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  Exercises for Chapter 1
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  1. First move, then plan, then judge


  Shoot first, ask questions later.


  Motto from several westerns


  My father-in-law was a member of a billiards club called FSTSWL: First Shoot, Then See What’s Left. In Dutch it sounds more elegant: ESDO: Eerst Stoten Dan Overhouden. By comparison you could name a chess club MFTL: Move First, Think Later. The title of this chapter seems to turn things around in the same way, and so it breathes the same atmosphere of jolly pub sports that the above-mentioned club does. But I am being serious.


  I would like to expose a basic assumption which seems completely self-evident to many chess trainers, and which serves as the foundation of many chess manuals. I admit I have stuck to it my self for a long time as well.


  The following dialogue could have taken place during one of my own training sessions.


  [image: (Exercise no 1)]


  (Exercise no 1)


  Yury Balashov


  Jaime Sunye Neto


  Wijk aan Zee 1982


  Trainer: ‘You’ve had the chance to have a look at the position. What’s it about, what are the most important characteristics of this position? Paul, do you have an idea?’


  Paul: ‘Uh, yes, I would play Rc6 and if he takes it I will have Nd5.’


  Trainer: ‘Yes, you come up with moves right away. But let’s go back to the characteristics of the position, can you say some thing about them?’


  Paul: ‘Well, uh, Rc6 threatens to take on d6, I don’t see what Black can do about it, if he takes, I take back and Nd5 is coming, what can he do then?’


  Many chess books are written in the same pedantic tone the trainer is using here. They are based on the idea that you should not try out moves at random, but first take a good look at the characteristics of the position, try to make a more general plan on that basis and only then search for a concrete ‘result’ at the level of an actual move.


  This is nonsense.


  No chess player thinks like this, no one has learned to play chess by thinking like this and even trainers and authors of chess books don’t think like this.


  In many books, however, this prospect is held up to us: if we only take a good look at the characteristics of the position, a good move will come flowing out almost automatically.


  These authors often forget that in fact they themselves do it the other way round: in the position they have selected to illustrate something, they already know the strongest move. Then they pretend that this move is a logical consequence of their description of the characteristics of the position, whereas they are only adapting those to the move they already know is strong.


  How could things be the other way round? We will take the above position as an example. Most players will soon direct their attention to the possibilities of White’s active pieces to wards the black king:


  ‘1.Nf5+ Bxf5 2.Qxf5, mmm, nice, maybe follow up with 3.Rc6; 2...bxa4 attacks the bishop, unpleasant, other moves, 1.a5 slow, aha 1.Bxd6+ Kxd6 2.Qxf6+, wins for White, so 1...Qxd6, then 2.Nf5+ Bxf5 3.Qxf5 threatens 4.Rc6 but I don’t believe it, aha 2.Rc6 immediately, queen moves away, then 3.Qxf6 and on 2...Bxc6, 3.Nf5+ wins, yes, this must win, Black doesn’t get enough for the queen, everything is hanging.


  1.Bxd6+ looks good. Hey, why not 1.Rc6 right away? Looks even better. After 1...Bxc6 2.dxc6 comes 3.Nd5 (attacks f6 and c7 is also in the picture). Or 1.Bxd6+ after all?’


  This is how someone might think. And there are many other ways. Maybe someone will find 1.Rc6 with out having seen the 1.Bxd6+ line first. Or he won’t find 1.Rc6 or 1.Bxd6+ at all – if you find such moves you are already quite a strong player.


  Now that we have found 1.Rc6, I can establish that White is winning in view of Black’s unsafe king in the middle, White’s active pieces, Black’s weaknesses on the light squares, the overburdened defender of the light squares (Bd7), the pin on the d6-pawn, the hidden possibility of Nd5, etc.


  (In the game Black resigned after 22.Rc6!. Instead, after 22.Bxd6+ Qxd6 23.Rc6, the defence with 23...e4! is still hard to crack.)1


  Retrospectively, I could even try to sell you the following plan: I play 1.Rc6, with pressure on d6, in order to eliminate the strong defender on d7 and to make use of the strong vacated square d5 by following up with Nd5. This way, via the effective moves, I arrive at the plan and the judgment of the position, in a reverse order.


  Perhaps this interpretation is not quite satisfactory? I admit, in order to make my point I have exaggerated things a little.


  The thing is: there is no order at all! We don’t first judge the position and then look at moves. It all happens at the same time.


