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Preface
 
 The Pirc Defence is an exciting yet dependable reply to 1 e4, a way for Black to unbalance the game without extreme risk. Its fighting qualities attract many strong players in open tournaments who aim to win with Black as well as White; as when Marc Narciso Dublan scored a remarkable 4/4 with it in this year’s Sants Open in Spain, against opposition including a GM and a strong IM.
    


    There has, however, been no book devoted to the whole range of Pirc theory for several years – during which time many new discoveries and concepts have appeared, and fashions evolved. This, for instance, is the first book on the Pirc to dedicate a whole chapter to the 150 Attack (Chapter Ten), now one of the most important lines in the whole opening. In the same chapter can be found the Archbishop Attack, a potent White system which will be nevertheless be new to most readers.


    Nowhere is up-to-date theory more important than in the Austrian Attack (4 f4), which I treat in full detail, concluding that Black’s resources are fine. However, this book does not neglect more positional counters to the Pirc such as the Classical and Fianchetto Variations; and I also present much new material on unusual White tries, including the Spike.


    If Pirc monographs are in short supply, the same cannot be said of White repertoire books and articles. The contrast between the practical success of the Pirc for Black and the deluge of publications proclaiming a White advantage is striking. One feature of The Pirc in Black and White designed to aid players of both colours is the special attention given to the lines recommended in these works. I do not promise easy answers, but I do promise new analysis; and this mostly takes the form of improvements for Black.


    It is a pleasure to acknowledge the help I have received in writing this book (though all errors and shortcomings are mine alone). John Emms has supplied not only essential material, but also patient and thorough answers to my many questions. Richard Palliser’s advice both on general presentation and some specific analysis has been much appreciated. Simon Bibby helped greatly through discussion of analysis in progress, and by commenting on a draft of the book. Thank you!


    


    
      Whether in Black or White, I hope you will enjoy sharing some adventures with me in this fascinating opening. If you have comments or interesting Pirc games you are willing to share, please do write to me at jamesvigus@hotmail.com.

      

      James Vigus,

      Jena, Germany,

      December 2006

      


      

    

  


  
    


    
      
        

      
Introduction
 
 1) The Pirc Defence: a flexible and dynamic answer to 1 e4
 The Pirc, 1 e4 d6 2 d4 Nf6 3 Nc3 g6,
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    is a ‘hypermodern’ defence with which Black allows his opponent to build a large pawn centre. Black intends to attack this centre later, often by playing ... e5 or ... c5. That Black delays these latter two pawn moves distinguishes the Pirc sharply from the classical defences to 1 e4. For over fifty years the Pirc has appealed to players who want an enterprising but sound alternative to the equalizing attempt 1 ... e5, and the heavily theoretical Sicilian, 1 ... c5.


    What are the general characteristics of the Pirc? This is what Nigel Short has to say:


    ‘The Pirc Defence is one of those openings I find difficult to take seriously: Black concedes the centre and allows his opponent to adopt just about any set-up he fancies. If White likes a sharp attacking game he might choose the Austrian Attack [4 f4], or if he prefers a quieter approach, the Classical System [4 Nf3 Bg7 5 Be2]. Either way he decides. And yet it must be admitted there is still something to be said for this flexible hypermodern system which can either confuse the opponent or, alternatively, lull him. ... I, for one, am rarely able to demonstrate the inadequacy of (a) Black’s development or (b) his neglect of the centre.’


    Significantly, Short nowadays tends to avoid the challenge of the Pirc altogether, inviting transposition to a Sicilian with 1 e4 d6 2 Nc3 and 3 f4. But in this quotation he does put his finger on the defence’s potential drawbacks: (i) it’s potentially a bit risky for Black to refrain from advancing a central pawn two squares during the first few moves; and (ii) White makes the immediate choice as to whether the game will be (to put it crudely) sharp and tactical, or quiet and positional.


    As Short acknowledges though, both these points have a plus as well as a minus side. Firstly, few players – even at Short’s level – have the discipline to handle White’s early space advantage without either drifting and allowing the centre to be undermined, or attacking too rashly. Secondly, a Pirc player has to be flexible, ready to play a wide range of different positions – and cultivating this flexibility will benefit your chess in general. If you like to play to a formula and get reliably similar positions game after game, by all means stick to the Caro-Kann. But if you want to expand your ‘comfort zone’, to become equally ready for a tactical skirmish or a manoeuvring battle, then the Pirc could be the opening for you.


    I don’t have space to include a chapter of typical strategic themes, although I hope that the use of complete illustrative games throughout the book will partially compensate for this lack. However, I do want briefly to anticipate some of the typical structures we are going to encounter:

    

    a) The Dragon Pirc: Black plays ... c5 and ... cxd4 (or White plays dxc5)
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    This position arises from an Austrian Attack (it’s the position after Black’s 12th move in Game 4). Note the trap 13 Ne2 Nd7 14 c3? Nde5! and Black nets an important pawn.

    

    b) The Benoni Pirc:

    Black plays ... c5, White replies d5
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    In V.Kramnik-A.Morozevich (a game we will shortly examine), Black broke effectively with 16 ... e6!.

    

    c) The Ruy Lopez Pirc: Black plays ... e5, often in combination with ... b5
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    Here 12 Bh6 (12 c3 is considered in Game 70, note to Black’s 10th) 12 ... Ne8!? 13 c3 Nb6 14 b3 a5 15 Rfe1 a4 16 Rab1 Ra8 17 Rbc1 axb3 18 axb3 Be6 (J.Moreno Carnero-F.Nijboer, European Championship, Ohrid 2001) gives Black straightforward equality and an easier game than he often achieves in the comparable Breyer Variation of the Ruy Lopez.

    

    d) The Philidor Pirc:

    Black plays ... e5 and ... exd4
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    This position is from the note to Black’s 7th in Game 41, and here 18 ... Nxg4! crowned Black’s strategy in F.Kwiatkowski-J.Vigus, London 2002.

    

    e) The Hippopotamus Pirc:

    Black plays ... e6, ... b6, and ... Bb7, delaying a decision about the centre pawns
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    This arose after 14 e5 in Game 55 upon which Black made good use of his flexible set-up with 14 ... Nd7!.


    


    Although White chooses the early character of the game, it’s often Black who determines these pawn structures. The Pirc is in my view a uniquely flexible defence – provocative, but without abandoning the classical virtues of development and central control.


    As an aperitif, here is Morozevich recently utilizing the energy of the Benoni Pirc structure to defeat the (now undisputed!) World Champion in a blindfold game:

    

    V.Kramnik-A.Morozevich
 Monaco (blindfold) 2005

    
 1 e4 d6 2 d4 Nf6 3 Nc3 g6 4 f4


    The Austrian Attack: White’s most critical system against the Pirc, which we examine in Chapters 1–5.


    4 ... Bg7 5 Nf3 0-0 6 Be3


    6 Bd3 is the main line, but Kramnik’s move – discouraging ... c5 for now – is a dangerous alternative (see Games 22-25).


    [image: ]


    6 ... c6!?


    Morozevich provides a good recommendation for this flexible move, though it may not be best. Against the Austrian Black must aim for either ... e5 or ... c5; it turns out that Morozevich still has the latter in mind.


    7 Bd3 Na6


    Note that 7 ... b5?! 8 e5 is good for White; ... b5 is a good plan for Black in some Pirc lines, but usually not when White can force through e5 at once.


    8 a3?!


    Natural, but Kramnik is already somewhat confused by Black’s non-committal play. An earlier heavyweight clash, A.Grischuk-V.Tseshkovsky, Russian Championship, Krasnoyarsk 2003, had taken an exciting course with 8 e5!? Ng4 9 Bg1 dxe5 10 fxe5 Nb4 11 h3 Nh6 12 Bc4 Kh8 13 Qe2 f6! 14 0-0-0 b5 15 Bb3 a5 16 a4 Ba6 17 Qe1 bxa4 18 Nxa4 Bb5 19 Nc5!? a4 20 Qxb4 axb3 21 c4 Ba6 22 Bh2 Nf5 23 Rhe1 Bh6+ 24 Kb1 Ne3 25 Rxe3 Bxe3 26 Qxb3 Bh6 when White had some pressure for the exchange, but the game was drawn after many further adventures. As we’ll see in the notes to Game 23, 8 Bxa6! is likely strongest.


    8 ... c5!


    Aiming for a Dragon Pirc (with ... cxd4) or a Benoni Pirc (after 9 d5). In either case the move a3 is superfluous, and in the Benoni structure White’s bishop on e3 is clumsily placed.
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    9 d5


    Now 9 Bxa6?! encounters the typical intermezzo 9 ... cxd4! 10 Bxd4 bxa6 (this transposes to Game 27, note ‘e1’ to Black’s 6th).


    9 ... Rb8 10 Qe2 Nc7 11 a4 a6 12 a5


    Owing to the pressure on e4, Black was threatening 12 ... b5.


    12 ... b5!


    Anyway! Black concedes a weak pawn on a6 in return for the half-open b-file and potential use of the b5-square to active his knight (and possibly his light-squared bishop – often the final minor piece to find employment in the Pirc).


    13 axb6 Rxb6 14 Na4


    Awkward, but the b2-pawn needed protection. Kramnik must have been wishing he’d left his dark-squared bishop at home after all.


    14 ... Rb4 15 Bd2 Rb8 16 0-0 e6


    Apart from ... b5, this is Black’s other major break in the Benoni Pirc. With his queen vulnerable to ... Re8, White has to concede ground in the centre.


    17 dxe6 Nxe6!?


    An unusual recapture, but the routine 17 ... fxe6 18 e5 sees Black’s central pawns broken up.


    18 f5


    [image: ]


    18 ... gxf5!


    It is important to gain the d5-square, while Morozevich reckons White’s co-ordination is not adequate to arrange a kingside attack.


    19 exf5 Nc7 20 Qf2 Ncd5 21 Qh4?


    Kramnik stakes all on the queen and bishop battery against f6, but this proves insufficient. 21 Qg3 would hold up ... Nb4 (due to 22 Bh6), when Black could choose between 21 ... Nh5 22 Qg4 Nhf6 with a likely draw by repetition, or 21 ... Kh8 22 Bg5 with a double-edged position; the point being that White can now respond to 22 ... Nb4 with 23 Rad1 with a better scenario than in the game.


