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Explanation of Symbols

The chessboard with its coordinates:

[image: image]







	[image: image]

	White to move
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	Black to move




	K

	King




	Q

	Queen




	R

	Rook




	B

	Bishop




	N

	Knight
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	White stands slightly better
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	Black stands slightly better
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	White stands better
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	Black stands better




	+–

	White has a decisive advantage




	–+

	Black has a decisive advantage




	=

	balanced position




	!

	good move




	!!

	excellent move




	?

	bad move




	??

	blunder




	!?

	interesting move




	?!

	dubious move




	∞

	unclear




	#

	mate









Foreword

The reader could get the wrong impression about the aims of this book. He might think that the author is trying to show that people play chess wrongly, and that they are poorly informed about the game’s classical heritage or inaccurately point out the original sources of ideas, etc.

But that is not the case. The chess elite, with a few rare exceptions, consists of players with a high cultural erudition in the game. It could not be otherwise. Even if a self-taught player, by dint of sheer natural talent, achieves success in the early phase of his career, there will come a time when he will need to ‘pore over his textbooks’ to make further progress.

Contemporary players know a lot, read a lot, and work a lot on the game. At the board, they are not fumbling in the dark. Their borrowings, in the great majority of cases, are conscious, not accidental. And the fact that they cannot always state exactly who the original source of the idea was, well, so what – nobody can know everything.

And there is no need.


Viswanathan Anand

Evgeny Bareev

Linares 1993
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The threat is e5-e6.

Black decided on

28…h5

He drives the bishop from the key square e6, but further weakens his kingside.

One feels that the position should contain a combination. How to execute it?

The great Indian talent Viswanathan Anand does so faultlessly:

29.B×h5! g×h5 30.Q×h5 Be8

Possibly Black calculated as far as this position and only considered 31.Rf3. Then 31…f5, and the attack can be beaten off.

But there followed:

31.Rf6!

With this blockading sacrifice of the rook, White fixes the f7-pawn in place and the black king faces one deadly threat after another.

Not 31…B×f6 32.e×f6, whilst after 31…Bd2 White wins with 32.e6! with the threat of 33.Rg6+! f×g6 34.Qh8# mate.

So Black resigned.

In his book of best games, Anand writes that he was helped in finding 31.Rf6! by knowledge of the following classic combination.


Robert Fischer

Pal Benko

New York 1963
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Black to move. He should have played 17…Ne6, and the battle would all lie ahead. But he played:

17…Qe8 18.B×d4 e×d4

Intending the defence 19.e5 f5.

There followed, however,

19.Rf6!!

The same blockading sacrifice of the rook, fixing the f7-pawn, and on 19…B×f6, the move 20.e5 decides.

19…Kg8 20.e5 h6 21.Ne2

Black resigned.

I will ask you a question: how important was it for Anand to know the source game for this combination? How important was it to scour books and databases, to establish that Fischer was the first to use it?

The answer is obvious – it was not of the slightest importance or necessity. He demonstrated a high level of erudition and excellent sporting qualities. It is one thing to know that Fischer once played such a combination, but quite another to recall the details in the stressful conditions of a sporting contest. But the task of identifying the original source is a job for the historian, book author and journalist.


Akiba Rubinstein

Eugene Znosko-Borovsky

St Petersburg 1909
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Black has played the opening poorly. The position has opened up, and the opposition of the rook on d1 and queen on d8 causes Black much disquiet. Another basis for a combination is the diagonal a2-g8; if the pawn is removed from d5, then after a queen check on b3, the bishop on b7 would be hanging. White needs to show good and accurate calculation. There are so many tempting options that one’s eyes glaze over. Rubinstein played precisely:

14.N×e4!

Less good is 14.B×e4 f×e4 15.N×e4 Qe8.

14…f×e4 15.B×e4! d×e4 16.Qb3+ Kh8 17.Q×b7! e×f3 18.R×d7 Qe8

Or 18…f×g2 19.R×d8 g×h1Q+ 20.Q×h1 Rf×d8 21.B×e7.

19.R×e7

[image: image]

The forcing variation has ended. White has not only regained his material, but also has an extra piece.

Victory is quite close. However, White needs to preserve accuracy to the very end.

19…Qg6+ 20.Ka1

It is understandable that White wants to move his king as far away from ‘enemy eyes’ as possible. But 20.Kc1 was actually more accurate, and if Black replies 20…Rab8 21.Qd5 Rbd8, then 22.h5! Qa6 23.Rf7!, suppressing any counterplay.

20…Rab8 21.Qe4

Now 21.Qd5 Rbd8 22.h5 would be bad, because of 22…Q×h5! 23.R×h5 R×d5.

21…Q×e4

Bad is 21…f×g2 22.Q×g2 Qc2 due to 23.Bf6!.

22.R×e4 f×g2 23.Rg1 R×f2 24.Rf4

Things have become more complicated and the extra piece does not guarantee the win. After 24…Rb×b2 25.Rf8+ R×f8 26.K×b2 Rf2+ 27.Kb3 Kg8, White still faces many technical difficulties.

24…Rc2

Weakly played.

25.b3 h6 26.Be7 Re8 27.Kb1 Re2 28.B×c5 Rd8 29.Bd4

The counterplay on the second rank has been choked off.

There followed:

29…Rc8 30.Rg4

And Black resigned, since after 30…Rcc2 there is 31.R×g7.

Razuvaev and Murakhveri, in their monograph about Rubinstein, rightly drew attention to the similarity of the above combination with the following, earlier example:


William Steinitz

Adolf Anderssen

Vienna 1873
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The trappy 13.B×e7 N×c3? 14.Qh4! has to be rejected at such a top level, of course (13…Q×e7). Also unconvincing is 13.B×e4 d×e4 14.B×e7 Q×e7 15.Nd2, in reply to which, as well as 15…Nf6, Black can consider the counterattack 15…Ne5!? 16.Nd×e4 Nd3 17.b1 Rad8 18.Q×a7 f5 19.Ng3 f4 or 19.Nd2 Rf6.