  The explanation for this is the following: you can not have a meaningful characteristic of a position if it isn’t connected with a (more or less) effective move.


  We see characteristics of a position and the corresponding moves at the same time, since characteristics that are not connected with an effective move are simply not relevant. We don’t see a weakness on f7 if we don’t see (at the same time, or earlier) moves like Ng5 or Bxf7.


  Would the principle of first looking at the characteristics, and only then searching for moves, apply to more quiet positions, with a more positional character?
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  (Exercise no 2)


  Garry Kasparov


  Alexey Shirov


  Wijk aan Zee 2001


  How did you arrive at your move? That is a difficult question in itself, since it is doubtful whether we can trace back via introspection what goes on in our brain. But I think that with those who, like Kasparov, play 17.a4! here, this move just ‘pops up’ in their minds. Has anybody thought something like ‘I have to chase away the rook from f8. How can I do that?’


  So my claim is that there is actually no ‘order’ in the way we look at the board – we see everything at the same time. It is as if you ask a soccer player what he saw first: the keeper standing too far outside his goal, or, in his mind’s eye, the ball curling over the keeper’s head, into the net.


  The words and the moves


  ‘It is written that animals are divided into (a) those that belong to the emperor; (b) embalmed ones; (c) those that are trained; (d) suckling pigs; (e) mermaids; (f) fabulous ones; (g) stray dogs; (h) those that are included in this classification; (i) those that tremble as if they were mad; (j) innumerable ones; (k) those drawn with a very fine camel’s-hair brush; (l) etc; (m) those that have just broken the flower vase; (n) those that at a distance resemble flies.’2


  The ‘dogma of the respectable order’, as I would like to call it, is an obvious but rather old-fashioned didactic conception. There is nothing wrong with a trainer who devotes attention to the various characteristics of a position. You can talk about positions quite instructively (especially if you know what the best move is). But it becomes patronising if you want to impose the order of ‘judgment and plan’ on your pupils. Chess is a fast game. When you are looking for the best move, there is no time for detours.


  Looking carefully at the characteristics, making a general plan, searching for a ‘realisation’ at move level: this is not the way we play chess, nor the way we learn to play chess. This order can be reversed just as easily: effective moves steer us towards the essence of the position.


  Closely related to, and often difficult to distinguish from the dogma of the respectable order, is an even more repellent notion that I would like to describe, somewhat solemnly, as ‘the delusion of the verbal protocol’.


  Some trainers and chess book writers think that they can formulate all kinds of advice in words, and that this advice can then be applied in concrete positions and can help a player find the right move (the right plan). In other words, language in chess can be not only descriptive but also prescriptive.


  In chess manuals of this type, you often find first a verbal piece of ‘advice’ of a general character, followed by a (grandmaster) game serving as an ‘example’. The suggestion is that what the grandmaster does is not much different than following up on the advice just given.


  An example of this can be found in Carsten Hansen’s book Improve your Positional Chess, which is largely based on this delusion. Obviously, a lot of work has been put into this book, but this meaningless advice, delivered in a pedantic tone, makes the work hard to digest. Under the heading ‘How to create a weakness’ Hansen writes, among other things, the following:


  [In positions where the opponent has no weaknesses] ‘you will have to look at the imbalances that exist on the board and see how you can use them to create a weakness in your opponent’s position, either through provocation or through goal-oriented play where you see a way to establish a weakness.’


  As an ‘example’ he then gives the following fragment.
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  Alexey Shirov


  Garry Kasparov


  Linares 1997


  16...g4! 17.f4 h4!


  The beautiful point. After 18.fxe5 dxe5 the white knight has no escape square – Black wins back the piece with comfortable play.


  18.Be3 h3 19.g3 Nc6


  Black has achieved a small success: the pawn on h3 is a thorn in White’s flesh. Hansen takes this fragment further, but the weakness (of the light squares) has been created (with ‘purposeful play’).


  It is as if you write a manual on the art of painting, where you claim that with a number of well-aimed but sensitive brush strokes and a good idea of the eventual composition, you can create the finest paintings, and then below this you print a painting by Monet as an example.


  To questions like: ‘How do I create a weakness?’ and ‘How do I counter my opponent’s initiative?’ no answers are possible except one: play good moves!