    21 ... Nb4! 22 Bg5 Nxd3 23 cxd3 Rb4


    This rook continues to irritate Kramnik! Black stands clearly better.
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    24 d4 cxd4 25 Bd2 Rc4 26 Bg5


    26 b3 Rc2 27 Rad1?! is superficially attractive for White, but Black has the neat tactic 27 ... Bxf5! 28 Nxd4 Ne4! when the further 29 Bg5 Bxd4+ 30 Rxd4 Nxg5 31 Rxf5 Rc1+ 32 Kf2 f6 leaves Black a pawn up.


    26 ... Bb7 27 Rf2 Re8 28 b3 Rb4 29 Nd2 a5 30 Nb2 d3 31 Qh3 h6! 32 Bh4


    Not 32 Bxh6 Bxh6 33 Qxh6 Ng4.


    32 ... Qb6
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    33 Nxd3


    33 Nbc4 Qd4 34 Raf1 Ng4 35 f6 Nxf2 36 Bxf2 Qxf6 is winning for Black.


    33 ... Re3 34 Nf3 Rxd3 35 Bxf6 Bxf6 36 Re1 Re4 37 Rxe4 Bxe4 38 Qg4+ Kf8 39 Qxe4 Rd1+ 40 Ne1 Bc3


    It’s fitting that the final blow is dealt by the Pirc bishop!


    41 Qa8+ Ke7 0-1

    

    2) A brief and personal history of the Pirc
 Our opening is named after the Yugoslav player Vasja Pirc (1907-1980). He gained the Grandmaster title in 1953, and did much to popularize his eponymous opening both in his games and writings. In the 1960s and 1970s top players such as Jan Hein Donner and Vlastimil Hort took up the Pirc, and Raymond Keene and George Botterill published their influential book The Pirc Defence (1973). Indeed, in the 1980s and early 1990s English players continued to champion the Pirc and Modern (1 ... g6), most notably Jonathan Speelman and John Nunn; while the American GM Yasser Seirawan was another leading practitioner.


    When I first began to play the Pirc as a junior I learnt my theory from Nunn’s outstanding books. My first ever win against a GM was a Pirc, which confirmed my new preference. By the time I played Black against Nunn himself at a London tournament, about ten years ago, I was already relying almost exclusively on the Pirc against 1 e4. As I put my pawn on g6 I heard a loud expletive from behind me. Another well-known English player (who will remain nameless, though he recently hit the headlines for not quite winning £1 million on TV) just couldn’t contain his astonishment that anyone should play the Pirc against that particular opponent. I got a decent position from the opening and ... this story ought to end heroically ... was ground down in the endgame.


    By the mid-1990s however, Nunn, in common with Michael Adams and other English players, was already channelling his efforts into beating rather than defending the Pirc (see especially Chapter Ten on the ‘150 Attack’). Then the main champion of the Black side was the Hungarian GM Alexander Chernin, who enriched the Pirc with brilliant new plans and lucid explanatory writings. (The five structural categories of the Pirc detailed above are partly adapted from his book Pirc Alert.) These days Chernin plays rarely, but as we’ll discover below, the Pirc has entered a new era through the games of some exciting younger players.

    

    3) Hasn’t the Pirc been refuted?
 This is clearly something I should answer before I can expect you to be convinced! Especially after the game we’ve just seen, I could reply that it’s a silly question – an opening that is played every week by GMs and perplexes Kramnik has obviously not been refuted. But from a glance through certain publications you could be forgiven for thinking otherwise. I’ve noticed some despondent postings on the Pirc discussion forum on www.chesspublishing.com, as a result of these exaggerated rumours of the opening’s demise. The problem is that there are now many books and articles purporting to teach White players how to beat the Pirc – usually recommending either the Austrian Attack or the 150 Attack (Chapters 1-5 and 10 in this book). These are indeed currently critical tries – but why the panic and talk of ‘refutation’? I think the reasons have more to do with the peculiarities of the digital age than the momentousness of the new analysis:


    a) Ever more opening variations are being scrutinised with ever more powerful computers. This means that some slightly dodgy tries for Black that older books might have designated ‘unclear’ have indeed been ‘refuted’, often in the sense that someone has discovered a forced route to a better endgame for White. Of course this applies to all openings apart from those consistently employed at top level, and as computers become stronger it will happen more. Once you have discovered such a refutation, standard procedure is to publish it in, say, a New In Chess Yearbook, announce that this is the main line of the Pirc and question the opening’s survival. Beware this type of rhetoric: writers are often tempted to claim wider significance for their analysis than it objectively possesses.


    b) Especially during the last ten years or so, the publishing industry has responded to the computer-based revolution in opening theory by offering repertoire books: selections of lines that can be played with one colour or the other. While there has not been a book dedicated to the whole range of Pirc theory for quite a long time, there have been countless anti-Pirc suggestions in repertoire books for White, and even some specialist publications dedicated to beating the Pirc. Yet although these may appear formidable, even the best of such works (and some are excellent, I don’t deny!) contain some bias, and none of them is conclusive.


    c) The Pirc may not be adequate for super-GMs. Jonathan Rowson observes that the Pirc ‘is rarely played at the very highest levels. At my level [about 2600] it is still a viable opening, but I think the elite players consider it too generous to White.’ And this is Ruslan Ponomariov: ‘The Pirc-Ufimtsev Defence was one of my main openings for many years, enabling me to achieve the required results, especially when in a tournament I had to win not only with White, but also with Black. However, the strategy of super-tournaments introduced its own corrections, and I also had to study other, classical openings, such as the Ruy Lopez.’


    I think that sums up the situation perfectly. In elite all-play-all tournaments in which a draw with Black is a good result, the Pirc – like the Scandinavian or Alekhine Defence, say – is not a good ‘percentage’ choice (although I can’t resist noting that the Pirc has scored 2/3 against Kramnik during the last few years: a healthy 66.6%). It’s quite likely that, even if Short can’t punish your neglect of the centre, Topalov can. As Rowson has recently suggested in his wonderful book Chess for Zebras, however, there is in reality one set of theory for the elite super-GMs, and another set for everyone else; everyone else still including the majority of GMs. So except in the unlikely event that the reader is rated over 2650, I suggest that the fact that the top players are slightly suspicious of the Pirc should positively encourage us to play the opening. In this book, rather than study some esoteric developments in the Petroff which would probably already be out of date once you began to read, we are going to discover lines which are both exciting and whose assessment is not changed monthly at Wijk aan Zee or Linares. Can’t you hear the note of regret in Ponomariov’s confession that he has grown out of Pircaterring circles?

    

    4) My response to these recent theoretical challenges
 Whilst I do think that the general considerations above are important – we should estimate an opening according to its value to us, not its value to Topalov or whomever – I don’t expect you to be convinced without concrete analysis that none of the recent challenges to the Pirc have been especially devastating. A feature of this book is therefore that I pay special attention to the lines recommended for White in the major repertoire books. In every single case I have discovered that these repertoire recommendations neglect important Black defences (Games 7, 33 and 59 contain a few prominent examples). Although I am unlikely to have spoken the last word in any of these lines, what I do offer are (i) for Black players, some possible antidotes to the systems you are likely to encounter; and (ii) for White players, some warnings against overconfidence, and a more comprehensive view of the Pirc than most books will give you, so that you can make your own informed choice as to what to play. (Yes, the word ‘White’ is in my title for a reason!)


    More abstractly, I would argue that our evaluation of opening positions depends to a great extent on preconceptions, and we do better to examine these preconceptions than to flick over the pages of a book until we hit on a line that gives us the evaluation we want to see (‘ha! so this line is basically equal after all!’). Most opening manuals, including this one, abound in evaluations such as ‘White is slightly better’. This is no more than shorthand to express the writer’s preference – perhaps based on the average results of games from that or similar positions; or because of an intuition about the superior mobility of one side’s pieces; but (by definition) never because there is a forced win. On the contrary, ‘slight advantage White’ means that the game would be a draw with best play, but that Black has less margin for error. A slight theoretical advantage is often no help in a real game. As Rowson puts it, ‘White is better’ and ‘Black is OK’ need not be mutually exclusive claims (Zebras, p.227). Far more important than the ‘plus-equals’ sign are the attitude and understanding of the respective players. (For an extreme example, have a look at Game 21, in which Black was objectively losing but actually won rather smoothly.)


    In playing through vast numbers of Pirc games I have been struck by one repeated occurrence. I discover a game by Mikhail Gurevich as Black. At first I’m happy about this, as such a strong player will surely be able to demonstrate the best plans. But then disappointment follows: Gurevich has sacrificed a piece, and I don’t see the compensation. I ask the computer. The computer agrees – clear advantage White. Then the game mysteriously descends into great complexity, and once the smoke has cleared, Gurevich emerges with a win or a draw. Well, apparently his favourite saying on such occasions is, ‘now I have complications’: not compensation, but complications. In the end I’ve included relatively few of Gurevich’s games in this book. I usually felt that his decisions were not comprehensible models for my own, or for those of most readers. But perhaps this was wrong: his disdain for conventional theoretical verdicts is not only instructive and successful, but healthy too; and he clearly thinks he has more such ‘complicating’ opportunities in the Pirc than in most other openings, in the sense that the Black position contains so much dynamic potential.


    For more substantial reflections on this topic, Rowson’s Chess for Zebras is highly recommended. Although Rowson himself probably wouldn’t agree, I think that the Pirc is definitely an opening for Zebras, and if anyone manages to connect the ‘Black and White’ of my title with Rowson’s stripy beasts, I’d be flattered! In the bibliography I’ve also included Mihail Marin’s Secrets of Chess Defence. Marin is not only one of the strongest Pirc players currently active, but also one of the best writers and annotators in the world. He only annotates one Pirc game in that book (most of his Pirc writing has been in New In Chess Yearbook), but his ability both to make concrete tactical decisions and to explain them verbally is beneficial and enjoyable for anyone who plays this opening.

    

    5) Leading exponents
 That brings us to who (other than Gurevich and Marin) uses the Pirc today. Some elite players do so occasionally: there are games in this book by Alexander Grischuk, Baadur Jobava, Rustam Kasimdzhanov, Alexander Khalifman, Alexander Morozevich, Jeroen Piket, Ilya Smirin, Vladislav Tkachiev, Francisco Vallejo Pons, and Vadim Zvjaginsev. Furthermore, several famous players from older generations continue to rely heavily on the Pirc in tournament play, such as Alexander Beliavsky, Jan Timman, and Vitaly Tseshkovsky. There are also a few noteworthy devotees. The Scottish no.3, Colin McNab, has played the Pirc tirelessly in over-the-board and correspondence games for many years. IM Yuri Zimmerman of Russia has enriched Pirc theory, while the Italian IM Spartaco Sarno plays it with rare inventiveness (try Game 60, note to Black’s 8th, for a sample!).