The number of minor pieces on the seventh rank suggests the correct idea:

13.B×e4 d×e4 14.Rfd1!

Black’s choice is wide and difficult. Going into the endgame does not offer anything good: 14…Nb6 15.R×d8 N×a4 16.R×a8 R×a8 17.N×a4 f6 18.B×f6 B×f6 19.Nd2 Rd8 20.Rc2, or (which is even stronger) 18.Nh4 f×g5 19.Nf5 Bf8 20.N×c5 Rc8 21.b4 Kf7 22.Nd4.

Anderssen decides to retain the queens, but overlooks his opponent’s 17th move:

14…B×g5 15.N×g5

The transformation of the position by means of 15.R×d7 Qc8 16.R×b7 (16.N×g5 Bc6) 16…B×e3 17.f×e3 Q×b7 18.N×e4 Q×b2 is certainly not in White’s interests.

15…Q×g5 16.R×d7 Rfb8 17.Qb3!

Now the similarity of ideas with the game Rubinstein-Znosko-Borovsky is complete.

17…Bc6 18.Q×f7+ Kh8 19.h4

And White won.

Repeating combinational schemes, motifs and even individual moves is a more obvious and simple case of copying in chess. It is more difficult to detect the connection when two players copy each other in using the same technical device. Unlike combinations, in such cases the copying is not of a specific move or scheme, but the actual heart or essence, which makes up the device.


Alexander Morozevich

Smbat Lputian

Dagomys 2007
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For the moment, Black has an extra pawn, but the doubled h-pawns will sooner or later fall. His choice is therefore logical:

24…h4

By giving back material, Black hopes to close the h-file and reduce the pressure on the kingside as a whole.

However, there followed:

25.Rh1!

Alexey Kuzmin’s commentary is as follows:

«Wonderful play! Manoeuvering space is more important than pawns. For example, in the variation 25.g×h4 Rg4 26.Rh1 h6 27.Ng3 Ng8 28.Nh5 f5! 29.e×f6 Be8 etc. One is reminded of Karpov’s famous manoeuvre against Kasparov (from their first match in Moscow 1984):

[image: image]

46…g×h4, and here, instead of the automatic recapture, there followed 47.Ng2! space was secured for manoeuvring, sufficient to achieve a decisive advantage.

Of course, different time, different place, different people, but all the same…»

Yes, ‘all the same’… Everything looks different, but the essence is the same. By refraining from the obvious recapture, White increases his scope for attack.

We would add that in the game Morozevich-Lputian, after

25…h×g3 26.N×g3 Rh8 27.Nh5

(it is too early for 27.R×h7 R×h7 28.B×h7 Bb5)

27…Ng8 28.Rg1

White continued a large-scale attack on the kingside, which was crowned with success.

As well as the purely chess element of copying, there is also a psychological factor, which can be expressed as ‘standing on the shoulders of the classics’. The point is that, in considering a move which he understands to be risky, a player can draw unwitting support from the great players of the past. He can draw confidence from knowing that a great player once played something similar.

The following example provides rich material on this theme:


Anatoly Karpov

Garry Kasparov

Leningrad 1986
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Kasparov writes: «I looked at 16…B×g2 17.N×g2 Rh5, with the threats of …Bg7-h6 and …Nf6-g4. But then, by means of 18.Qf3 Q×f3 19.e×f3, followed by f3-f4 and Ng2-e3, White obtains a favourable position, and one in Karpov’s style.»

And further: «I find it hard to explain how, suddenly, the urge came on me to play originally, bravely, freshly. In playing my next move, I surprised myself by my courage».

16…Rf5!?

«Something similar happened in the 1908 world championship match between Lasker and Tarrasch:

[image: image]

15…Re5 16.Nd4 Rc5!? 17.Qb3 Nb6 etc.

Then Kasparov returns to his game and the concrete move 16…Rf5: «80 years on, the rook looks to be in an even more dangerous position, because there are more pieces on the board.

The real issue, of course, is not the threat of …Nf6-g4. By controlling d5 and enabling the break …d6-d5, the rook performs useful work. It is not easy for the opponent’s passive minor pieces to attack it. There is also a psychological aspect to the rook’s move: it is for White to free himself from thinking about the rook and wanting to trap it, but his resources for doing so are few. Tarrasch, incidentally, obsessed with trapping the rook, eventually lost his game…»

We have an extremely subtle psychological study before us. Consider the words of the 13th World Champion. First, he admits that the positions – his own and Lasker’s – are not entirely good. Lasker, in putting his rook on e5, and then c5, was not risking a huge amount in chess terms. It turned out to be a difficult job to trap this rook, if not downright impossible. White simply lacks the strength and resources. Kasparov, on the other hand, was sending his rook into the heart of a lot of enemy pieces.

So why did he compare his game with Tarrasch-Lasker?

Kasparov himself gives an honest and exhaustive answer to this question. He wanted to post the rook on f5 (especially because normal, solid moves left White with stable, unpleasant pressure, and the character of the battle would have perfectly suited the style of his powerful opponent). At the same time, he was frightened to do so, as any player would have been, if they realised the danger and the risk they were taking in doing so, a risk that might prove too great.

This duality – wanting to play the rook to f5 and at the same time, fearing it might be a mistake – forces the player to call on something extra, outside himself. Because the internal strength, even of so great a player as Kasparov, could at some moment prove insufficient. He found this extra something in the memory of the Tarrasch-Lasker example. ‘Look’, he says to himself, ‘Lasker put his rook in a similar spot, and it worked. Go for it!’

This is something worth thinking about.

A large separate topic is the copying of plans and pawn structures. As we will see in the final chapter of this book, each is inseparable from the other. In forming a plan, a player will in most cases think about changes in the pawn structure, and vice versa: a favourable change in the pawn structure does not occur of its own volition, but usually results from the successful implementation of the correct plan.

