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Symbols and Abbreviations 

+ check 

;!; slight advantage for White 

+ slight advantage for Black 

± clear advantage for White 

+ clear advantage for Black 

+- decisive advantage for White 

-+ decisive advantage for Black 

equal game 

good move 

!! excellent move 

!? move deserving attention 

?! dubious move 

? weak move 

?? blunder 

ex; with compensation 

� with counterplay 
r only move '--' 

t with initiative 

00 unclear 

N new move 

$ time trouble 
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This is my 1 3- 1  =twelfth book and 
don't know whether it will be 

followed by another dozen or none. 
I don't think it depends very much 
on my will. I have loved to write 
ever since my childhood, and my 
first short piece that was published 
appeared in the pages of Magyar 
Sakkelet (Hungarian Chess Life) in 
the October 1965 number. Being 15 
I already had a 'past h istory' of 
unpublished works. It's not that I 
got bored or ran out of subjects or 
even (a lot of) raw materia l. Take 
BLACK IS OK ! .  In the process of 
selecting games and articles for th is 
and the previous (BLACK IS STILL 
OK!) book I had to leave out a 
minimum of 1 00 well annotated 
victories of mine as BLACK (titled 
'BLACK Beauties'), and just as I 
th ink about it now there must be 
enough materia l for ANOTHER 
th ick book of my most important 
novelties and how they're doing 
today. All for BLACK (titled 
'BLACK Bible'). The question is 
not who is going to publ ish them, or 
who'll buy. The question is: WHO 
IS GOING TO THINK ABOUT IT? 
Or, by the time I 'm getting ready, 
who is going to th ink about 
ANYTHING? I saw again and read 
over 451 Fahrenheit by Bradbury. 
And that is that. 

While we are still al ive and 
incredibly happy I really feel like -
not as a duty! - mentioning those 
beloved persons who gave me direct 
help on this book. I say direct, 

because there were many fine 
people on my way guiding and 
showing great examples for me in 
the field of chess and life. Some of 
them are mentioned elsewhere in 
the book, others not, but to all of 
them I owe a great deal .  

So!  The first place I must ment ion 
the editor, my dear fellow James 
(former J immy) ADAMS, who was 
not only doing a good job as in the 
previous volume as well, but his 
enthusiasm and deep understanding 
is something money can't buy. 
Thank you Jimmy, and it is such a 
sad joke of fate that good friends 
like us haven't seen each other since 
1975 ! 

My 3'd (and so far the best) wife 
Ilus is by my side since '95 (I don't 
say those were the toughest 3-4 
years of my life, because the good 
Lord never runs out of ideas 
associated with ordea ls. It is just bad 
luck that - as they say - he is 
'visiting' more often those he loves. 
I would be content with half of both 
his 'visits' and love so that I would 
not take away anything from 
anyone.) My spouse is 'responsible' 
already for three books, for all of 
the 'paperwork' (very cheap, very 
cheap!) and indeed I never met 
anybody who could take it so well 
when I shout like a beast for 
minutes until it turns out to be my 
mistake . . .  

IM Adam Szieberth i s  one of the 
best buys, he is not simply someone 



6 Acknowledgements 

who translated al l  the literature in 
this, and the previous book, but a lso 
polished up my texts and verba l 
comments to the games. He is a 
hidden poet as well. Both by soul 
and pen. 

Laszlo Lovass is an amateur 
chessplayer and a highly profess
iona l computer programmer. He 
gave me a hand in each of the two 
companion volumes. 

Finally it's very much in keeping 
to pay God a compliment. With all 
my humility and modesty here it is: 

Creations 

I have created my God 
And then He created me 

I rea lly hate to tell you folks 
I did a much better job than He . . .  



My Hellish Sublimation 

A famous actor is said to have 
received his Oscar with the 
following words: 'I don't think I 
deserve this award. On the other 
hand, I've been rheumatic for 1 5  
years, and I don't think I deserved 
that, either! ' 

How I deserved to be chosen by 
God to get his message 'BLACK IS 
OK ! '  through to chess-playing 
mankind, I know not. (God only 
knows . . .  ) Anyway, it is one of the 
most significant discoveries of the 
science of chess, to say the least! 
Please don't misunderstand me: I 
hold all of our great heroes in high 
esteem, from Philidor ('The pawn is 
the soul of chess! ') to theoreticians 
of the present day. However, their 
observations enriched some special 
segment of the royal game, whereas 
the 'BLACK IS OK ! '  theorem 
affects the WHOLE theory, practice 
and psychology of chess. 

Rheumatics is something I cannot 
boast of, but I do have a nice 
bipolar, rapid-cycle depression (or 
'manic depression', to use the older 
name). It was diagnosed exactly 25 
years ago, but I had certa inly been 
carrying it much longer. What is it 
like? Well, it's like Hell in 
miniature! I don't even understand 
why I had never been able to kill 
myself under so much torture? At 
least once! But I haven't even tried. 
I wouldn't have succeeded anyway, 
I am such an unlucky bastard . . .  and 
such a ninny as well. The desire for 

death, or the 'hatred of one's life 
instinct', is not enough for passing 
away, brethren. You don't get 
massacred exactly when you want 
to! 

I a lso tried to strike a dea l with 
the Almighty. Well, forget it! What 
could I hope for, anyway, when He 
didn't even cure St. Paul 's  epilepsy, 
no matter how hard he begged him. 
When He did bother to answer, all  
He sa id was this: 'My grace is 
sufficient for thee: for my strength 
is made perfect in weakness. '  

My chess-loving psychiatrist says 
that a theory like 'BLACK IS OK ! '  
could only be conceived in a 
wounded soul like myself. It could 
only be thought up by someone who 
didn't have to learn the psychology 
of disadvantage from books. He a lso 
says that it is the highest, artistic 
degree of sublimation. The best of 
myself! If I hadn't interrupted him 
in time, he might even have 
convinced me what a lucky guy I 
actua lly am . . .  

Everybody has some kind of 
mission. I am trying my best to 
accomplish mine. It's just that I 
have become somewhat tired, and I 
have already sa id most of what is 
really important anyway. I do feel 
that a well-timed tragic (or even 
heroic) death would help my sacred 
cause more that a dozen more 
books. Don't you agree? I could 
rea lly do with some (final) rest in 
peace, too! 



A Strange Question :  Is BLACK OK? 

My answer to this question was 
'YES ! '  a lready back in 1985, and 
the answer was not based on my 
sentiments. I said 'yes' on the basis 
of the analytical evidence already at  
my disposal. There is  no objective 
reason for fearing anything with the 
BLACK pieces in chess. There 
cannot be too many readers who 
managed to miss my theoretical 
articles under the title 'BLACK is 
OK ! ', published in 59( !)  chess 
periodicals world-wide. My three 
earlier Batsford books ( Winning 
with the Griinfeld, 1986, BLACK is 
OK!, 1988, and BLACK is still OK!, 
published quite recently, in July 
2004) were all dedicated to th is 
hypothesis. Strangely enough, it 
turned out only when I was working 
on the latter book that I saw I had a 
positive score with BLACK all 
the way through from 1966( ! )  
(when I made it to the Hungarian 
Championship Fina l for the first 
time at the age of 16) to the year 
2000 (I haven't played any 
competitive games since then). I 
wasn't aware of th is fact for 
decades! I wrote about how th is 
instinctive search became a real 
mission in BLACK IS still OK! 
('The Way It All Started' -
published in BLACK IS still OK! 
2004, Batsford). I could boast that  
by now I have al l  the great secrets, 
all  the evidence. And it's true! Also, 
it's not! It's not true because the 
'secret' could be seen by everyone, 
the same way as everybody can see 

the same game on the board. The 
two players, the spectators, the 
commentators, even the readers who 
play through the game afteJWa rds, 
they all see the same, but NOT THE 
SAME WAY! As most of the 
'events' take place only in the 
players' minds, the 'point' rema ins 
h idden from many people. 

I am sure all of you have 
'suffered' quite a few commercia ls 
on TV, on the Internet, on posters
everywhere. Most of these promise 
that we can learn Turkish overnight 
if we pay a certa in amount. We can 
a lso lose weight without any 
self-denia l or specia l effort. They 
tell us that al l  intelligent people use 
th is or that washing powder, 
deodorant, or condom. And just 
before we get utterly depressed 
because we don't, we are told that, 
a lthough th is is rea lly the very last 
moment, there is still hope ! !  All we 
have to do is dial the following 
28-digit number! Let's not be fools! 
Let's not hesitate! Everyth ing can 
be all right still! 

Perhaps some of us have even 
been seduced a couple of times. 
And perhaps we blamed ourselves if 
we fa iled, and started it again 
'easily, effortlessly, and fast' . Of 
course, these slogans are stupid, the 
high-sounding promises make use 
of human credulousness. God 
Himself took a rest on the 7'h day, 
after all. He got tired ! 