    Most excitingly, a new generation of highly creative Pirc players is emerging: GMs Laurent Fressinet, Merab Gagunashvili, Rafael Leitao, Marc Narciso Dublan, Tomi Nyback, Fernando Peralta, and Tigran Petrosian the Younger. These players each interpret the Pirc differently. One of the best ways to update yourself after you’ve read this book is to pick a few of these players (Narciso Dublan and Peralta have been the most prolific lately) and search through The Week in Chess and other electronic collections for their latest games. They will teach you more than a shelf-load of ‘White to play and bash the Pirc’ books!

    

    6) The selection of material in this book
 I present an up-to-date survey of Pirc theory embedded in 87 illustrative games – selected for their general interest as well as their theoretical value. I aim to provide sufficiently detailed analysis to enable any reader to play either side of the lines discussed with confidence; whilst I also offer verbal discussions of key plans and strategies. The book is not targeted at any particular level of player (well, let’s say under 2650!), as I believe it is a fallacy to assume either that inexperienced players can’t cope with complex variations, or that strong players don’t want to read explanatory prose. By the way, transpositions between different variations of the Pirc are very frequent and important, so I have included plenty of cross-references. I do hope that these clarify rather than mystify.


    So what’s missing? These days a genuinely ‘complete’ work on the Pirc would fill several volumes of this size ... Essentially this book focuses on very recent material. In some of the less fashionable lines I have indeed repeated (and re-evaluated) material that you can find in older books, but even here I have tried to illustrate old ideas with new games wherever possible. This does mean that my discussion of the less trendy lines is often abbreviated, but I see two advantages to this approach: (i) it gives priority to the lines you are most likely to encounter in modern tournaments; and (ii) it is more interesting for readers who own previous books on the Pirc. I hope that The Pirc in Black and White covers everything you want to know; but if you delve into earlier theory, the best source is Nunn and McNab’s The Ultimate Pirc (1998).

    

    7) The Pirc and the Modern: early move-orders
 The starting point for this book is strictly the position after 1 e4 d6 2 d4 Nf6 3 Nc3 g6. Due to space constraints, White’s third move alternatives (3 f3 and 3 Bd3) are not considered, although Christian Bauer has written about these in his recent Everyman book on the Philidor. A Pirc player also needs to be aware of 2 Nc3, aiming for a Closed Sicilian with g3, or a Grand Prix Attack with f4 and Bc4 as Short prefers. My advice would be to meet 2 Nc3 with 2 ... g6, since in some of these Sicilian lines it’s preferable to develop the king’s knight to e7 rather than f6 – but that too is beyond the scope of this book.


    I don’t cover the Modern (1 ... g6, delaying ... Nf6) as that is now a fully-fledged opening in its own right, and you can play the Pirc without entering the Modern. But since that is not true the other way round, I hope this book will be useful to Modern players. Perhaps you like to avoid ... Nf6 against the Austrian Attack, for example with 1 e4 g6 2 d4 Bg7 3 Nc3 d6 4 f4 a6 5 Nf3 b5. Fine, but if someone tries 1 e4 g6 2 d4 Bg7 3 Nf3 d6 4 Be2 (or 4 h3) then your best is 4 ... Nf6, transposing to the Pirc after 5 Nc3.

    

    8) Repertoire advice
 This is not a repertoire book: it covers the whole range of the Pirc. If you are taking up the opening for the first time, however, you might wish to establish an experimental repertoire quickly, to try the Pirc out before returning to the book to study further. The chapter introductions and summaries will help you find your own path though the material, but I’d also like here to suggest which games you could concentrate on to build a sound and relatively low-maintenance Black repertoire:

    

    a) The Austrian Attack

    4 f4 Bg7 5 Nf3

    (5 a3 0-0 6 Nf3 c5 – Game 26)

    5 ... c5 6 Bb5+

    (6 e5 Nfd7 – Game 1; 6 dxc5 Qa5 – Games 2-4)

    6 ... Bd7 7 e5
 (7 Bxd7+ Nfxd7 – Games 6-7)

    7 ... Ng4 8 e6
 (8 Bxd7+ Qxd7 9 d5 dxe5 10 h3 e4 11 hxg4 [11 Nxe4 Nf6 – Game 10] 11 ... exf3 – Game 12)
 8 ... fxe6 9 Ng5 Bxb5 10 Nxb5
 (10 Nxe6 Bxd4 – Games 15-16; 10 Qxg4 Bc4 – Game 16)

    10 ... Qa5+ – Games 17-18.

    This is the most theory-intensive part of the repertoire and does demand considerable memory-work. It gets easier from here.

    

    b) The Fianchetto Variation

    4 g3 Bg7 5 Bg2 0-0 6 Nge2 e5 7 h3

    (7 0-0 Nc6 8 dxe5 Nxe5 – Game 39), and then either

    7 ... Nc6 (Game 41) or

    7 ... a6!? 8 a4 exd4 (Game 41, note to Black’s 7th).

    

    c) The Classical Variation

    4 Nf3 Bg7 5 Be2 0-0 6 0-0 Nc6 7 d5
 (7 h3 e5 – Game 47)

    7 ... Nb8 8 Re1

    (8 h3 e5 – Game 48, note to Black’s 8th)

    8 ... e5 – Game 49.

    

    d) The Accelerated Classical

    4 Nf3 Bg7 5 h3 0-0 6 Be3 a6 7 a4 Nc6 8 Be2 e5 – Game 59.

    

    e) The f3 System

    4 Be3 Bg7 5 Qd2 and then either

    5 ... 0-0 (Game 60) or

    5 ... c6 6 f3 Qa5 (Game 63).

    

    f) The 150 Attack

    4 Be3 Bg7 5 Qd2

    (5 Nf3 0-0 6 Qd2 a6 – Game 67)

    5 ... c6

    (or 5 ... 0-0 – Game 60)

    6 Nf3

    (6 Bh6 Bxh6 7 Qxh6 Qa5 – Game 68)

    6 ... Qa5 – Game 63.

    

    g) White plays Bg5

    4 Bg5 Bg7 5 Qd2
 (5 f4 c6 6 Qd2 0-0 transposes; 5 e5 dxe5 6 dxe5 Ng4 – Game 81; 5 Qe2 0-0 – Game 81, note to White’s 5th)

    5 ... c6 6 f4 0-0 7 Bd3

    (7 Nf3 d5!?)

    7 ... b5 – Game 79.

    

    h) White plays Bc4

    4 Bc4 Bg7 5 Qe2

    (5 Nf3 Nc6 – Game 84, note to Black’s 5th)

    5 ... Nc6 – Game 83.

    

    i) The Spike

    4 Be2 Bg7 5 g4

    (5 Be3 c6 – Game 85, note to White’s 5th; 5 e5 dxe5 and 5 h4 c5 – Game 86)

    5 ... d5! – Game 85, note to Black’s 5th.

    

    j) 4 Bf4 c6
 Game 87.

    

    I won’t offer an equivalent set of recommendations for White players, because the chapters are divided according to White’s choices. It’s no accident that most White repertoire books recommend either the Austrian or 150 Attack; if you choose to play one of these then it’s a good idea to play through all the games in the relevant chapters. Just one extra tip: the Archbishop Attack is a formidable but little-known anti-Pirc line – see Chapter 10, Introduction and Game 76.

    

    



    

  


  
    
      

    


    Chapter One
 Austrian Attack with 5 ... c5: Early Deviations
 
 1 e4 d6 2 d4 Nf6 3 Nc3 g6 4 f4
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    The defining move of the Austrian Attack. This is White’s sharpest and most theoretically critical way to meet the Pirc. Since Black hasn’t yet put a pawn in the centre, White attempts a complete takeover, hoping to push the enemy back even further with e4-e5.


    4 ... Bg7 5 Nf3


    White must time the e5-push with care. It’s playable immediately, but as the notes to Game 1 show, this can result in a balanced queenless middlegame. More orthodox is to delay e5 until White has developed some more pieces – though by that time, of course, Black has set up his counterplay with ... c5 or ... Nc6, intending ... e5.


    5 Bd3 protects the e4-pawn in order to prevent ... c5 (since dxc5 can no longer be met by ... Qa5). However, Black can counterattack against the undefended d4-pawn: 5 ... Nc6 6 Nf3 Bg4 7 Be3 (7 d5 Nd4 8 Be3 Nd7 9 0-0 c6 10 Qd2 Nxf3+ 11 gxf3 Bh3 12 Rfe1 Nf6 was unclear in I.Rogers-F.Nijboer, Dutch League 1993, while 7 e5 Bxf3 8 gxf3 Nh5 9 Be3 e6 saddles White with structural problems) 7 ... e5! 8 dxe5 dxe5 9 Bb5 exf4 10 Qxd8+ Rxd8 11 Bxc6+ bxc6 12 Bxf4 0-0 13 h3 Bxf3! 14 gxf3 Nh5 with a slight edge to Black, I.Rogers-E.Gufeld, Canberra 1988.


    A better way to prevent 5 ... c5 is the cunning 5 a3!?. This is discussed in a later chapter (see Games 26 and 27).


    5 ... c5


    The alternative, 5 ... 0-0, delaying the central counterpunch, is of about equal complexity and equal value with 5 ... c5 (see Chapters Four and Five).


    [image: ]


    6 Bb5+


    Again 6 e5 is playable (Game 1). It’s very sharp, but Black can absorb the pressure after 6 ... Nfd7. The immediate point of Black’s 5 ... c5 is that 6 dxc5 is met by 6 ... Qa5, when the attack on the e4-pawn buys Black the time to recapture on c5 with the queen. White can try to throw a spanner in the works with 7 Qd4!? (Game 2) which has enjoyed some success but might fade as the antidote becomes widely known. More usual is 7 Bd3 Qxc5 with a typical Dragon Pirc structure (Games 3 and 4).