In comments on games by the winner, one often comes across phrases such as ‘a known position’, ‘this position was known to me’, etc. Even the printed word reveals the satisfaction which players get from such situations. It is a broad subject, which contains within itself several elements.

If a strong player finds himself in a familiar position, then he plays the next part of the game ‘with eyes wide open’. There are no secrets for him, in what happens on the board. He knows his plan and what plan to fear from the opponent. He knows whether to exchange a certain piece or not, which pawn structure changes he should go in for, etc.

It is by no means necessary that such knowledge should come from a player’s own work or experience. Sometimes, direct copying is all that is needed, providing it is from a trustworthy source.


Veselin Topalov

Krishnan Sasikiran

Sofia 2007

1.d4 Nf6 2.c4 e6 3.Nc3 Bb4 4.e3 b6 5.Bd3 Bb7 6.Nf3 0-0 7.0-0 d5 8.a3 Bd6 9.c×d5 e×d5 10.b4 Nbd7
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It would be wrong to describe this position as critical – only 10 moves have been played on each side. But there is no doubt that this is the moment for choosing, especially choosing a plan.

It would be good for White to offload his unemployed dark-squared bishop and to fix the backward c7-pawn. This means that it is worth considering (in some order or other) b4-b5, a3-a4 and Bc1-a3. Black can ignore this threat, and when White takes on d6, can take towards the centre with the c-pawn. The pawn structure would thus change. But in whose favour?

Commenting on this game, Topalov three times made an interesting admission. Before White’s 11th move was the first time:

«A well-known and playable position for both sides. I saw it quite recently and remembered a game I very much liked, in which Ivanchuk beat Piket. This game was played in the Amber Tournament 1999, in which I also played.»

11.b5 Ne4 12.Bb2 Re8 13.a4 Re6 14.Ne2 a5

«Played after long thought. Black fixes the structure, and this is the exact structure which occurred in the Ivanchuk game, that I remembered!»

15.Ba3 Rc8 16.B×d6 c×d6 17.Rc1 Ndf6 18.h3 Re7 19.Qb3 h6 20.R×c8 Q×c8 21.Rc1 Rc7 22.R×c7 Q×c7

[image: image]

23.Qc2!

«Again offering the exchange. This was not done out of necessity, and I could have played 23.Qb2. The point of my idea is that, after the exchange of queens, Black’s position is very difficult. I can kick the knight out of e4, transfer the bishop to b3 and eventually organise piece pressure against the pawn on d5, at the same time advancing the kingside pawns.

Something similar happened in the Ivanchuk-Piket game.»

Let us look at this Ivanchuk-Piket game, which is referred to three (!) times by Topalov.

11.Bb2 (the first ten moves were as in Topalov-Sasikiran) 11…Re8 12.Qc2 a6 13.b5 a5 14.a4 Ne4 15.Ba3 Rc8 16.Rfc1 Ndf6 17.Qb2 Ng4 18.Nd1 h6 19.h3 Ngf6 20.Rc2 Qe7 21.Be2 Qe6 22.Rac1 Qe7 23.B×d6 c×d6 24.Ne1 R×c2 25.R×c2 Rc8 26.Nd3 Rc4 27.Qc1 Qc7 28.Ne1 R×c2 29.Q×c2

[image: image]

29…Q×c2 30.N×c2 Ng5 31.f3 Kf8 32.Kf2 Ke7 33.Nc3 Ne6 34.Ne1 Kd8 35.Bd1 Ng8 36.Bb3 Ne7 37.Nd3 Kd7 38.h4 g5 39.h×g5 h×g5 40.g4 f6 41.Nc1 Ng7 42.N1e2 f5 43.g×f5 Ng×f5 44.Ng3 Ng7 45.Kg2 Ngf5 46.N×f5 N×f5 47.Kf2 Ke6 48.Ne4! Bc8 49.N×g5+.

The rest of the game can be passed over. White won.

I particularly want to emphasise that the plan carried out by Ivanchuk is nothing out of the ordinary and its general outlines were known long ago. It had been played by well-known GMs and by less famous players. For example, in the game Knaak-Beliavsky (Novi Sad 1979), White preferred to attack the doubled pawns with the queens still on: 11.b5 Ne4 12.Qb3 Re8 13.a4 Ndf6 14.Ba3 a5 15.B×d6 c×d6 16.Ne2 h6 17.Ra2 Qd7 18.Ne1 Re7 19.f3 Ng5 20.Ng3 g6 21.Re2 h5 22.h4 Ne6 23.Qb1 Nf8 24.Kf2 Rae8 25.Bc2 Qd8 26.Nd3 Ne6 27.Bb3 etc.

On the other hand, in the game Leverett-Bisguier (Chicago 1985), White convincingly adopted the ‘Ivanchuk plan’… some 15 years before Ivanchuk himself: 11.b5 Ne4 12.Qb3 Re8 13.a4 Ndf6 14.Ba3 a5 15.B×d6 c×d6 16.Rac1 Rc8 17.Rc2 Re7 18.Rfc1 Rec7 19.Nd1 g6 20.R×c7 R×c7 21.R×c7 Q×c7

[image: image]

22.Qc2! Q×c2 23.B×c2 Bc8 24.Ne1 Nd2 25.f3 Nc4 26.Kf2 Kf8 27.Ke2 Ke7 28.Bb3 h5 29.e4 Bb7 30.B×c4 d×c4 31.d5 Nd7 32.Ke3 Nc5 33.Nc3 Nb3 34.Nc2 Bc8 35.Na3 Kd7 36.N×c4, and the rest of the moves can be omitted.

So, there was no necessity for Topalov to follow Ivanchuk (or anyone else, of course). But he did so, and in his thrice-repeated commentary, he emphasises the fact.

He saw the game Ivanchuk-Piket, with his own eyes, as he was at the tournament. And Topalov says to everyone: I believe him. I don’t see any need to invent something new, nor do I consider it shameful, to follow in his footsteps. Because this idea works.

Iron logic.

