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Foreword







 My duels with Anatoly Karpov are essentially the finale of my multi-tome project My Great Predecessors. Initially I had in mind only our five matches for the world crown, but in the course of the work I felt the need to give a complete picture of our many years of rivalry and to present all the games between us (there were 181!) – from the first, played in a simultaneous display back in 1975, to the tournament, rapid and even blitz games, including the last, played in 2006.





However, it is the matches, of course, that are at the centre of this narrative: this was one of the most intensive duels in the history of top-class sport. Our matches consolidated the achievements of the openings revolution of the 1970s, and, in turn, prepared a powerful information and research explosion, which made the game even more dynamic and deep, demanding complete dedication and highly professional preparation. These factors became the main driving force of the changes which occurred in chess at the close of the 20th century – a kind of prologue to the computer era.





In this fierce clash of two opposing styles, a new dominating tendency was formed and, as a result, in the early 1990s a different chess reality emerged. An enormous store of ideas appeared, and a knowledge of these more than compensated for lack of experience. And the young generation which grew up on these matches (Anand, Ivanchuk, Gelfand, Kamsky, Akopian, Shirov, Kramnik, Topalov ... ) confidently seized the leading positions in the world, supplanting those who were unable to adapt to the changes. The chess elite suddenly became younger: playing in 1993 in Linares, I was already a thirty-year-old veteran! There remained myself and Karpov – and the young, for whom a detailed study of typical middlegame schemes became a part of their ordinary everyday work.





The overall score of our five successive matches (1984/85, 1985, 1986, 1987 and 1990) is almost equal: 21 wins for me, 19 for Karpov and 104 draws. Nevertheless, each time when the decisive moment arrived, I was always able to win. For me this means more than any statistics of victories and defeats. I demonstrated my best results when it was most important. It would appear that in my success there was a certain historical predetermination.





Although the peak of this epochal confrontation came in 1984-1990, it retained its sharpness right up to the super-tournament of the six strongest grandmasters in the world in Las Palmas (1996), where I took first place, whereas Karpov shared last place and ceased to be regarded as a real contender for the crown, even though he was still the FIDE champion. Here our chess roads diverged: for a long time to come I was still No.1 in the world rating list, whereas he began to drop down. And the last duels between us no longer exerted the previous influence on the development of chess.





The account of my duels with Karpov, which will occupy three volumes, partly resembles my earlier books Dva matcha (Two Matches, 1987), Child of Change (1987) and Unlimited Challenge (1990).
However, here I now see many situations more deeply, through the prism of my life experience. Since I have already concluded my chess career and am armed with powerful analytical programs, my commentaries have become both more frank, and far more accurate. But the evaluation of individual moves will still take into account the psychology of the struggle! Since over the months and years of our confrontation we came to sense so keenly each other’s condition, psychological motifs often had a serious influence on the decisions taken.





In this volume there are 76 games – our early meetings and our first two matches. In addition, I have returned to the important events which preceded them. ‘Never before in the period of FIDE rule has the ascent of the challenger to the summit involved such difficulties (and difficulties of a non-chess sort),’ wrote Botvinnik, before noting: ‘The FIDE leadership tried even to remove Kasparov from participation in events for the world championship: in 1983 he was disqualified, and in the semi-final Candidates match with Korchnoi he was defaulted without playing. But this intrigue collapsed and Kasparov forced his way through to a match with Karpov ... ’





Our first match (Moscow 1984/85) was an unlimited one. The regulations, which were highly constraining for the challenger – play to six wins without counting draws and a return match (also unlimited!) – were adopted by FIDE with Karpov’s agreement before his match with Korchnoi (Baguio 1978), although return matches had been abolished back in the early 1960s. However, playing for many months without a restriction on the number of games proved to be beyond Karpov’s strength. At the finish in Baguio he suffered three defeats, and in our Moscow match he lost the 47th and 48th games, after which the FIDE President terminated the match ‘without the declaration of a result’. Botvinnik called it ‘an absolute disgrace, thank God the only one in the entire history of chess!’





Alas, the scandalous conclusion of the match overshadowed its rich chess content, which was not in fact professionally studied by the experts. And yet, despite the obvious mistakes, in particular by me, it was from our unlimited marathon that modern chess proceeded in a new direction. This was my first major event where I did not annotate the games. Why? The tension was so great and prolonged, and the psychological background so dark, that I had no desire to tackle this work. Besides, there was also no time – a new match was due to begin within six months ... Now I am finally able to fill this gap.





When work on this volume was approaching completion, I added to my life experience by spending some time in jail. In late November 2007, just before the rigged parliamentary elections, I, like many other representatives of the opposition, clashed head-on with the police and the arbitrary judicial rule of Putin’s Russia. The five days spent in captivity became for me a fundamentally new reference point in my relations with people. From behind bars, everything, as in chess, is seen in black and white – many expressed their solidarity, but there were also those who did not pass the test of elementary decency. Anatoly Karpov made an attempt to visit me in prison – the solidarity of champions proved stronger than political and personal disagreements! He was not able to do this: the authorities, who did not allow any lawyers to see me, did not make an exception for Karpov. But in the new system of coordinates his goodwill gesture outweighed all the negative factors which had accumulated during our long years of confrontation.





I should like to express my gratitude to my former trainers Alexander Nikitin, Alexander Shakarov and Yuri Dokhoian for their help in the preparation of this manuscript for publication.










 



Chapter One



On the Eve of Battle




First Acquaintance



My first baptism of fire outside of Baku came at the All-Union Youth Games (Vilnius 1973), where at the age of ten I received the first prize in my life – ‘to the youngest participant in the tournament’. But the most important result of this trip was a meeting with Alexander Nikitin, state coach of the USSR Sports Committee – my future long-standing friend and mentor. At that time he was looking for promising juniors for Mikhail Botvinnik’s chess school and in August 1973 he arranged an invitation for me to one of its sessions. I passed the rigorous examination and was enlisted in the school. To come under Botvinnik’s guidance was an undoubted stroke of good fortune.



The school opened at the Trud Sports Society back in 1963, but it did not exist there for long, only a year and a half. Among its first pupils was Anatoly Karpov. However, in his book Sestra moya Kaissa (My sister Caissa), published in 1990, he practically denies that Botvinnik was his teacher:



‘I did indeed attend three sessions of the school ... I had only just reached the age of twelve, and I was the youngest candidate master in the country ... We arrived for the first session with the scores of our own games, so that it was easier for Botvinnik to understand with whom he was dealing. He went through the games carefully, but it has to be said that Botvinnik was very biased. He had his own criteria of chess talent; in fact I would even put it more forcefully – his template, which he considered to be close to the truth. And I did not fit into this template, not at all. Since I had never studied theory, from the very first moves I would end up in an opening pit. My opponent, following the latest recommendations, would confidently begin burying me, but I would endeavour to climb out! I would dig my heels in, dodge the blows, find remarkable resources, walk a tight-rope, scheme, set false trails ... . In general, I would balance on the edge of a needle.



‘None of this reached Botvinnik. He didn’t look that far. The other juniors were more fortunate: their play was more correct, familiar and recognisable, which provoked positive emotions in Botvinnik and corresponding assessments. It stands to reason that against this background I couldn’t expect anything. Assessing my play in a conversation with his helper Yurkov, Botvinnik said: "this boy has no understanding of chess, and he has no future in this field ... " I think it was incredibly fortunate for me that I immediately became labelled as an ignoramus, and so hardly any attention was paid to me ...



‘Even so, he made an impression on me – not as a chess player, but as a person. As a chess worker. As a thinker ... Listening to Botvinnik, observing him, thinking about him, I saw that chess science was not only the memorising of variations. It was a special world with its own laws, a world which as yet was unknown to me. What was it about chess that attracted me? The game. The struggle. The creating. But chess science offered something that was as yet unknown to me: a satisfaction from knowledge, from penetrating into the essence of positions, ideas and moves. Observing Botvinnik, for the first time I fully sensed this, but I was not yet ready to understand it. Moreover, I was not ready to accept it. I was even less ready to accept the thought that chess was a labour. Botvinnik emphasised this at every meeting. True, he linked this with the highest goals, for which I was not aiming, and so for me all his preaching fell on deaf ears. This was not for me, I thought, naively convinced that for me chess would always be merely a game.’



Grandmaster Yuri Razuvaev, a student at the same school, was keenly aware of the essence of Karpov’s unique gift: ‘He was a genuine natural talent: when he was young he studied Capablanca’s games – and he began playing. He was a purely practical player, a competitor!’ Even so, Karpov gave Botvinnik some credit: ‘His remarks regarding my completely feeble handling of the opening had their effect: I began reading chess literature.’ Soon Botvinnik changed his opinion about the prospects of the modest lad from the Urals. When passing through Zlatoust, he met Tolya’s parents and stayed with them, after which he gave this verdict: ‘A good family and a serious boy!’ And in the second half of the 1960s he several times predicted a great future for Karpov.



The work of the chess school was renewed in 1969 (by that time Karpov had already become world junior champion), and from the mid-1970s its pupils began achieving notable successes. I have to admit that my relations with Botvinnik were quite different to those that Karpov once had. Nikitin: ‘The great maestro was delighted by his contact with Garry. He became visibly younger when chatting with the lad, who immediately became his favourite pupil. The teacher liked everything – the readiness of his replies combined with their accuracy, his speed of calculating variations and his staggering memory. It appeared that each new meeting was eagerly awaited by both of them.’