A Strange Question: Is BLACK OK? 9 

I don't I ike, and don't practise, 
this kind of blah blah blah. No 
matter how many tra iners, books, 
databases, analysing 'engines' 
someone has, it's all worthless 
without diligence, hard work, and 
the passionate love of chess! 

I have always wanted to share the 
theoretical,  psychological and 
philosophica l fruit of my BLACK is 
OK ! research with the public. If it's 
my destiny to restore the BLACK 
army's honour, well, here you are! 

So now I should dangle a carrot in 
front of a donkey, right! ?  Well, all I 
can say is this: those who: 

•study my books thoroughly, 
•give some unbiased thought to 

the psychologica l  and philosophica l 
underpinning of the strictly chess
related message, perhaps even 
discussing it with clever people, 

• spend at least ha lf of their 
opening sessions on BLACK (like 
they have never done before ! ), 

•study the deta iled analyses of 
games won by great players with 
BLACK, 

simply cannot avoid improving 
their BLACK results significantly in 
I, or maximum 2 years !  Surprise, 
surprise: their White results are a lso 
likely to improve, a lthough to a 
lesser extent! The explanation is 
dead simple: if you are not afra id of 
'BLACK Tomorrow', you will not 
overdo your 'attack' in dead even or 
drawn White games. 

This is all I can promise. But 
mind you, dear Reader, I'm not 
giving you the result! Only strong 
fa ith and some food for thought! No 
one can work and fight for your 
goals instead of yourself. When I, a 
Griinfeld specialist, started to study 
the Nimzo-Queen's Indian complex, 
it was simply wonderful! As the two 
strategies could not be more 
different, I felt the refreshing effect 
of studying new ideas almost ' in my 
bones' .  You, dear Reader, were 
probably ra ised in the same spirit as 
everybody else (including myself): 
White is the 'better' colour, even 
the 'winning' one. But after your 
encounter with my 'heretical '  teach
ings, you will be joyfully surprised 
to find that your view on the royal 
game has changed. These heresies, 
by the way, were widely discussed 
with chess friends from all over the 
world in the previous book. 

I almost forgot something! And 
this 'something' is a great gift in 
itself: the natura l tension created by 
a chess tournament or a game will 
be less intense if you become 
' two-faced' Less emotional ups and 
downs - better disposition and 
concentration! 

There might still be some people 
who wonder why I am not trying to 
'sell'  my goods by way of loud 
blustering. Just like anybody else! 
Well, if I were like 'anybody else' ,  I 
would have never formulated the 
thesis: BLACK is OK ! 

AA 



Curiosities 

A.Soltis - A.Adorjan 
Birmingham 1973 

500 years. Yes, we have played 
chess with the present rules for such 
a long time. Before that, there was 
no castling, for one . At least not in 
the way we do it now: it took 3 
moves. A long, worrisome time to 
the Master of the king . . .  Those who 
play through the game below (just 
30 years old) may suspect that it 
went according to the old rules, or I 
forgot about my right to castle . Be 
patient at least till move 30! 

1 e4 g6 2 d4 ..ig7 3 ltJc3 d6 4 
..ig5 ltJc6 5 ltJf3 ..ig4 6 ..ib5 a6 7 
..ixc6+ bxc6 8 .,d3 h6 9 ..ih4 ltJf6 

9 . . .  ..ixf3=. 
10 h3 ..id7 
I O  . . .  ..ixf3! I I  'iVxf3 ltJd7 12 0-0-0 

c5p. 
11 0-0-0 ltJh5!? 12 'iVd2 g5 13 

..ig3?! 
13 g4 gxh4 14  gxh5;!;. 
13 ... ltJxg3 14 fxg3 'ii'b8!+ IS eS 

.,b4 16 .l:thel .l:tb8 17 b3 ..ie6 18 
g4 aS 19 .l:te4 .idS 

20 .l:te3 
This was pretty original so far, 

and BLACK has got the initiative 
and the advantage . It's likely that an 
improvement could be found for 
White somewhere - if you do find 
it, just be proud of yourse lf... 

20 ltJxd5 cxd5 2 1  'ii'xb4 .l:txb4 22 
.l:tee l e6+. 

20 ... ..ie6 21 .l:te4 'ii'a3+ 22 'it>bl 
a4 23 d5 

23 'ii'c l ?  ifb4 24 'ii'd2 axb3 25 
cxb3 ..ixb3-+. 

23 ... axb3 24 cxb3 cxd5 2S .l:ta4 
25 ltJxd5 ..ixd5 26 'ii'xd5 0-0+ . 
25 ... 'ii'c5 26 ltJxdS dxe5?! 
26 . . .  'it>d7!+. 
27 .l:taS 
27 'ii'c2 ! .  
27 ..... d6 28 'ii'c2 ..ixdS 29 

l:r.dxd5 
29 .l:taxd5 'iVf6 30 ltJxe5 0-0+ . 
29 ... 'ii'f6 30 ltJxeS 

30 ... 0-0! ! 



Very well done! Poor Andy S. got 
really upset. He had enough fears 
already about the long diagonal, but 
now when I actually demonstrated 
that I knew how to castle, he 
collapsed mentally! And no matter 
how long the remainder seems, the 
game is virtually decided. 

31 'firs 'iib6 32 'fin 'fie3 33 'fin 
'fiel+ 34 'iidl 'iig3?! 

34 . . .  1i'e4+! . 
35 'ii'f3 'iiel+ 36 'ii'dl 'ife4+ 37 

'ii'c2 'fif4 38 l:.ac5? l:lbd8? 
38 . . .  e6! 39 g3D 'iixg3-+. 
39 lt:ld3? 
39lt:ld7! .  
39  . .. 'ii'fl + 40  lt:lcl 'ii'f6 41  l:te5 

'iib6 42 :rs 
42 l:txe7 'iff6 43 l::tee5 (43 :ce5 

l:ld5 ! 44lt:ld3 'iffl+-+) 43 . . .  l:[de8-+. 
42 ... 1ld6 43 .l:[fd5 :xd5 44 :xd5 

'ii'f6 45 'fie2 
o45 1i'd2. 
45 ... e6 46 l:ld2 'iVai+ 47 �c2 

�e5! 48 .l:[d7 'iic3+ 49 �bl .l:[b8 
50 l:Id3 'ii'al+ 51 'itc2 c5! 52 'it>dl 
c4 53 bxc4 �f4 54 .l:r.d2 l:[bl 55 
.l:[d8+ �g7-+ 

White lost on time. 
This brings to mind a memory of 

the late GM Gedeon Barcza, who 
once won a game with e2-e4. So, 
what's the big deal? The thing is, he 
played it on move 40! 

0-1 

V.Antoshin - A.Adorjan 
Budapest 1 973 

1 d4 lt:lf6 2 c4 g6 3 g3 �g7 4 
�g2 c5 5 lt:lf3 'iia5+!? 

Curiosities 1 1  

A novelty, I thought, when I 
decided to try it. Naturally only God 
knows whether something is a 
novelty or has been played before 
by several people. The other thing 
one never knows is whether the 
move is good or not. And concern
ing this one, nowadays I still think 
it's playable. The reason I choose 
this game - which is much shorter 
than the analyses - is to demonstrate 
that in chess you can still discover 
new ideas, moves and it's so much 
fun to surprise the 'guy' instead of 
hoping that your improvement on 
the 25'h will give you a slight edge. 

6 �d2 
6 lt:lc3 lt:le4 7 'ii'd3 cxd4 

(7 . . .  lt:lxc3? 8 �d2) 8 lt:lxd4 lUc5 
(8 .. . lt:lxc3? 9 �d2) 9 'ii'e3 (9 'ii'd l  

lt:lc6 1 0  �e3 'iib4 I I  lt:ldb5 0-0 I2 
'ifc2 'ii'xc4+) 9 .. . lt:lc6ao; 

6 'iid2 'fixd2+ (6 . . .  lt:lc6!?) 7 
lt:lbxd2 cxd4 8lt:lxd4 lt:lc6=; 

6 lt:lbd2 cxd4 7 lt:lxd4 lt:lc6 8 
lt:l4b3 'ii'c7 9lt:lf3 d6+. 