The Patriarch of Soviet chess, the sixth World Champion Mikhail Moiseevich Botvinnik, was a great practitioner of planned play. Many of his discoveries have entered chess theory. But even Mikhail Moiseevich was not above direct copying. Why not, if it leads to success?!


Mikhail Botvinnik

Viacheslav Ragozin

Bolshevo 1947
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Kotov’s commentary in Think Like a Grandmaster: «White’s plan is simple: to attack the weak dark squares around the black king, and sacrifice the bishop on g6, after which the queen and rook will carry out the decisive attack.»

And Botvinnik adds: «It was not so difficult for White to find the correct plan, as he only had to copy Lasker’s play in his game with Capablanca (Moscow 1935)».

27.Nf6

If White had been worried about the pin on the a6-f1 diagonal, he would have played first 27.Be4, but he evidently considered that Black could not afford the move 27…Ba6 because of 28.Re3! B×b5 29.B×b5 followed by Re3-h3-h7.

27…Ne7 28.Re3 Ng8

An interesting moment, which is left totally vague in previous annotations.

It seems that the threat to win the queen with Re3-h3-h7 takes precedence over everything else. In reality, the battle after 28…R×c3 29.Rh3 R×d4 30.Rh7 is only beginning. Black has the resource 30…Rg4!. After 31.Q×g4 Q×f6 or 31.N×g4 Q×h7 32.Nf6 Qh8, White achieves nothing. He must go into the endgame: 31.Nd7+ Ke8 32.R×g7 (after 32.Nf6+ Q×f6! 33.Q×f6 Rc1+ the game ends in mate: 34.Kh2 R×g2+ 35.Kh3 Rh1# or 34.Bf1 R×g2+ 35.Kh1 R×f1#) 32…R×g5 33.R×g5 K×d7 34.Bb5+ Kd6 35.R×f7 Ra3. White has an extra exchange, but Black has his chances, as for example in the variation 36.Bc4 Bd5 37.B×d5 N×d5 38.R×g6 R×a2 39.g4 b5. Instead of 36.Bc4, White can try 36.Rf8!? with the idea of winning a piece after 36…R×a2 37.Rd8+ 38.Rd7+ and 39.R×e7.

29.N×g8 K×g8 30.Qe7 Bc6

For the second time in a row, Black shows neither inventiveness nor tenacity. It is obvious that White plans to transfer the rook from b5 to the kingside. So why not try to hinder this?

After 30…Bd5! the rook is cut off on b5. Grabbing pawns also doesn’t lead to anything good: 31.Q×a7 R×c3 32.Q×b6 Rc1+ 33.Kh2 Qh6+ 34.Rh3 Rh1+! 35.K×h1 (35.Kg3 Qg5#) 35…Q×h3+ 36.Kg1 Q×g2#. Stronger is 33.Bf1, but here too, after 33…Rdc8 Black has fully adequate counterplay.

31.Rbe5

The rook passes the potential barrier on d5, but does not go to g5 at once, because then, after 31…Rd7, the queen would be forced to leave the kingside.

31…Rd7 32.Qh4 Qh8

Here too, 32…Bd5 deserved consideration.

33.Qf4 Qg7 34.Rg3

White has finally gathered all of his major pieces on the kingside. The similarity with Lasker-Capablanca (see below) is now total.

Incidentally, the combination could have been played here: 34.B×g6! f×g6 35.R×e6, and if 35…Rf8, then 36.Qg4, whilst if 36…Rf7, then 36.Qd6. But Botvinnik did not like to change his original plan, even if the tactical complications were objectively in his favour.

34…Bd5 35.Reg5

[image: image]

The preparatory work is completed and there is no defence against the blow on g6. Black’s passivity in the previous stage of the game has helped White fulfil his task.

35…R×c3 36.B×g6! R×g3 37.B×f7+ Kf8

Ragozin follows the path of least resistance, to the very end. After 37…R×f7 38.Q×g3 B×a2 White would still face technical problems, but now it all ends immediately:

38.R×g7 R×g7 39.B×e6+

Black resigned, and we will now look at the source game.


Emanuel Lasker

José Raul Capablanca

Moscow 1935
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In general terms, we already know the plan. White brings his major pieces to the kingside, masks his real target with threats on the dark squares, and at the appropriate moment, sacrifices his bishop on g6.

24.Qc1!? Rad8 25.R1e3 Bc8

More tenacious is 25…f6, although after 26.Ra5 a6 27.h×g6 h×g6 28.Rg3 White’s pressure is more than noticeable.

26.Rh3 Kf8

Nothing essential is changed by 26…Rh8 27.Qf4.

27.Qh6+ Rg7 28.h×g6 h×g6 29.B×g6!

The end. The sacrifice is illusory, incidentally: after 29…f×g6 30.Qh8+ Kf7 31.Rf3+ Black loses at once.

Unlike Ragozin, Capablanca finds a way to prolong the game. The leitmotiv of the defence is the idea of sacrificing the queen, to establish a fortress.

29…Qf6 30.Rg5! Ke7

The trappy 30…Rd5 (hoping for 31.Rf3 Q×f3! 32.g×f3 R×g5+ 33.Q×g5 R×g6) is refuted by 31.R×d5! c×d5 32.Qh8+ Ke7 33.Q×c8 R×g6 34.Qc7+ (this preliminary check is necessary, so as not to have to calculate complicated variations after 34.Rh8 R×g2+ 35.K×g2 Qg5+) 34…Kf8 35.Qb8+ Ke7 36.Rh8 R×g2+ 37.K×g2 Qg5+ 38.Qg3.

31.Rf3 Q×f3 32.g×f3 Rdg8

Now the resolute 33.Qh4! leads to the desired outcome. In the game, there followed:

33.Kf1 R×g6 34.R×g6 R×g6

And Black was indeed very close to establishing a fortress.

The further dramatic events are well-known, although treated differently in various books. Lasker, already very elderly at the time, did not undertake anything active and waited to adjourn the game. Capablanca, for his own reasons, resigned before the adjournment.