The wisdom of Botvinnik’s approach, in my view, was that he never overpowered us with his authority, or imposed his style on his pupils – on the contrary, he did everything to help us develop our own abilities. He did not push, but with his innate tact as a teacher he would suggest the correct course. From the very start he sensed my striving for a dynamic, attacking style, and it was no accident, I think, that my first homework tasks included an analysis of Alekhine’s games.



There was a period when I began to delight in the boundless number of variations that can occur in a chess game. Botvinnik warned me against becoming carried away by complexity for complexity’s sake, and on one occasion he said: ‘You will never become an Alekhine, if you allow the variations to control you, rather than the other way round.’ This upset me, but, of course, Botvinnik was right. Later he wrote about this episode: ‘From the very start it was clear that Kasparov stood out among the other pupils by his ability to calculate variations very skilfully and many moves ahead. But Garry was an easily excitable lad, and I had to insist that he thought about a move before making it on the board. And I told him several times that there was a danger he would become a new Larsen or Taimanov.’



Just four months after the first session I achieved the candidate master norm in a tournament in Baku. Incidentally, also playing in it was Alexander Shakarov – an expert on opening theory and my future helper.



In the following year, 1974, to the surprise of many the team from Baku qualified for the final of the all-union tournament of Pioneers Palaces, which was held in Moscow. We had to play in simultaneous displays against grandmasters – the captains of the rival teams. Nikitin: ‘This was a unique and unusual event. In each round there were six clock simuls on seven boards (the teams comprised six boys and one girl), and the grandmasters sometimes had a hard time of it. Although they did not play one another, and only the totals of their simul results were compared, the habit of being first forced them to fight as they would in a prestigious tournament ... It is a pity that later these splendid tournaments were discontinued. For the chess fate of the juniors playing in these simuls, it was not so much the result that was important, but rather the priceless experience and the impression gained from playing against such formidable opponents.’



In the very first round I experienced a severe shock, on seeing in front of me a living legend – Mikhail Tal! I was even able to shake his hand! The meeting with Tal remained one of the most memorable events of my childhood. I had heard about the frightening, hypnotic glance with which he literally pierced his opponents. True, in order to overcome me, this was not required ...



In January 1975 I finished 7th in the USSR Junior Championship – out of more than 30 participants. In view of my age, this was not bad (the winner of the tournament was 17-year-old Zhenya Vladimirov, later one of my seconds). At that time Leonard Barden, chess columnist of the Guardian newspaper, made the following forecast: ‘Whatever happens to the world title in 1975, most experts predict that Karpov will be Fischer’s successor – this year, in 1978, or in 1981. But who will be world champion after Karpov? In my opinion there is a very clear favourite for world champion in 1990. He is 11-year-old Garry Weinstein from Baku, the youngest player in the USSR junior championship and the youngest candidate master since Karpov.’ Barden was wrong by five years, but the very fact that he made such a prediction is worthy of note ...



Eighteen months later, by a decision of the family council, I took the surname of my mother, and Garry Kasparov appeared in the world (more details of this will be given in my autobiographical volume).



In November of that same year, 1975, I finally made the acquaintance of Anatoly Karpov. We met in Leningrad at the regular tournament of Pioneers Palaces. Karpov was performing the role of captain of the Chelyabinsk team. He was twenty-four years old, and not long before he had inherited from Fischer the title of world champion.



Even so, that first meeting with Karpov did not provoke in me the same trepidation as the game with Tal. But the other lads in my team were nervous and they went along to the game as though they were already lost. In the foyer of the hotel, where the tournament was being held, I said: ‘What are you afraid of? Karpov is the world champion, but even he can make a mistake.’ Apparently these words were overhead, and the following day one of Karpov’s backers, the secretary of the local regional party committee Tupikin, said to my mother: ‘Bear it in mind: Karpov is unforgiving.’



In their report on this round Soviet Sport wrote: ‘During Anatoly Karpov’s simul with the juniors from Baku there came a moment when the world champion was left with only one opponent – twelve-year-old candidate master Garik Kasparov. Karpov sat down opposite the young player and, naturally, the photographers did not miss this moment. The point is that Garik is one of our most talented young players, and who knows, perhaps sometime in the future there will be another Karpov-Kasparov encounter ... ’



Who could then have imagined that years later, over a period of six years, we would have to play a hundred and fifty games against each other and spend more than 600 hours at the board?




Game 1
A.Karpov-G.Kasparov
Simultaneous Display, Leningrad 08.11.1975
Sicilian Defence B92

 1 e4 c5 2 Nf3 d6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4 Nf6 5 Nc3 a6



I think this was the first time I played the Najdorf Variation. Before the game Nikitin showed me the latest subtleties of the Polugayevsky Variation: after 6 Bg5 e6 7 f4 b5!? 8 e5 dxe5 9 fxe5 Qc7 10 Qe2 Nfd7 11 0-0-0 Bb7 12 Qg4 one should play not 12 ... Qxe5, but 12 ... Qb6. I remember that I tried to find out from my trainer: ‘But what about this, and what about that?’ And he said to me: ‘Work it out at the board!’ However, Karpov chose his favourite 6th move ...



6 Be2 e5 7 Nb3 Be7
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8 Bg5



Although this continuation had been occasionally employed by Fischer and Tal, it offers fewer chances than the usual 8 0-0. But there 8 ... Be6 9 f4 would have led to a well-known position from the recent Karpov-Polugayevsky Candidates match (1974). And the champion did that which simultaneous players always do: he tried to deviate and take me away from official theory.



8 ... Be6



Earlier 8 ... Nbd7 9 a4! was in fashion (Fischer-Olafsson, Reykjavik 1960; Karpov-Balashov, 38th USSR Championship, Riga 1970).



9 f4



In the afore-mentioned match Karpov played this with his bishop on c1, and in the event of 9 ... ехf4 he would have gained an important tempo for development. Moreover, after 9 ... Qc7 he used the tempo saved to squeeze Black on the queenside – 10 a4 (Game Nos.54, 56, 57 in Volume V of My Great Predecessors). Now, however, Black is forced to capture on f4, and Karpov could have hoped that I would become confused somewhere, when he would be able to outplay me, even a tempo down.



Firm control over the d5-point – 9 0-0 0-0 10 Bxf6 Bxf6 11 Qd3 (after 11 Nd5 Petrosian and Fischer replied 11 ... Nd7!?) 11 ... Nc6 12 Nd5 – leads to a roughly equal position in the spirit of the Chelyabinsk Variation: 12 ... Bg5 and ... Ne7 (a manoeuvre known from the game Taimanov-Boleslavsky, 17th USSR Championship, Moscow 1949), or first 12 ... Rc8 – as Tal played against K.Grigorian (39th USSR Championship, Leningrad 1971) and Hübner (Tilburg 1980).



9 Bxf6 is of more current interest: 9 ... Bxf6 10 Qd3 Nc6 (10 ... Be7 11 0-0-0 Nd7 is also played) 11 0-0-0! (but not 11 Nd5 Bg5 12 0-0?! Ne7!, Arnason-Kasparov, Dortmund 1980) 11 ... Nd4 12 Nxd4 exd4 13 Nd5 Bxd5 14 exd5 0-0, or 11 ... Be7!? 12 Kb1 0-0 13 Nd5 Bg5 14 h4!? Bxh4 15 g3 Bf6 with sharp play (Kramnik-Anand, Wijk aan Zee 2004). This line has now acquired a large amount of theory.



9 ... exf4
10 Bxf4 (thus, Karpov has carried out the first part of his plan) 10 ... Nc6 11 0-0 0-0 12 Kh1



In the variation with 8 0-0 this move would already have been made, and White would retain chances of seizing the initiative by 12 Qe1.
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Ironically, a position has been reached from the very line of the Neo-Scheveningen – 1 e4 c5 2 Nf3 e6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4 Nc6 5 Nc3 d6 6 Be2 Nf6 7 0-0 Be7 8 Be3 0-0 9 f4 e5!? 10 Nb3 exf4 11 Bxf4 Be6 12 Kh1 – which later I was intending to play against Karpov in our first two matches (1984/85 and 1985), only here Black has played the additional move ... а7-а6, giving him an interesting possibility apart from 12 ... d5.



12 ... b5!?



An active Sicilian thrust (incidentally, it did not occur any more in practice), although perhaps it would nevertheless have been better to maintain the balance with the typical 12 ... d5 13 е5 Ne4 14 Bd3 f5 or 13 ... Nd7 14 Nxd5 Ndxe5. In the Neo-Scheveningen, with the pawn on a7, these positions are critical even today (cf. Revolution in the 70s p.151).



13 Bf3?!



After conceiving the rook manoeuvre via f2-d2, Karpov clears the necessary space for it. However, for the moment there is nothing for the bishop to do on f3, and the inactive knight should have been immediately brought into play – 13 Nd4!. The exchange 13 ... Nxd4 14 Qxd4 gives White some advantage in the centre, while after 13 ... Ne5 both 14 a4 b4 15 Nd5 Bxd5 16 exd5 Qd7 17 Bf3 and 14 Nf5 are possible.



13 ... Ne5 (now there is much more point to this move) 14 Nd4 Bc4 15 Rf2?!



The start of a standard manoeuvre, but in the given instance it proves unsuccessful. The rook will not find any work on d2, and the coordination of the rooks is disrupted. 15 Re1 would have retained equal chances – it looks more passive, but in variations similar to those in the game the rook is obviously better placed.



