, 30…Na2 31.Rxf7 Nxc3+ 32.bxc3 Rxc3 33.Rf5 (33.Rxa7 Rc5!) 33…Kg6 34.Rxa5 Rc7 35.Re5 Rc4 36.a5 Ra4 37.g3, etc., with clear trumps for White.

29 … Nb4-d3

30. Rc5xa5 Nd3-c1+

31. Ke2-e1

Or course, not the immediate 31.Kf1??, because of 31…Rd1+ 32.Be1 Nd3.

31 … Nc1-d3+

32. Ke1-f1 Nd3-c1

[image: images]

With an incessant predilection to disturb things!

33. Bc3-d4

The crisis on the path to victory. Soon it will all come down to a rook endgame, which, as is well known, always offers the weaker side a chance at a draw.

Less attractive here was 33.g3 because of 33…Rd1+ 34.Kg2 Ne2.

But 33.f3! did come very much into consideration. That move would not only undermine the enemy outposts, but would also create a path to freedom for White’s king – as in 33.f3 Rd1+ 34.Kf2 Nd3+ 35.Kg3, etc., for example.

33 … Nc1-b3!

34. Ra5xa7 Nb3xd4

35. e3xd4 Rd8xd4

36. a4-a5!

White’s only chance to win lies in the preliminary work of getting the pawn to the 7th rank.

36 … Rd4-b4

37. a5-a6

Rb4xb2

38. Ra7-b7! Rb2-a2

39. a6-a7 Kg8-h7

40. Rb7xf7 Kh7-g6

41. Rf7-b7

[image: images]

So far things look particularly promising for White, but the second player succeeds in warding off the worst danger with correct manoeuvring of his king.

41 … Kg6-f6

42. Kf1-e1 g7-g6!

43. Ke1-d1 Kf6-e5

44. Kd1-c1 Ke5-d5

45. Kc1-b1 Ra2-a6

46. Kb1-b2 Kd5-c6

47. Rb7-g7 Kc6-c5

The key to Black’s whole defence, as access to the b-file remains forbidden to the white king.

48. h3-h4

Also pointless would be the liquidation 48.Rxg6 Rxa7 49.Rg5+ Kd4 50.Rxh5, because of the equalizing counter 50…Rf7.

48 … Ra6-a5

49. g2-g4!?

A bluff, which the second player knows how to handle. The win could be achieved, if a tall, by a methodical teaming up of the king with the rook, such as: 49.Kb3 Ra1! 50.Kc3 Ra3+ 51.Kd2 Kd4 52.g3! Ra2+ 53.Ke1 Ra1+ 54.Ke2 Ra2+ (54…Ra3 55.Rxg6!) 55.Kf1 Ra1+ 56.Kg2 Ra2 57.Kh3! Kd3 58.Rxg6 Rxa7 59.Rf6!, etc.

49 … h5xg4!

50. h4-h5 g4-g3!!

The rescue.

51. f2xg3 e4-e3

Now Black’s blockading pawn has transformed itself into a strong passed pawn. This is the higher ethic in chess!

52. Rg7xg6 Ra5xa7

53. Kb2-c2

There was also nothing convincing to be gained with 53.Re6.

53 … Ra7-a2+

54. Kc2-d1

Or 54.Kd3 e2 55.Re6 Ra3+ 56.Kxe2 Rxg3, with a draw.

54 … Kc5-d4

55. h5-h6 e3-e2+

56. Kd1-e1 Kd4-e3

57. Rg6-e6+ Ke
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