To complete the discussion of copying plans and structures, I will remind the reader of the ‘mirror effect’, explained in Chapter 18. Many structures (and concrete opening variations), which seem completely original and independent, are in reality nothing but a mirror image of another opening or structure, with colours reversed.

[image: image]

A match game from 1895 between Chigorin and Schiffers. The first moves (1.e4 c5 2.Nf3) show that White was ready to play the Closed Sicilian. In reality, though, he is playing a King’s Indian Attack (or King’s Indian Defence with colours reversed). If you are not sure of this, look at the following diagram:

[image: image]

The position is almost identical, with reversed colours (Taimanov-Fischer, Vancouver 1971).

The following pair of twins look like some sort of joke. Different games, played with completely different openings, ended up reaching an identical position, and of a middlegame character at that.


Fedor Duz-Khotimirsky

Akiba Rubinstein

Lodz 1907

[image: image]




Alexander Alekhine

Frederick Yates

Hamburg 1910

[image: image]



Only at this point did the games finally diverge. Duz-Khotimirsky happily played on a pawn down (but lost anyway), while Yates ran headlong into the prepared trap:

19…B×g5 20.Ne6!

I sincerely hope you will enjoy this book!

Sarhan Guliev

Baku, April 2015





Chapter 1

The Janowski Incident, or Grief out of Wit


Mark Taimanov

Robert Fischer

Buenos Aires 1960

[image: image]



Despite his young age (he was still not yet 17), the American player defended a difficult situation with great cold-bloodedness:

81…Kf4 82.b5 Ke4 83.Bd4 Bc7 84.Kc5 Kd3!

Taking the king round the back is the key to the position.

85.Kc6 Kc4! 86.Bb6 Bf4 87.Ba7 Bc7!

And the players agreed a draw.

Fischer’s colossal talent is not in doubt, but the question remains: where did he learn this method of defence? Maybe he did not know it, and found it at the board? Or maybe someone had shown it to him?

I would like to believe that the young Fischer was familiar with this position:


José Raul Capablanca

David Janowski

New York 1916
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A historic incident – in the diagram position, Black resigned! But the position is in fact a draw.

83…Kf4! 84.Bd4 Kf3! 85.b5 Ke2!

This and the following moves are strictly the only moves.

86.Kc6 Kd3 87.Bb6 Bg5 88.Kb7!?

Or 88.Bc7 Be3 89.Bd6 Kc4, and the king manages to stop the bishop reaching c5.

88…Kc4 89.Ka6 Kb3 90.Bf2 Bd8 91.Be1 Ka4!

1-0

Once again, the king arrives in time.


Ruslan Ponomariov

Levon Aronian

Lausanne 2001
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In our day, GMs use this technique of by-passing with the king without thinking.

67.Ke8! Bf6 68.Bb4+ Kd5 69.Kd7 Kc4 70.Bf8

Draw agreed. If 70…Bd4, in the hope of blocking the a3-f8 diagonal with Bd4-c5, then 71.Kc6!.


Anatoly Karpov

Ljubomir Ljubojevic

Monaco 1996
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Chess is an area where there are as many exceptions as there are rules. In this example, Black confidently follows the classical method.

86…Ke4 87.Kc5 Kd3 88.Kc6 Kc4 89.Kb7 Kb5

And he lost…

90.Bf2

The direct method also works: 90.Bc7 B×c7 91.a7.

90…Ka5 91.Bh4 Kb5 92.Be1!

Zugzwang. Black resigned. But he could have drawn with the primitive 86…g3 87.Kb5 g2 88.Kc6 Bg3 89.a7 Bf2 90.a8Q g1Q.

A case of grief from wit. The only excuse one can make for Ljubojevic is that it was a blindfold game.

Rook endings are the most complicated in chess. The great number of basic positions, the large number of rules which work in some positions, yet not in others that seem very similar, the huge number of rules, and even greater number of exceptions…

Nobody can ignore the most important principle of studying endgames: miracles do not happen – one must work. Work a great deal. Study theory, read good, intelligent books, study the classics, carefully dissect the commentaries of the strongest masters and analysts, and, naturally, enlarge your experience of playing such positions.


Arnaud Hauchard

Ruslan Ponomariov

Belfort 1998
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Black to play. If you do not know the classical stem game, then you could easily lose your way. But if you know it, then the win is not so difficult:

69…Kg1 70.Rg8+ Kh1! 71.Rf8 Rb3+! 72.Kh4 Kg2 73.Rg8+ Kh2 74.Rf8 Rb4+! 75.K×h5 Kg3

Also possible is 75…Kg2 with the same ideas.

76.Rg8+ Kh3 77.Rf8 Rb5+! 78.Kh6 Kg3 79.b8Q+

White does not wish to see the very end of the film. The main variation is as follows: 79.Rg8+ Kh4 80.Rf8 Rb6+ 81.Kh7 R×b7+ 82.Kh6 Kg3 winning. On 79.Rf7, there follows 79…R×b7.

79…R×b8 80.R×b8 f1Q

And Black won.

The method employed by Ponomariov is known in chess composition terminology as a ‘systematic manoeuvre’. Interestingly, this particular example was first shown in an endgame study (in 1890) by a practical player, no less a player than the future World Champion Emanuel Lasker.

[image: image]

1.Kb8 Rb2+ 2.Ka8! Rc2 3.Rh6+ Ka5 4.Kb7 Rb2+ 5.Ka7 Rc2 6.Rh5+ Ka4 7.Kb7 Rb2+ 8.Ka6 Rc2 9.Rh4+ Ka3 10.Kb6 Rb2+ 11.Ka5 Rc2 12.Rh3+ Ka2 13.R×h2! R×h2 14.c8Q

Winning.

To say such systematic manoeuvres occur often in practical play would be untrue, as they are relatively rare. But even so, not knowing such ideas would be shameful.