15 ... b4! (seizing the initiative) 16 Nd5 Nxd5 17 exd5 Bf6 18 Rd2



Despite the weakness of the c6-square, Black feels very comfortable, and White already has to think about how to equalise. 18 Nc6!? came into consideration, and if 18 ... Qb6 the sharp exchange sacrifice 19 Bxe5 Qxf2 20 Bxd6 Rfe8 21 Bg3 Qc5 22 d6 Bb5 23 Qd5. It is safer to play 19 ... Bxe5 20 Nxe5 dxe5 21 Rd2 (21 Qe1 f5) 21 ... Qd6, blocking the passed d-pawn and planning ... f7-f5, ... e5-e4 and so on. Objectively here too Black’s chances are better.



18 ... Qb6 (I did not even consider 18 ... Nxf3: it is too early to exchange such a strong knight!) 19 Be3
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19 ... Qc7!



‘The position is a tense one, and at any moment a combinative explosion may occur. Great complications would have resulted from 19 ... Qb7 20 Nf5 Nxf3 21 Qxf3 Bxb2 22 Rb1 Bc3 23 Bd4 Bxd2 24 Bxg7 f6 25 Qg4 Bg5,’ wrote Viktor Khenkin. It is easy to see that after 26 Bxf8! Rxf8 (26 ... Bxa2 27 Rxb4; 26 ... Bxd5 27 Bxd6) 27 Qxc4 White has an overwhelming advantage: 27 ... Qd7 28 Qg4 Kh8 29 Rxb4 etc. Therefore 25 ... Rf7! is correct, not fearing the discovered check. And if 25 Qg3 both 25 ... Rf7 and 25 ... Qd7 are possible – everywhere White has no more than a draw.



But why provoke the dangerous knight leap to f5? With the queen on c7 it clearly does not work (the d6-pawn is defended) and Black continues to build up his initiative.



20 Be4



White’s problems would not have been solved by 20 b3 Bb5 21 Be2 (after 21 Nxb5 axb5 Black also has pressure on the a-file) 21 ... Bd7 22 a3 Qc3 23 Qg1 bxa3 (23 ... a5!?) 24 Rxa3 Rfe8 – the powerful knight on e5 and the weaknesses in the enemy position give Black the advantage (although it is unclear how great it is).



20 ... Rfe8 (life becomes uncomfortable for the white bishops on the e-file) 21 Bg1



If 21 b3?!, then the reply 21 ... Bb5 is again good, but it is also possible to play instead 21 ... Ng6 22 Bxg6 (22 Qf3 Nh4) 22 ... hxg6 23 Qf3, when Black has a pleasant choice between 23 ... Bb5 24 Bf2 Bd7 25 Rad1 Rac8, 23 ... Bxd5 24 Qxd5 Qc3 and 23 ... Bxb3 24 cxb3 Qc3, in each case retaining the better chances. Now he is again at a cross-roads.



21 ... g6



A logical move, killing White’s counterplay on the kingside. Black prepares ... Bg7 and ... f7-f5, and at the same time 22 ... Bg5 23 Rf2 Be3 is threatened. It also looks quite good to play 21 ... a5 22 a3 (Khenkin’s recommendation 22 Rf2 is worse in view of 22 ... Ng6!) 22 ... Ba6 23 Rf2 Nd7 or immediately 21 ... Nd7 with the intention of ... Nb6, attacking the d5-pawn.



In either case Black continues to exert appreciable pressure on the opponent’s centre and queenside.



22 a3?!



White needs to do something, and Karpov sacrifices the exchange. 22 b3 Bb5 is more solid. Now in the event of the gambit move 23 a3?! Bg5 24 Rf2 (24 axb4 Qc3!) 24 ... Be3 25 axb4 (25 Rf6 Nd7!) 25 ... Bxf2 26 Bxf2 Qc3! 27 Qe1 (27 g3 Ng4) 27 ... Qc8 the compensation for the exchange is insufficient and Black has every chance of winning: 28 Nxb5 (28 c4 Nd3!) 28 ... axb5 29 Rxa8 Qxa8, or 28 Qd2 Ng4 29 Bf3 Nxf2+ 30 Qxf2 Qc3 etc. There only remains 23 a4 Bd7 or 23 Nxb5 axb5 24 Bd4 Nd7 (24 ... Bg7!?), when White’s position is inferior with material equal.
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22 ... a5?!



When you are playing the world champion for the first time it is no great sin to fear the complications after the strongest continuation 22 ... Bg5! 23 Rf2 Be3! (but not 23 ... bxa3 24 b3 Bb5 25 c4!), which enables the exchange to be won without any particular compensation for White: 24 axb4 (24 Rf6 Qe7!) 24 ... Bxf2 25 Bxf2 f5 26 Bf3 Nxf3 27 Qxf3 Qb7 28 Nc6 Re4 or 24 b3 Bxf2 25 Bxf2 Bb5 26 axb4 Qc3! (cf. the variation from the previous note).



Now, however, Black’s advantage is greatly reduced, although the initiative is still on his side.



23 axb4 axb4 24 Rxa8 Rxa8 25 b3 Ba6 26 Nc6 Nxc6?!



I was carried away by the idea of invading with my rook on the e-file, but this exchange is fundamentally incorrect, since it activates the enemy rook on d2, which hitherto has been trying in vain to find work for itself. 26 ... Bb5! would have retained the better chances for Black, for example: 27 Bd4 Bg5 28 Rf2 Nxc6 29 dxc6 Bxc6 30 Qf3 Re8! 31 Bxc6 Re1+ 32 Rf1 Rxf1+ 33 Qxf1 Qxc6 with an extra pawn, or 27 Nd4 Bd7 28 Nc6 Bg7 (28 ... Ng4!?).



27 dxc6 (attacking the d6-pawn) 27 ... Re8?



‘And this is already a mistake – Black tries for too much. The rook on the a-file was coordinating excellently with the bishop on f6, and all he needed was to give it scope by 27 ... Bb5, after which it would not have been easy for White to guard the first rank and simultaneously maintain his c6-pawn. Even so, after 28 Bd4 (28 Qf3 Bc3) he would have gained a draw: 28 ... Bxd4 29 Rxd4 Bxc6 30 Rxb4 (30 Rc4? d5! 31 Bxd5 Qe5) 30 ... Bxe4 31 Rxe4 Qc3 32 Re1 Ra2 33 h3.’ (Khenkin)



However, here Black has the thematic stroke 31 ... Qxc2!. Therefore instead of 30 Rxb4? White must play 30 Bxc6 Qxc6 31 Rxb4, avoiding major problems and with accurate play attaining the haven of a draw: 31 ... Qc3 (now 31 ... Qxc2? is refuted by the spectacular 32 Rb8+! Kg7 33 Qd4+) 32 Ra4 Re8 33 Ra1 and h2-h3.
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28 Bd5?



A blunder in reply, typical of a simultaneous player: the fruit of not very deep penetration into the position when playing against several opponents. White was suddenly granted an opportunity to win a pawn and gain an overwhelming advantage – 28 Rxd6, but he did not do this, apparently because of 28 ... Bc3 29 Rd7 Qf4, overlooking an elegant refutation – 30 Re7!. Now the situation is again entirely favourable for Black.



28 ... Bc3 29 Rf2 Re1?!



But this is a mistake typical of a young player: also the fruit of a shallow penetration into the position. Through inexperience I did not realise that the position was not yet ripe for such a stroke! First the threats on the f-file should have been neutralised: 29 ... Re7 30 Qf3 Kg7 31 g4 f6 32 g5 f5 33 Qh3 Kf8 etc.



The position had become extremely sharp, and it was not surprising that Karpov was spending the lion’s share of his time on my board. Alas, my team colleagues were unable to support me: the score was 5-0 in favour of the simultaneous player plus a strategically hopeless position for Lyosha Eppelbaum. Soon Lyosha also resigned, and Karpov and I were left face to face ...
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30 Qf3



My ‘subtle’ calculation – 30 Rxf7? Rxd1 31 Rxc7+ Kh8 32 Bf3 Rc1 with the irresistible threat of ... Bd4 said something about my inventiveness, of course, but it proved to be a simple little problem for the world champion. To the logical question ‘why has Black’s vitally important f7-pawn been left undefended?’ the answer was found immediately.



30 ... Bd4?



A further error, which this time does not go unpunished. When I showed this game to Taimanov (after the tournament my mother and I, together with Nikitin, visited him at his home) he said: ‘Of course, 30 ... Re7! should have been played. Here Black has nothing to fear – all his pieces are in play.’ And although after 31 Qf4 Bb5 32 Qh4 Be1 Black would have lost a pawn – 33 Rxf7 Rxf7 34 Qxe1 Bxc6 35 Bxf7+ Qxf7 36 Qxb4, he would have been in no danger of losing: 36 ... Qd5 37 Qg4 Qe4 or 36 ... Qf1 37 Qb8+ Qf8 38 Qb6 (38 Qxf8+ Kxf8 with a draw) 38 ... Qf3! with the unavoidable exchange of queens and a drawn ending with opposite-colour bishops.



31 Bxf7+ Kg7
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32 Bc4!



Here is the punishment. In my preliminary calculations I missed this decisive retreat: mate at f8 is threatened, and the bishop at a6 is attacked.



32 ... Rxg1+



‘Black is rattled. The exchanging operation should have been carried out in a different order – 32 ... Bxf2 33 Qxf2 Rxg1+ 34 Kxg1 Qxc6, although here too after 35 Qd4+ Kh6 36 Bxa6 Qxa6 37 Qxb4 Qe2 38 Qc3 White would remain a pawn up.’ (Khenkin). This is too modest a summary! 35 Qa7+! Bb7 36 Qd4+ is far stronger and prettier. Now 36 ... Kh6 37 Qe3+ Kg7 38 Qe7+ Kh6 39 Qf8+ Kg5 40 h4+ leads to mate, and 36 ... Kf8 to the loss of two pawns: 37 Qh8+ Ke7 38 Qxh7+ Kd8 39 Qxg6.