    6 ... Bd7


    Every move in this line is critical. 6 ... Nbd7? just loses to 7 e5 Ng4 8 e6 fxe6 9 Ng5, while 6 ... Nfd7?! 7 dxc5 dxc5 8 0-0 0-0 9 e5 produces a structure that Black should usually avoid in the Austrian Attack: the e5-pawn shuts out the Pirc bishop and cuts Black’s camp in two. The only other move, 6 ... Nc6, is risky, e.g. 7 dxc5 (7 d5 a6 is not so clear) 7 ... Qa5 8 0-0 0-0 9 cxd6 (9 Qe1 and 9 Qe2 also favour White) 9 ... Qb6+ 10 Kh1 Nxe4 11 Nxe4 Qxb5 12 a4! Qb4 13 Re1 exd6 14 c3 Qb6 15 Be3 Qc7 16 Nxd6 when White was a healthy pawn up in J.Parker-C.McNab, Stoke 1997.
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    7 Bxd7+


    The main line is the ultra-sharp 7 e5, discussed in Chapters Two and Three. However, 7 Bxd7+ is only superficially a quiet alternative. The on-board fireman Alexei Shirov has done so much to hone it into a dangerous weapon during the last ten years that it deserves to be known as the Shirov Attack.


    7 ... Nfxd7


    The solid recapture 7 ... Nbxd7 is seen in Game 5. The slightly clumsy 7 ... Qxd7?! gives White the pleasant choice between 8 dxc5 dxc5 9 Be3, and Shirov’s 8 d5 0-0 9 e5!? (9 Qe2 would be good enough for most players, but Shirov wants to sacrifice!) 9 ... dxe5 10 fxe5 Ng4 11 0-0 Nxe5 12 Nxe5 Bxe5 13 Bh6 Rd8 14 Qf3 f6 15 Rae1 Qf5 16 Qxf5 gxf5 17 Rxe5! fxe5 18 Rxf5 Nd7 19 Ne4 when White’s small army menaced the denuded Black king in A.Shirov-A.Othman, Dubai (rapid) 2002, though Black clung on for a draw.


    8 d5
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    Without the light-squared bishop, which is sometimes obstructed by its own pawns, White hopes for a better than usual Benoni Pirc structure.


    8 ... b5


    It’s important for Black to play this now, otherwise both his breaks ( ... b5 and ... e6) might be suppressed, as in the 8 ... Na6 line examined in the notes to Game 6.


    9 Qe2


    9 Nxb5!? Qa5+ 10 Nc3 Bxc3+ 11 bxc3 Qxc3+ 12 Bd2 Qc4 13 Qe2 leads to a potentially complex endgame which one recent book has claimed to be good for White, but Beliavsky holds the draw without difficulty in Game 6.


    9 0-0 (notes to Game 7) is similar to 9 Qe2 but possibly less precise as the c3-knight would like to retreat to d1.


    9 ... b4 10 Nd1 Qb6 11 0-0 Qa6


    Black’s queen manoeuvre gains important counterplay, seizing the handy c4-square. Still, White’s centre is quite imposing and he retains some chances of an edge as we’ll see in Game 7.
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    Game 1
 V.Kramnik-A.Grischuk
 Wijk aan Zee 2005

    
 1 e4 d6 2 d4 Nf6 3 Nc3 g6 4 f4 Bg7 5 Nf3


    5 e5 immediately is possible, but grants Black a wide choice. 5 ... Nfd7 is the most combative response, when after 6 Nf3 (6 Bc4 and 6 Ne4 are both satisfactorily met by 6 ... c5), 6 ... c5 transposes to our main game (this is what I’d recommend for Black), and 6 ... 0-0 transposes to Games 19-20. If Black prefers a queenless middlegame he can play 5 ... dxe5 6 dxe5 Qxd1+ 7 Kxd1 Ng4 8 Ke1 (8 Nd5!? is the alternative, displacing Black’s king at the cost of losing time with the knight: 8 ... Kd8 9 Ke1 Be6! 10 Nc3 Nc6 11 Nf3 f6 12 h3 Nh6 13 Bb5 Nb4! 14 Ba4 Bf5 15 exf6 exf6 16 Nd4 Bd7 17 a3 Bxa4 18 Nxa4 Re8+ 19 Kf2 Na6 20 Be3 f5 21 Rad1 Kc8 is dynamically equal, J.Hector-I.Smirin, Oslo 1994) 8 ... c6 (the most sensible according to Marin in NIC Yearbook 51, ruling out White’s annoying knight-jumps to b5 or d5) 9 h3 Nh6 10 g4 f6 11 exf6 exf6 12 Bc4 Nd7 13 Rh2 Kd8! (the alternative plan of ... f5, meeting g5 with ... Nf7 and ... 0-0, is rather passive) 14 Be3 b5 15 Bf1 Re8 16 Kd2 Bb7 and Black had sufficient counterplay in D.Kojovic-R.Govedarica, Igalo 1994.


    5 ... c5
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    6 e5


    This direct approach should not cause Black any sleepless nights, but both sides need to know their theory to successfully negotiate the early complications.


    6 d5 is OK, but rarely used by strong players. Compare the line 6 Bb5+ Bd7 7 Bxd7 Nfxd7 8 d5 (Games 6-7): here White’s chances are better than after the immediate 6 d5, since he has swapped off the light-squared bishop that will otherwise get stuck behind the d5 and e4 central pawn wedge. A typical sequence is 6 ... 0-0 7 Be2 e6 (it’s important for Black to challenge the centre quickly, and 7 ... b5!? is also justified tactically – 8 Bxb5?! Nxe4!) 8 0-0 exd5 9 exd5 Na6 10 h3 Nc7 11 a4 Re8 12 Bc4 a6, A.Kunte-A.Wojtkiewicz, Dhaka 1999, when White doesn’t have much to bite on.
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    A common theme is that when White plays the advance a4-a5 to restrain Black’s ... b5, the black knight will leap out to b5.


    6 ... Nfd7


    Instead 6 ... Ng4? 7 dxc5 dxc5 8 Qxd8+ Kxd8 9 h3 Nh6 10 Be3 b6 11 0-0-0+ Bd7 12 g4 is a nightmare for Black, E.Bareev-D.Norwood, Marseille 1990, and 6 ... dxe5?! 7 dxe5 Qxd1+ 8 Kxd1 Ng4 9 Ke1 Nc6 10 Bb5 Bd7 11 h3 Nh6 12 Be3 b6 13 Rd1 0-0-0 14 g4 is a typically passive endgame that Black should avoid, M.Peretz-Z.Domnitz, Netanya 1969.


    7 exd6


    By no means White’s only move, but theory has long frowned on the alternatives:


    a) 7 Ng5?! cxd4 8 e6 Nc5 9 exf7+ Kf8 is good for Black.


    b) 7 Bc4?! cxd4 8 Bxf7+?! Kxf7 9 e6+ Kf8 10 exd7 dxc3 11 dxc8Q Qxc8 leaves Black a pawn up.


    c) 7 e6 fxe6 8 Ng5 Nf6 (not 8 ... Bxd4? 9 Nb5) 9 dxc5 and now:
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    c1) 9 ... 0-0 10 Qe2 (10 h4 Nc6 11 h5 gxh5!? 12 Bd3 d5 13 Nxh7 Nxh7 14 Bxh7+ Kxh7 15 Qxh5+ Kg8 16 Qh7+ Kf7 17 Qh5+ is a draw, V.Palciauskas-K.Grivainis, correspondence 1974) 10 ... Nc6 11 Nxe6 Bxe6 12 Qxe6+ Kh8 13 Be3 dxc5 14 Bd3 Nd4 15 Qh3 Qc8 16 Qxc8 Raxc8 was very comfortable for Black in J.Isaev-A.Delchev, Bled Olympiad 2002.


    c2) 9 ... Nc6 10 cxd6 exd6 11 Bc4 (11 Bd3 Qb6 is unclear – Nunn and McNab) 11 ... d5 12 Bb3 0-0 13 0-0 h6 14 Nf3 Kh7 15 Qd3 a5 is unclear, T.Oim-M.Umansky, correspondence 2001.


    d) 7 dxc5!? was favoured by the fearsome attacker Dragoljub Velimirovic. After 7 ... dxe5 8 fxe5:


    d1) 8 ... Qa5 9 e6!? fxe6 10 Bd2 intending Qe2 may give White some compensation.


    d2) 8 ... 0-0 9 e6 fxe6 10 Bc4 Nxc5 11 Qe2 Nc6 12 Be3 Qb6 13 Bb3 Qa5 14 0-0 Nxb3 15 axb3 Qc7 16 Qc4 with a slight initiative for White, D.Bronstein-G.Tringov, Reykjavik 1974, is a glimpse into the past life of the Pirc.


    d3) 8 ... Nxe5 9 Qxd8+ Kxd8 10 Nxe5 Bxe5 11 Bc4 Be6 12 Bxe6 Bxc3+ 13 bxc3 fxe6 14 Rb1 Kc7 15 Bf4+ Kc6 16 0-0 Nd7 17 Bg5 is unbalanced but fine for Black, D.Velimirovic-G.Vujadinovic, Nis 1994.


    d4) 8 ... Nc6 9 e6 fxe6 10 Ng5 Bxc3+ (10 ... Nd4? 11 Be3 Nf5 12 Nxe6 Bxc3+ 13 Bd2! wins, D.Velimirovic-S.Marangunic, Yugoslavia 1982) 11 bxc3 Qa5 is unclear – Golod.


    7 ... cxd4!?


    7 ... exd6? 8 Qe2+ is embarrassing for Black, but Grischuk’s move is an even bigger surprise than Kramnik’s 6 e5. What Kramnik had in mind against the traditional recommendation 7 ... 0-0 we may never know.
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    8 Be3 is probably White’s best here, catching up on development rather than getting too greedy (8 dxe7?! Qxe7+ 9 Qe2 Re8 10 Qxe7 Rxe7+ 11 Kf2 Nf6 12 dxc5 Nbd7 13 Bd3 Nxc5 saw Black’s initiative continue in the queenless middlegame, Xu Hanbing-Y.Zimmerman, Budapest 2001, while 8 dxc5 Qa5 9 Be2 Bxc3+ 10 bxc3 Qxc3+ 11 Bd2 Qxc5 12 dxe7 Re8 13 Rb1 Nc6 leaves White’s position a bit purposeless, B.Ivanovic-M.Gurevich, World Team Championship, Lucerne 1989). Now 8 ... exd6 9 Qd2 Nc6 10 0-0-0 Qa5 is how many games in this line used to continue:


    [image: ]


    a) The immediate 11 f5 aims at a quick Bh6 to exchange Black’s strong bishop, but then it’s not clear how White can work up any sort of attack: 11 ... Nf6 12 fxg6 hxg6 13 Bh6 Bg4 14 Bxg7 Kxg7 15 dxc5 Bxf3 16 gxf3 dxc5 17 Qg5 Rad8 18 Bd3 c4 19 Qxa5 Nxa5 was equal in S.Dvoirys-B.Kantsler, USSR Championship, Moscow 1991.


    b) 11 g4!? could be the move to investigate here, e.g. 11 ... Re8 12 h3 (12 f5 Nb6 is a sharp position – Black cannot play the usual 12 ... Nf6 as 13 g5 is strong) 12 ... Nf6 (12 ... Nb6 looks preferable, preventing White’s next and aiming for ... Na4) 13 Bc4 d5?! (13 ... Qb4) 14 Nxd5 Qxd2+ 15 Bxd2 Nxd5 16 Bxd5 Nxd4 17 Ng5 Be6 18 Nxe6 fxe6 19 Bc4 is good for White, B.Rogulj-O.Jovanic, Pula 2000.