Vlastimil Jansa

Efim Geller

Budapest 1970
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67.f7

After 67.R×c2 Rb8+ 68.Kf7 Rb7+ we reach a theoretical draw.

67…Rg4+ 68.Kh8!

Again the correct choice. After 68.Kf8 Rg2 69.Ke7 Re2+ White is already unable to return to the correct path.

68…Rf4 69.Rc6+! Kh5 70.Kg7 Rg4+ 71.Kh7 Rf4 72.Rc5+ Kh4 73.Kg7 Rg4+ 74.Kf6

Blindly following the original example is wrong: 74.Kh6 Rf4, and White has achieved nothing.

74…Rf4+ 75.Ke6!

All correct. Heading towards the enemy king immediately with 75.Kg6 Rg4+ 76.Kh6 Rf4 is pointless. First, he needs to make the black rook occupy the second rank.

Incidentally, this could have been achieved earlier: 71.Kf8 Rg2 72.Ke7 Re2+ 73.Kf6 Rf2+ 74.Kg7 Rg2+ 75.Kh7! Rf2 76.Rc5+, etc.

75…Re4+ 76.Kf5 Re2 77.Kg6 Rg2+ 78.Kh6! Rf2 79.Rc4+ Kh3 80.Kg6 Rg2+ 81.Kh5 Rf2 82.Rc3+ Kh2

The finish resembles that of the original study. The first two moves are a preamble, and then, after 69.Rc6+!, there follows the working out of the main theme. Now the final move is the point:

83.R×c2!

Black resigned. «It is good when you know the classics!» – Jansa.

Incidentally, we can note the culture of the Soviet GM. When faced with entering an ending with rook against queen, he resigns at once. Nowadays, players play on in such an endgame, and not always without success.

In former times, players studied the endgame all the time, for obvious reasons. If it reached an ending, a game would, as a rule, be adjourned. The players would study reference books, and discuss the position with friends and colleagues. The analysis of adjourned positions could take a day, two, or even more. And on the day of resumption, after relaxing, the player would appear. His analysis would be tested against that of his opponent, and the work of his brigade of seconds against that of his opponent’s. Whose analysis would turn out to be deeper and more accurate?

But the game eventually ends, whereas the life of the endgame goes on. Those who were analysing the position again sit down at the board, this time to write articles about it. Everyone took an interest in such endgames, which were discussed just as much as openings.

The culture of endgames was at its highest. But the march of time goes on and the conditions for chess change. The adjournment of games has passed into history, never to return. Classical (that is, unhurried) time controls are becoming a rarer and rarer thing. By the time a position arises on the board, with only a few pieces left, the modern-day player has neither the time nor the strength to play it well. The player is morally and physically exhausted, and has just seconds on the clock; it is hardly surprising that instead of quality play, we start to get a shambles, and the press end up talking about a comedy of errors.

It is a rare case when we can present an endgame without pointing out mistakes, even with the strongest players. Mistakes are the rule. But there are exceptions. The players of today operate in completely different conditions from those of the masters of the past. And rather than criticising the current tribe of players, it is better to concentrate on the ways in which they have enriched chess art.


Veselin Topalov

Alexander Beliavsky

Linares 1995
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Having quickly calculated the variation 73.a7 Kc3 74.Kb7 Kb4 75.b6 Kb5, one could conclude that the diagram position is a draw. But in the game, only one more move was played:

73.Ka7!

And Black resigned.

It is appropriate to recall the classical game Maroczy-Tarrasch (San Sebastian 1911), in which the Hungarian master (acknowledged as a great expert on the endgame, incidentally) was unable to win this position:

[image: image]

The game ended…

44.Kc6 Rc1+ 45.Kb6 Rc4!

Also sufficient for a draw was 45…h1Q 46.R×h1 R×h1, but the text move is more decisive and does not give the opponent a choice.

46.R×h2

The threat was 46…Rh4, and Black even wins.

46…R×b4+ 47.Kc5 Ra4

Draw.

Yet only two moves were needed to win: 44.R×h2! K×h2 45.Ka6!!. Maroczy probably calculated something like 45.a6 Kg3 46.Kb6 Kf4 47.b5 Ke5 48.a7 Kd5 49.Kb7 Kc5 50.b6 Kb5. The non-routine king move, in front of his passed pawn, escaped his attention. But not Topalov’s!

The endgame where a king and passed pawns fight against a rook is a frequent guest in tournament play. Less common is the ending with connected passed pawns against a minor piece. Here is a classic example from the Bulgarian GM’s career.


Veselin Topalov

Krishnan Sasikiran

Sofia 2007
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To win the Sofia super-tournament, Topalov needed to win this last-round game. Veselin had played energetically and enterprisingly, sacrificing a piece in the middlegame, and at the moment shown in the diagram, had almost achieved his aim.

Black to move. And he has no moves. The bishop is immobile and the knight also (because of mate in one). Nor can he play 40…Qd7 because of 41.Qf8+ Qf7 42.g5+. That only leaves:

40…Qf7 41.Qd8+ Qe7

And, not for the first time in the game, Topalov faced a choice…

Which piece should he keep and which exchange? It looks as though he should just eliminate queens and knights. Three pawns, which advance like a bulldozer, and the bishop is out of play. But it turns out that this is not so simple – the bishop has the dangerous counter-blow …Bb7-c8-d7 and then taking on b5!

There is cause for worry. Not for nothing were the experts, watching online, predicting that White would decide to keep as many pieces on the board as possible, especially as they could see nothing wrong with the move 42.Q×b6. Nonetheless, there followed:

42.Qg8 Qf7 43.Qd8+ Qe7

And (to everyone’s great surprise)

44.Q×e7+!? K×e7 45.Kg3 Ne6

Now everyone was again convinced that Topalov would play 46.Ne2, keeping a piece on the board, which can prevent the black pawns promoting. But he took:

46.N×e6!?

Combined with his 44th move, this creates a profound impression. Only a player with great belief in himself and his calculation could play in this way.