33 ... Bxc4 34 Qxe1 Bd5 was more tenacious, trying to draw with the queens and opposite-colour bishops. This is more like a middlegame, though, where White is the first to begin a victorious attack on the king: 35 Qh4! Qxc6 (35 ... Bxc6 36 Bd4+ and Qf6) 36 Qe7+ Kg8 37 Bd4 Bf7 38 h3! etc.



33 Kxg1 Bxf2+ 34 Kxf2 Bxc4 35 bxc4



The queen endgame with the white pawn on c6 is completely hopeless.



35 ... Qa7+ 36 Ke2 Qd4 37 Qd5 Qf6 38 Qe4 b3 39 cxb3 Qb2+ 40 Kf1



Now the assistance of the king is not needed, and Karpov wins by hiding it in the corner.



40 ... Qc1+ 41 Qe1 Qf4+ 42 Kg1 Qd4+ 43 Kh1 Qb6 44 Qe7+ Kh6 45 Qf8+ 1-0



A fighting game! A comment in the press: ‘Garik Kasparov was very upset at losing to the world champion. “I had such a good position!” he lamented. The young Baku player was right. He held the initiative throughout almost the entire game, but he used it uncertainly, and in the end he made a fatal mistake.’



I had the following dialogue with a journalist from the Baku sports newspaper:



‘How do you explain your defeat at the hands of the world champion?’



‘Perhaps by the fact that I remained one to one with him. Just imagine, sitting opposite you is the best player on the planet. And so I overlooked his combination.’



‘And what lesson did you learn from this meeting?’



‘You have to fight to the last, even if you are in a winning position.’



Nikitin: ‘The hand of the little fighter was not yet firm, but in games with him grandmasters had to endure considerable difficulties. Not without reason, after the tournament Karpov, Korchnoi and Polugayevsky remarked on his play. The world champion liked his “serious approach to the game”, and Korchnoi – “his rather sober understanding of complicated positions”. It has to be agreed that praise of this sort addressed to a twelve-year-old boy is an indication of his outstanding talent. To me it was evident that his first, timid steps along the road to top-level chess would soon be replaced by a leap ... ’



Indeed, two months later I became junior champion of the country – no one had ever achieved this at the age of twelve! Nikitin: ‘In July 1976 the name “Kasparov” appeared for the first time in the Soviet rating list. Against it stood the number “2320”. And above it was the line “Karpov 2739”. From then on the alphabet firmly linked these two names, as though formally confirming their rivalry, which was awaited with interest and impatience in the chess world.’



In January 1977 I won the USSR Junior Championship for the second successive year, scoring 8½ out of 9. This too had never been achieved before ... A further year passed. It was a critical moment, probably one of the decisive moments in my life. I would soon be fifteen years old, and it was clearly time for me to demonstrate ‘adult’ results.



A springboard for me was provided by the Sokolsky Memorial (Minsk, January 1978). My victory in this strong tournament (13 out of 17!) was remarked on by the experts. Botvinnik: ‘It was difficult to get Kasparov included in the list of participants – he did not yet have the master title, and there were, naturally, objections – why allow a candidate master into a master tournament? The results showed why this should be done: Garik took first place, surpassing the master norm by 3½ points! This was the greatest success ever achieved by such a young player in the Soviet Union!’



Then in the summer of 1978 I won the All-Union Elimination Tournament in the Latvian town of Daugavpils. From the 64 participants only the winner qualified directly for the USSR Championship Premier League. Fortune smiled on me: Igor Ivanov and I scored 9 out of 13, but on the Buchholz score I was placed first. ‘Modern chess has become very young,’ wrote the Riga magazine Shakhmaty, ‘and yet when a fifteen-year-old boy demonstrates an encyclopaedic knowledge of the openings, rich imagination, rapid calculation in highly complicated middlegame situations, and possesses a fine technique in the conversion of an endgame advantage – all this is bound to cause astonishment.’



So, in two leaps I jumped straight into adulthood. I was full of energy, and any doubts regarding the future disappeared. From now on my life would be devoted to chess!



In my first USSR Championship (Tbilisi, December 1978) I succeeded, by scoring 50%, in taking clear 9th place and retaining my ‘pass’ to the Premier League. At the end of the tournament I tested my strength in a blitz match with Mikhail Tal, who had won there his sixth gold medal as USSR champion. Our tense encounter ended in a draw: 7-7. I still remember with what rapt attention the play was followed by two Alexanders – Bakh and Roshal, people from Karpov’s circle. They were probably already in agreement with Tal, who in an interview gave a very complimentary assessment of my play: ‘Kasparov is undoubtedly a unique phenomenon in chess. I can name only two players who at the age of fifteen performed so successfully in major tournaments – Fischer and Spassky. It is clear that whatever place the young player takes in the next championship, it will no longer be a sensation.’



But the sensation occurred earlier: in the spring of 1979 I won my first foreign ‘adult’ tournament – in Banja Luka in Yugoslavia. Apart from ex-world champion Tigran Petrosian, there were a further 13 grandmasters playing there, but three rounds before the finish I had already secured overall victory and I achieved not only the international master norm, but also my first grandmaster norm! I finished two points ahead of my nearest pursuers. Robert Wade wrote: ‘His remarkable performance here should forever enshrine the tournament among the epics of chess. Is there such a precedent in chess history? Robert J. Fischer at Zürich 1959? Boris Spassky at Bucharest 1953? Both were 16.’



After the Premier League I had asked our chess officials whether I could assume that from then on I had an international rating of 2545. ‘There’s plenty of time for that’, they replied. Although by FIDE rules a rating should be assigned to a player on the result of his first rated tournament, no one was in a hurry to give me an Elo rating. But if I had been assigned one on my result in Banja Luka, it would have been 2695! I remember how Adorjan said to me with a laugh: ‘Don’t worry, now they will assign you your Soviet rating.’ That is what in fact happened: I finally received my lawful 2545 – plus 30 points for Banja Luka.



By that time my playing style had finally taken shape. I am an advocate of the research tendency, to which Botvinnik belonged. From him I learned to study chess properly, find new ideas, and constantly work on their improvement. This is a scientific approach, based on a deep analysis of the heritage of the past, on a search for new opening variations and methods of play in the middlegame, and on the development of fundamentally new strategic plans.



With the passage of time, many ideas are subject to reassessment, including, of course, my own. I happily return to my mistakes and analyse them. ‘When a player annotates a game, he often tries to conceal his inaccuracies and omissions,’ wrote Botvinnik in 1980. ‘Kasparov does not do this. He aims for the truth, and tries to be objective.’ Since my early years I have annotated many games and published my analyses: Botvinnik and Nikitin considered it essential to submit the results of my work for discussion by other players.



In the next USSR Championship (Minsk, November-December 1979) I shared 3rd-4th position and consolidated my place in the Premier League. Over a period of six months my international rating rose by 50 points and by the start of 1980 it had reached 2595. Not bad, but still a whole 130 points less than Karpov ...



Soon I was included in the USSR team which travelled to the European Team Championship (Skara, January 1980). To play alongside Karpov, Tal and Petrosian was a great honour for a sixteen-year-old schoolboy! I was only second reserve, but I made a sizeable contribution to our overall victory, scoring 5½ out of 6. But Karpov, who shone at the previous European Championship in Moscow (5 out of 5!), on this occasion began with a sensational defeat against Miles and ended with a more than modest result: –1=4.



In the spring I gained my second grandmaster norm, by winning an international tournament in Baku (11½ out of 15). Then I left secondary school with a gold medal, and three months later I won the world junior championship in Dortmund ... That wonderful year of 1980, the year of four gold medals, concluded for me at the Olympiad in Malta. After a fierce struggle lasting two and a half weeks our team nevertheless managed to finish ahead of the Hungarians – but only on the tie-break. Playing on the last, second reserve board, behind Karpov, Polugayevsky, Tal, Geller and Balashov, I made the best result in our team – 9½ out of 12 (+8–1=3). Karpov scored half a point less (+6=6) but – on board 1!



‘Initially our relations were completely normal,’ Karpov recalls. ‘I remember a lively twelve-year-old boy, who played against me in a simul’, then a youth with whom I played in the same team. He always showed me respect; at the same time he was independent, but invariably respectful. I saw that he was sizing me up, but only later did I realise that already then he was studying me. I only observed him, but already he was aiming at one thing – at the inevitable future rivalry with me. Already then his entire life was devoted only to this. But – I repeat – this in no way affected our relations. We weren’t close – but also we did not clash. As is now clear – only because our interests did not cross.’



By January 1981 my international rating had risen to 2625, whereas Karpov’s was 2690. The gap between us was continuing to close – a fact which certainly would not have been overlooked by either Karpov, or his entourage. Perhaps this convergence was already beginning to concern them? ... Many remarked that Karpov suddenly stopped mentioning my name in interviews, when the subject of promising young players was raised.




Reconnaissance in Force




At that time I still naively assumed that all problems would be resolved only at the board, in an honest, competitive struggle. I did not imagine that around chess it was possible to have a game without rules. The first time I realised this was at the match-tournament of USSR teams ‘in honour of the 26th Congress of the USSR Communist Party’, held in February 1981 in Moscow, in the enormous athletics hall of the Central Army Sports Club.



There were four teams: first and second, veteran and youth. Of the eight players making up the first team, half comprised world champions of various ages, including the current one: Karpov, Spassky, Petrosian and Tal. The veterans were pinning their hopes on ex-world champion Smyslov and on Bronstein – the challenger who was perhaps closest of all to the champion’s title, without actually winning it.



