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  “Strategical masterpieces of a mysterious vein”


  by Ray Keene


  The standard account of the career of Petrosian was written by the British master and Russian language expert Peter Clarke. The above quotation comes from Clarke’s own description of the subject of this book, the enigmatic Armenian World Champion, Tigran Vartanovich Petrosian. Clarke’s work, entitled, Petrosian’s Best Games of Chess, is a masterpiece and it has been published in the Hardinge Simpole series. However, it by no means tells the full story about Petrosian. Important wins against such notable opponents as Fischer, Keres, Stein and Geller are omitted, while Clarke’s narrative only takes the reader as far as 1963, when Petrosian seized the world crown from the ageing Czar of Soviet chess, Mikhail Botvinnik. There were two more decades of top-flight chess to come!


  This book, therefore, is designed to fill in the gaps and also take the story to its conclusion. The missing wins against the elite from the period already covered by Clarke are included, while further victories from Petrosian’s later period against such luminaries as Larsen, Portisch, Najdorf, Timman, Karpov and Kasparov are added to give a complete picture of Petrosian’s career. In doing this we have also avoided duplicating games analysed by Peter Clarke. Unlike another work on Petrosian, the two volume anthology of all of Petrosian’s games by Shekhtman, we have concentrated in the main body of the text on games against opponents who belonged to the chess elite, and we have also furnished every game selected with deep and we hope authoritative notes. It is our firm belief that the reader gains the maximum from grandmaster practice when annotated games, complete with variations and verbal explanations, are provided.


  In Petrosian’s case this is particularly important. Petrosian was a deep player whose ideas do not readily manifest themselves. Whereas the chess enthusiast may easily comprehend a slash and bum punch-up between grandmasters in the open Sicilian Defence, where attacks race on opposite wings to deliver checkmate, Petrosian’s more subtle and long-range ploys, designed of course to baffle the opponent, may also end up bewildering the reader. Hence the note of mystery to which Clarke referred, a quality shared by Nimzowitsch amongst Petrosian’s intellectual forebears, and one also described by contemporaries as witchcraft.


  Consider wins from our later text, such as those against Fischer from 1959, where the entire black army is consigned to an Hadean frozen lake of Dante-esque or Miltonic dimension, or against Spassky from 1966 where minor pieces are made to look far more effective than rooks, or again against Kasparov from 1981. Here, in the midst of a typically Kasparovian conflagration, the black king advances in person to thwart the enemy onslaught – all of these contribute to the general air of mystification in Petrosian’s games.


  It is, however, not widely known that Petrosian almost gave up chess after his performance in the 1956 World Championship Candidates tournament in Amsterdam. This was paradoxical, given that from a strategic point of view, Petrosian actually dominated the event. It was his execution of the already condemned victim which let him down! Examine the following five positions...


  Petrosian, who actually went on to win the world title in 1963, could have dominated the field and utterly unseated the eventual victor of the 1956 Candidates tournament, Vassily Smyslov, had he taken all of his chances. Observe the following.


  Petrosian – Bronstein


  Candidates Tournament,

  Amsterdam 1956


  [image: ]


  White to play


  Here White, in an overwhelming position, played the tragic 1 [image: ]g5??, allowing 1...[image: ]xd6. Naturally 1 [image: ]c7 would have left Black without any sensible moves.


  Smyslov – Petrosian


  Candidates Tournament,

  Amsterdam 1956


  [image: ]


  Black to play


  Here Black doubled rooks on the b-file with 1...[image: ]fb8 when White eventually scrambled a draw. Correct would have been 1...[image: ]d2 2 [image: ]b1 [image: ]xc3 3 [image: ]xc3 [image: ]fxf2 when White can safely resign.


  Petrosian – Spassky


  Candidates Tournament,

  Amsterdam 1956


  [image: ]


  White to play


  Here Petrosian played the feeble 1 [image: ]h1, when 1 [image: ]d1 would have faced Black with insuperable problems, for example 1...c6 2 [image: ]h1 [image: ]f7 3 [image: ]xf7+ [image: ]xf7 4 [image: ]d8+ winning. Alternatively 3...[image: ]xf7 4 e6+ [image: ]xe6 5 [image: ]f1+ or 3...[image: ]xf7 4 e6 [image: ]f2 5 e7 [image: ]f6 6 [image: ]h5.