46…K×e6 47.f4 Bc8 48.f5+ Kf7 49.h5 Bd7 50.h6 Kg8!

It is too early to sacrifice: 50…B×b5 51.a×b5 a4 52.g5 a3 53.g6+, and the white pawns promote first. But now it may look as though Black has tricked his opponent.

51.Kf4

The culmination.

[image: image]

51…Be8

Topalov’s calculation turns out to be precise after all. In reply to 51…B×b5 White wins with 52.g5! (of course, not 52.a×b5 a4), and then: 52…Kh7 (52…B×a4 53.g6 Be8 54.Kg5 a4 55.h7+) 53.a×b5 a4 54.f6 Kg6 55.f7! K×f7 56.Kf5 a3 57.g6+ Ke7 58.h7 a2 59.h8Q a1Q 60.Qh4+ Ke8 61.Ke6 or 60…Kd7 61.g7 Qf1+ 62.Qf4 Qg2 63.Qg4.

52.Kg5!

As they say in such cases, ‘accurate to the end’. After the tempting 52.g5 Kh7 53.f6 Kg6, we have a fortress.

52…Kf7

Nor can he save himself by 52…Kh7 because of 53.Kf6 K×h6 54.Ke7.

53.h7 Kg7 54.h8Q+ K×h8 55.Kf6 B×b5

Too late!

56.Ke7 Bd3 57.f6 Bg6 58.f7 B×f7 59.K×f7

Black resigned.


Yuri Averbakh

Semen Furman

Odessa 1960
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A classic example on the same theme. White has strengthened the position of his pieces to the maximum, but for the moment Black is hanging on by his fingertips. The key to the position is the bishop sacrifice:

43.Be8!

After 43…Bb7 44.Bd7 we have zugzwang, so accepting the sacrifice is essential.

43…K×e8 44.K×g7

It looks as though the pawns will advance of their own accord, but this is not the case at all. For example, after 44…Ke7 the only winning line is 45.h4! Bd7 46.g5! whereas after the tempting 45.K×h6 White cannot make progress: 45…Kf7 46.h4 Bd7 47.h5 Bc8 etc.

44…h5 45.K×f6

Slightly lengthening his task. Simpler is 45.g×h5 B×f5 46.K×f6 Bb1 47.Kg7 or 46…B×h3 47.h6 Kf8 48.h7. And if 45…Ke7, then 46.Kg6.

45…h×g4 46.h×g4 Kf8 47.g5 Kg8 48.g6 Kf8

[image: image]

After his inaccuracy at move 45, White has significantly complicated his task. There is no win after 49.g7+ Kg8 50.Kg6 Bd7 51.f6 Be6! (but not 51…Be8+ 52.Kf5 Kf7 53.Ke5), whilst after 49.Ke5 Kg7 50.Kd6 B×f5 51.K×c6 B×g6! 52.b5 Be8+ he even risks losing.

49.Kg5!

One can compare this with the move 52.Kg5 in Topalov-Sasikiran, don’t you think?

49…Bd7 50.f6 Be8

Or 50…Kg8 51.Kf4 Be8, when even getting the opposition after 52.f7+ B×f7 53.g×f7+ K×f7 54.Kf5 Ke7 55.Ke5 Kd7 56.Kf6 Kd6 does not guarantee the win. But it is easy to avoid this line of defence: 52.Kf5 Bd7+ 53.Ke5 Be8, and only now 54.f7+.

51.Kf5 Kg8 52.g7 Bf7 53.Ke5 Bg6 54.Kd6 Bd3 55.K×c6 Kf7 56.Kd6

There are too many pawns, and too many passed pawns, too far apart. The king and bishop cannot cope. On 56…Bb5 White wins by 57.g8Q+ K×g8 58.Ke7, whilst after the game move 56…Bf5 the reply 57.b5! decides.

Returning to Topalov’s play, we can note that relying on long and accurate pieces of calculation is a characteristic of his style. The Bulgarian plays the ending the same way he plays the middlegame. Playing ‘on general considerations’ is foreign to him. He does not like to manoeuvre around, dancing from one leg to the other, but prefers to force matters.

Sometimes such an approach leads him astray, but often it enables him to find the shortest way to win.


Veselin Topalov

Antonio Antunes

Candas 1992
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The diagram position is like an old photo. Topalov was just 17 at the time, but his style was already fully formed.

The last move was 60…Ng7-f5. White has a choice. It is possible to retreat the knight, when the endgame has a drawish character, but Black can torture his opponent for a hundred moves. Or one can take on f5. If this is drawn, it is drawn straightaway, but if White’s calculations contain the slightest error, then it will be impossible to do anything about it. That is the way with pawn endings – one needs to calculate them to the end, because there is no way back.

Topalov accepted the challenge:

61.N×f5+! e×f5 62.Kd4 Kc6

62…Ke6 63.Kc5.

63.Ke5 Kc5 64.K×f5 d4 65.Kg6!

This move had to be foreseen, before White exchanged knights. He loses after both 65.Ke4 Kc4 66.f5 d3 67.f6 d2 68.f7 d1Q 69.f8Q Qe1+, 70…Qf1+ and 71…Q×f8, and also 65.Ke6 d3 66.f5 d2 67.f6 d1Q 68.f7 Qd6+.

65…d3 66.f5 d2 67.f6 d1Q 68.f7

Strangely, in this position, the weaker side’s king is better on the g-file than the e-file. For example, with the white king on e7, Black would win by means of 68…Qd6+ 69.Ke8 Kc6! 71.f8Q Qd7#. One can find many examples on this theme in endgame studies with pawn endings.

68…Qd8 69.Kg7 Qg5+ 70.Kh8 Qf6+ 71.Kg8 Qg6+ 72.Kh8! Q×f7

Stalemate.





Chapter 2

Non-Routine Exchanges

Chess is a concrete game.

It is impossible to learn to play well, by relying solely on general principles and considerations. Nothing can replace the basic fundamental that chess is a game of calculation.