I was expecting to play on board 1 for the youth team, and most players were of the same opinion. Unexpectedly the Federation officials began insisting that the player on board 1 should be either Psakhis, who had just become champion of the country (I did not take part in that championship), or Yusupov. But by that time my rating was already one of the highest in the country – higher than Smyslov and Petrosian, and superior even to that of Tal. So what was the problem?



And I realised that Karpov, playing on board 1 for the main team, simply did not want to play against me. There could be no other explanation! It ended when the members of our team demanded a democratic vote, to decide who should lead it. The officials did not like this, but they had no choice. In the end I was chosen by five votes to three. Thus, Karpov and I ended up facing each other at the chess board.



A few days before we met, Karpov was awarded his seventh chess ‘Oscar’ – the prize for the best player of the year, awarded annually by the international association of chess journalists. On the results of the poll I was named third in the world. We were rapidly converging – the world champion and the world junior champion. At that time Flohr wrote: ‘There is no doubt that in the near future Karpov and Kasparov will be playing each other often. Many think that sooner or later there will be a contest between them at the very highest level.’



In the match-tournament we played two games, both sharp and full-blooded, lasting the full five hours. When after the first game a journalist asked why I had declined the draw offered by the world champion on the 15th move, I replied: ‘I never hear the audience, but here I suddenly noticed how many people had arrived for our game. And I realised that I did not have the right to betray their hopes – no, not of victory, but of an uncompromising struggle.’




Game 2
G.Kasparov-A.Karpov
Match-Tournament of USSR Teams, 3rd round Moscow 25.02.1981
Petroff Defence C42

 1 e4



At that time I rarely made this move, and in my preparations I thought that a little surprise in my first one-to-one battle with the world champion would not do any harm: I wanted to catch him unawares. However, it was I who was in for a surprise ...



1 ... e5 2 Nf3 Nf6



My trainer and I had prepared the ‘Spanish’ – 2 ... Nc6 3 Bb5 a6 4 Ba4 Nf6 5 0-0 Be7 6 Re1 b5 7 Bb3 d6 8 c3 0-0 9 h3 Bb7 10 d4 Re8, intending what was then a rare plan with 11 a4 (Game No.48) or 11 Nbd2 Bf8 12 a4. These positions appealed to me; it was hard to imagine that a few years later they would become one of the arenas of my battles with Karpov. True, after 12 ... h6 (12 ... Qd7 – Game Nos.50, 57) 13 Bc2 exd4 (13 ... Nb8 – Game No.61) 14 cxd4 Nb4 15 Bb1 c5 we were planning not 16 d5!, as in our 1986 and 1990 matches, but 16 dxc5 dxc5 17 e5. I played this against Balashov (Kislovodsk 1982), but after 17 ... Nd7 (I was hoping for 17 ... Nd5?! 18 Ne4 with a strong attack) White was obliged to give up a pawn, 18 axb5 axb5 19 Rxa8 Bxa8 20 е6, in order to maintain the balance.



As for the Petroff Defence, precisely at that time it had unexpectedly become very popular. Karpov was also beginning to master it – two rounds later he also played 2 ... Nf6 against Romanishin. Evidently he was testing this opening for his forthcoming match with Korchnoi (who occasionally employed the Petroff) and at the same he was beginning a gradual transition to different, simplifying systems, more solid than the ‘Spanish’ and fully in accordance with his style.



3 Nxe5 d6 4 Nf3 Nxe4 5 d4 Be7



The move order 5 ... d5 6 Bd3 Nc6 is more flexible, since after 7 0-0 apart from 7 ... Be7 it is also possible to play 7 ... Bg4, and if 8 c4, then 8 ... Nf6 (Game No.67).



6 Bd3 d5 7 0-0 Nc6
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8 Re1



Here I did not yet have any new ideas, and the modern theory of this system was only just beginning to take shape. As it later transpired, the immediate 8 c4! is better – nowadays this is the most popular continuation (Game Nos.45, 52).



8 ... Bf5



While my opponent was thinking, I tried to remember our old analyses of the ‘obligatory’ variation 8 ... Bg4 9 c4 Nf6 10 cxd5 (10 Nc3!? – Game No.34) 10 ... Nxd5 11 Nc3 with a slight advantage to White. We examined these positions a great deal in the 1970s, when preparing for games with Yusupov and Dolmatov. The idea 10 ... Bxf3! 11 Qxf3 Qxd5 (Game No.32) was not yet known: Smyslov introduced it in 1983.



But Karpov made a newly fashionable move, which had been successfully employed by Hübner in his Candidates match with Adorjan (Bad Lauterberg, 10th game, 1980). Black’s idea is to provoke as much simplification as possible.



9 Nbd2



After a long think I decided to play solidly and follow Adorjan, although at the board I also studied 9 с4 Nb4 10 Bf1, a possibility which I later mentioned to Nikitin. Already then I guessed that this was where chances of an opening advantage should be sought. This is slightly more favourable for White even than 8 с4 Nb4 9 Be2: the position of the bishop on f1 gives him half a tempo ... The plan with 9 c4! Nb4 10 Bf1! was soon brought into practice by Karpov himself, who in 1982 won three opening duels against Portisch (cf. Game No.88 in Volume V of My Great Predecessors), and the move 8 ... Bf5 lost its attraction.



9 ... Nxd2 10 Qxd2 Bxd3 11 Qxd3 0-0 12 c3 Qd7
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13 Bf4



White has a minimal advantage, but in such a symmetrical position he has nothing in particular, of course. Karpov probably thought that he would easily gain a draw: all that is required of Black is accuracy.



13 ... a6



An improvement. After 13 ... Rfe8 14 h3 a6 15 Re3 Bd6 16 Ng5 g6 17 Bxd6 Qxd6 18 Rae1 Qd7 19 Nf3 Rxe3 20 Qxe3 Hübner did not gain clear equality, although the game ended in a draw.



14 Re3 (14 Ne5 Nxe5 15 Bxe5 f6 16 Bg3 Rfe8 17 Re2 Bf8 18 Rae1 ½-½ Anand-Gelfand, Monte-Carlo rapid 2005) 14 ... Rae8 15 Rae1 Bd8!



Another accurate move. After defending his c7-pawn, Black intends to begin exchanging the heavy pieces on the e-file.



16 h3 Rxe3 17 Rxe3



After 17 Qxe3, as in the game 17 ... f6 was possible, but I did not like the activation of the black queen – 17 ... Qf5. In any case, it is hard for White to count on anything.
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17 ... f6



Seeing that after 17 ... Re8 there is the unpleasant reply 18 Qf5! Re6 19 h4, Karpov takes a more subtle decision – to exchange rooks by ... Rf7-e7. The advantages of it are obvious: the e5-square is now inaccessible to the white pieces, and the king has obtained a non-standard escape square. And the drawback – the weakening of the e6-square, where the black knight might have settled in order to suppress the pressure on the e-file – can hardly be exploited.



17 ... Ne7 was also recommended, and it too would have led to inevitable equality, for example: 18 Ne5 Qf5 19 Rf3 Qe6 20 Qd1 Ng6 21 Nxg6 fxg6 22 Re3 Qd7 23 Bg3 Bg5 24 Re5 Bf6 25 Re2 Rf7 26 a4 Re7.



18 Re2



Many years later, in a game with Leko (Dortmund 1999), Karpov again went in for this position with Black and demonstrated its viability after 18 Nd2 Ne7 19 Nb3 Qf5 with a quick draw.



18 ... Rf7



If 18 ... Ne7 I was planning 19 b3 and c2-c4 (incidentally, in this way Karpov later broke up Korchnoi’s position in the 4th game of their match in Merano), for example: 19 ... c6 (19 ... Qf5 20 Qxf5 Nxf5 21 g4!) 20 c4 Qf5 21 Qe3!, but 20 ... Ng6 21 Bg3 Bc7 22 Bxc7 Qxc7 23 g3 Qd7 and ... Re8 is more consistent, gradually equalising.



19 Nd2!
Be7



Black evidently did not fancy the endgame with doubled pawns after 19 ... Re7 20 Nb3 Rxe2 21 Qxe2 Be7 22 Qg4! Qxg4 23 hxg4 Bd6 24 Bxd6 cxd6 25 Nc1 Kf7 26 Nd3, although here his chances of a draw are very considerable. But without necessity Karpov does not double his pawns – that is not his style!



20 Nf1



Black has covered the c5-point, and so the knight changes course and goes to e3, where it will put the d5-pawn under fire. However, only with the opponent’s help is it possible to breath life into this symmetrical position ...



20 ... Bf8 21 Qf3 Re7?



An unexpected blunder – Black overlooks 23 Bxc7! (I remember that this staggered me: the world champion, and he made such an error?!). Of course, he should have begun with 21 ... Nd8 22 Ne3 c6, maintaining approximate equality. Now, more than a quarter of a century later, I find my former optimism regarding White’s ‘active possibilities’ to be inexplicable: after 23 Bg3 Re7 followed by ... Nf7 Black has no problems.