  What we can learn from this fragment by Kasparov is not how we can create weaknesses; the instructive bit is 16...g4! and 17...h4!. Who knows, this may one day set us on the track of a similar ...h5-h4 move, or a similar temporary piece sacrifice, or maybe an entirely different but also effective ...h5-h4 move.


  When we were taught chess, we were all given a multitude of proverb-like pieces of advice. Just as in actual life, we can see that these do contain a grain of truth, but have no value as advice that can be followed up in all circumstances.


  Take the adage ‘Meet a pawn push on the wing with action in the centre’. A chess book writer can give plenty of attractive examples to illustrate this. It would be difficult to do any statistical research on this subject matter, but to my mind, an adage like ‘After an enemy pawn push on the wing, stay calm and don’t do anything crazy’ is just as valid. Or, if you like, just as meaningless.3


  The same goes for certain lists that look like recipes. How do I wage an attack on the enemy king? Bring on attackers, eliminate defenders, open lines, aim your pieces, sacrifice a piece to demolish the opponent’s pawn protection, give mate. The problem with this recipe is that it contains just about anything you can do in the vicinity of the enemy king. Just like in the kitchen, a list of ingredients is not enough. You need a good cook to prepare a tasty meal.


  We could view the relation between words and moves according to the time-honoured philosophical is sue of the relation between the particular and the general, but that does not look like the correct angle to me. Chess is not about the application of general principles that can well be expressed in words, on a slightly more subtle level. It takes place in another domain, where words are hopelessly inadequate. With his well-known description of playing chess as a ‘sniffing-tactile perception’, J.H. Donner already pointed at this.4


  For the reader of chess books who wants to raise his level, this means that he will have to start working on the material, and shouldn’t expect too much from the text part. Not a very pleasant message for the many readers who skip the games, fragments and exercises in their search for that one magic word that is to be the key to a higher level.


  For the trainer, this means that the primacy is with the positions he discusses. Positions are not examples illustrating more general principles – they constitute the actual learning material.


  A way for a trainer to sin against this is by forcing positions into the straitjacket of a general principle. Unforeseen variations that do not fit into this scheme are smuggled away or pushed aside.


  Let me give an example from my own practice. This was also a case of parroting an other author, but for me it is significant as an illustration of how your view of the position can be blurred if you think you already know what the outcome should be.
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  (Exercise no 3)


  Elena Dembo


  Anetta Günther


  Women’s Bundesliga 2004


  I presented this position in two different training groups, with the idea of showing an attractive example of manoeuvring.


  The game continued with 21.Bd1!? (just the kind of move chess trainers love!) and after 21...Rg8 22.Bh5 Qf8 23.Rg4 d5?!


  [image: image]


  White won elegantly with 24.Bf7! g5 (24...Qxf7 25.Qxh7+!) 25.fxg6 Rg7 26.Bh6 and Black resigned.


  I had found this fragment in Andrew Soltis’s How to Choose a Chess Move. This is an entertaining book, but it contains some less adequate variations here and there.


  Soltis was also impressed by the attractive 21.Bd1, but in both training groups, the move 21.Rxg7 was suggested. I tried to dismiss this at first (‘too few pieces in attacking positions’ or ‘White should not allow the exchange of his beautiful bishop for Black’s petty knight on a5’), but after we had looked at a few lines, I tried to escape with the promise ‘to look at it at home’, fully expecting that Fritz would help me out here. Well, he didn’t. The forceful 21.Rxg7! wins immediately. After 21...Kxg7 22.Bh6+ Kh8 23.Rg1 there is no defence for Black; 23...Qe7 is met by 24.Qg3! (see diagram).
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  (Analysis position after 24.Qg3)


  So in the next training session I had to eat humble pie.


  If you cling tightly to generalities, you lose sight of the concrete. We all know that the ultimate argument of a chess player is not a glowing speech, but the question ‘Well, what do you play here?’.


  In recent years a few books have addressed this ‘primacy of the concrete’. John Watson’s Secrets of Modern Chess Strategy is a notable one.5


  Another book that puts much emphasis on this is Alex Yermolinsky’s The Road to Chess Improvement. For the player who wants to get ahead, he has only one piece of advice: get to work. In his own case, the analysis of his own games had been the way to reach a higher level. Not with generalities taken from books, but in the struggle with concrete positions you can increase your knowledge and your abilities.


  So – all those pieces of advice and aphorisms that the great players in chess history have left us, are they all use less? No – the following words by Capablanca are worthy of notice: If you see a good move, play it!