    8 Nb5


    Critical, heading for a tasty meal in the corner at the cost of falling behind in development. 8 Nxd4 0-0 9 Be3 Nf6 10 Be2 exd6 11 0-0 Re8 12 Qd2 Nbd7 13 f5 gave White a bit of initiative in G.Sax-L.Sapi, Hungarian Championship 1974, but 10 ... Qxd6 looks fine for Black.


    8 ... 0-0 9 Nc7 Nc5!


    An important move, enabling Black to preserve his pawn structure by capturing on d6 with the queen. 9 ... exd6 10 Nxa8 does not give Black sufficient compensation.
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    10 Nxa8


    Against 10 Nxd4 Grischuk had intended 10 ... Qxd6!? when Kramnik analyses 11 Ndb5 Qxd1+ 12 Kxd1 a6 13 Nxa8 axb5 without evaluation. Black is losing a pawn in addition to the exchange and I’m amazed he can get away with it, but maybe that’s why I have never won any version of the World Championship. Anyway 10 ... exd6 looks more normal, when 11 Nxa8 Re8+ 12 Be2 Bxd4 13 Qxd4 Bg4 14 Be3 Nc6 is unclear (Kramnik).


    10 ... Qxd6 11 Bd3


    11 Bc4 (Kramnik) is logical.


    11 ... Nc6 12 0-0 Be6


    Black’s position is harmonious, but it’s not obvious whether he should provoke White forward on the kingside like this. Kramnik just gives the lines 12 ... Bd7 13 Ng5 Rxa8 14 Ne4 Nxe4 15 Bxe4 and 12 ... Nxd3 13 cxd3 Bf5 as ‘unclear’: in other words he doesn’t venture an opinion!


    13 Ng5 Bd5 14 f5


    It’s important for White to remain active, and give his dark-squared bishop some air.


    14 ... Rxa8
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    15 fxg6


    This exchange is necessary since the immediate 15 Qg4?! is met by 15 ... Ne5. Instead 15 Bf4 Qd7 is slightly better for Black according to Kramnik.


    15 ... hxg6 16 Qg4 Nxd3 17 cxd3 f6 18 Nf3 Bf7 19 Nh4


    Kramnik prefers 19 Bd2 with an unclear position. The opening battle is over, so I’ll abridge the commentary now, but do play through the rest of this fascinating game!


    19 ... Ne5 20 Qg3 Qd7 21 Bf4 g5 22 Bxg5 fxg5 23 Nf5 Bg6 24 Nxg7 Nf7 25 Rxf7 Kxf7 26 Qe5 Bxd3 27 Rd1 Rg8 28 Rxd3 Rxg7 29 Rxd4 Qe6 30 Qxe6+ Kxe6 31 Rb4 b6 32 Ra4 a5 33 b4 axb4


    A time-trouble error according to Kramnik, who says that Black is okay after 33 ... Kf5! 34 bxa5 bxa5 35 Rxa5+ e5 36 a4 Rc7.


    34 Rxb4 Kf5 35 Rxb6 e5 36 a4 Ke4 37 Rb3 Ra7 38 Ra3 Ra5 39 h3 Kf4 40 Kf2 Ke4 41 g3 g4 42 hxg4 Kd4 43 g5 Kd5 44 Ke3 Ke6 45 Ke4 Kf7 46 Kd3 Kg6 47 Kc4 Kxg5 48 Kb4 Ra6!
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    49 a5


    A mistake – Kramnik demonstrates a win with 49 Kc5 Kg4 (49 ... Ra5+ 50 Kb6 Ra8 51 a5, or 49 ... e4 50 Kd4 Kf5 51 a5 Rd6+ 52 Ke3) 50 a5 e4 51 Kd4 e3 52 Kxe3 Kxg3 53 Ra4 Kh3 54 Kd3 Kg3 55 Kc4.


    49 ... e4 50 Kc4 Rd6 51 a6 e3 52 a7 e2 53 a8Q e1Q 54 Ra5+ Kg4 55 Qg8+ Kf3 56 Qf7+ Kg2 57 Ra2+ Kg1 58 Qa7+ Kf1 59 Qf7+ Kg1 60 Qa7+ Kf1 61 Ra1 Rd1 62 Qf7+ Kg1 63 Qa7+ Kf1 64 Rxd1 Qxd1 65 Qd4 Qa4+ 66 Kd3 Qb3+ 67 Qc3 Qd5+ ½-½

    

    Game 2
 G.Pilavov-Y.Zimmerman
 Russian Team Championship 2006

    
 1 e4 d6 2 d4 Nf6 3 Nc3 g6 4 f4 Bg7 5 Nf3 c5 6 dxc5 Qa5
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    7 Qd4!?


    Pilavov’s move is an interesting new idea, which has lately scored close to 100%. However, nearly everyone has responded with Zimmerman’s over-optimistic 7 ... 0-0?!, whereas the improvement given in the next note appears a reliable path to equality.


    Note that 7 cxd6? Nxe4 8 dxe7 Nc6 gives Black very good play, and so far there have been no high-level takers for Gallagher’s idea 7 Qd3!? Qxc5 8 Be3 Qa5 9 Qb5+ Qxb5 10 Nxb5 Na6 11 e5! (rather than 11 Bd3 0-0 12 Bxa7 Nh5 13 Be3 Bxb2 14 Rb1 Bg7 with equality, A.Sokolov-M.Gurevich, USSR Championship, Riga 1985) and now:


    a) 11 ... dxe5 12 fxe5 is more challenging than the 12 Nxe5 Nd5 13 Bd2 0-0 14 0-0-0 Nac7 15 Nxc7 Nxc7 16 Bc4 Be6 17 Bxe6 Nxe6 of Fernandez Garcia-L.Van Wely, Las Palmas 1993, which was completely level.


    b) 11 ... Nd5 12 Bxa7 Nxf4 13 exd6 Bxb2 14 Rd1 is messy but Gallagher prefers White. One point is that the natural move to free the Black king, 14 ... exd6, can be met by an annoying bishop manoeuvre, 15 Be3 Ne6 16 Bh6!. However, I think Black is OK after 14 ... Bd7 15 Be3!? Nxg2+ 16 Bxg2 Bxb5.


    7 ... 0-0?!


    The ‘normal’ Pirc response, but Pilavov’s next few moves seem to constitute a refutation. Also unsatisfactory is 7 ... Nc6?! 8 Bb5 dxc5 (8 ... Qxb5 9 Qxf6! wins a pawn) 9 Qa4 Qxa4 10 Bxa4 Bd7 11 e5 with a typical White advantage, while 7 ... Qxc5? 8 Qxc5 dxc5 9 e5 Ng4 10 Nd5 is not to be contemplated.


    Black’s best is almost certainly 7 ... dxc5.
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    Admittedly this gives White the pawn structure he wants; i.e. the possibility of planting a pawn on e5 to shut out Black’s bishop on g7 and cut his position in two. But the good news for Black is that for the time being, White has either to give up the bishop-pair or place his queen awkwardly; factors which should give Black sufficient play. 8 Bb5+ (not 8 Qe3? Nxe4!, while Martin analyses 8 Qc4!? 0-0 9 e5 Be6 10 Qb5 Qxb5 11 Nxb5 Nd5 12 a3 a6 13 c4 axb5 14 cxd5 Bxd5 15 Bxb5 when I don’t think Black has much to complain about) and now:


    a) 8 ... Bd7 9 Bxd7+ (9 Qxc5 0-0! gives Black good compensation) 9 ... Nbxd7 10 Qd2 Rd8 11 0-0 is a line suggested by Certic, and looks good for White. Black must act fast before White’s queen manoeuvres from e1 to h4, and e4-e5 puts the lid on the Black kingside, but a continuation such as 11 ... b5 12 Qe2 b4 13 Nd1 0-0 (13 ... Nb8 might be better, but that doesn’t say much for Black’s position) 14 e5 Nd5 15 e6 Nb8 16 exf7+ Rxf7 17 Ng5 is excellent for White.


    b) 8 ... Nbd7?! 9 Qa4 Qxa4 10 Bxa4 a6 11 e5 Ng4 12 Bb3 is good for White, B.Certic-G.Vujadinovic, Kladovo 1996.


    c) 8 ... Qxb5! 9 Qxf6 (not 9 Nxb5? cxd4 10 Nc7+ Kd8 11 Nxa8 Nxe4) 9 ... Bxf6 10 Nxb5 Na6 11 e5 Bg7 12 Be3
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    is evaluated as slightly better for White by both Erenburg and Gallagher. But although the position requires patience from Black, I don’t see how White can claim any advantage after giving up his light-squared bishop and then fixing his own pawns on dark squares. After Black has completed development with something like 12 ... Bd7 13 a4 0-0 the ‘extra’ bishop will sit snugly on c6, while White will have to watch out for a later ... f6 to activate the other bishop. White certainly can’t just sit on the position. An idea that appeals to me even more is 12 ... Kd7!? 13 0-0-0+ Kc6 14 Nc3 Bf5 when the king is usefully placed should mass-simplifications occur. This highlights White’s lack of influence on the light squares.
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    8 cxd6!


    8 Bd2 is also good, e.g. 8 ... Nc6 (and not 8 ... Nfd7? 9 Nd5, but 8 ... dxc5 is probably best) 9 Qc4 and now both 9 ... Be6 10 Qb5 Qxb5 11 Bxb5 dxc5?! (11 ... Nb4) 12 Bxc6 bxc6 13 0-0-0 (P.Bobras-S.Collins, European Team Championship, Gothenburg 2005) and 9 ... Qxc5 10 Qxc5 dxc5 11 e5 Ne8 12 Be3 b6 13 0-0-0 Nc7 14 Nb5 Ne6 15 Bc4 a6 16 Nc3 (L.Milos-J.Gonzales, Castelldefels 2004) were passive for Black. However, unless someone finds a dramatic improvement on Zimmerman’s play in the main game, this option is no longer required!