22 Ne3 (White’s advantage becomes apparent) 22 ... Nd8



Forced. There is no other defence against the threat of Kf1, winning a pawn: 22 ... Re4 23 Kf1! (not 23 Bxc7 Rxd4! or 23 Qg3 Ne7!) 23 ... Ne7 24 Bxc7 Rxe3 (24 ... Qxc7 is no better: 25 Nxd5 Nxd5 26 Qxe4 Nf4 27 Re3) 25 Qxe3 Qxc7 26 Qe6+ Kh8 27 Qf7 Qd8 28 Re6 h6 29 c4, and a decisive breakthrough is unavoidable: 29 ... dxc4 30 d5 or 29 ... Qc8 30 c5 etc.
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23 Bxc7! Qxc7 24 Nxd5 Qd6



This offers better defensive chances than 24 ... Rxe2 25 Nxc7 Re1+ 26 Kh2 Bd6+ 27 g3 Bxc7, since here the coordination of Black’s forces is disrupted and White begins advancing his pawns with 28 c4!, virtually forcing the win of a piece.



25 Nxe7+ Bxe7 26 Qe4 Bf8



A critical moment in the game. Now much depends on what plan White chooses. Alas, lack of time (and, of course, experience!) did not allow me to choose the best arrangement of my forces.



27 Qe8?



Intending to restrict still further the mobility of the black pieces by the advance of the a- and b-pawns. However, this seizure of space is a fundamentally incorrect plan, since it makes c3-c4 more difficult, does not change the pattern of the position and in the end merely reduces White’s advantage. As often happens, the window of real opportunity for playing for a win was very narrow – exactly one move!



White should have played 27 с4! and advanced his c- and d-pawns, not the a- and b-pawns. This would have placed Black on the verge of defeat, for example: 27 ... b6 28 g3 Nf7 29 Kg2 g6 30 Rc2 (30 Qd5!?) 30 ... f5 31 Qf4! Qxf4 (31 ... Qc6+ 32 Qf3) 32 gxf4 Nd8 33 c5 bxc5 34 dxc5 Ne6 35 с6! Bd6 36 Rd2 Bxf4 37 Rd7 and wins, or 27 ... Nc6 in the hope of 28 Qe6+ Qxe6 29 Rxe6 Kf7!, but after 28 Rd2! Black has a difficult position – 28 ... b6 (28 ... Qb4?! 29 Qd5+ Kh8 30 Re2) 29 a3 a5 30 Rd3! with the threat of c4-c5, while if 30 ... Qd7 or 30 ... Nd8, then 31 Rb3!.



27 ... g6 28 a4



If 28 Re4 (belatedly reverting to the idea of c3-c4) there was the resource 28 ... Kg7 29 c4 b6!, when it is now difficult for White to break through: 30 d5?! a5 31 g3 Qc7 32 Kg2 Bc5 or 30 a3 a5 31 Qb5 Nf7 etc.



28 ... Kg7 29 b4 Qc7 30 Re3 Nf7
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Black has competently regrouped, stealthily activating his knight. In this game Karpov once again showed himself to be an excellent defender, especially since, as it seems to me, he always preferred playing with minor pieces against rook and pawns.



31 Qe6 Qd8



31 ... Bd6 was also possible, but Karpov methodically carries out his plan, at the same time denying the white queen an excellent post at d5.



32 a5 h5 33 Qe4
Qd7 34 Qe6 Qd8



34 ... Qa4 is dangerous in view of the simple 35 g3!.
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White has carried out in full his planned program, and his pawns look well placed, restricting the black pieces, but now their advance involves the risk of losing material.



35 Kf1



A delay. However, it was hardly any better to play 35 Re1 Bd6 or 35 h4 Nd6 36 g3 – here after 36 ... Nf5 37 Re4 Qc7! (an important nuance) 38 Qd5 Nxg3! 39 fxg3 Qxg3+ 40 Kf1 Qf3+ 41 Ke1 Qxc3+ 42 Kf2 Bxb4 43 Qxb7+ Kh6 44 Qxa6 f5 45 Qf6 Qd2+ 46 Re2 Qf4+ it all ends in perpetual check.



35 ... Nh6 36 g4?!



I very much didn’t want to allow the knight to go to f5, but if such weakening moves have to be made, it is clear that the worst is over for Black. However, also nothing special was given by 36 g3 Nf5 37 Rd3 Nh6 38 d5 Bd6! (38 ... Nf7? 39 d6!), for example: 39 c4 Bxb4 40 d6 Nf7 41 d7 Bxa5 42 Qd5 Qb6, and the d-pawn is halted.



36 ... hxg4 37 hxg4 Nf7 38 Ke2



In the centre, behind the barricade of pawns, things are more peaceful for the king than on the exposed kingside. But now the advance of the pawns becomes extremely difficult and one can talk about a situation of dynamic balance.



38 ... Ng5 39 Qb6 Qd7 40 Kd3 Bd6 41 Kc2 ½-½



Here, instead of adjourning the game, I offered a draw: there had already been too much excitement! I regretted that I had not exploited a game-winning opportunity (although Karpov could have avoided allowing me it). My opponent also decided not to take a risk and he accepted my offer.



Nikitin: ‘The first reconnaissance in force was a wonderful success. The world champion’s young opponent was not at all his inferior in a complicated, tense struggle.’



My second duel with Karpov also kept the spectators on the edge of their seats. Flohr: ‘The game was played in the last round of the match-tournament. Karpov’s team – the USSR First Team – was already assured of victory, and Kasparov’s team – the Youth Team – was also assured of second place. But on this occasion too the tournament hall of the Army Central Sports Club was crowded with chess fans, and the outcome of the match, 4-4, was the result of an interesting struggle on nearly all the boards.’



The public’s enormous interest in the clash of the leaders was further raised by the fact that it would decide who would finish first in the individual competition on board one. I was leading in the mini-tournament, half a point ahead of the world champion: he was on ‘plus one’ thanks to a win over Romanishin, while I was on ‘plus two’, having exchanged wins with Romanishin and twice defeated Smyslov. Thus Karpov could overtake me only by winning this game.




Game 3
A.Karpov-G.Kasparov
Match-Tournament of USSR Teams, 6th round Moscow 28.02.1981
English Opening A30

 1 c4



If 1 е4 there would, of course, have followed 1 ... с5. Already I had prepared the questionable novelty
12 ... Na5, as employed in the 3rd game of our first match (Game No.7). But Karpov again surprised me, by choosing 1 c4. He had probably looked at my games and realised that he could well expect the ‘hedgehog’ system, which at that time, following the example of Magerramov, I played regularly and quite successfully.



1 ... Nf6 2 Nc3 c5 3 Nf3 e6 4 g3 b6 5 Bg2 Bb7 6 0-0 Be7 7 d4 cxd4 8 Qxd4 d6 9 Bg5



At that time this was an extremely rare sideline, first tested in the game L.Grigorian-Karpov (Riga 1975). The main lines with 9 b3 and 9 Rd1 are examined in my book Revolution in the 70s.



9 ... a6



This prophylaxis is practically forced. If 9 ... Nbd7, then 10 Nb5! is unpleasant.



10 Bxf6



The immediate exchange of bishop for knight is the logical continuation of the plan with Bg5: while ... Nbd7 has not yet been played, White diverts the e7-bishop from the defence of the d6-pawn, and then, by attacking it, forces the exchange of the b7-bishop for his knight, whereupon the ‘hedgehog’ loses its spines. Apparently Karpov was attracted by this idea of restricting Black’s possibilities: instead of the traditional, multi-piece ‘hedgehog’, comparatively simple positions arise with some pressure for White. That said, the simplification affects both sides: White’s possibilities are also reduced.



10 ... Bxf6
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11 Qf4!?



A novelty from the game Andersson-Langeweg (Wijk aan Zee 1981), played a month earlier. L.Grigorian played 11 Qd3 against Karpov, but after 11 ... Be7 12 Rfd1 Ra7! 13 Ne4 0-0! 14 Rac1 Ba8! 15 Qe3 Nc6 16 Nc3 Qb8 17 Nd4 Ne5 18 b3 Rc8 Black obtained an excellent position – the dream of any ‘hedgehog’ supporter.



11 ... 0-0



I think that the exchange 11 ... Bxf3, which was soon introduced by Browne, is rather more solid. When I was planning to play this system with White, I considered here the unusual 12 exf3, although after 12 Qxf3 Ra7 (in order to defend the d6-pawn with the ‘active’ moves ... Be5 and ... Rd7) 13 Rfd1 White also retains somewhat the better chances, as was brilliantly demonstrated by Andersson in his classic games with Browne (Tilburg 1982) and Portisch (Reggio Emilia 1989).



12 Rfd1



Andersson successfully played 12 Rad1 Be7 13 Ne4 Bxe4 14 Qxe4 Ra7 15 Nd4 Qc8 16 b3 Re8 17 Rd2 Rc7 18 e3 Bf8 19 Qb1 Nd7 20 Rfd1 Nf6 21 a4 Rc5 22 Rc2!, and the defensive problems proved too much for both Langeweg (in the afore-mentioned source game, where this position was reached by transposition) – 22 ... d5?! 23 cxd5 Nxd5 24 Bxd5! exd5 25 Rcd2 g6 26 Ne2, and Y.Grünfeld (Luzern Olympiad 1982) – 22 ... e5?! 23 Ne2 b5 24 axb5 axb5 25 Nc3! bxc4 26 b4! Rc7 27 Nd5 Nxd5 28 Bxd5 Qb8 29 b5 etc.



According to grandmaster Sergey Shipov, the author of a monograph on the ‘hedgehog’ (2005), it is logical to call the entire line with 9 Bg5 a6 10 Bxf6 the Andersson variation.