  Petrosian – Keres


  Candidates Tournament

  Amsterdam 1956


  [image: ]


  White to play


  Here Petrosian played 1 [image: ]f3. In fact White gains a crushing position with 1 [image: ]xf7+ [image: ]cxf7 2 [image: ]xg4 since if 2...[image: ]xf2 3 [image: ]xf2 [image: ]xe3, of which Petrosian was scared, then 4 [image: ]e6+ wins the bishop.


  Had Petrosian succeeded in reeling in the ones that got away he would have won the 1956 Candidates tournament by a one and a half point margin, ahead of Smyslov.


  Panno – Petrosian


  Candidates Tournament,

  Amsterdam 1956


  [image: ]


  Black to play


  Now try one for yourself!


  What opportunity to make a substantial material gain did Petrosian overlook here? (Solution)


  On his return to Moscow, Petrosian’s consequent high quota of draws from this event led to excoriation in the Soviet press. Homo Sovieticus was meant to be a prodigy of Stakhanovite over-production, not a pusillanimous compromiser, only too willing to agree a draw! Naturally the critics failed to mention that many of the draws came about through Petrosian failing to grasp winning opportunities rather than from any aversion to fighting, but the damage was done and the most sophisticated of the world title aspirants at that time, a man who had shared 3rd prize in the qualifier for the World Championship itself, was almost moved to abandon the game he loved.


  I understand this problem well. After winning the British Championship in 1971 reports by an influential writer of the day referred to my lack of fighting spirit, when I had actually made speculative and unsound piece sacrifices to force events and gone through multiple adjournments with games lasting for days and over 100 moves. The same talent-free critic went even further when I won the international tournament at Woolacombe in 1973, writing a report which more or less failed to mention me, apart from publishing my only loss! In the West, this kind of idiocy is annoying, but not much more. In the paranoia-laden atmosphere of Soviet officialdom, adverse critique from an established quarter could be career or even life threatening.


  Fortunately, after 1956 Petrosian decided not to abandon chess and the upward curve of his results deflected any serious heckling. Indeed, of all the forms of intellectual activity permitted in the Soviet Union, chess was the most immune to state interference along dogmatic Marxist-Leninist lines. If you were successful, nobody could stand up and say: “Comrades, these moves are ideologically unsound.” Yet even in the realm of music, which one might – erroneously – regard as equally free from ideological constraint, the work of Prokofiev and Shostakovitch was subjected to the whims of that notorious musical expert, Josef Stalin!


  Nevertheless, even after his victory in the World Championship, it was fashionable to decry Petrosian’s exploits and to look forward to a new golden age when Petrosian the stop-gap champion would be deposed and replaced by Spassky or Fischer. In this respect it is interesting to compare certain aspects of the respective careers of both Fischer and Petrosian, given that we can now create an objective distance from them and that they are – barring some extraordinary occurrence – complete.


  The rise of Bobby Fischer was meteoric, yet having won the World Championship in 1972 he basically gave up playing chess. It seemed that he possessed just so much nervous energy and that his batteries had been exhausted by the Match of the Century against Boris Spassky. True, these two aged gladiators emerged from retirement twenty years later to fight once more in war-torn Yugoslavia, but the quality of the games fell far short of the epic Reykjavik clash and for Fischer certainly that was to be his swan song.


  Now compare Petrosian’s astounding longevity – in a career which saw him involved at the interzonal stage at least in every World Championship cycle from 1952 to 1982 Petrosian achieved the following;


  1 He won four Soviet Championships.


  2 He won two World Championship matches against Botvinnik and Spassky.


  3 He won one Candidates Tournament.


  4 He twice – at Havana 1966 and Lugano 1968 – won both team and individual gold medals on top board for the USSR in the international Olympiad.


  5 Additionally he won matches against Hübner, Portisch, Korchnoi and Polugayevsky and had equal scores against both Karpov and Kasparov.


  6 Finally he won numerous first prizes in important tournaments such as Los Angeles 1963, Buenos Aires 1964, Moscow 1966, San Antonio 1972...


  Unlike Fischer, Petrosian keenly felt his duty to his club, country, fans and the public, and he carried on playing chess until he dropped.