  Notes


  
    1. This exercise comes from Imagination in Chess by Paata Gaprindashvili, a book with a great amount of good but fairly difficult exercises.


    2. A famous classification by Jorge Luis Borges attributed to a certain Chinese encyclopaedia called the Heavenly Emporium of Benevolent Knowledge. It is cited in the preface of Michel Foucault’s Les mots et les choses. The relationship addressed in the title is one of the big themes in the whole history of philosophy: how do words, concepts, theories, sciences (and classifications) relate to ‘reality’, to things as they are?


    3. In Chapter 7, I will do some research on this topic.


    4. Donner, The King, page 201.


    5. This is an interesting book about thinking about strategy and its historical changes, which takes Nimzowitsch as a point of departure. As far as I can see, Watson does not throw the usefulness of theoretical concepts overboard, but looks for ways to refine them instead.

  


  

  



  


  Exercises for Chapter 2
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  9. White to move


  

  



  2. Look and you will see versus trial and error


  



  I believe there is no philosophical high-road in science, with epistemological signposts. No, we are in a jungle and find our way by trial and error, building our road behind us as we proceed.


  Max Born


  The essential points of the first chapter can be summarised as follows:


  1. Relevant elements/characteristics of the position and (more or less) effective moves are mutually dependent and mostly seen at the same time.


  2. Verbal protocols that should guide you from characteristics to moves have little value.


  3. Studying effective moves/plans is therefore a better way to improve your chess than studying those protocols.


  Closely related are the next two statements on which I will elaborate later on:


  4. When looking at a position, you see (recognize) what you know. ‘Finding’ good moves depends more on activating your memory than on some sort of creative process.


  5. Finding moves has little to do with selection based on a hierarchic verbal system. It can be better described as ‘recognizing the similar’.


  These statements conflict with the most common didactic model. In this model you start by looking closely at the characteristics/elements of the position and then you proceed to finding moves by a process of putting abstract guidelines into concrete solutions.


  From the didactic point of view this is quite attractive: the good solutions come within reach for everybody and ‘being a good boy’ (looking carefully in silence instead of immediately starting to shout out moves) gets rewarded.


  For the trainer it’s easy to get convinced that this is the way it works. Not only because this model has dominated (chess) didactics for a long time, but also because it is easy to be misled by your perception (in hindsight) of what happens when you look at a position.


  It’s appealing to think that the moves you see follow logically from the characteristics of the position you look at. And that someone else who looks at the position in the same way you do can end up with the same moves, using the same logic, intellectual effort, and guidelined thinking.


  [image: (Exercise no 4)]


  (Exercise no 4)


  Oleg Romanishin


  Predrag Nikolic


  Leningrad 1987


  I have presented this position to several groups. I don’t recall if I solved it correctly when I first saw it, but I guess I did. Probably I just stumbled upon the move and saw it was good.


  Nikolic played 1...Be8, and this is the best move. A lot of my pupils chose 1...e5, which is also an attractive possibility.


  How do you find the move 1...Be8? Most likely because you ‘know’ this plan. You have seen the manoeuvre ...Bd7-e8-h5 in positions more or less similar to this one, and at some moment, looking at this position, it appears in your mind’s eye. And you see it is good.


  This happens not (necessarily) on a conscious level. So you have plenty of room to make up rationalisations for this move that actually just popped up in your mind. ‘Yes, I saw this bishop being a bit hampered by my pawns, and he has weakened his light squares with g2-g3, so I thought let’s bring it to h5, which might work well because of the pin and also might be useful in the struggle for control of the important squares d4 and e5. And it works nicely together with the rook on f8, adding pressure to f3.’


  And you can really believe in yourself finding this strong move in such an exemplary, rational way. So next you find yourself urging your pupils to look at the characteristics, fully expecting that the move 1...Be8 will follow out of them, just as it did in your own case.


  Maybe you think you can’t fool yourself like this. However, there is a lot of recent research in psychology that seems to prove that humans are very talented at misguiding themselves and making conscious rationalisations for behaviour that originated on an unconscious level. This particular case of deceiving oneself by constructing one’s memory after the fact is called ‘hindsight bias’.


  I think this is an essential mistake that trainers easily make: confusing the ease with which you can after wards talk about a concrete position (descriptive) with the possibility of making a set of written rules that can guide you in any position (prescriptive).