12 ... Be7 13 Ne4 Bxe4 14 Qxe4 Ra7 15 Nd4
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15 ... Qc8



Probably the best move: Black plays his queen to c5. But 15 ... Rc7 16 b3 Rc5 is also not bad, for example: 17 a4 Qc7 18 Qb1 (18 Ra2!?), and now not 18 ... Rc8 19 Ra2! Bf8 20 e3 Qe7 21 Rc2! g6 22 Qa2! Qg5 23 h4 Qf6 24 b4 R5c7 25 b5! a5 26 Nc6! (yet another strategic masterpiece by Andersson – his game with Seirawan, London 1982), but 18 ... Nd7! 19 e3 Qc8 20 Ra2 Nf6 21 Rc2 a5, although even here after 22 Rdd2 Rd8 23 Nb5 g6 24 Qd1 Ne8 25 Bf3 Qd7 26 Kg2 with the idea of 26 ... Nc7 27 Nc3 White’s position is slightly better. 26 Rd3?! is inaccurate in view of 26 ... Nc7! with the exchange of knights (Kasparov-Adams, Moscow 2004), since if 27 Nc3 there is 27 ... Na6! 28 Ne4 Nb4.



16 b3 Re8?!



At the board I had to solve some completely new problems, and I played this part of the game unsurely, not fully understanding White’s plan. The move ... Re8, which was made on general grounds, is good in other situations, but here for the moment it is not necessary. Later, benefiting from experience, grandmasters arrived at the sound continuation 16 ... Bf6 17 a4 Rd8 (Pigusov-Ulybin, Dubai 2002) or 17 e3 Rd8 (Anand-Adams, Sofia 2005) with the intention of ... d6-d5.



17 a4



‘White’s plan includes the advance of his queenside pawns, in order to fix the weakness of the c6-point. The move in the game also has a certain drawback – the c5-square is in Black’s possession.’ (Flohr)



17 ... Qc5 18 Ra2 Bf6



Again routine play – and again a loss of time: now, when ... Re8 has already been played, the defence of the d6-pawn should not have been weakened. The systematic manoeuvre 18 ... Rc7 was more advisable.



19 Rad2 Rc7
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20 Qb1



20 е3!? was a more dangerous move. After 20 ... Rec8 or 20 ... Be7 there is the unpleasant knight sacrifice 21 Nxe6! fxe6 22 Qxe6+. True, Black could sacrifice the d6-pawn – 20 ... Nd7 21 Nc6 Ne5 with the hope after 22 Rxd6 Nxc6 23 Rxc6 Rxc6 24 Qxc6 Qxc6 25 Bxc6 Rd8 of obtaining a draw in an endgame with opposite-colour bishops: 26 Rb1 Rd2 27 b4 Rb2 etc.



20 ... Be7



20 ... Rec8 was sharper, intending if 21 b4 to sacrifice the queen – 21 ... Qxc4!? 22 Rc2 Qxc2 23 Nxc2 Rxc2, but after 24 Be4 Rb2 25 Qd3 Rxb4 26 Bxh7+ Kh8 27 Qa3 a5 28 Bd3 Black has insufficient compensation and he faces a difficult struggle for a draw: 28 ... Nd7 29 Bb5 Ne5 30 Qe3, or 28 ... d5 29 Rc1 Rc5 30 Rxc5 bxc5 31 Bb5 etc.



21 b4 Qh5
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22 Rc2?!



A delay! After easily gaining an advantage, Karpov relaxes and makes an awkward move – depriving his knight of the c2-square. The defence of the c4-pawn by 22 Qb3 could have been answered by 22 ... Bf8 (not 22 ... e5 23 Nc2!) 23 b5 a5, and if 24 Nc6, then 24 ... Nd7. But the immediate 22 b5! was better, since 22 ... Rxc4?! is unfavourable because of 23 bxa6 Nxa6 (23 ... Qa5 24 Bb7; 23 ... Rxa4 24 Nc6!, and after the capture of the a6-pawn – 25 Nxe7+ and Rxd6) 24 Bc6! winning the exchange, while after 22 ... a5 23 Nc6 Bf8 White would have obtained the same position with an extra tempo. The question is how real his advantage would be after the manoeuvre ... Nd7-c5, disclosing the weakness of the a4-pawn.



22 ... Rec8! 23 b5!?



Beginning a risky operation with the sacrifice of the c4-pawn. The belated 23 Qb3 does not promise any advantage in view of 23 ... e5 24 Nf3 Nc6, ‘and Black has no more problems with the c6-point’ (Flohr). If 25 Rcd2 he has time to play 25 ... a5 with equal chances.



23 ... axb5 24 axb5



Karpov operates in accordance with a scheme that is familiar to him, trying to establish his knight on c6 and thereby paralyse all Black’s counterplay. In the event of 24 Nxb5 Rd7! the weakness of the b6- and d6-pawns would have been balanced by the weakness of White’s a4- and c4-pawns.



24 ... Rxc4
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25 Rxc4



The alternative was 25 Nc6 Rxc2 26 Nxe7+, when Black has a choice between 26 ... Kf8 27 Bf3 Qe5! 28 Nxc8 Rxc8 29 Qxh7 Ke7 30 Qh4+ g5 31 Qa4 Nd7, with approximate equality, and the sharper 26 ... Kh8!? 27 Bf3 Qe5! 28 Nxc8 Rxc8 with an extra pawn, for which, however, after 29 Qa2(b4) White has quite sufficient compensation (certainly not less than in the game).



25 ... Rxc4 26 Qa2 Qc5 27 Qa8 (nothing is given by 27 Qa7 Qc7 or 27 e3 Rc1 28 Rxc1 Qxc1+ 29 Bf1 Qc7 30 Qa8 d5) 27 ... Rxd4 28 Qxb8+



‘Without making a single move in the game, the knight perishes on its initial square.’ (Flohr). ‘A favourable exchange for Black.’ (Shipov)



28 ... Bf8



Here, realising that White could hope to win only in the event of a blunder by his opponent, Karpov offered a draw. But – I declined (after all, I was a pawn up!). This evidently angered the world champion: he rejected further simplification and rushed into a maelstrom of complications, hoping for success in the approaching time scramble.



29 Ra1!



After 29 Rxd4 Qxd4 30 e3 (30 Qc7!?) 30 ... Qc5 31 Bc6 d5 32 Qb7 with the idea of Be8 the vulnerability of Black’s f7-point makes it unlikely that he can win. But the champion did not want merely to try to save the game – and he was right: with the rooks on the board, White’s initiative gives him not only equality, but even a chance of winning!
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29 ... d5!



The only move. Annotating the game in the 31st volume of Informator, I attached a question mark (!) to it, reckoning that Black would have retained his advantage by 29 ... h6. But here 30 Bf3! would have been very strong, including the bishop in the attack and vacating the g2-square for the king. Then 30 ... Rb4? would be bad: 31 Ra8 d5 32 Qe8 d4 (32 ... Rxb5? 33 Bh5) 33 Be4 etc. Or 30 ... d5 31 Ra7 Qxb5 32 Qb7 Qb1+ 33 Kg2 Qg6 34 Ra8 f5 35 Qxb6 Qf6 36 Re8 Kf7, and in the event of 37 Rxe6 Qxe6 38 Qxd4 Kg6 Black can still hope for a draw, but with the rooks on – after 37 Qb5! Kg8 38 Qa6 – he might not have found a defence.



In general, I have to admit that my previous assessment of Black’s chances in this game was too high. At the board I somewhat presumptuously thought that I would easily parry all the opponent’s threats, and that my own threats on the first rank would decide the game ...



30 Bf1



Here too 30 Bf3!? came into consideration. Now 30 ... Qxb5? is not possible on account of 31 Ra8 Qb4 32 Qe8 Rd1+ 33 Kg2 h6 34 Ra7 Qe1 35 g4. It is also hard to find a defence after 30 ... Rc4 31 Ra8 d4 32 Qe8. 30 ... Qd6 is best, giving up the b6-pawn, or 30 ... g6 31 Ra8 Kg7, inviting 32 Qe5+ Kg8 with a probable draw.



30 ... Rc4 31 Ra8 Rc1



‘The struggle has become more complicated. With bated breath the spectators followed the sharp finale to this game, which initially developed so quietly.’ (Flohr)



32 Qe8 (it turns out that White has a saving attack on the f7-point) 32 ... d4 33 Ra7 Qf5 34 Ra8 Qc5 35 g4?!



A seemingly senseless, suicidal move, especially since it was possible simply to force a draw – 35 Ra7 Qf5 36 Ra8 Qc5. However, in the time scramble Karpov tempts fate and takes a risk: only a win will do for him!
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35 ... Qd6



‘In order to parry the threat of 36 Ra7 by 36 ... Rc7.’ (Flohr). But I had in mind the energetic 36 ... Qf4! 37 f3 d3 or 37 h3 h6! 38 Ra8 Qe4 with the threat of ... Rxf1+ and ... Qh1 mate.



And yet the strongest was 35 ... Qb4!, since in this case Karpov would have had to find the only defence, which was far from obvious. In Informator I gave the variations 36 Ra7? d3! (at the board it is easy to overlook such a stroke) 37 Qxf7+ Kh8 38 Qf3 d2, winning, and 36 h3! h6! 37 Kg2. Now 37 ... Qe1 allows a study-like draw – 38 Qxf8+ Kh7 39 Qh8+! Kg6 40 Rg8 Qxf1+ 41 Kg3, and Black has only a perpetual check (I should add 37 ... Qc5 38 Rd8! Rb1 39 Qd7 with equality, while after 37 ... e5 both 38 Ra7 Qb3 39 Rd7 and 38 Qxe5 Qe1 39 Rxf8+ are possible), but it seemed to me that the retreat 37 ... Rc7! would have retained good winning chances.



However, later analysis established that here too White has counterplay, maintaining the balance: 38 Qd8! Qc5 (38 ... Rc1 39 Qe8) 39 Kg1! with the idea of Bg2-c6.