  This book is, therefore, in some ways a comparison between Tigran Petrosian and Bobby Fischer. Both champions were active for similar periods and they clashed in no fewer than three Candidates competitions for the World Championship. There can hardly have been two more contrasting figures, the brash, controversial outspoken maximalist, Fischer, and the quiet, unassuming, almost self-deprecatory minimalist, Petrosian.


  It is true that Fischer achieved greater heights than Petrosian, but for the briefest of moments, while in typical contrast Petrosian’s flame burnt at a somewhat lower intensity, but for much longer, in spite of his early death. Fischer’s premature retirement of course, truncated what should have been a normal career length at the top.


  Apart from the games they contested against each other, one can also compare their relative invincibility, their World Championship records, their Olympiad performances and – not least – their impact on public opinion. It is my view that Fischer is, in this respect, characterised by noise, we might use the word ‘spin’ in modem parlance, while Petrosian reacted with his characteristic silence. One thing is clear, in the field of public relations Fischer and his supporters completely outgunned Petrosian, time and time again making him appear a craven Soviet villain, in comparison with the shining knight of matchless courage and enterprise that was Bobby Fischer.


  Let us examine both of the greatest controversies that were to engulf the two, first the 1962 Candidates tournament, which Petrosian won, way ahead of Fischer, and then the 1966 Olympiad. Here again, Petrosian took the top board gold medal, ahead of Fischer, but to listen to the version promulgated by Fischer’s acolytes one might almost believe that Petrosian had stolen the gold medal in broad daylight.


  After Fischer had failed miserably in the Curaçao Candidates tournament of 1962, with Petrosian qualifying to face Botvinnik for the world crown, Fischer launched an extraordinary polemic in the magazine Sports Illustrated. He accused Petrosian, Keres and Geller (the Soviet grandmasters who occupied the top three places in the tournament) of colluding together against him, while in particular he pinpointed the game Keres v Petrosian – see diagram – as an example of Soviet cheating. Here, Fischer claimed, Petrosian as Black had a won position. However, he agreed to a draw, according to Fischer because the Soviet triumvirate had predetermined that their games would all be drawn, whatever the position on the board.


  Keres – Petrosian


  Candidates Tournament, Curaçao 1962


  [image: ]


  Here White is to play and he is certainly much worse, as confirmed by Jan Timman’s analysis in his 2005 book on Curaçao. However, I think Petrosian’s decision to go for a draw can be explained more simply than by any resort to a conspiracy theory. Petrosian saw Keres as his main rival – nearing the end of a gruelling 27 round tournament Petrosian above all wanted to avoid a loss as Black. Once he reached a good position he decided to bail out by drawing – failing to realise how powerful his position had suddenly become. A further flaw in the Fischer theory is that one does not win a top-level tournament against dangerous rivals simply by drawing. Somewhere along the line you have to score some wins!


  Nevertheless, as a result of Fischer’s very public complaints, the Candidates tournament format was dropped and Petrosian himself never quite dispelled the Fischer-induced cloud of suspicion which surrounded his victory in Curaçao.


  Amazingly, though, Fischer’s own drawn games from that selfsame event against Petrosian have, until recently, avoided any kind of serious scrutiny, but they are certainly worth examining. Let us take Petrosian-Fischer, drawn in 25 moves first.


  Petrosian – Fischer


  Candidates Tournament, Curaçao 1962


  [image: ]


  In my opinion White stands clearly better, not least because Black’s a5 pawn is a permanent weakness. A plausible line is 26 [image: ]e3 [image: ]d8 27 [image: ]xh6 [image: ]d4+ 28 [image: ]e3 [image: ]xh4 29 [image: ]xd4 [image: ]xd4+ 30 [image: ]e3 [image: ]e8 31 [image: ]xd4 [image: ]xel+ 32 [image: ]f2 cxd4 33 [image: ]xe1 and White has a highly favourable endgame. Timman points out the defence 30...[image: ]xe3+ 31 [image: ]xe3 [image: ]f8 (New in Chess, December 2005), but White might consider 27 h5! as an improvement.


  Now Petrosian-Fischer where a draw was agreed after 23 f3.