  So, hoping to become the Copernicus of chess, I propose my change of paradigm: the claim that the characteristics guide you to the effective moves can be reversed with at least equal right.


  Are we now moving towards a chicken and egg ‘solution’? Since we do not have access to the great amount of brain cells where all this is ‘happening’, it is very difficult to decide what is the most adequate description.


  If I am right in messing up ‘the respectable order’, then a concept which is highly despised by traditional didactics can be revitalised: trial and error.
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  (Exercise no 5)


  I gave this position to a young pupil. ‘Aha’ she said quite quickly ‘1.Qe3 and then Nxc6 and Qxa7’. ’Very smart’ I said ‘but maybe I can put my rook away, can you then win as well?’. And then, a bit later, to help her: ‘If 1.Qe3, maybe I can play Nxd4 as well.’ She: ‘Ah yes, hmm, oh no, Qxd4, at tacking both rooks’. And then quickly after that ‘Oh yes, 1.Nxc6! Bxc6 2.Qd4!’.


  A typical way of finding the correct solution through trial and error, even though there was a clear ‘look and you will see’ strategy available: two unguarded pieces should direct the attention towards the double attack by the queen.


  I could have said something with educational value, and maybe I did, but to be honest, mostly I find those double attacks in the same way, muddling with attractive moves, hitting one, then the next, ‘hey, a double attack!’
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  (Exercise no 6)


  Wim Gielen


  Willy Hendriks


  Elst 2001


  Just as in this case. Black, although a pawn down, clearly has a pleasant choice and I was thinking about 23...Qxg4+ and the lazy 23...Nc5 when I suddenly noticed the ‘double queen’: 23...Qf6! and White resigned (24.Rc1 Qf3+).


  The first exercise comes from the ‘Step-by-Step Method’, the training program developed by Dutch IM Cor van Wijgerden. It’s a very good method, with a large quantity of (mostly tactical) exercises, well classified and well built up, according to the level of difficulty.


  Van Wijgerden is an advocate of search-and-solve strategy. This kind of double attack is an ideal example for demonstrating these strategies. He explicitly condemns the trial and error method: ‘Through a keen instruction we teach the children not to do these exercises at random. ... A wrong “strategy” is looking for moves using a trial-and-error method. Guessing and missing.’1


  But trial and error is not necessarily random. You start trying moves that (for some reason) you feel to be most promising. An essential condition for most combinations is having pieces that (can) do something. Starting to work with these pieces can quickly bring you to the real targets.


  Again it looks like we are getting close to the chicken-and-egg dilemma. It’s easy to ridicule the trial-and-error method as groping blindly in the dark. But then we can laugh as well at the searching general who analyses the weaknesses in the line-up of the enemy army, only to find out a moment later he himself has no troops left to attack anything at all.
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  (Exercise no 7)


  Willy Hendriks


  Richard van der Wel


  Arnhem 2008 (rapid)


  Unguarded pieces exploited by a double attack make a great case for search strategy. It becomes more difficult with other tactical motifs. Take for example ‘pieces at knight forking distance’.2 There is an enormous amount of them. Do you look for them and then see if you have a knight at the right spot?


  If, in your mind’s eye, you regularly hop around with the knights at your disposal (as we all do I guess), you have a more realistic way of not missing too many forks.


  In the above position 1.Nh5! decided the game.


  Another advocate of the theory of ‘look and you will see!’ is the well-known American trainer Jeremy Silman. For Silman the essence of looking at a position comes down to noting the main ‘imbalances’, which should bring the player onto the right track.


  In his book The Amateur’s Mind, Silman puts his theory to the test by playing out some positions against his pupils to see what they have learned.
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  This position (from a game Silman-Gross, American Open 1992) is Silman’s first play-out position and its main theme should be ‘the bishop-knight imbalance’.


  The pupil should note this first, and then some how play ‘using’ it. To Silman’s regret, out of his three examples, two pupils fail to name the main imbalance and all of them fail to do anything with it.


  I guess it’s not only the advantage of bishop over knight that gives White an edge. Several of his other pieces are positioned a bit better than Black’s. Especially the knight on b6 is badly placed.


  The player rated 1000 continues with poor play, but he gets some praise because ‘he thinks his bishop should be retained’. To me there seems little wrong with 1.Bg5, the move the 1600 and 1200 player started with and don’t get praised for.