6 ... 'ifb6 7 lt:lc3 
7 �c3 lt:le4 8 0-0 lt:lxc3 9 lt:lxc3 

'ii'xb2!?N Everything must go! This 
is my modest contribution to those 
who - unlike me - can still use it in 
some tournament. Before the brave 
queen's adventure, people thought 
White was better. People also won 
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some games 'by mistake' For I 
don't believe that the old stuff is so 
bad, either. (9 . . .  cxd4 10 lDd5 'ii'd8 
1 1  lDxd4 lDc6 1 2  e3 0-0 1 3  'ii'd2 e6 
14 lDc3 lDxd4 15  exd4 d6=) 1 0  lDa4 
( 10 lDd5 lDa6+ 1 1  'ifd3 lDb4!) 
IO  . . . 'ifb4 

A) 1 1  a3 'ii'a5 ( l l . . .'ifxc4? 1 2 l:tc l  
'ii'a6 13  lDxc5 'ifxa3 1 4  lDe6 dxe6 
1 5  l:txc8+ 'it>d7 1 6  l:txh8 �xh8 17  
lDe5+) 1 2 lDxc5 d6 13 lDb3 �h5=; 

B) 1 1  lDxc5 d6 12 lDd3 'ii'a5 
( 12  . . .  'ifxc4 13 l:[c i 'ife6 14 
'ifa4++-) 13 'ifb3 lDc6 14 e3 0-0�; 

7 dxc5 'ifxc5 (7 . . .  'ii'xb2?? 8 �c3) 
8 'ifb3 d6. 

7 ... cxd4 8 lDa4 

8 ... 'ii'd6! 
Oh my Goodness, oh my 

Goodness! What a move to play. 
Suppose the thing goes wrong: in 
addition to my loss, there'll surely 
be some stupid animal (they call 
themselves experts) eager to explain 
that it's not advisable to put a piece 
in front of a pawn. Especially in the 
opening. I was young, and I didn't 
dare to look up or stand up when I 
made this rather good move. The 
' legal' one would have given White 
an advantage. 

8 . . .  'ii'd8 9 lDxd4 lDc6 1 0  �c3 0-0 
1 1  0-0t. 

9 �f4 'ii'b4+ 10 .td2 "ii'd6 11 
�f4 

I I  c5 "ii'd5 1 2  0-0 lDc6+. 
1l.  .. 'ii'b4+ 12 .td2 'ii'd6 
l/i-1n 

L.Ogaard - A.Adorjan 
Gjovik 1983 

It is not very often that the 
opponent oversteps the time limit in 
a lost position. And I mean in just a 
little over twenty moves. But 
sometimes it does happen! 

1 d4 lDf6 2 c4 e6 3 lDO b6 4 lDc3 
�b4 5 e3 �b7 6 �d3 0-0 7 0-0 cS 
8 lDa4 cxd4 9 exd4 

9 a3 �e7 1 0  exd4 d6. 
9 ... l:te8 10 cS?! 
This is a forced try to take 

advantage of the 'dire straits' the 
b4-bishop is in. Usually they kick it 
out by a3 followed by b4, building 
up a frightening pawn constellation. 
But by d6, lDbd7, a6 etc. BLACK 
constructs a fortress and the nature 
of the arising manoeuvring battle is 
pretty much like the Hedgehog. 
With the difference, of course, that 
there White's d-pawn stands on the 
e-file. Still, usually the better player 
wins. 

10 a3 �f8 !?. 
10 ... �xf3 11 'ii'xf3 lDc6 12 .ie3 

eS! 
There is no time to waste and 

events start to speed up. Especially 
after White takes this pawn (which 
was not very fortunate). 

1 2  . . .  bxc5 !?  1 3  dxc5 ( 13  tDxc5 
�xc5 14 dxc5 lDe5 1 5  "ii'e2 lDxd3 
16 "ii'xd3 lDd5 17  b3 a5 1 8  a3 

'ii'c7 1 9  l:tfd l  'ii'c6+) 13 . . .  1i'a5 
(o l 3  . . .  lDe5 ! 14 'ii'e2 lDxd3 1 5  
�xd3 d6 1 6  c6 d5=) 1 4  .tc2 .td2 



1 5  a3 Jlxe3 1 6  �xe3 1ib5 17  b4 
lLld5 1 8  'ifh3 h6 19 lLlc3 lLlxc3 20 
'il'xc3 a5 2 1  l:tab l axb4 22 axb4 
:ec8 23 Jld3 'fibs 24 �d2 l:ta7 25 
l:[fc l±. 

13 dxe5 
Correct is 1 3  d5 
A) l 3  ... e4?! 14 Jlxe4 lLlxe4 15  

dxc6 Jlxc5 ( 1 5  . . .  b5? 1 6  l:tad1 bxa4 
1 7 cxd7 .l:.e6 1 S  l:td4+-) 1 6  l:tad 1 d6 
1 7  Jlxc5 bxc5 1 S  l:tfe 1 'il'h4 1 9  c7 
:acS 20 lLlc3 lLlxc3 2 1  bxc3 �a4 
22 'iib7 g6 23 h3 'il'd7 24 l:txeS+ 
l:txeS 25 'il'xa7 l:.cS 26 'fibs 'il'xc7 
27 'il'xc7 lhc7 2S .l:[xd6 l:ta7 29 
l:tc6 l:txa2 30 :xc5 l:tc2;!;; 

B) 13 . . .  lLld4 14 Jlxd4 exd4= 
B1) 1 5  cxb6 axb6 16 b3 'fibS! 17  

.l:[fc 1  b5+; 
B2) 1 5  c6? dxc6 1 6  dxc6 Jld6 17  

.l:[ac l 'il'c7 1 S  g3 :e5 ! 19 b4 ( 1 9  
.l:[fe 1  .l:.xel +  20 l:txel b 5  2 1  Jlxb5 
'il'a5-+) 19 . . .  a6 20 a3 a5 2 1  lLlb2 
axb4 22 lLlc4 bxa3 ! 23 lLlxe5 
Jlxe5+; 

BJ) 1 5  l:tfc l  15 . . .  'it'bS�. 
13 ... lLlxe5 14 �d1 lLlfg4! 
Taking over the initiative at once. 
15  Jld4 
1 5  Jle4 lLlxe3 1 6  fxe3 l:.cS+. 
15  ... bxc5 

Curiosities 13 

15 . . .  lLlxh2!?  1 6  �xh7+ �xh7 1 7  
'il'h5+ �gS 1 S  �xh2 lLlc6 1 9  Jle3 
b5 20 lLlc3 �xc3 2 1  bxc3 'il'f6 22 
l:tad 1=. 

16 Jlxe5 
There is no choice, because lLlxh2 

is not only a passing headache for 
White as on the previous move. 
Now it would give the second (to 
none) player a sizeable advantage. 

1 6  lLlxc5 lLlxh2! 1 7  Jtxh7+ ( 1 7  
'itxh2 �h4+ 1 S  �g 1 lLlg4-+; 1 7  
Jlxe5 l:txe5 1S  lLlxd7 l:te6 1 9  �xh2 
.l:.h6+ 20 �g 1 �h4 2 1  f3 l:tdS 22 
'il'e2 ..td6-+ 23 f4 'ii'h2+ 24 'ifi>f2 
�xf4+ 25 'it>e 1 'iib4+ 26 'it>d 1 
'ii'a4+) 1 7  .. .'�xh7 1 S  �h5+ 'it>gS 19  
'ii'xh2 ( 1 9  'it>xh2 lLlc6 20  lLlb3 l:te4 
2 1  'if d5 l:txd4 22 lLlxd4 'il'h4+) 
19  .. . lLlf3+! 20 gxf3 Jlxc5 2 1  Jlxc5 
�g5+ 22 'ii'g3 'Wxc5+ . 

16 ... lLlxe5 17 a3 Jla5 18 lLlxc5 
�h4! 19 ..te2 .l:.ac8 20 l:tcl �b6 21  
�d5 

The other plausible moves are no 
better. Somehow White got himself 
(with a little help of course) in big 
trouble. In addition, all this is 
happening in White's raging time 
trouble. 

2 1  b4 d6! 22 lLlb7 l:txc 1 23 �xc 1 
'ii'e7+. 

21.  .. lLlg6! 22 'ii'xd7? 
Losing by force. 
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22 .li.f3 lLlf4 23 'ii'xd7 .l:ted8 24 
'ii'f5 (24 'fibs 'ii'gs 25 b4 lLlh3+ 26 
�h l lLlxf2+ 27 �g l lLld3 28 Ac2 
lLlxc5 29 bxc5 .l:.xc5 30 .l:txc5 
'ii'xc5+ 3 1  'ii'xc5 .li.xc5+ 32 �h l 
.li.xa3-+) 24 . . .  g6 25 'ii'e5 .l:.e8 
(25 . . .  .1i.c7 26 g3 .li.xe5 27 gxh4 
..ixb2-+) 26 lLle6 'ii'xf2+ 27 �h l 
lLlxe6-+; 

22 ..ia6 lLlf4 23 'ii'xd7 .l:.ed8 24 
'ii'f5 g6 25 'ife5 .l:te8 26 lLle6 
'ii'x f2+! 27 .l:txf2 .l:.xc l +  28 ..ifl 
lLlxe6-+; 

22 lLld3 lLlf4 (22 ... .l:.xc l 23 lLlxc l 
lLlf4 24 'ii'f3) 23 lLlxf4 Axe l  24 
Axe l  .li.xf2 + 25 'it>h l 'ii'xf4+ was 
still the lesser evil. 