  Petrosian – Fischer


  Candidates Tournament, Curaçao 1962


  [image: ]


  In this case Black is better after say 23...g5 driving away White’s knight to a very poor circuit, 24 [image: ]h3, and now ...a5 followed by ...a4 and White faces serious problems of defence.


  Finally Fischer-Petrosian in which a draw was agreed after Black’s 35....h5.


  Fischer – Petrosian


  Candidates Tournament, Curaçao 1962


  [image: ]


  In his book on Curaçao, Grandmaster Jan Timman points out that this position is virtually a forced win for Black, all of whose pieces are on ideal squares. White can save himself, but only by study-like manoeuvres.


  So, was Fischer part of the conspiracy too – short draws with Russians – games stopping when one side or the other was much better? No – Fischer cannot have been part of any conspiracy, and the likelihood is that there was no conspiracy to belong to. Petrosian had simply decided that a 27 round tournament in tropical heat required the minimum expenditure of energy and he was only going to try if he obtained a really crushing position or his opponent overreached. It should be recalled that Petrosian had started well in the previous 1959 Candidates tournament but was exhausted by a fairly early win against Keres. Thereafter his energy flagged and he failed to win the coveted first prize. Three years later Petrosian’s priorities were different and his energy-saving policy proved to be a tournament winner!


  I played in or attended at least eleven events where Tigran Petrosian was present and of these twice, at the European Team Championship 1973 and the Olympiad in 1974, I actually faced him across the board. Furthermore, I was an eye-witness to some of the memorable games in this book, such as wins against Najdorf, Reshevsky, Ivkov and Bobotsov, but above all Petrosian’s cliffhanger win against Bent Larsen from the 1966 Olympiad at Havana.


  Indeed, a myth revolves around Petrosian’s Olympiad performances and now is the time to dispel it. In the Olympiads – or world team tournaments – Petrosian, in 1966 and 1968, won two individual gold medals for best performance on top board representing the USSR. This is no mean feat, especially considering that on these occasions Petrosian outgunned Bobby Fischer, Sammy Reshevsky, Svetozar Gligorić, Lajos Portisch, Vlastimil Hort and Bent Larsen himself. It seems that when representing his country Petrosian was able to summon up that extra degree of determination which he sometimes found difficult when playing purely for himself in individual tournaments. Petrosian was top board for the mightiest national chess power in history, he was aware of his immense responsibility and he was determined to succeed. Yet, due in no small part to the noise from the Bobby Fischer lobby, which always found some excuse when their true genius failed to win, Petrosian received scant credit for his success.


  Quite unjustly, these gold medals, in many ways Petrosian’s most impressive performances during his tenure as champion, have been widely overlooked in the past when assessing Petrosian’s record. Worse, there have been widespread accusations that Petrosian acquired the medals, ahead of Fischer, for example, by the exercise of low cunning rather than chess prowess. Here, as someone who was present at the time, I would like to challenge such misconceptions.


  For the chess Olympiad, in those days one of the great events in the chess calendar, it was customary to take six players, even though no more than four would compete in any given match. Most teams relied heavily on their top boards and treated their two reserves just like that – as reserves. The USSR team, however, always handled such matters differently. With a superpowerful squad, which might even include the reigning Soviet champion or a former World Champion as second reserve, there was no need to keep the reserve players in the cellar. Far from it, the Soviet team philosophy was always to give each player in the line-up approximately the same number of games.


  It was a commonplace at the time that the Soviet board order was determined something like this – board one, World Champion – board two, the current Challenger – then runner-up in the World Championship Candidates’ tournament, two former World Champions and finally, as second reserve, the current Soviet champion. With such a powerhouse of resource available, their goal was to spread the playing opportunities evenly, thus ensuring that no points were blundered away through any team member becoming overtired, This could easily happen – I recall, for example, that when I played for England in the 1968 Olympiad at Lugano I had to turn out for a mammoth 17 games in this one event.


  Here I played my last three games like a zombie; had I been permitted to stop playing after 14 games, I would have won the individual gold medal for my board by a clear margin. Instead Kagan (Israel with 13 games and Geller USSR – 12) pipped me for gold and silver, relegating me to bronze medal position. But in those days anyone on form for the UK in a chess Olympiad was flogged into play like a dead horse.