  The 1000-player started with 1.a3?! (in the game Silman played 1.Be3; 1.Bg5 and 1.a4 also look fine) 1...Rfd8 2.b4?! Rxd1 3.Qxd1 Rc8 4.Qf3 Qc7 5.Bd2 Nc4?!
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  (Exercise no 8)


  Now White dropped a piece with 6.Qd3. Given a second chance he played 6.Be1. Silman doesn’t mention 6.Bg5!, which seems to give White a clear advantage, though it tries to eliminate the ‘main imbalance’.


  As his rating indicates, this player is still at the basics. Saddling him up with a ‘bishop-knight imbalance’ seems to be a bit over his head. If there is a constant danger of dropping both bishops and knights, then appreciating the difference between them seems to be a minor issue.


  But my main point here is that you need to have some idea of possible continuations to be able to estimate the value of the knight on b6. You need moves like a2-a4(-a5) and b2-b3 in your repertoire to make use of this bad knight or even to see that it’s bad. Important characteristics combine with effective moves. If you have no clue about plans like a2-a4-a5 (maybe in combination with Bg5, to prepare Nd5) or of Black’s possibilities of playing ...Nc4 or not, then the notion of the bad knight on b6 is meaningless. To Silman it will be appalling, but I think it works in the other direction: you see effective moves (or, as in the case of the knight on b6, the absence of promising moves) and then conclude what the most important ‘imbalance’ is.


  Quite on the contrary, Silman formulates his main motto like this: ‘Before you get carried away, let me remind you: DON’T look at individual moves! In fact, never calculate until you understand the basic components (imbalances) of the position.’3 Here we have in a nutshell the misconception of the ‘look and you will see’ doctrine.


  I think for a chess player it is almost impossible to look at a position with out looking at individual moves. In any case I would not advise you to do so, because you would be depriving yourself of a very effective way to get at the essence of the position.


  With the attitude in his book, Silman reminds me a bit of the ‘Uncle Jan’ figure in the famous parody by Donner. In the Netherlands there was a popular manual for beginners called Uncle Jan teaches his nephew how to play chess (first published in 1935). In Donner’s parody, there suddenly shows up another uncle, Uncle Hein. He seems to be the black sheep of the family (smoking, drinking, getting thrown out of the chess club for not paying his membership fee) but is, not surprisingly, the better player. Uncle Hein interrupts the solid and respectable teachings of Uncle Jan with some concrete lines that show Uncle Jan’s dogmatic approach to be incorrect. But then the lesson ends as the nephew’s mother throws Uncle Hein out of the house because of his disrespectful behaviour (and because of his ‘shameful cheating on my sister Truus’). ‘Uncle Hein said nothing, but I need not tell you that he was laughing uproariously as he slammed the door behind him’, the story ends.4


  For a chess player it is not only essential to get to the best solution, but also to get there as fast as possible – not least in order to be able to out-talk everybody during group analysis. Or during training sessions.
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  (Exercise no 9)


  V. Cherbak


  Efim Lazarev


  Kiev 1960


  White won nicely by bringing his knight to h5: 20.Ne2! Qb6+ 21.Kg2 Rfd8 22.Nf4 Qd4 23.Re4 Qc5 24.Nh5+ Kf8 25.g7+ 1-0.


  It’s funny that some of my students solved this puzzle correctly without noticing that Black is a piece up. Since this is probably not to be considered a minor imbalance, I’m afraid they skipped the part where you look at imbalances altogether.


  And rightly so! Chess is a fast game. You can tell all kind of things about this position.


  ‘Black is a piece up for a pawn, but it’s a nice pawn on g6, and Black’s king is not very secure. White’s pieces are all well placed, in contrast to the black pieces. They are not very active, have a look at the knight on g8 for example, where can it go? Black’s bishop on e7 looks silly as well and the black rooks are not doing anything in the offensive, maybe in the future they can put some pressure on ...’


  ‘Hey mister, don’t waste our time! Ne2-f4-h5!’


  In the ‘look and you will find’ model, knowledge mainly consists of characteristics and rules to ‘convert’ them into moves. To my mind, moves are not (only) the outcome of some thinking process, but they are the greater part of what our knowledge is made of. Manoeuvres, plans, moves. Good moves! Moves that have brought us success in the past.


  If you don’t have the successful moves and plans at hand, it will be difficult to find them. What you see is what you know. If you decided on 1...Be8 like Nikolic did, but can truly claim you never saw the idea before, then I congratulate you on your great talent!