    8 ... Nxe4


    The critical move. 8 ... Nc6 9 Qd2 consolidates for White: Pilavov in Informator 96 analyses 8 ... exd6 9 Qd2 Re8 10 Bd3 Bf5 11 Ng5 Qc5 12 Qf2! h6 13 Qxc5 dxc5 14 0-0 Bg4 15 Nf3 c4 16 Bxc4 Nxe4 17 Ne5! Nd6 18 Nxg4 Nxc4 19 Nd5, winning an exchange.


    9 Qxe4 Bxc3+ 10 bxc3!


    The exchange is a small price to pay for eliminating Black’s key defender and establishing a monstrous pawn on e7.


    10 ... Qxc3+ 11 Kf2 Qxa1 12 dxe7 Re8 13 Bc4 Qf6


    13 ... Nc6? loses at once to 14 Bxf7+! Kxf7 15 Qc4+ Kg7 (15 ... Be6 16 Ng5+) 16 Bd2!.


    14 Ba3 Nc6 15 Ng5 Bf5 16 Qd5
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    16 ... Rxe7


    The return of the exchange is forced, but it comes with interest. Even worse is 16 ... Be6 17 Nxe6 fxe6 18 Qxe6+ Qxe6 19 Bxe6+ Kg7 20 Bb2+ Kh6 21 Re1.


    17 Bxe7 Nxe7 18 Qxf7+ Qxf7 19 Bxf7+ Kg7 20 Re1 Nc6 21 Bd5 h6 22 Rb1 Nd8 23 Nf3 Rc8 24 Nd4 Kf6 25 Rb2 b6 26 c4 Ne6 27 Nxf5 Kxf5 28 g3 Rc5 29 h4 Nc7 30 Rd2 b5 31 Rd4 Kf6 32 Ke3 a5 33 g4 b4 34 g5+ hxg5 35 hxg5+ Kg7 36 Be4 a4 37 Rd7+ Kf8 38 Bxg6 Ne6 39 Rf7+ Kg8 40 Rb7 Nxg5 41 fxg5 Rxg5 42 Be4 1-0

    
 Game 3
 V.Bologan-T.Nyback
 Calvia Olympiad 2004

    
 1 e4 d6 2 d4 Nf6 3 Nc3 g6 4 f4 Bg7 5 Nf3 c5 6 dxc5 Qa5 7 Bd3
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    The normal response. Now the pawn structure resembles that of the Classical Dragon. The resulting positions are also similar to those reached after 1 e4 d6 2 d4 Nf6 3 Nc3 g6 4 f4 Bg7 5 0-0 0-0 6 Be2 c5 7 dxc5 Qa5 8 0-0 Qxc5+ 9 Kh1, and in some cases there are direct transpositions. So it’s useful to study this and Game 4 in conjunction with Game 21.


    7 ... Qxc5 8 Qe2


    Preparing Be3 and kingside castling.


    8 ... Bg4


    Black’s natural developing moves are ... Bg4, ... 0-0 and ... Nc6. However, the order matters: 8 ... 0-0 is fine, as played in Game 4, but gives White the extra option of 9 Be3 Qa5 10 h3!?, rather than transposing to the main game with 10 0-0 Bg4. 10 h3 both prevents Black’s bishop from developing on g4 and sets up the possibility of kingside violence with g2-g4.
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    Black could respond with 10 ... Nbd7, intending ... a6, ... b5 and ... Bb7, or try the critical 10 ... Nh5!? 11 Kf2 e5 (11 ... f5!?) 12 f5 Nf4 13 Bxf4 exf4 14 Qd2 (J.Polgar-M.Hennigan, London 1988), when Nunn and McNab recommend 14 ... Qb6+ 15 Ke2 Re8!? 16 fxg6 hxg6 17 Nd5 Qc5 with good play for Black. Going back a couple of moves, the move-order 10 0-0 Nc6?! is the one Black should probably avoid, as now White plays 11 h3 and Black has neither ... Bg4, nor the options of ... Nh5 or ... Nbd7. A.Kovchan-O.Budnikov, Alushta 2003, continued 11 ... Nb4 12 a3 Nxd3 13 cxd3 Bd7 14 Rac1 Rfc8, when 15 Qf2 Bc6 16 Bd4 Qa6 17 Rcd1 b5 18 e5 Nd5 19 Ne4 f5 gave Black good counterplay, but 15 Bd4 intending Qe3 would keep a solid space advantage for White.


    9 Be3 Qa5 10 0-0 0-0


    [image: ]


    11 Kh1


    Still the most common move is 11 h3 (Game 4). In this game we examine what happens when White eschews h3, sometimes hoping after a later ... Bxf3 to recapture with the rook and swing it to h3 in the direction of Black’s king. He has two other alternatives:


    a) It’s not clear whether it makes much difference to play 11 Qe1 immediately, as White normally decides to tuck his king in the corner sooner or later anyway: 11 ... Nc6 (11 ... Bxf3 12 Rxf3 Nc6 may be Black’s best option, and would transpose to the main game if White now plays 13 Kh1) 12 Nd2!? Bd7 13 Nb3 (13 Kh1 Nb4 14 h3 was the prelude to a wonderful battle in E.Sziva-I.Lauterbach, Saint Vincent 1999: 14 ... Nxd3 15 cxd3 Bc6 16 f5 e6 17 Qh4 exf5 18 exf5 Nh5 19 f6 Rfe8 20 Nde4 d5 21 Rf5 Qd8 22 Rxh5 dxe4 23 Rxh7 Bxf6 24 Bg5 Bxg5 25 Rh8+ Kg7 26 Qh7+ Kf6 27 Rf1+ Ke5 28 d4+? Kd6 29 Rxf7 Rg8 30 d5 Bxd5 31 Nxd5 Rxh8 32 Qxg6+ Kxd5 33 Rf5+ Kd4 34 Qg7+ Ke3 35 Rxg5 Rc8 36 Rg3+ Kf2 37 Qg4 Rh4 38 Qg6 Qd1+ 0-1) 13 ... Qd8 (13 ... Qc7 may be less accurate as after 14 Kh1 Nb4 15 f5 Nxd3 16 cxd3 the queen is uncomfortable on the open file) 14 h3 Nb4 15 Qf2 b5 16 a3 Nxd3 17 cxd3 Qb8 18 d4 b4 19 axb4 Qxb4 with equality, E.Mortensen-J.Yrjola, Espoo 1989.


    b) Praveen Thipsay’s speciality 11 Qf2 is quite subtle. After 11 ... Bxf3 12 Qxf3 Nc6 13 Kh1 we have the main line position (i.e. that of Game 4) except that White has played Kh1 instead of both h3 and a3.
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    Since Kh1 is more certainly a useful move than either of those, perhaps White has gained something, and in P.Thipsay-A.Lahiri, Hyderabad 2006, he outmanoeuvred his opponent with 13 ... Nd7 14 Bd2 e6?! 15 f5 Rae8 16 Qh3 Qb4 17 a3 Qb6 when 18 Nb5 would have been powerful. Alternatively 13 ... Nb4?! 14 a3 Nxd3 15 cxd3 a6?! 16 d4 b5 17 f5 gave White her desired central pawn mass in I.Gaponenko-M.Klinova, Chisinau 2005. The general moral of this is that although Black is frequently happy to play ... Nd7-c5xd3, when his remaining knight on c6 will control d4, the manoeuvre ... Nb4xd3 is usually to be avoided, as there is nothing to stop White playing d3-d4 thereafter. If in doubt, I think 13 ... Rac8 is Black’s most constructive waiting/developing move, e.g. 14 a3 Nd7 – compare Game 4.


    11 ... Nc6 12 Qe1 Bxf3


    This is certainly the easiest way for Black to deal with his problem piece, but as we’ve already seen, it is not obligatory, e.g. 12 ... Rac8 13 Nd2 Bd7 14 h3 Nb4 15 Nb3 Qc7 16 Rc1 b6 17 Be2 Qb7 18 Bf3 Qb8 19 a3 Na6 20 Nd4 Nc5 with a fairly small edge for White, G.Sax-Z.Medvegy, Hungarian League 2004.


    13 Rxf3
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    13 ... e6


    Black adopts a cagey, Hedgehog-like set-up. 13 ... Rac8 aiming to equalize with an immediate ... d5 is recommended by Chernin, but I think it leads to less interesting play than Nyback’s method, e.g. 14 a3 d5! and now:


    a) 15 Nxd5 Nxd5 16 Qxa5 (16 Bd2 Qd8 17 exd5 Nd4 is equal) 16 ... Nxa5 17 exd5 Bxb2 18 Rb1 Bxa3 19 Bxa7 Bc5 20 Rb5 was agreed drawn in V.Baklan-A.Chernin, European Club Cup, Panormo 2001.


    b) 15 e5 d4 16 exf6 Bxf6 17 Ne4 dxe3 18 Nxf6+ exf6 19 Qxe3 Rfe8 20 Qf2 f5 was I.Gaponenko-A.Bogza, Romanian Team Championship 2005, and now instead of 21 Re3, Nisipeanu and Stoica propose 21 c3!? Nd8 22 b4 Qc7 23 Bb5 Nc6 24 Rh3 with a modest plus for White.


    14 Rh3 Rac8 15 a3 a6


    Substantial manoeuvring games are typical of this variation, and patience is needed. Here both sides take time out to protect their queensides, before a flurry of action takes place on the other wing.


    16 Qh4 h5!


    This is superficially ugly, but if White tries to exploit the new weakness by playing f4-f5, he does so at the cost of letting a Black knight settle on e5.


    17 Rf3 Ng4 18 Bd2 Qd8 19 Qe1 Nf6


    Nisipeanu and Stoica prefer 19 ... Nd4 20 Rf1 h4 ‘with counterplay’, but it is not obvious to me how Black would follow this up, and the danger is that the h4-pawn will just become permanently weak. Nyback’s play is solid and sensible.
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    20 h3 Nd7 21 Be3 Nd4 22 Rf1 Nc5 23 Qf2 Nxd3 24 cxd3


    Black has carefully achieved equality by getting rid of White’s bishop-pair whilst ensuring that White cannot subsequently expand in the centre with d3-d4.