  At the 1966 Olympiad in Havana, where Petrosian garnered the first of his golds, it was openly said that he ducked his most dangerous opponent, Bobby Fischer. Meanwhile, Fischer, who had been on course himself to win the gold medal, overreached at the last moment and lost to the nervous but talented Rumanian Grandmaster Florin Gheorghiu, thus, the story goes, letting Petrosian sneak past at the final post.


  The truth, though, is somewhat different. For the USA v USSR match the initial line-up was Fischer v Petrosian. I was there, I saw the name cards and I know what happened. What happened was this: because of some footling complaint by Fischer, involving the half-baked timetable of some new age religious cult to which Fischer had temporarily subscribed, the USA team failed to show up and was defaulted. Petrosian, therefore, through no conniving of his own, had won the first round, beating Fischer by default when the American top board simply did not appear for the game.


  Generously, however, adhering to the principle of noblesse oblige, the USSR allowed a replay at a later time, originally designated as a free day. Petrosian, meanwhile, had become involved in various lengthy adjournments. He may also have been understandably reluctant to replay a game he had already won! It will be recalled that Boris Spassky, when defending his world crown against Fischer six years later in the Reykjavik Match of the Century, was perfectly happy to accept a default when Fischer was a no-show for game two. Certainly Spassky was gentleman enough not to claim the entire match at this stage, which he might well have done, but his decision to pocket the whole point from the game Fischer had defaulted evoked no criticism from any quarter. It is psychologically very difficult to replay at full strength a game you have already won! Spassky knew that in 1972 and Petrosian knew it also in 1966.


  Returning to Havana, with the USA given a second chance, the USSR now wheeled out Spassky on top board, a draw against Fischer being the ultimate outcome. What is also overlooked, apart from Petrosian’s undoubted initial willingness to meet Fischer, was that Bent Larsen, the Danish grandmaster, was actually considered the main threat to Petrosian at the time, having not long beforehand twice beaten the World Champion in the Piatigorsky Cup. Larsen, of course, was about to embark on a fabulous series of tournament victories which almost brought him to the very top.


  Petrosian, however, refused to duck this challenge and came out fighting against Larsen, with Black, determined to win. For the World Champion this game – and not the one against Fischer – must have seemed the supreme challenge of the entire Olympiad, with his reputation as Champion riding on the result. A win for Petrosian would have been sweet revenge and a vindication of his status as number one. A third consecutive loss, on the other hand, to the same opponent, would have been a disastrous blow to his prestige. Had Petrosian been animated by cowardly or base motives, this surely would have been the game and opponent to avoid.


  Instead, Petrosian achieved a nerve- wracking win with his patent exchange sacrifice and the game duly appears in this volume. And what of the game between Larsen and Fischer from Havana – who won that? Well, oddly enough, Fischer, who had also lost a game to Larsen in the Piatigorsky Cup, decided to take a rest that day and allowed another team member to face the rampant Dane! Unsurprisingly, the ‘Bobby was robbed’ lobby failed to stress this inconvenient factoid when claiming vociferously that their man should have won the gold medal!


  Similar accusations were levelled against Petrosian when he was once more to win the Olympiad gold medal for best personal performance at Lugano two years later, though by now the desperation of his detractors was becoming palpable, if not ludicrous. Petrosian, it was murmured, had won gold by ducking dangerous opponents, such as ... Najdorf.


  With all due respect to Miguel Najdorf, a great and imaginative player and for many years Argentina’s finest, he was hardly a threat to Petrosian. Indeed, the World Champion standardly made mincemeat of him and his avoidance of Najdorf can doubtless be ascribed to the long-standing Soviet policy of rationing Olympiad games equally to all team members. When the time came for the pairing USSR v Argentina, it was simply Petrosian’s turn for a day off from the gruelling schedule.