22 ... lLlf8!-+ 
Such a move, combined with the 

following double attack, is quite 
'blunderable' 

23 'ifh5 'fle7 
And White overstepped the time 

limit. 
0-1 
The finish could have been: 
24 lLld3 (24 lLlb3 l:lb8) 24 . . .  'ii'xe2 

25 Ace l a6! 26 'ii'a4 (26 'flxa6 
"ii'd2) 26 .. . ..ixf2+ 27 l:lxf2 (27 lLlxf2 
'ifxe l )  27 . . .  'ii'xd3 28 l:lxe8 l:c l +-+ 

What an injustice against Hungary 
(as always)! l only got one point for 
this game ! .  

TIME WAS ON MY SIDE ... 

Everybody gets into time trouble 
sometimes. But then there are those 
notorious guys who do it in almost 
every single game. Alexander surely 
qualifies for this group. In the 
following very stormy game there 
was indeed something to think 
about. There have been very few 

occasions when I was sure that my 
opponent would overstep the time 
limit but this was one of them. I 
happened to know a fair number of 
otherwise pretty strong players, 
such as A.Groszpeter, P.Wells, and 
my dear old fellow Jan Smejkal, 
who see quite a lot on the board 
(probably more than the opponent), 
but are too hesitant in making 
decisions. Then there comes the 
ugly time scramble. In some 
tournament I noticed that Jan was 
always late by roughly l 0 minutes. I 
said to him: 'Are you crazy, pal? 
You constantly get short of time, 
and yet you come in late?' He 
looked at me with the eyes of Jesus 
on the cross. 'You know Andras, 
it's all the same how much time I 
have: I always get into time trouble 
anyway . . .  ' And he was not kidding. 

A.Sznapik - A.Adorjan 
IV. Sagvari Memorial, 
Balatonszeplak 197 1  

1 e4 g6 2 d4 ..ig7 3 lLlc3 d6 4 f4 
a6 5 lLJf3 b5 6 ..id3 ..ib7 7 0-0 

The more cautious 7 e5 lLld7 8 
..ie4!;;!; gives White an edge. 

7 ... lLld7 8 e5 c5! 9 lLlg5 lLlh6 10 
f5 

I didn't concentrate hard enough 
on the opening moves, and I 



realised only now that this position 
had already appeared on the board 
in the game Zaitsev-Adamski, 
Polanica Zdroj, 1970. (To make 
things worse, I played in that event 
myself...) Luckily, I managed to 
pull myself together and find a 
move that ends BLACK's 
headaches immediately. And it 
didn't even take all that much 
time . . . .  

10 . .  .'ifb6!!  
In the above-mentioned game 

J O  . . .  cxd4 1 1  fxg6 dxc3 ( 1 1 . . .hxg6 
12 tbe6 '1Wb6 13 tbxg7+ �f8 14 
tbe6+ �g8 15 tbe4 d5 1 6  tLI4g5 
fxe6 17 ..ixg6 tbxe5 1 8  'ii' h5 �g7 
19 tbh7! d3+ 20 �h 1 d2 2 1  ..ixd2 
tbhg4 22 ..id3+-) 12 gx f7+ tbxf7 1 3  
tbxfl '1Wb6+ 14 �h 1 'ii'c6 1 5  'ii'g4 
( 1 5  tbxd6+? exd6 16 .,h5+ �d8 17  
'ii'g5+ �c7 18  exd6+ 'iti>b6 19 'ii'xg7 
l:f.hg8 20 .,d4+ tbc5-+) 15 ... 0-0 1 6  
..ixh7+! �xh7 17 tbg5+ 'iti>g8 1 8  
'ife6+ l:[f7 1 9  'ii'xf7+ finished 
BLACK off. ( 1 -0). 

1 1  fxg6 
In such a sharp position there are 

quite a few candidate moves: 
1 1  e6! ?  ..ixd4+ 1 2  �h 1 fxe6! 

( 1 2  . . .  tbe5 13 exf7+ tbhxf7 14 tbxf7 
tbxfl 1 5  fxg6 tbe5 1 6  g7 Ag8 17  
'ii'h5+ �d7 18  ..if5+ 'iti>c7 19  ..ie6 
..ixc3 20 ..ixg8 :xg8 2 1  .,g5 ! tbg6 
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22 bxc3 Axg7 23  a4;!;) 13  fxg6 tLi f6 
14 g7 Ag8 15 tbxe6 ..ixc3 1 6  bxc3 
'ii'c6 17 'ii'e2 tbhg4 1 8  ..ixh7 ( 1 8  
..ig5 !?  c4 1 9  ..ixh7 'ii'xg2+ 20 
'ifxg2 ..ixg2+ 21 �xg2 tbxh7 22 
Aae1 ! �d7=) 1 8  ... ltJxh7 19 'ii'xg4 
tbf6 20 'ife2 �d7 2 1  tbf8+ Aaxf8 
22 gxf8='if l:f.xf8.i5; 1 1  f6 ! ?  exf6 1 2  
exf6 ..ixf6 13  'ife 1+  'iti>d8 ( 1 3 . . .  ..ie7 
14 ..ie4!±) 14 'ii'h4 tLif5 1 5  ..ixf5 
gxf5 16 Axf5 ..ixd4+ 1 7  �h 1 ..ixc3 
18 bxc3 �c8 ( 1 8  . . .  'ifc6!?�) 19  
tbxf7 l:tg8 20 ..ig5 'ifc6 2 1  Af2 
'ii'd5 !oo  Oh my Goodness! 

ll ... hxg6 12 tbxf7 
Forced again. The other options 

were worse. 
12 e6?! ..ixd4+ 13 �h i tLie5 14 

exf7+ �d7!+; 12 ..ie4 cxd4 I3  lLid5 
'ifc5 I4 tLif6+ exf6 I5 ..ixb7 d3+ 16  
Afl fxg5 I 7  ..ixa8 ..ixe5 I 8  �fl 

I 8  . . .  ..ig3 ! !  is breathtaking: 1 9  
hxg3 tbg4! 2 0  'ii'e 1+  tbde5 2 1  �g 1 
lLixfl 22 ..ie3 Ah I+ 23 �xf2 tbg4+ 
24 �f3 'ii' f5+ 25 ..if4+ Axe I 26 
Axe I+ lLie5+-+. 

12 ... tbxf7 
I2 . . .  cxd4? leaves White with only 

one good move, 13 tbd5, but this 
'only move' is also winning: 
1 3  . . .  'ifc6 ( I 3  . . .  ..ixd5 I4 lLixh8 
tbxe5 I 5 lLixg6) I4 lLixd6+! .  

1 3  ..ixg6 0-0-0D 1 4  ..ixf7! 
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14  .l:.xf7? cxd4 1 5  ltJe4 ( 1 5  .l:.xg7 
dxc3+ 1 6  �h l 'iif2 1 7  'iig l  'iixg l +  
1 8  �xgl  .l:.dg8-+; 1 5 lLld5 .ixd5 1 6  
.l:.xg7 Z:.dg8-+) 1 5  . . .  .ixe5 1 6  h3 
d5-+ picking up - surprisingly - the 
g6-bishop! .  

14 ... cxd4 15 lLld5 ..ixd5 16 .ixd5 
d3+!? 

Aiming at a brilliancy, but it is 
also the best since the normal 
1 6  . . .  ..ixe5 could be parried not by 

A) 1 7  ..if4? d3+ 1 8  �h 1 .l:.xh2+! 
19 ..ixh2 ( 19 �xh2 .l:.h8+ 20 �g3 
'iie3+-+) 19  .. . l:th8 20 g3 .ixg3 2 1  
�g2 ..ixh2 22 'iVxd3 ..ie5 23 l:th I ! 
..ixb2+; but 

B) 1 7  h3D= 
On the other hand: 
17 �h1 

1 7  .. ..1hh2+?! 
A bit rushed. It would be killing a 

move later! 
1 7  . . .  'iVd4! The queen is nearing 

the king's file too! 1 8  ..ie6!? ( 1 8  
..i f7  .l:.xh2+! 1 9  �xh2 .l:.h8+ 20 
..ih5 'iVxe5+ 2 1  ..if4 'iVxh5+ 22 
'ii'xh5 l:txh5+ 23 �g3 dxc2 24 .l:.ac1 
.l:.c5 25 b4 Z:.c4 26 .l:.f2 .l:.xb4 27 
.l:.fxc2+ ltJc5 28 ..ie3 ..id4 29 ..ixd4 
.l:.xd4+ with too many pawns for the 
exchange) 1 8  . . .  'ii'xe5 - sometimes 
you better be calm! - ( 18  . . .  .l:.xh2+!? 

is  more attractive but promises less: 
1 9  �xh2 'iixe5+ 20 �gl 'iVxe6 2 1  
'ii'xd3 ltJc5�) 19  ..ixd7+ l:txd7 20 
h3 dxc2 2 1  'iVxc2+ l:tc7+; 1 7  . . .  ..ixe5 
1 8  ..if4? (This is wrong again. 1 8  
h3 0 dxc2 19 1i'xc2+ 'iVc7=) 
1 8  . . .  .l:.xh2+! 