36 Rd8! (the only way!) 36 ... Qb4 37 Rd7 h6!



This measure is now forced. The daring 37 ... d3? is bad because of 38 Qxf7+ Kh8 39 e4! (a very powerful computer stroke!) 39 ... h6 40 Kg2! d2 (40 ... Qxe4+ 41 Kh3) 41 Be2!, and Black has a very dangerous, probably lost position: 41 ... Rc8 42 Qxe6 or 41 ... Re1 42 Bf3.



38 Qxf7+ Kh7 39 g5



White seizes his last chance. There would have been a pretty draw by perpetual check after 39 Qxe6 Qe1 40 Qe4+ Kh8 41 Qg2 Qxe2 42 Rd8 (42 Rxd4 Bc5 with a draw)
42 ... Rxf1+!.



39 ... Qb1! (the queen arrives just in time) 40 g6+



40 Kg2 was more cunning, with the time-trouble trap 40 ... Rxf1? 41 g6+! Qxg6+ 42 Qxg6+ Kxg6 43 Kxf1. But I had already seen the reply 40 ... Qe4+! 41 f3 Qf5, elegantly forcing a draw: 42 Qxf5+ exf5 43 gxh6 Kxh6 44 Rxd4 Bc5 45 Rd5 f4.



40 ... Qxg6+ 41 Qxg6+ Kxg6 ½-½



As soon as the game ended, spectators poured onto the stage, forgetting that on some of the other boards play was still in progress ...



Thus, although they ended in draws, both games proved highly dramatic and full-blooded. In addition, I was able to win in the contest for the strongest, by scoring the most points on board one. Indeed, Karpov can have been left in no doubt that in me he had a potentially dangerous opponent. I remember how, at the closing of the match-tournament, the chairman of the USSR Chess Federation Vitaly Sevastyanov said (without, however, particular enthusiasm): ‘We have witnessed the start of an interesting chess dialogue’.



What was it that provoked such keen interest by the spectators? Above all, it was the certainty that this meeting was a prelude to our future battle for the world championship. And also the contrast between our styles of play. Karpov had an innate positional feeling and faultless intuition in choosing positions for his pieces. But he usually preferred to avoid complications, saying: ‘Risky play in the style of chess musketeers appeals to those who like sharp conflicts. but it is not to my taste. I endeavour to assess my possibilities soberly and not to rack my brains.’ Karpov was a vivid representative of the strictly practical, extremely rational style, and he always expended just as much strength as was needed in the specific situation. Whereas I, with great pleasure, looked for new theoretical paths, I adored combinative complications and I mercilessly broke with routine, avoiding the temptation to solve problems by means of technique alone.



To Botvinnik, Karpov’s style resembled that of Capablanca, whereas he thought that mine was closer to Alekhine. This was not a speculative conclusion: in his youth Botvinnik had played both of the great champions of the past.



However, in making such generalisations, one should not forget the cautionary words of Petrosian: ‘Every grandmaster is a rather complex individual, the impression of whom does not always correspond to reality. Tal is not only “sacrifices”, Fischer is not only an “electronic computer”, and Petrosian is not only “caution”.’



For this reason I am convinced that in the most important aspect Karpov and I were not different: we were both convinced that chess is above all a struggle, a duel, in which the opponent must be defeated. And one can agree with Spassky’s assertion: all great players have tough characters. This toughness arises because in chess one strong personality meets another strong personality and aims for psychological superiority as one of the factors in achieving victory. In such a confrontation sparks are bound to fly ...



Botvinnik wrote in 1981: ‘Karpov calculates variations very well. But his main strength is something different: he is markedly superior to Kasparov in positional understanding. When he was still very young, Karpov already demonstrated an excellent understanding of positional principles; he has no equals in the skill of arranging his pieces harmoniously. His pieces are usually invulnerable, whereas the opponent’s pieces are subjected to constant pressure. In this respect Karpov’s style is significantly superior to that of Petrosian, who, after achieving the absolute security of his position, patiently waits for a mistake by the opponent. Karpov does not wait: he plays actively.’



When these words were written, Karpov was at the height of his fame and already for six years he had held the title of champion. He was then about thirty, while I was on the threshold of my eighteenth birthday.



Before our marathon match, which began three years later, we met only once more at the board. That was in April of that same year 1981 in the Moscow ‘Tournament of stars’, staged in the prestigious International Trade Centre. I played well until my birthday, which fell precisely in the middle of the tournament, but here I lost my footing – I failed to win a game against Andersson, and then I lost from an overwhelming position to Petrosian (Game No.45 in Volume III of My Great Predecessors), after which I forfeited any chance of first place.



By the will of the pairings, our game was played in the last round. Many fans were hoping that at that stage I would be only a point behind and that the game would have great competitive significance. But in reality, alas, the tournament intrigue was exhausted: Karpov was one and a half points ahead of me and had already secured overall victory. Nevertheless I had the desire to fight, but ... ‘The grand struggle, to which Botvinnik and I tried to tune up the young grandmaster, did not occur,’ remembers Nikitin. ‘The fact that it was impossible to catch his opponent had a dampening effect on Garry, and his very first intensive think ended in ... an offer of a draw.’




Game 4
G.Kasparov-A.Karpov
Moscow 23.04.1981
Queen’s Gambit D55

 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 e6 3 Nf3 d5



My trainer and I had anticipated that it would most probably be a Queen’s Gambit (as solid as possible!), and we had prepared a comparatively unexplored set-up.



4 Nc3 Be7 5 Bg5 h6 6 Bxf6 Bxf6 (later this position was to become one of the tabiyas in my matches with Karpov) 7 e3



Already then we had seriously looked at 7 Qb3 c6 (Game No.55) 8 0-0-0 or 8 e3 0-0 9 h4, but I did not like the position of the queen on b3 and I suggested placing it on d2 after 7 e3 (7 Qd2 dxc4! – Game No.25).



7 ... 0-0 8 Qd2



Here Karpov also tried 8 Qc2 (Game Nos.31, 56), and I – 8 Rc1 (Game No.75).
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8 ... Nc6



A surprise, although not a novelty. In the Petrosian-Spassky match (1969) 8 ... b6 occurred, whereas today the best is deemed to be 8 ... dxc4 (Game No.58).



But I was hoping for the standard reply 8 ... c6, when I was planning 9 h4! Nd7 10 g4. That summer, at a training session for the Soviet team before the student world championship, with this dashing attack on the king I won numerous blitz games against Vladimirov (who ‘regretfully’ instead of 7 ... 0-0 began playing 7 ... с6, to which I now played 8 Qc2!, not fearing ... с7-с5), and later I crushed a far less distinguished opponent: 10 ... Re8? 11 0-0-0 b5? 12 cxb5 cxb5 13 Bxb5 Rb8 14 g5! hxg5 15 hxg5 Bxg5 16 Nxg5 Qxg5 17 f4 Qf6 18 Qh2 (Kasparov-Dür, Graz 1981). Subsequently 8 ... с6 almost went out of use, because of 9 h4!.



9 cxd5



Of course, 9 Rc1 (Game No.23) is more promising, but Karpov’s choice had killed my fighting mood. Upset that all my attacking plans had been frustrated, I decided simply to exchange on d5 and obtain a seemingly favourable ‘Carlsbad’ structure. But it turned out that Black can successfully regroup, whereas at d2 the queen is not best placed.



9 ... exd5 10 Be2 Bf5 11 0-0 Ne7 12 b4 c6 13 Rfc1 a6 14 a4 Qd6
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15 Qb2 (15 Nd1 Rfc8 16 Nb2 a5 17 bxa5 c5! Benjamin-Hjartarson, Copenhagen 1982) 15 ... Rfe8 16 Qb3 Ng6 17 Ra2



After this move I offered a draw. My opponent instantly replied 17 ... Be7 and suddenly, in violation of the rules, said: ‘Make a move!’ Surprised, I replied 18 b5, and it was only then that, after some thought, Karpov condescendingly nodded: ‘Well, alright, draw.’ (½-½)



[image: ]



In analysis after the game the champion remarked that after 18 ... axb5 19 axb5 it was indeed a draw, but 18 ... a5!? 19 bxc6 bxc6 was possible, exploiting the weakness of the b4-square. And he added something like: ‘That’s how Spassky tricked Korchnoi’ (obviously having in mind the 11th game of their match in Belgrade, 1977/78). That is, Karpov had taken up Spassky’s idea. True, in the given concrete situation after 20 Qd1, with the idea of Bd3, Ne2 and Rac2, the weakness of the c6-pawn is more significant, so that 18 ... axb5 is nevertheless better.



This was the outcome of the Moscow ‘Tournament of Stars’: 1. Karpov – 9 out of 13; 2-4. Kasparov, Polugayevsky and Smyslov – 7½ etc. ‘There is no doubt that Kasparov achieved a great, very significant success, and demonstrated original and interesting play,’ wrote Lev Polugayevsky immediately afterwards. ‘But it seems to me that those reckless voices, who assert that Kasparov is nearly ready now to battle for the world championship, are premature. I think that it is wrong to do this. In my view, in the play of the young grandmaster there are still many gaps, on the elimination of which he will have to work hard.’ For the next three years I ‘worked on the elimination of these gaps’, and for some reason the champion and I did not cross swords in the same tournaments ...



While Karpov, with the help of Tal, Polugayevsky, Geller, Balashov, Zaitsev and many others, was preparing for his next match with Korchnoi (Merano, autumn 1981), I performed successfully at the Student Team World Championship in the Austrian town of
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