  Now a note on how the games for this book were chosen and annotated. Our guiding principle in the main part of the work for the numbered games was to produce an anthology of Petrosian’s wins against the highest level of opposition, rival World Champions, official Candidates for the title and leading grandmasters of the day. In the course of a long journalistic career I had, of course, already annotated many of Petrosian’s victories. These, however, we deconstructed, reanalysed and in virtually all cases improved on my previous comments. For other games Julian Simpole and I sat down together for many hours, checking over previous Soviet and international commentaries with a critical eye and forming our own conclusions. It must be said here that many received and ostensibly respectable opinions from Soviet quarters appear, with hindsight, to have been fuelled by the spirit of vodka rather than the spirit of objective calculation. In other words, they were hopelessly optimistic post-mortem scribble, published recklessly without sober revision, and they frequently turned out to be utterly wrong.


  The analysis is, therefore, informed and joint, though most of the words in the final formulation were entrusted to Julian Simpole. I should also mention that we used our own brains for our comments and cannot blame a computer program – which we rarely employed – for any blunders which have persisted.


  Although we have covered Petrosian’s entire career, we have assiduously avoided duplicating any game which already appears in Peter Clarke’s excellent collection of Petrosian’s masterpieces. This stops in 1963, with Petrosian’s title victory against Botvinnik, and is published by Hardinge Simpole. In fact, we hope that many of the games which appear in this book, such as Petrosian’s never before analysed win against the self-same Botvinnik, but this time from the early 1950’s, will be entirely new to the reader.


  As a concluding shot, I should also reveal that, just as we were nearing completion of our task, Garry Kasparov’s mighty volume on Petrosian in his Great Predecessors series reached the public. We opened this with a certain degree of fear and trembling, since comparison between our own efforts and the famously thorough, profound and computer- backed analysis of the world’s strongest-ever player was inevitable. To our instant relief, not only did Kasparov’s selection of Petrosian’s games hardly coincide with our own at all, in those cases where it did, he in no way contradicted our analytical conclusions!


  Now a frequently asked question: just how hard was it to beat Petrosian at his best?


  I have compared Petrosian’s results in the World Championship cycle which brought him the title (1961-1963) with those of Bobby Fischer over his own victorious series of qualifiers and the final challenge (1970-1972).


  Petrosian lost just 3 games out of 90 played (Black v Stein – White v Botvinnik – Black v Botvinnik)


  Fischer lost 4 games out of 62 (I have ignored defaults) – White v Larsen – Black v Petrosian Black v Spassky x 2 – this means that Petrosian lost 3.33% of his cycle games while Fischer at his peak lost 6.45%, i.e. that at their respective bests Fischer was still twice as likely to lose as Petrosian was!


  It might also interest readers to know that Petrosian played 129 Olympiad games of which he won 78, drew 50 and lost just one. This is a percentage of 79.80 – in comparison Bobby Fischer played 65 Olympiad games scoring 40 wins, 18 draws and 7 losses for 75.4%.


  Fischer of course only played on top board – 4 times in all – while Petrosian played on several different boards. If, however, we confine Petrosian’s score just to the 4 Olympiads where he played top board then his score is 31 wins, 22 draws and one loss for 77.8%.


  There is also a popular misconception that Petrosian avoided playing against Portisch in Olympiads – in fact they met twice, in 1964 and 1972 (both draws).


  Petrosian’s only ever Olympiad loss


  Hübner – Petrosian


  Olympiad, Skopje 1972


  [image: ]


  The final position is an absolute draw after White captures on a5. Black plays ...[image: ]b6 and ...b3. Of course Black lost on time and many at Skopje thought the clock was faulty – this was Petrosian’s sole ‘loss’ in 129 Olympiad games!


  Before we enter the realm of Petrosian’s games against the elite, we would like finally to present three games of his against lesser lights. It was games such as these that I noticed as a young player in the 1960’s which first drew me towards Petrosian as a role model. In each case Petrosian is Black and in each case awesome destructive power is unleashed over the head of an unsuspecting opponent.