A) 1 9  .ixh2 .l:.h8 20 g3 ..ixg3 2 1  
'itg2 ..ixh2 22 'iixd3 (22 l:.h 1 'iVd4 
23 'ilkxd3 'ii'g4+! 24 �fl Z:. ffl+ 25 
�e 1 i.g3+ 26 'itd2 lLlc5-+) 
22 . . .  .ie5+; 

B) 19 'itxh2 .l:.h8+ 20 �g3 'iie3+ 
2 1  �g4 (2 1 'ilkf3? ..ixf4+) 
2 l . ..lLlf6+ 22 �f5 ..ix f4-+. 

18 �xh2 .l:.h8+ 19 �g3 ..ixe5+ 
20 .l:.f4:=� 

Somehow I missed this move. 
'Naturally', BLACK still has a 
couple of threats (and tricks), but 
White could still hold it. But he was 
already in some Zeitnot! 

20 ..if4? 'iVe3+ 2 1  �g4 lLlf6+ 22 
�f5 ..ixf4-+. 

20 ... lLlf6! 2 1  'iVxd3 
2 1  .if3 loses to 2 1 . . .1i'd4! 

followed by 22 1Wxd3?? (but 22 c3 ! 
still draws: 22 . . .  '6'c5 23 'iVe1 .l:.g8+ 
24 �h2 .l:.h8+=) 22 . . .  'iVgl ! !  (Timid 
is 22 . . .  ..ixf4+ 23 ..ixf4 l:tg8+ 24 
�h2 1Wxf4+ 25 �gl +) 23 'iid 1  
ltJe4+!-+. 

21 ... 'iVgl 22 ..ie6+ �b7 23 'iif3+ 
'ifi?b8 24 'iVe3!= 

It's a draw. But not in such a time 
scramble (by now mutual. . .) .  

24 ... ..ixf4+ 25 �xf4 1Wfl + 26 
1Wf3 'iie1 27 1We3 'iifl + 28 'ii'f3 
'ifh1 !? 

Gambling is not my style, but I 
took my chances this time . 

28 . . .  1We l 29 1We3= . 
29 'ifile3? 
Bad! 



29 li'f2! l:lh4+ 30 �e3 l:le4+ 3 1  
�d2 l:lxe6 32 'iib6+ ..tc8 33 li'xa6+ 
�c7 34 li'a5+ �c6 35 li'a6+ �c7=. 

29 ... l:lh5??® 
Awful ! The idea of activating the 

only 'sleeping' piece (as Bela Papp 
said) is right. To do it in this 
position is wrong! 

29 . . .  li'el+ ! was a must! 30 li'e2 
li'g3+ 3 1  'iti>d2 l:lh4! NOW! 32 li'f3 
'ii"e5 33 �f5 l:lf4 34 'iie3 'iixe3+ 35 
�xe3 l:.xf5 36 �d2 lDg4+ 37 �d3 
l:lf2 38 l:lg l �b7+ gave BLACK a 
slight edge in the ending. 

30 'iti>d3 l:.eS 31 �h3 
3 1  �b3 l:tel =; 3 1  �f4? 'ii'h7+ 32 

'it>c3 lDe4+ 33 �b4 .:txe6t. 
3l .  .. li'el 32 ..i.d2??® 
Oh my Goodness, again! 
32 c3 was winning easily: 32 . . .  

rj;c7 33 a4+-. But it's unlikely that 
the good Alexander could have 
reached the control in any case . . .  

32 ... li'xal 33 li'c6 li'n + 34 �c3 
lDdS+? 

and White's flag fell. Still, it 
would have done no harm to pick up 
his queen by 34 .. . l:lc5+(! !). But they 
do not give you double point(s), do 
they?. 

0-1 
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A little pious fraud ... 

Fighting for a true cause, one 
must be ready for everything, even 
death. Well, this ultimate sacrifice 
has never been necessary since the 
launch of my BLACK IS OK! 
mission, but a little cheating was 
inevitable. In my native land, 
especially in rapid tournaments 
organised by myself, I played all my 
games with the BLACK pieces for 
several years. Thanks to the 
widely-shared fallacy of White's 
'advantage' ,  no one had any 
objections. At .. the 45-minute 
tournament in Ubach-Pallenberg, 
however (it's a good time control, 
by the way, well-prepared players 
can produce high-quality games! ), I 
kicked off my 'program' on the sly 
for some reason. At least in the first 
rounds. There were so many people 
that nobody noticed when I took a 
seat behind the BLACK pieces 'by 
mistake'. I don't remember whether 
I was BLACK by right or ' illegally' 
in this game from Round 4 (of 9 and 
the last one of the first day). 
Anyway, I had suffered my only 
loss right before this game, and my 
opponent (who had an 'accident' in 
the very first round) was considered 
to be one of the favourites. We 
fought an interesting battle, and I 
owned up to my little trick 
afterwards. Instead of expelling me 
from the event, however, the 
organisers became my accomplices 
for the rest of the tournament. (You 
can no longer trust the good old 
German penchant for order!) I do 
hope our 'crime' has become legally 
null and void by now. Anyway, 
such curiosities always come in 
handy at events like this. And the 
happy ending of the tournament 
came in handy for me, too: I shared 
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first place, having scored 7'12/9 . 
Thank you for your abetment in 
crime, dear German friends. If we 
still must be punished, we will step 
on the scaffold hand in hand . . .  
(Unless I manage to strike a deal, a 
sort of bargaining-plea . After al l, a 
player may have his weaknesses, 
but the responsibility of an officia l  
i s  by a l l  means greater!) 

.. V.lkonnikov - A.Adorjan 
Ubach (rapid 45 minutes), 1996 

1 d4 lL'lf6 2 c4 g6 3 lbc3 d5 4 lbf3 
i..g7 5 cxd5 lbxd5 6 e4 lbxc3 7 
bxc3 c5 8 i..e3 'iVa5 9 'i!Vd2 lbc6 10 
.l:.b1 ! ?  

More frequently seen i s  10 .l:.cl 
when the usual continuation is 
IO . . .  cxd4 1 1  cxd4 'iVxd2+ 12  �xd2 
0-0 1 3  d5 ( 13  i..b5 .l:.d8!) 1 3  . . .  l:.d8 
14 �e 1 and here I like most of all 
14 . . .  lbb4! I5 i..d2 ( 1 5  a3 lL'la2!? 16 
.l:.c4 b5 17 .l:.c5 lbc3 I 8  ..td3 f5�) 
I 5  . . .  lba6 16  i..xa6 bxa6 17 i..a5 
.l:.d7 I8 lL'ld2 f5! 19 f3 fxe4 20 fxe4 
e6 with a very fine game for 
BLACK. 

10  ... 0-0! 
I O  . . .  a6 I I  .l:.c l. This is supposed 

to be the point: White tries to take 
advantage of the weakness of the b6 

square - a lthough it doesn't seem to 
be very importa nt. 1 1 . . .  cxd4 I2 
cxd4 'iVxd2+ 13  �xd2 f5 (13 . . .  0-0? 
14 d5±) 14 e5 ( 14  d5 lbb4 15 i..c4 

b5 16 .l:.b l! bxc4 17 .l:.xb4 c3+ 1 8  
'>t>c2 fxe4 1 9  lbd4 c;t>t7 20 lL'le2=) 
14 . . .  �e6 15 i..c4 i..xc4 16 .l:.xc4 
.l:.d8 17 �e2 h6 ( 17 . . .  .1:.d5? 1 8  
.l:.b 1 ±) I 8  h3 

A) 1 8  . . .  �f7 19 g4 .l:.d5 ( I9 . . .  e6 20 
gxf5 exf5 2 1  .l:.b 1 .l:.d7;!;) 20 .l:.b 1 
.l:.hd8 2 1  .l:.b6 (2 I .l:.xb7?! lba5 22 
e6+::::; c;t>g8 23 .l:.cc7 lbxb7 24 .l:.xb7 
fxg4 25 hxg4 .1:.5d6 26 .l:.xe7 i.. f6+) 
2 I . . . .I:.b5 22 .l:.xb5 axb5 23 .l:.c2 .l:.a8 
24 g5 h5 25 .l:.b2 b4=; 

B) 1 8  .. . 0-0 19 .l:.bl .l:.d7= 
(Beware! 19 . . .  e6? 20 .a:xb7 lba5 2 1  
.l:.xg7 +! �xg7 22 .l:tc7+ .l:tf7 23 
i..xh6+ +-) But when you play 
BLACK, be LIONHARTED and 
never miss a chance for a 
SACRIFICE! .  