  

  

  

  



  Notes


  
    1. Van Wijgerden in The Chess Instructor 2009, page 49.


    2. Workbook Step 6, page 71.


    3. The Amateur’s Mind, page 3.


    4. The King, page 177-181.

  


  

  


  Exercises for Chapter 3
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  10. White to move (very difficult)


  

  [image: 11. White to move]


  11. White to move
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  12. White to move
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  13. White to move
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  14. Black to move
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  15. White to move
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  16. Black to move


  

  [image: 17. White to move]


  17. White to move


  

  [image: 18. White to move]


  18. White to move


  

  [image: 19. White to move]


  19. White to move


  

  [image: 20. Can Black save him self? (very difficult)]


  20. Can Black save him self? (very difficult)


  

  3. My most beautiful move


  [image: (Exercise no 10)]


  (Exercise no 10)


  White is two pawns up but in great danger of losing a piece. How can he survive (and maybe even gain a small advantage)?


  Two things are slightly regrettable about the most beautiful move of my career: a) I didn’t think of it myself (Fritz did) and b) I didn’t manage to play it (though I came close). But it is a very surprising and very beautiful move, so I like to present it as my best move ever, although my merit mainly consisted of looking at Fritz’s display at the right moment (and understanding that something beautiful had turned up).


  For The Chess Instructor I wrote an article about this move, connecting it with the notion of search strategy, although at that moment I was already getting a bit sceptical of this notion. Then TCI got delayed and the editors decided to have another article of mine included (the first chapter of this book). I’m happy with this, since my original article doesn’t fully reflect my view on the subject anymore.


  But maybe I’m wrong and you can solve the diagram by some exemplary logic instead of a lot of guessing and missing.


  I showed this position to a lot of strong players and they had great difficulties in solving it, although the solution isn’t very deep (in numbers of moves), nor is it very rich in variations.


  In his nice and difficult book Secrets of Chess Tactics, Mark Dvoretsky devotes a small chapter to the subject ‘Combinations which are Impossible to Find’. But the impossibility Dvoretsky is pointing at is mainly caused by the ‘very complicated, almost irrational’ nature of the position he is looking at (or playing out, in his case), whereas the difficulty of finding ‘my’ move seems to be lying in discovering the motif.


  Maybe I can help you by elaborating on this main tactical motif: line opening. Or maybe it’s better to call the line opening the tactical realisation, and the indirect attack the motif. More vividly, this indirect attack can be described as ‘X-ray’. So you should feel the power of the (linear) pieces, disregarding all that momentarily obstructs their working.


  Sometimes lines are so full of obstacles, or the obstacles seem so immoveable, that a player does not see the piece ‘looking through’. This is often the case with pawns (both enemy and friendly), because they are by nature very immobile and it requires imagination and sometimes help to get them out of the way.


  I’ll give an example from one of my pupils:


  [image: (Exercise no 11)]


  (Exercise no 11)


  White has a very good position and played 25.Qxg4, gaining a pawn, which should be good enough for winning the game, but after some inaccuracies Black escaped with a draw. If the position had been featured in a puzzle book, the white player (who usually is quite strong at tactics) probably would have seen the nice win 25.Be4! dxe4 26.d5+ and Black can only avoid mate by giving a lot of material.


  My pupil did not really appreciate the value of the white bishop on c3 working towards the king on h8. ‘Seeing’ this indirect attack is essential for starting to look for ways to get the pawn on d4 out of the way and finally finding the move Be4 (maybe after looking at moves like e2-e4 or c4-c5 with the same line-opening ideas).


  ‘See the bishop looking at the king’, the trainer cried, fiercely waving his hand diagonally from a1 to h8 – a function the modern chess program has taken over with its beautiful coloured arrows that show the hidden attack.


  A few months later my pupil showed quick learning and took revenge in a somewhat similar position (incidentally, against the same opponent):


  [image: (Exercise no 12)]


  (Exercise no 12)


  After Black’s mistake 28...Ra8-a2? (this rook should stay on the back rank, guarding its colleague on d8), White played a very nice double discovered attack with 29.Nxf5!, forcing immediate resignation.


  But this example is a bit out of order, since we are actually looking at positions where pawns play the part of obstructions that are hard to remove. A knight of your own, like this one on d4, is easier to get out of the way


  

  [image: (Exercise no 13)]
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