  Terpugov – Petrosian


  Moscow 1957


  Irregular Opening


  1 d4 [image: ]f6 2 [image: ]f3 d6 3 [image: ]c3 [image: ]g4 4 e4 c6 This opening is almost unknown. In such situations the greater talent can often produce crushing results, even with Black. 5 h3 [image: ]xf3 6 [image: ]xf3 [image: ]bd7 7 [image: ]e3 e6 8 g4 d5 9 e5 [image: ]g8 There is now a huge disparity in the respective development of forces. One of Black’s few pieces to have come out has also now been driven back. 10 0-0-0 b5 11 [image: ]d3 Instead of this the plan, [image: ]g3 followed by f4-f5 recommends itself as being more vigorous. 11...[image: ]b6


  [image: ]


  12 [image: ]b1 Amazingly White’s position is already becoming critical and he has to take some stern measures. We are all told not to move one piece ad infinitum in the opening to the detriment of all others. Here, however, Petrosian breaks that rule to spectacular effect. Before it is too late White should seek to muddy the waters with 12 [image: ]xb5 cxb5 13 [image: ]xb5+ [image: ]d7 14 c4 [image: ]c7 15 [image: ]b1 [image: ]b8 16 [image: ]cl with some fighting chances. As played. Black’s one horse attack proceeds to wipe out White’s king’s defences. 12...[image: ]c4 13 [image: ]c1 [image: ]b6 14 g5 [image: ]e7 15 h4 c5 16 dxc5 [image: ]xc5 17 [image: ]he1 g6 18 b3 [image: ]g7 19 bxc4 This is suicidal. 19...bxc4 20 [image: ]f1 0-0 21 [image: ]a1 [image: ]fb8 22 [image: ]b1 [image: ]c6 23 [image: ]g3 [image: ]xb1+ Spectacularly removing the final guard to While’s king. 24 [image: ]xb1 [image: ]b8+ 25 [image: ]a1 c3 26 [image: ]d2 This is desperation but Petrosian refutes it in startling fashion. 26...[image: ]b4 27 [image: ]d3


  [image: ]


  27...[image: ]c4!! White resigns. A beautiful finale. Mate on a2 can only be prevented by 28 [image: ]xc4, when 28...[image: ]xc2 is also mate.


  Bhend – Petrosian


  Zurich 1961


  Sicilian Defence


  1 e4 c5 2 [image: ]f3 d6 3 d4 cxd4 4 [image: ]xd4 [image: ]f6 5 [image: ]c3 e6 6 [image: ]e2 Far more aggressive is the Keres Attack with 6 g4. White’s problem in this game is that he plays the early opening fairly timidly but then tries to over-compensate by handling the middlegame super-aggressively. 6...a6 7 0-0 [image: ]c7 8 a4 [image: ]c6 9 [image: ]h1 [image: ]e7 10 f4 0-0 11 [image: ]b3 b6 Designed to prevent White establishing a bind with a5. 12 [image: ]f3 [image: ]b7 13 [image: ]d2 A bizarre continuation. More natural is 13 [image: ]e3. 13...[image: ]ab8 14 g4? Such wild gestures by the opposition were meat and drink to Petrosian. This looks aggressive but in fact merely weakens the diagonals towards White’s king. 14...d5 A central counter-thrust, even with sacrifices as here, is the classic reaction to a premature wing attack. 15 exd5 [image: ]b4 16 dxe6 Recognising that his attack has faltered White goes for the material, but now Black can set up a deadly pin. 16...[image: ]xf3+ 17 [image: ]xf3 [image: ]b7 18 [image: ]g2 [image: ]xg4 19 [image: ]e2 f5! An extraordinary move which allows White to retain his extra passed pawn on e6. However, it frees f6 for Black to feed attacking units around to molest the white king. 20 [image: ]d1 [image: ]f6 21 c3 [image: ]g6 22 cxb4 [image: ]e5+ 23 [image: ]f2 [image: ]h4+


  [image: ]


  The key move which leaves White helpless. 24 [image: ]g3 [image: ]g4+ 25 [image: ]g1 [image: ]xg3 26 hxg3 [image: ]d5 27 [image: ]a3 [image: ]h6 28 [image: ]f2 [image: ]xf2 White resigns. White is either mated or loses his queen.