1 1  .l:.b5 cxd4 1 2  .l:txa5 dxe3 1 3  
'iVxe3 

1 3  'i!Vd5 i..xc3+. 
13 ... lbxa5 
Here we go: quite a few games 

have rea ched this position. BLACK 
has a rook and a bishop for the 
queen. In addition, the c3 pawn is 
hopelessly weak . I don't even know 
why I used the word 'sacrifice' 
After all, BLACK has two b ishops -
a PAIR of bishops if you I ike! He is 
tak ing no chances at all! 

14lL'ld4 
I4 ..te2 b6 ( 14  . . .  i..e6!?) I 5  lbd4 

i..b7 I6 h4 .l:tac8 17 h5 .l:tfd8�. 
14 ... i..d7 15 i..e2 
1 5  e5 .l:tfc8 I6 f4 .l:tc7 I7 �b5 (17 

lbb5 lbc4!) 17 . .. lbc4 18 'i!Vd3 
.l:.ac8�. 

15 ... .1:.fc8 16 0-0 



16 .• Jlc7!N 
This seems to be a novelty born 

over the board. Not that the 
alternatives below were bad. Let me 
satisfy your curiosity: 

16 . . .  tLlc4 !?  1 7  i.xc4 lixc4 1 8  e5 
.!:lacS ( 1 8  . . .  e6!?�) 19 e6 fxe6 20 
t2Jxe6 (20 tLle2 e5 2 1  'ii'xa7 i.c6 22 
'ii'e3 i.d5 23 .l:lb 1 e6�) 20 . . .  l:lxc3 
2 1  'ii'e4 .i.c6! 22 'We2 i.f6 23 l:ld 1 
i.a4!  24 l:le I l:tc I 25 tLlf4 'ith8+ 
(25 . .. .1:l8c2+); 

16 . . .  b6!? 1 7  i.a6 l:tc5 1 8  f4 
A) 1 8  . . .  e5 19 tiJb3 tLlxb3 20 axb3 

exf4 2 1  'ifxf4 i.e6 22 c4 .l:ld8 23 
i.b7 b5 24 i.d5 bxc4 25 bxc4 'ith8 
26 .l:lb l a5 27 l:lb7 l:txc4! 28 .i.xc4 
i.xc4 29 l:lb8 .i.d4+ 30 'ith 1 l:lxb8 
3 1  'ii'xb8+ <3;g7=; 

B) 18 . . .  lld8 19 e5 i.c8 
81) 20 i.e2 i.b7 2 1  tiJb3 t2Jxb3 

(2 I . . .tLlc4? 22 'ii'c 1  l:lc7 23 .i.xc4 
.l:lxc4 24 'ii'a3!+-) 22 axb3 g5 !�; 

82) 20 i.xc8 l:tdxc8�; 
C) 18 ... .i.c8 ! 19 i.e2 i.b7�. 
1 7  eS? !  
1 7  f3 l:tac8 1 8  l:lc I tLlc4+. 
Maybe still the best is 1 7  'Wg5 !?  

tLlc6 1 8  tiJb5 ( 1 8  l:ld 1 i.e8) 
18 ... l:lcc8 19 'We3 i.e6 20 a3 tLla5� 
According to Fritz 8, White is 
clearly(!) better. Somehow I think 
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I'd prefer to  ask other German chess 
heroes, such as W.Uhlmann or 
R.Hiibner, what they think of the 
issue. Computers can be very tough 
opponents at the board, but their 
eva luations are still heavily infected 
by 'materialism' 

17 •.. e6 18 .i.bS?! 
1 8  .l:lc I .!:lacS+; o 1 8  tiJb3 tLlc4 

( l 8  . . .  t2Jxb3 19 axb3 a5 20 c4 .i.c6=) 
19 .i.xc4 .l:lxc4 20 l:ld 1 .i.e8 2 1  l:td4 
l:lc7 22 c4 l:lac8 23 f4 i.f8 24 'Wd3 
.i.e7�. 

18 ••• t2Jc4! 19 i.xc4 l:lxc4 20 l:td1 
l:lac8+ 2 1  tLle2 .i.c6 

22 "ikxa7? 
This is bad for many reasons. 

BLACK was doing fine anyhow, 
but from now on it's a joyride. 

22 f4 b6 23 <3;f2 h5 24 g3 i.f8 25 
h3 .i.c5 26 tiJd4 .i.d5 27 l:td2 l:la4+ 
28 g4?! hxg4 29 hxg4 .l:la3 30 l:lc2 
(30 <3;e 1 .i.b4! 3 1  tiJb5 l:lcxc3 ! !  32 
t2Jxc3 l:lxc3-+) 30 . . .  .i.xd4 3 1  'ii'xd4 
l:lc4 32 'ilt'd2 l:laa4 33 'it>g3 g5-+; 22 
l:ld4 .l:lc5 23 f4 .i.f8 24 c4 .l:la5 25 
'Wd2 b6 26 <3;h 1 <3;g7+. 

22 .•. .i.xe5+ 
Taking a centra l pawn (with the 

b ishop which becomes threatening) 
for the feeble a7-pawn - the best 
dea l of the day!  
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23 h3 i.f6 24 l:.d2 �g7 2S ti:ld4 
l:.d8 26 l:.e2 .idS 27 lL!bS hS 28 
a4? i.c6! 29 l:.e1 h4! 30 ti:ld4? 

30 l:.b i l:.d5+. 
30 ... l:.xa4 31 'ih>6 .idS 32 'ii'b2 

l:.da8 33 'ii'b6??® 
33 tt:lc2 l:.a2-+; e33 tt:lb5 l:.a2+. 
33 ... l:.a1 34 l:.b1 i.e4-+ 3S 

tt:lxe6+ 
35 :n ..td3. 
3S ... fxe6 36 'ii'c7+ �g8 37 l:.xa1 

l:.xa1 + 38 �h2 l:.a8 39 f3-+ 
The time limit was overstepped 

too. 
0-1 

E.Ermenkov - A.Adorjan 
Budapest Zonal I993 

1 e4 cS 2 f4 dS 3 tt:lc3?! 
Not a very fortunate choice. 

People usually take on d5, in which 
case both 3 . . .  ."iWxd5 and the gambit 
beginning with 3 . . . .  tt:lf6 are OK. 

3 exd5 
A) 3 . . .  'it'xd5 4 tt:lc3 'iWd8 5 ti:lf3 

tt:lc6 6 i.b5 (6 i.c4 tt:lh6!) 6 . . .  i.d7 
7 0-0 tt:lf6 8 tt:le5 l:.c8 9 d3 e6=; 

B) 3 . . .  ti:lf6!? 4 i.b5+ i.d7 5 
i.xd7+ 'ii'xd7 6 c4 e6 7 'iWe2 i.d6;5 . 

3 ... dxe4 4 tt:lxe4 'iWc7 S ti:lf3 ti:lf6! 
5 ... 'ii'xf4!?  6 tt:lxc5 ti:lf6 (6 .. . 'iWc7 

7 d4 ti:lf6) 7 d4 'iWc7 8 tt:le5 ti:lbd7 9 
tt:lcxd7 tt:lxd7=. 

6 ti:lxf6+?! N 
o6 d3 tt:lc6! ? (6 . .. tt:lbd7 7 g3 b6 8 

i.g2 i.b7 9 'ii'e2 g6=) 7 g3 (7 'iWe2 
ti:ld5 8 g3 i.g4 9 c3 e6; 7 i.e2 i.g4 
8 0-0 lL!xe4 9 dxe4 l:.d8 IO 'iWei 
e6=) 7 . . .  i.g4 8 h3 0-0-0 9 tt:lxf6 
i.xf3 I 0 'iWxf3 exf6�. 

6 ... exf6:j: 

One of the most stubborn 
misunderstandings is that White 
cannot be worse in the opening. 
Of course, he can! Look at this 
position and the systematic play 
demonstrated by BLACK after
wards. After making just 6 moves 
White is WORSE. Without commit
ting a major error. And he'll be 
punished! 