One can say ‘a blockading knight is stronger than a bishop’, but this is untrue, because it is too general and so inaccurate.

Or one can say that ‘a blockading knight is usually stronger than a bishop’, or ‘a knight occupying an outpost is usually stronger than a bishop’. That is closer to the truth.

Or one could formulate it like this: usually, a blockading knight, or a knight occupying an outpost, is definitely stronger than a bishop. Exchanging such a knight for a bishop would be a positional mistake. But sometimes the position contains other, more important factors. And, after all, the player’s task is not to hang onto the knight on its beautiful outpost, come what may, but simply to win the game. For the sake of this, one can sacrifice whole pieces, let alone exchange them off.

Every rule has its exceptions, and one must adopt a sceptical attitude to them all. Nothing should be accepted on faith, everything must be doubted – that is how great players have always behaved. And rightly so.


Robert Fischer

Tigran Petrosian

Buenos Aires 1971
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22.N×d7+!?

«Highly characteristic of Fischer. He happily parts with his good knight, exchanging it for the bad bishop, and reaches a position of another type.

If White had played 22.a4 (so as to prevent 22…Bb5), Black would have replied 22…Bc6, preparing …Nf6-d7». Polugaevsky.

Polugaevsky wrote his comments immediately after the g1ame and all of the experts who have commented on the game since have been in agreement with Lev Abramovich. That is, they have said it is sad to part with the lovely knight on c5, but it is necessary. The arguments are all the same.

But it is not true. At least, not quite true. In the variation 22.a4 Bc6 23.Re2 Nd7, White has a combination: 24.N×a6! R×a6 25.B×a6 R×a6, and now he plays the quiet move 26.Rc1!! with the unstoppable threat of b4-b5 (26…B×a4 27.Rc8#). And if 23…g6 (stopping mate) 24.Rc1 Nd7, then 25.a5, and it is hard to see what Black’s next move will be. On 25…Kg7, for example, there is the decisive 26.N×a6 R×a6 27.Rb2! with good winning chances for White.

So this means that the capture on d7 was not necessary. The reason for playing it is somewhat different. The point is to see the move Nc5×d7 in the first place. That is, overcome one’s natural reluctance to exchange off the lovely knight, include this exchange in one’s list of candidate moves, give it due attention, and finally, decide to play it, after calculating concrete variations.

22…R×d7 23.Rc1

In exchanging his knight for the ‘bad’ bishop, White did not give away his advantage, but simply transformed it, indeed, increased it considerably. The threat is to bring the rook to c6. The pawn weaknesses at a6 and d5 require defending. The bishop on d3 is stronger than the knight.

23…Rd6

In preventing the entry on the 6th rank, Black has to allow the enemy rook to the 7th instead.

24.Rc7 Nd7 25.Re2

[image: image]

25…g6

Polugaevsky points out that Black is in zugzwang. Not 25…Nb6 26.Ree7, whilst after 25…a5 there is the «unpleasant» 26.b×a5 R×a5 27.Rc8#. Therefore Petrosian opens a bolthole for his king.

26.Kf2 h5

Now 26…a5 is bad because of 27.Bb5. Botvinnik, in a bid to ease the defence, recommended 26…Rb8 27.a3 a5 28.b5 a4. But it is not entirely clear what he had in mind after 28.b×a5. If 28…Rb3, then 29.Rd2 R×a3 30.a6 Nb6 31.Rcc2! Ke7 32.Ra2 R×a2 33.R×a2, and Black’s position remains difficult.

27.f4

Premature is 27.Ke3 Ne5.

27…h4

Petrosian and his second Suetin indicate, as the last line of defence, 27…Nb6 28.Ree7 Rf6. How many analysts against one Fischer! But Black still has absolutely no moves.

28.Kf3 f5 29.Ke3 d4+ 30.Kd2 Nb6 31.Ree7 Nd5 32.Rf7+ Ke8 33.Rb7 N×b4 34.Bc4

The immediate 34.Rh7 was also possible, but White has no cause to hurry. The threat of mate forced Petrosian to resign.

Almost 100 years earlier, Paul Morphy gave up a lovely-looking bishop for an unimpressive knight. There is little doubt that Fischer knew this game, since he greatly admired Morphy.


Jules Arnous de Rivière

Paul Morphy

Paris 1863
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I have shown the diagram position to a number of grandmasters, but none guessed Black’s next move. Even more than that – after seeing what was played, they all admitted that they did not even consider it.

14…B×h2+!?

With hindsight, one can usually work out the reasoning behind anything. Let us try to reconstruct the great master’s thinking. Maybe Morphy was looking at …f5-f4-f3. But after …f5-f4, the likely reply is f2-f3, and the bishop on d6 is shut off, whilst the knight from h2 emerges via g4. Therefore Black decides on such an unstereotyped exchange.

15.K×h2 f4 16.Q×e4 Ng5

[image: image]

Morphy’s idea is not unimpeachable. Let us look at the strongest defence: 17.Qd3. For the present, White has a healthy extra pawn. The immediate blow on h3 is a bluff. Nor is Black achieving anything after 17…f3 18.B×g5 Q×g5 19.Rg1 Qe5+ 20.g3 B×h3 because of 21.Qd4! Qh5 (21…Qf5 22.g4) 22.Qh4, forcing a favourable exchange of queens. The best chance is 17…Qd6, and if 18.c5 Qe5 19.Qd4, then 19…Nf3+! 20.g×f3 Qh5. But a modicum of composure works here too: 18.f3 B×h3 (or 18…N×h3 19.g×h3 Qd7 20.Kg1 Q×h3 21.Rf2 Qg3+ 22.Rg2 Qe1+ 23.Qf1, and it is all over) 19.Nd4 (19.g×h3 Qd7) 19…Bd7 20.Bd2 Rae8 21.Rae1. White no longer has an extra pawn, but he retains the advantage, as is not hard to see.

17.Qd4

Walking into a blow.

17…Nf3+!

A blockading sacrifice. It is important to block
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