  Andersen – Petrosian


  Nimzowitsch Memorial,

  Copenhagen 1960


  King’s Indian Defence


  1 d4 [image: ]f6 2 c4 g6 3 [image: ]c3 [image: ]g7 4 e4 d6 In this game Petrosian chooses the other great favourite defence of the Soviet School, the King’s Indian Defence. This game forms an impressive duo with the Sicilian Defence given above. Both defences, Sicilian and King’s Indian, are essentially dynamic counter-attacking systems. 5 f3 c6 6 [image: ]e3 e5 7 d5 0-0 8 [image: ]d2 cxd5 9 cxd5 a6 10 0-0-0 Possibly premature. The more sophisticated line is 10 [image: ]d3 or even 10 [image: ]ge2 [image: ]bd7 11 g4 when ll...h5 leads to tremendous complications. As played White’s king proves an easy target. 10...b5 11 [image: ]b1 [image: ]bd7 12 [image: ]c1 [image: ]b6 13 [image: ]d1 [image: ]fd7 14 g4 This is completely out of place now since White has no great force operating on the kingside. In fact this thrust encourages Black to open the f-file for his own purposes. 14...f5 15 gxf5 gxf5 16 [image: ]d3 [image: ]f6 17 [image: ]c6 White probably thought that he was cleverly combining play on both wings. In fact, by neglecting development, he is playing with fire. 17...[image: ]c4 18 [image: ]xc4 bxc4 19 [image: ]c3 Played precisely to discourage Black’s following continuation. But Petrosian has seen further. 19....fxe4 20 fxe4 [image: ]xe4 Rocking the foundations of White’s position. 21 [image: ]xe4 [image: ]f1+ 22 [image: ]c2 [image: ]f5 23 [image: ]g2 [image: ]h4 24 [image: ]xc4 [image: ]e1 25 [image: ]d3 [image: ]b8 26 [image: ]c2 [image: ]a5


  [image: ]


  This move completes a most remarkable tour by the black queen. The whirlwind switch of front has left White quite helpless. 27 [image: ]d2 [image: ]xd5+ 28 [image: ]e2 [image: ]f8 29 [image: ]f3 White resigns. If 29 [image: ]xf1 [image: ]xe4+ is crushing.


  Petrosian’s Career: Significant Moments at a Glance


  1945 USSR Junior Champion


  1946 Armenian Champion


  1947 Winner All Union Candidate Master Tournament


  1948 Silver Medal Transcaucasian Republics Championship


  1949 Winner Uzbekistan Jubilee Tournament


  1950 Runner-up Semi Final USSR Championship


  1951 Winner USSR Championship Semi Final; Silver Medal USSR Championship Final


  1952 World Championship Interzonal 2nd=


  1953 5th World Championship Candidates tournament


  1954 Scores +10 =6 with no losses on USSR World Tour


  1955 4th Interzonal, Goteborg; +8=3 and no losses in matches against USA and Hungary


  1956 Winner Moscow Championship; Winner USSR Semi Final; 3rd= World Championship Candidates Tournament


  1957 Winner USSR Semi Final


  1958 2nd USSR Championship Final; 3rd Championship Interzonal


  1959 Wins USSR Championship for the first time; 3rd World Championship Candidates Tournament


  1960 Winner International Grandmaster Tournament at Beverwijk and Nimzowitsch Memorial Copenhagen


  1961 Soviet Champion for the second time; Interzonal Tournament, Stockholm 2nd=


  1962 Winner World Championship Candidates Tournament


  1963 Defeats Botvinnik to become World Champion; 1st= Piatigorsky Cup Super-Tournament


  1964 1st= Buenos Aires GM Tournament; 1nt Moscow Unions Championship


  1965 Top board for USSR team in European Championship — Wins team and individual Gold Medal


  1966 1st Moscow GM Tournament; Defeats Boris Spassky in the World Championship to become the first defending champion since 1934 to win outright in a title challenge! Team and Individual Gold Medal on board one for USSR team in Havana Olympiad


  1967 2nd= without loss in Venice GM Tournament


  1968 1st= Moscow Championship; Team and Individual Gold Medal on board one for Soviet team in Lugano Olympiad


  1969 Loses World Title to Spassky in the latter’s second challenge; wins Soviet Championship for the third time after defeating Polugayevsky by


  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  Solution to Panno-Petrosian puzzle: 1...[image: ]xh3+ 2 gxh3 [image: ]g5+ followed by the skewer ... [image: ]f8!


  More Great Titles from Batsford


  Founded in 1843, Batsford is an imprint with an illustrious heritage that has built a tradition of excellence over the last 168 years. Batsford has developed an enviable reputation in the areas of fashion and design, embroidery and textiles, chess, heritage, horticulture and architecture.
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