7 g3 
7 d4 cxd4 8 ti:lxd4 i.e7 9 i.e2 0-0 

1 0  0-0 l:.d8 I I  i.e3 tt:lc6 I 2  c3 
i.c5:j:; 

7 i.b5+ tt:lc6 8 0-0 i.e? 9 :te I 
0-0 (9 . . .  i.d7) IO  i.xc6 bxc6 I I  d3 
i.g4 I2 h3 i.e6:j: . 

7 ... i.e7 8 i.g2 0-0 9 0-0 tt:lc6 10 
b3 i.g4! 

Fine! Forcing a weakness. 
1 1  h3 i.e6 12 d3 
I 2  i.b2 l:.fd8 I3 'ii'e2 l:.ac8 I4  

�h2 a6. 
12 ... l:.fd8 13 i.e3 
I 3  i.b2 
A) I3 . . .  c4 !? I4 d4 ( I 4  bxc4?? 

'iWb6+) I4 . . .  l:.ac8:j:; 
B) I3  .. . a5 � I4  a4 c4 !+ 15 bxc4?? 

'iWb6+-+. 
13 ... l:.ac8 14 a4 b6 
I4  . . .  a6!?; I4 . . .  c4 I 5  bxc4 i.xc4 

I6 'iWe2 i.e6 I7 l:.fdi�. 



1 5  �h2 h6! 16 'ii'e2 f5 17 l:tael 
.i.f6 18 'ii'f2 l:.e8 19 ltJd2 .i.c3! 20 
l:te2 l:.e7 21 ltJbl .i.f6 22 l:.eel 
l:tce8+ 23 .i.d2 'ii'd7 24 ltJaJ 

24 ltJc3? ltJb4 25 l:.c l .i.xc3 26 
.i.xc3 ltJa2-+. 

24 ... ltJd4 25 Jte3 .i.d5 26 .i.xd5 
'iVxd5 27 ltJc4 l:.e6 28 Jtxd4 .i.xd4 
29 iVd2 iVc6 30 h4 

30 ... a6 
Winning. But 30 . . .  l:.8e7 was a lot 

quicker. 
30 . . .  .i.c3 ! ?  3 1  l:.xe6 lhe6 32 'ii'g2 

'iVe8 33 �h3+ (33 l:.f2? Jtel-+); 
30 ... l:t8e7! 31 ltJa3 (3 1 l:he6 

'iVxe6) 3l . . .'ii'e8 32 l:.xe6 l:.xe6 33 
�h3 %:te2 34 iVd l f6-+. 

Curiosities 21 

31 %:txe6 iVxe6 32 'ii'g2 b5 33 
axb5 axb5 34 ltJeS?! 

34 ltJd2 'ii'e2 35 ltJf3 'ii'xg2+ 36 
�xg2 l:.e2+ 3 7 �h3 l:.xc2 
(37 . . .  i.c3+) 38 %:tel (38 b4 i.f6) 
38 . . .  i.c3-+ (38 . . .  %:tc3 39 b4 i.f6 40 
bxc5 %:txc5-+ ); 

34 tba3 'ii'a6 35 tUb I %:te3 36 %:tf3 
%:te7+. 

34 ... Jtxe5 35 fxe5 
35 %:tel 'ii'd6 (35 . . .  f6 !? 36 �7 

b4-+) 36 fxe5 l:.xe5 37 l:.xe5 
'ii'xe5-+. 

35 ... 'ii'xe5 36 %:tf2 b4 37 'ii'f3 g6 
38 'ii'f4 'Ot>g7 39 "ii'xe5+ %:txe5 40 
'Otg2 g5 41 hxg5 hxg5 42 %:td2 ..t>g6 
43 ..t>f3 g4+ 

43 . . .  f4 44 gxf4 l:.f5-+. 
44 'it>f4 
44 'it>f2 �g5-+. 
44 ... l:.el 45 l:th2 f6 46 :n l:tgl 

47 c3 bxc3 48 l:.c2 %:tfl+ 49 ..t>e3 
%:tf3+ 50 �e2 ltxg3 51 %:txc3 f4 52 
%:txc5 %:tg2+ 53 �fl %:tb2 54 l:tb5 f3 
55 l:tb8 �g5 

0-1 

Was BLACK OK, folks? 



BLACK IS OK! 

Once more about the Presumption 

of Innocence in Chess 

It is common knowledge that a 
genius and a madman, awesome and 
ridiculous, are separated by just one 
step. But who, or what, is entitled to 
decide which is which? Anyway, it 
can by no means be ca lled 
reasonable behaviour if someone 
fights ancient tradition or long-held 
beliefs, or declares that an axiom is 
dogmatic. The Holy Inquisition no 
longer works, but the dull old men 
representing 'officia l' science, as  
we ll as the masses that mistake mere 
routine for valuable tradition, 
a lways (or almost a lways) reject 
new discoveries at first. It goes 
without saying that they do this 
without giving it some (unb iased) 
thought, following the high 
dignitaries of the Apostolic See, 
who refused to look into Galileo's 
spyglass, but firmly denied that they 
could see anything in it. 

People 's re luctance to accept new 
things can partly be expla ined by 
loya lty: they don't want to defy 
their beloved parents and teachers, 
who were good to them and passed 
on the ir knowledge to them. As we ll 
as a great dea l  of old fa llacies, and a 
few of their own 'vintage ' 
delusions! Defying the old masters, 
however, is by no means treacher
ous. Without the ir discoveries, our 
present knowledge wouldn't be the 
same . Our task is to improve on the 

things already known, not just 
follow them subserviently. This is 
the LAW! 

Need is the best teacher, as the old 
saying goes. If, for example, rumour 
has it that a certa in district of a b ig 
dirty city is not safe even in broad 
daylight, let alone in the evening, I 
can probably manage never to go 
there in my entire life .  (This is just 
symptomatic treatment, of course .) 
Those who play competitive chess, 
however, cannot avoid having 
BLACK in every second game of 
their lives. If this 'unpleasant 
obligation' causes someone 
prob lems (is there anyone who has 
experienced no problems here?), 
then it has to be dea lt with. I find it 
simply amazing that this centuries
long question (or even older than 
that) has, to the best of my 
knowledge , so far been side-stepped 
by everyone . Including world 
champions, geniuses, learned 
theoreticians. They all accepted 
playing with the BLACK pieces as 
some 'necessary evil', and everyone 
tried to survive the 'dark days' as 
best he could. Nowadays, the papers 
report quite often that someone 
forced a shop assistant, bank cashier 
etc. 'with a gun-shaped object' . . .  
Then it  often turns out that the 
'deadly weapon' was actua lly a 
water-pistol. Similarly, people are 
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used to believing that the colour 
BLACK means misfort une in chess 
as well, and when they have it, they 
all too readily surrender to the 
'water-pistol' Subconsciously, they 
almost try to justify this fallacy. 
This is a mass phenomenon, just 
like a self-fulfill ing prophecy! 

I started out from the practical 
evidence supporting the 'BLACK IS  
OK!' theorem: the in-depth analysis 
of specific opening variations, as 
well as the complicated battles that 
arose from them, with myself in 
most cases emerging victorious. I 
wrote my honest polemical essay 
called 'BLACK IS OK! or the 
Presumption of Innocence in the 
Game of Chess' only 10 years later. 
At the beginning of the year 2000, I 
sent it out to about 800 e-mail 
addresses, and received about 3 
replies. When it was published in 
CHESS, Europe Rochade and 
numerous electronic forums in 
2002, however, the number of 
contributors rose to no less than 29 . 
All of them were published in 
'BL ACK IS Still OK!', as well as 
the original essay itself . The 
majority of my chess friends who 
repl ied did not merely complete the 
'test' To my great pleasure, they 
shared their own experiences, 
arguments and counter-arguments. 
Some of them did it in eloquent 
style, revealing an excellent sense of 
humour. The reason why their 
writ ing is better than that of some 
celebrated authors is simple: 
UNFAILING HONESTY. This is 
the only worthy way_ to discuss 
serious things: grant each other 
due respect, but don' t be over
polite, don't side-step the point, and 
first of all: to err is human, but to lie 
is not! 

For the sake of those who haven't 
read my essay anywhere, 1 give a 
brief overview of it, enriched with 
the thoughts of the contributors. 
They enriched it in two ways: either 
by adding something important, or 
by forcing me to give a 
convincing(?) reply to their shrewd 
counter-arguments. 

Let me repeat the ancient formula: 
it is better to play with White, as 
White starts the game, gains an 
ex tra tempo and the initiative. White 
decides what course the game takes 
(opening), the character of the game 
(middlegame), and BLACK has to 
work hard even for a draw, let 
alone ... ! 