    24 ... Nb3 25 Rad1 d5


    On 25 ... Bxc3? 26 bxc3 Rxc3 27 Qb2 Qc8 28 Bf2 Black is losing material.


    26 exd5 exd5 27 d4 Qd7 28 f5! Rfe8 29 Rd3 Na5 30 Qf3 Nc4 31 Bc1
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    31 ... Rcd8


    31 ... Nb6 might be a better way to defend the d-pawn.


    32 Bg5! Nxb2 33 Bxd8 Nxd3 34 fxg6 fxg6 35 Qxd3


    35 Bh4 Qf5! 36 Nxd5 Qxf3 37 Rxf3 Re4 is equal.


    35 ... Rxd8 36 Qxg6 Rf8 37 Rxf8+ Kxf8 38 Qxh5 Bxd4 39 Nxd5 Qf7 40 Qh6+ Ke8 41 Nf4


    41 Ne3! avoids the pin that occurs in the game and may give White winning chances. After Black’s next, White is forced to expose his king.


    41 ... Be3 42 g3 Qf5 43 Qh8+ Kf7 44 Qb2 Bxf4 45 Qxb7+ Ke8 46 Qc6+ Kd8 47 gxf4 ½-½

    

    Game 4
 M.Fierz-M.Gurevich
 Cappelle la Grande 2001

    
 1 e4 d6 2 d4 g6 3 Nc3 Bg7 4 f4 Nf6 5 Nf3 c5 6 dxc5 Qa5 7 Bd3 Qxc5 8 Qe2 0-0 9 Be3 Qa5 10 0-0 Bg4 11 h3 Bxf3 12 Qxf3 Nc6


    [image: ]


    13 a3


    This is nearly always played, but there are alternatives:


    a) The curious move 13 Rab1 has been recommended by Karel Van der Weide (NIC Yearbook 69). White is clearly not worried by 13 ... Nb4 (the move that 13 a3 superfluously prevents), since 14 a3 Nxd3 15 cxd3 simply strengthens White’s centre without giving Black counterplay; while the basic idea is that if Black continues as in the traditional main line (see note to Black’s 14th), White gains a significant tempo by omitting a3, i.e. 13 ... Nd7 (13 ... e6!? 14 a3 d5 15 e5 Nd7 16 b4 Qd8 17 Nb5 a5 18 c4 dxc4 19 Bxc4 axb4 20 axb4 Qe7 21 Rfd1 Rfd8 22 Qe4 g5!? with unclear play, K.Van der Weide-P.Van der Sterren, Dutch Championship, Leeuwarden 2001, was Van der Weide’s first experiment with 13 Rab1) 14 Bd2 Qb6+?! 15 Kh1 Nc5 and now instead of the lame a3, White can use the extra move to play 16 Nd5. Black should rethink on move 14:
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    a1) 14 ... Nc5? is impossible due to 15 b4.


    a2) The immediate 14 ... Qd8 enables White to make sense of having played Rab1 instead of a3, by grabbing queenside space: 15 b4! Rc8 16 Nd5! Nd4 17 Qd1 e6 18 Ne3 a6 19 a4 Nc6 20 Qe1 Qe7 21 Kh1 left Black a bit cramped and planless in K.Van der Weide-F.Konings, Utrecht 2003.


    a3) The untried waiting move 14 ... Rac8! looks best to me, asking White the question whether he has any more constructive waiting move than Van der Weide’s recommendation of 15 a3 (15 Kh1 Qd8 is similar) when 15 ... Qd8! reaches a position similar to that in our main game, in which Black’s ... Rc8 is, however, more useful than White’s Rb1. The pressure from the rook on c8 hinders White’s queenside expansion with b2-b4.


    b) Black should meet 13 Ne2 with 13 ... Nd7 whereupon 14 c3? Nde5! is a notorious trap that has claimed several GM victims!


    c) 13 Kh1 like 13 Rab1, invites 13 ... Nb4. As usual, Black does better to go after the bishop on d3 with his other knight, e.g. 13 ... Nd7 14 Bd2 Nc5 15 Rad1 Nxd3!? 16 cxd3 e6 17 a3 f5 18 g4 Qb6 19 gxf5 exf5 20 b4 Nd4 21 Qf2?! (21 Qg2) 21 ... Qc6 22 Nd5 Rae8 23 Rc1 Qa6 24 Rc4 Ne6 25 Rfc1 Qxa3 26 Qe3 Bb2 and by now Black was clearly better in R.Tischbierek-M.Gurevich, Ostend 1991.


    13 ... Nd7 14 Bd2


    This is necessary since Black is actually threatening to capture on c3 here.
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    14 ... Qd8!?


    This idea of Chernin’s has for some time been the fashionable option. Black intends ... e6, re-routing the queen to e7 or perhaps h4. He waits for White to play f5, then takes over the e5-square, arguing that White’s bishop on d3 is actually a liability – and so it often proves to be one.


    a) In the traditional main line, on the other hand, Black immediately eliminates the White bishop-pair, then contests the centre with ... f5: 14 ... Qb6+ 15 Kh1 Nc5 16 Rab1 Nxd3 17 cxd3 f5 (essential, preventing White from playing f5 himself)
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    18 g4 (18 Nd5 Qb3 19 Bc3 Rf7 20 Bxg7 Kxg7 21 Qe3 e6 22 Nc3 d5! was at least equal for Black in S.Kindermann-M.Gurevich, European Team Championship, Haifa 1989) 18 ... e6 19 gxf5 exf5 20 Nd5 Qd8 21 Bc3 Ne7 22 e5!? dxe5 23 Nxe7+ Qxe7 24 Bb4 Qf7 25 Bxf8 Rxf8 26 fxe5 Bxe5 with Black’s strong bishop providing sufficient compensation for the exchange. This was first played in I.Glek-A.Chernin, Neu Isenburg 1991, and no-one has innovated since, probably because 14 ... Qd8 is all the rage. If White dislikes this traditional main line, he should opt for 13 Rab1 as analysed above. Conversely Black players who want to opt for the traditional main line must be prepared for the kind of positions that arise in Fierz-Gurevich, in case White chooses 13 Rab1.


    b) 14 ... Rac8 can lead to similar play to 14 ... Qd8; e.g. 15 Kh1 Qd8 16 Rad1 (16 g4?! Nc5 17 f5?! Ne5 18 Qg3 Nexd3 19 cxd3 Nb3 20 Rad1 Nxd2 was agreed drawn in M.Galyas-Y.Zimmerman, Budapest 2000, though Black should just win a pawn and carry on!) 16 ... a6 (16 ... e6 is much of a muchness, since the attempt to exploit the omission of ... a6 with 17 Nb5 gave White nothing in D.Petrovic-M.Umanksy, correspondence 2003, which continued 17 ... Nc5 18 Bc3 a6 19 Bxg7 Kxg7 20 Nc3 Qb6 21 b4 Nxd3 22 Rxd3 Rfd8 with equality) and now:


    b1) 17 Bc1 defends b2 in preparation for a typical knight manoeuvre: 17 ... b5 (perhaps 17 ... e6!?) 18 Nd5 e6 and a draw was agreed in M.Pap-A.Delchev, Subotica 2003, but Erenburg notes that 19 Nb4 Nc5 20 Nxc6 Rxc6 21 Be2 maintains White’s bishop pair and hence a small edge.


    b2) 17 f5 Nce5 18 Qe2 e6 19 Be3 Re8 20 Qd2 Nxd3 21 cxd3 Ne5 22 Bh6 gave White some pressure in A.Bokros-Y.Zimmerman, Hungarian League 2001.
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    15 Rae1


    The recent trend has been to play 15 Kh1 e6 and now immediately 16 f5!? (16 Rab1 a6 17 Ne2 Nc5 18 Rfd1 Nxd3 19 Qxd3 d5! 20 Bc3 dxe4 21 Qxe4 Qc7, D.Campora-A.Chernin, Villarrobledo (rapid) 1998, shows an important theme in this line: Black’s ... e6 surprisingly often supports a central break with ... d6-d5, packing the light-squares with pawns in the absence of Black’s light-squared bishop; compare the previous battle between these players: 16 Bc4 Nd4 17 Qd1 d5! 18 exd5 Nb6 19 Ba2 exd5 20 Ne2 Nf5 when Black’s position is much the more harmonious, D.Campora-A.Chernin, San Bernadino 1991), e.g. 16 ... Qh4 17 Bf4 Be5 (Black is not forced to exchange dark-squared bishops, but hopes in an ideal world to end up with a good knight on e5 dominating a wretched bishop on d3; White must keep up the pressure on the kingside to avoid this scenario)
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    18 Qe3 Bxf4 (but Black implements his positional plan too hastily, and makes White’s task of arranging his rooks much easier; I think the waiting move 18 ... a6 would preserve equality) 19 Rxf4 Qe7 20 Qg3 Kg7 21 Raf1 f6 22 Bc4 exf5 23 exf5 Nb6 was A.Ivanov-Y.Zimmerman, Russian Team Championship 2006, and now simply 24 Be6 looks very strong for White.


    15 ... e6


    An essential ingredient in the ... Qd8 plan.
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    16 Kh1 Rc8 17 f5


    This appears consistent, but Black should be quite happy to see it. A slower approach, denying Black the e5-square, may cause more problems, e.g. 17 Qg3 Qe7 18 Nd1!? Nc5 19 Bc3 a6 20 Bxg7 Kxg7 21 Ne3 Nd7 (if 21 ... Nxd3 22 cxd3 Nd4, then 23 f5 comes with more force than before) 22 Rf2 Kh8 23 c3 (White’s idea is to pressurize d6) 23 ... b5 24 Bb1 a5 25 Rd1 Rcd8 26 Rfd2 Nb6 27 Ng4 f5 28 Nf2 Nc4 29 Re2 Qf6 30 Bd3 a4 31 Qf3, R.Felgaer-F.Peralta, Pinamar 2002. By ‘being’ rather than ‘doing’, White has retained the more flexible position, while Black has the problem of the ‘superfluous knight’: only one knight at a time can occupy the c4-square.


    17 ... a6 18 Qg3 Be5!


    Now Black is doing much better than in Ivanov-Zimmerman, where White had already played Bf4.


    19 Bf4 Nf6


    Threatening 20 ... Nh5.


    20 Bxe5 Nxe5 21 Ne2 Nh5 22 Qe3 Qh4 23 Kg1 Rfe8
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    24 Qh6?


    This asks too much of the White position. 24 fxe6 fxe6 25 Nd4 intending a possible Nf3, may keep the balance.


    24 ... exf5 25 Nf4


    If 25 exf5, Black penetrates to the seventh rank with 25 ... Nxd3 26 cxd3 Rc2


    25 ... Nxd3 26 cxd3 fxe4 27 Nxh5 Qxh5 28 Qxh5 gxh5 29 dxe4 Rc4 30 Rf6?


    30 Rd1 keeps drawing chances.


    30 ... Re6 31 Rf5 Rcxe4 32 Ref1 Re7 33 Rg5+ Kh8 34 Rxh5 R4e5 35 Rh6 Rd7 0-1

    

    Game 5
 A.Shirov-L.Van Wely
 Monaco (blindfold) 1998

    
 1 e4 d6 2 d4 g6 3 Nc3 Bg7 4 f4 Nf6 5 Nf3 c5 6 Bb5+ Bd7 7 Bxd7+ Nbxd7


    A less active recapture than 7 ... Nfxd7 (Games 6 and 7), since Black can’t subsequently force through ... b5. Still, it should be possible to find improvements on Van Wely’s play in this game, and this is a useful fallback in case 7 ... Nfxd7 should turn nasty for Black.
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    8 d5


    8 e5?! is unpromising after 8 ... Nh5 when the 9 g4? (or 9 Be3? Nxf4!) 9 ... Nxf4! 10 Bxf4 cxd4 11 Ne4 (11 Qxd4? dxe5 12 Nxe5 Nxe5) 11 ... dxe5 12 Bd2 Qb6 13 Rb1 of M.Berggren-R.Suder, Eretria 2005, gave Black a marvellous central presence which he could have consolidated simply by castling kingside. Instead, White must submit to dissolving his centre with 9 exd6 0-0 10 0-0 exd6 when both 11 f5 cxd4! 12 Nxd4?! (12 Nb5 looks better, keeping a knight on f3 rather than e2 where it is vulnerable to Black’s rooks on the e-file) 12 ... Qb6 13 Nce2 Rfe8 14 c3 Re4 15 Qb3 Qxb3 16 axb3 a6 17 Nf4 Nxf4 18 Bxf4 Nc5 (E.Bareev-Ubilava, Moscow 1989), and 11 Be3 Re8 12 Qd2 Nhf6 13 dxc5 dxc5 14 f5 Qb6 15 fxg6 hxg6 16 Bg5 c4+ 17 Kh1 Rad8 (P.Zarnicki-L.Van Wely, Biel 1993) gave Black the initiative.


    8 ... 0-0


    8 ... b5? 9 e5 dxe5 10 fxe5 Ng4 11 e6 Bxc3+ 12 bxc3 fxe6 13 Ng5 attacks both g4 and e6.
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    9 Qe2


    The most precise, clamping down on ... b5 while preparing e4-e5. Alternatively:


    a) 9 0-0 b5 10 e5 dxe5 11 fxe5 Ng4 12 e6 b4 is unclear – Nunn.


    b) 9 a4 a6 10 a5!? (10 Qe2 seems better, when 10 ... e6 could transpose to our main game, while Chernin later admitted that his 10 ... b5?! 11 axb5 axb5 12 Rxa8 Qxa8 13 Nxb5 Qa5+ 14 Nc3 Ne8 gave him inadequate compensation in A.Shirov-A.Chernin, Moscow (rapid) 1996, such as after 15 Qd3) is superficially nice, but White now has to spend a few moves catching up on development, giving Black time to regroup. 10 ... Qc7 11 Qe2 e6 12 dxe6 fxe6 13 0-0 Rae8 14 Bd2 was the continuation of V.Bologan-J.Nunn, German League 1993, when instead of 14 ... Kh8?!, Nunn recommends 14 ... Nb8!, coming to c6 to highlight the negative side of White’s a5-push, when 15 e5 dxe5 16 Nxe5 Nc6 is equal.


    9 ... e6


    Black must get this in before White pushes him back with e5.


    10 dxe6 fxe6 11 0-0


    Black has a structural worry, as he needs to protect both the e6 and d6 pawns, and pushing either of them is likely to lead to more weaknesses. White will settle a knight on g5, when in an ideal world Black would respond with ... h6 and ... g5, trying to win the e5 square for a knight, but this is unlikely to be possible in practice. The extra tempo White has compared with Bologan-Nunn means 11 ... Qc7 is met with 12 f5! (Khalifman and Soloviov), so Black has to manoeuvre his major pieces a bit more slowly.


    11 ... Qe7 12 Bd2 a6 13 a4 Rae8 14 Rae1 Qd8 15 Ng5 Qb6 16 Bc1
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    16 ... Qb4?


    Greedy! Van Wely allows himself to be pushed into playing ... d5 because he is going after White’s a-pawn, which he then decides he hasn’t time to take. Instead 16 ... c4+ 17 Kh1 Qc5 (17 ... Qc6!?) would keep the queen in touch with the d6-pawn while preparing ... b5, meeting Be3 with ... Qb4 and 18 a5!? with 18 ... Qxa5 19 Qxc4 d5, although 18 e5!? results in a marginally better ending for White after the beautiful forcing line 18 ... dxe5 19 fxe5 Nxe5 20 Qxe5 Qxe5 21 Rxe5 Ne4! 22 Re1 Nxc3 23 Rxe6 Ne2 24 g4 Rxe6 25 Nxe6 Rf7 26 Bd2 Nd4 27 Nxg7 Nf3 28 Re8+ Kxg7 29 Bc3+ Kh6.


    17 Rd1 d5 18 e5 Nh5 19 Nh3 Bh6


    Giving the knight a retreat square on g7, but this bishop is none too happy now.


    20 Ne4 Nxe5?


    A panicky-looking move, losing material. Nevertheless 20 ... Nb6 21 Nd6 Re7 22 b3 is good for White, and 20 ... Qxa4 21 Nd6 Re7 22 c4 (indirectly defending f4) 22 ... Ng7 23 f5 Nxf5 24 Nxf5 Rxf5 25 Bxh6 gives Black big co-ordination problems (Khalifman and Soloviov).


    21 Nd6 Nc6 22 Nxe8 Rxe8 23 c3 Qxa4 24 g4 Ng7 25 g5 Nf5 26 gxh6 1-0
 

    Game 6
 Z.Medvegy-A.Beliavsky
 Hungarian League 2004

    
 1 e4 d6 2 d4 Nf6 3 Nc3 g6 4 f4 Bg7 5 Nf3 c5 6 Bb5+ Bd7 7 Bxd7+ Nfxd7 8 d5 b5


    A critical position. The slow approach 8 ... Na6 probably grants White too much space. Black has trouble arranging either ... b5 or ... e6, and White threatens to expand with e5 or f5:


    a) In M.Wahls-J.Gallagher, German League 2003, White tried the plan of f5 and Qe1-h4, but 9 0-0 0-0 10 f5!? Nc7 11 a4 a6 (White inserts these pawn moves so that after a subsequent ... b5-b4 Black will not have the b5-square for his knight) 12 Qe1 b5 13 Qh4 b4 14 Ne2 e6 (undermining the d5-pawn) 15 Bg5 f6 16 Bd2 (16 Bh6!?) 16 ... exd5 17 exd5 g5 18 Qe4?! wasn’t convincing since Black could have taken the initiative with 18 ... Re8 19 Qd3 Qe7 20 Rfe1 Qe4 (Erenburg).


    b) 9 Qe2! 0-0 10 0-0 and then:


    b1) 10 ... Nc7 11 a4 (11 Rd1 immediately allows 11 ... b5!?) 11 ... a6 12 Rd1 b6 13 e5 Qc8?! (13 ... f5! is not so bad for Black) 14 Ne4 dxe5 15 d6! exd6 16 Nxd6 Qb8 17 Ng5 and Black did not last long in J.Van der Wiel-B.Larsen, Amsterdam 1980.


    b2) 10 ... e6 (Black gets this in before Rd1 comes) 11 dxe6 fxe6 12 Rd1! Nb6 (12 ... Qb6 is also met by 13 a4) 13 a4 Nc7?! (13 ... Qe7 14 a5 Nc8 limits the damage) was A.Shirov-K.Hulak, Manila Olympiad 1992, and now Shirov suggests 14 a5 Nc8 15 e5 d5 16 Ne4 Qe7 17 Neg5 with kingside pressure.


    9 Nxb5!?


    [image: ]


    Until very recently this capture was considered totally harmless for Black. However, a refinement in the ensuing endgame was discovered for White, and in their repertoire book Opening for White according to Anand Book 4, Khalifman and Soloviov suggest that White gets a clear advantage by force. However, they don’t mention our present main game (perhaps it was published after they went to press), and this enables them greatly to exaggerate the strength of this line. It’s admittedly annoying for Black, in that he needs to know a long forcing line just to reach a position where White can more or less force a draw, as in our main game. But sometimes that’s just life when you’re playing Black!


    9 ... Qa5+ 10 Nc3 Bxc3+ 11 bxc3 Qxc3+ 12 Bd2 Qc4


    The queen occupies a nice post here, but can be dislodged at once.


    13 Qe2!


    This move effectively forces an endgame in which White hopes his development advantage will enable him to seize the open file first.
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    13 ... Nb6


    Not the only possibility:


    a) 13 ... Qxc2?! is inadvisable, albeit not trivial to refute:


    a1) 14 e5 is too hasty, according to Khalifman and Soloviov. After 14 ... 0-0 15 0-0 Nb6 16 f5 (16 exd6 exd6 17 Qe7 Qf5) 16 ... Nxd5 17 fxg6 hxg6 18 Ng5 Nc6 19 Qe1 Qb2! 20 e6 f6 21 Nf7 Rxf7 22 exf7+ Kxf7 White had thrown himself on his sword in J.Van der Wiel-P.Van der Sterren, German League 1981.


    a2) 14 0-0 0-0 (or 14 ... Nf6 15 e5! dxe5 16 fxe5 Nxd5 17 Qb5+ Nd7 18 e6 fxe6 19 Ne5, Scholten-K.Moynihan, Bled 1998) 15 f5! Nf6 (basically forced) 16 fxg6 hxg6 17 Ng5 with excellent chances for a mating attack on the h-file, according to Khalifman and Soloviov.
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    Black might hope his
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