It doesn't happen often that only 
one thing is true in a lengthy 
sentence like this. This true 
statement is 'White sta11s the game' 
Some of the others haven't been 
proved, whereas there are also some 
that have been proved - to be false! 

First things first: chess is NOT a 
running race, or some other type of 
PARALLEL competition. Chess is a 
FIGHTING SPORT! (And a tough 
one at that.) So the argument 'I start 
out fi rst, so I get there first', as put 
by one of the contributors, is 
disposable like Pampers. The 
opposing part ies use different 
weapons, and they often confront 
each other (e.g. central break 
against a wing attack!). As regards 
playing first and having the 
initiative: yes, there are some sports 
where playing first can be a big 
advantage. Take tennis, for 
example. People take turns in 
serving, and if everybody won 
ex clusively the games where they 
serve, with no breaks (cf. Fischer's 
two 6-0 victories!), matches could 
only be decided by surrender due to 
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complete exhaustion. The r ight to 
start - why doesn't anybody talk 
about the duty and responsibility of 
the first move? You can learn a lot 
on this issue from the article by the 
excellent chess histor ian, Arpad 
Foldeak, called 'Is BLACK OK?', 
also included in this book. The right 
to start is worth no more in chess 
than in, say, football. In this ball 
game, a lot of goals are scored from 
counterattacks, and it happens very 
rarely that a team scores from the 
very first attack after kick-off. As 
regards the 'course' taken by the 
game, my - otherwise 'orthodox' -
friend GM Evgeny Sveshnikov and 
Mr Kenneth Bachman pointed out 
independently from each other that 
it is even EASIER to put together a 
BLACK repertoire. 

Just one example, which really 
took me by surprise when I wrote it 
down: BLACK goes for the 
Sveshnikov, and plays I e4 c5. 
What does he have to learn? Well, 
the 'target variation', naturally, as 
well as the possible White 
deviations. Not too much, is it? 
Especially if we note that there are 
hardly any Sicilian sub-var iations in 
which BLACK has to face real 
danger, or any serious lexical 
knowledge is required from him. 

Let's see, on the other hand, 
White's 'study mater ial' if he wants 
to play I e4, and try to win with it: 

l . ..g6 (Modem), l . ..d6 (Pirc), 
l . . .c6 (Caro-Kann), l . ..e6 (French), 
I .. .�f6 (Aljechin), l . ..d5 (Center
Counter) and the too huge ones: 

l .. .e5 (Petroff, Spanish - all 
variations up to the key position 
where you still have the Chigor in 
variation(s), Breyer , Zaitsev. 

Finally: l . . .c5 (Sicilian) 2 �f3 -
A venues after 2 . . .  d6 3 d4 cxd4 4 

�xd4 �f6 5 �c3 (a) 5 . . .  a6 
(Najdorf) (b) 5 ... e6 (Scheveningen) 
(c) 5 . . .  g6 (Dragon) (d) 5 . . .  ltJc6 
(Rauzer or Sozio) (e) 5 . . .  e5 ! ?1?! (no 
name) 

Plus: 2 . . .  e6 3 d4 cxd4 4 �xd4 
a6/�c6 (Paulsen) 2 .. . �c6 3 d4 
cxd4 4 �xd4 �f6 5 �c3 e5 
(Sveshnikov) or 5 . . .  e6 6 �db5 d6 
(6 . . .  i..b4) 7 i..f4 e5 (Sveshnikov). 

to put it mildly, as they say. If I 
break down the main branches, 
White 's MANIFOLD task presents 
itself even more clear ly. 
(Archangelsk Variation, Marshall 
Gambit. . .) Naturally, it is of similar 
proportions for other first moves ( I  
d4, I c4, I �f3) as  well, it's only 
that White's 'l ife' is in less danger , 
as open and semi-open games tend 
to be sharper, and require the 
knowledge of more variations. It is 
not by accident that many I e4 
players eventually preferred closed 
openings. Like myself. I am sure 
You, dear Readers, also think about 
which opening you would be happy 
with when you go to play a game. 
As for myself, I reached the point 
when I was not really happy with 
anything, either before or dur ing the 
game. For example, I couldn 't think 
of anything reasonable against the 
unjustly underestimated Caro-Kann. 
Then I solved my problem with a 
master ly (and unexpected) stroke: I 
started to play it AS BLACK! And 
how sweet it was! 

Summar ising the issue 'who 
determines the course and character 
of the game', I can't be gravely 
mistaken if I say that after I e4, the 
lexical knowledge BLACK is 
required to have is about one-fifth 
of White's 'homework' ! !  This 
means that it costs BLA CK less 
energy and trouble to develop two 
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repertoires (e.g. Sveshnikov and 
Caro-Kann) than it costs White to 
prepare 1 e4. In addition, the 
Sveshnikov/Caro-Kann 'tandem' 
perfectly fits the requirements of 
weaker/stronger opponents, as well 
as sharp play/quiet play. 

Now, let's see the 'extra tempo/ 
move' !  

As  we all know, a 'move', say, 
move 1 1  or move 33, is actually a 
PAIR OF MOVES. One move by 
White - one by BLACK. Therefore 
the 'extra tempo/move', as used in 
common parlance, simply DOES 
NOT EXIST! It would only be 
possible if White could make ONE 
MORE move, not only play first. By  
the way, what do we  mean by  
'first'? White's reply to an  active 
BLACK move played somewhere 
around move 1 5  can easily be 
FORCED, although it is 'extra' at 
the moment when it is played, if we 
go strictly by the numbers. It really 
makes me sick (OK, it's my own 
business), but the manipulative 
phrases 'extra tempo, extra move' 
seriously distort chess players' 
thinking. If, say, 2 teams have been 
playing more or less equally active 
football for about 15 minutes, who 
on earth could tell whether the side 
possessing the ball at the moment 
are on the attack or on the 
counterattack? But then there are 
other pieces of trickery, too! (I 
found it quite difficult not to insert 
some four-letter word instead of 
'trickery'.) 'First player - second 
player' No! No, no, no! These 
phrases do not signify who plays 
first and who replies: they RANK 
the players in a discriminative way. 

I am trying to use synonyms for 
BLACK and White myself. In 
Hungarian, for example, the words 

DARK and Light are equivalent! 
Also, each player has his or her 
first name, nickname (Vishy, Mr. 
6-0, Victor the Terrible, etc.), 
nationality, sex, status (both 
permanent and current, e.g.: leader, 
'bottom-marker', rising star, lady, 
veteran, /ex-/World Champion, 
challenger, /ex/ World Champion 
Candidate, this year's Russian/ 
British! Hungarian Champion, K.O. 
finalist, /ex-/European Champion, 
etc., etc.). But to make BLACK 
'second-rate' by saying 'first player, 
second player'? Never! 

Mr. David Christian is one of the 
few people who noted that chess 
publications and demo boards 
always show the position 'from 
White's side', and opines that this 
fact may have something to do with 
people's attraction to White on 
psychological and emotional 
grounds. He goes on to say that it is 
partly responsible for the successes 
of White players. The effect is 
obvious. Mr. Ian Ash drew our 
attention to the fact that people 
ALWAYS sit down on White's side 
of the board if they want to play 
through a game! 

My 'BLACK IS OK! ' books have 
diagrams 'turned upside down' Not 
that I can hope to upset the balance, 
but my essays, annotations and 
books have all been written in order 
to restore BLACK's rights. I am not 
trying to deny my b ias, but I always 
aim at objectivity. Anyway, quite a 
few readers leapt to the same 
conclusion, even if they worded it 
somewhat differently: colour 
doesn't play as great a role as the 
thorough knowledge of the open
ings, defences or gambits we play. 
Diligence and creative WORK done 
on one's own! Do we agree so far? 
Let's vote! 



26 BLACK is OK! Once more about the Presumption of Innocence in Chess 

This is absolutely wonderful ! No 
votes against, no abstent ions! So 
spontaneous! Thank you, ladies and 
gentlemen! Boys, you can open the 
doors now . . .  

One of the key words in  the 
contributors' letters was symmetry. 
It is a logical presupposit ion that the 
right to move first is a rea l 
advantage in 'mirror posit ions' 
However, it 's not rea lly proved in 
exchange variations (e.g. the Slav), 
or in openings like I c4 c5 2 g3 g6, 
which are as symmetric as it gets. I 
don't know much about the Petroff, 
but it has been widely used in 
top-level tourna ments for a few 
yea rs now, which could not happen 
if White had a convincing edge. So, 
if White can't crush the Petroff, and 
he gets some 'academic' advantage 
at best, only good for a draw, why is 
BLACK not OK? 

The t ime will come when 
someone writes the bestseller t itled 
' l . . .c6!='  (He can get th is idea for 
the t it le free of cha rge . .. ) I haven't 
got the slightest doubt that the 
Slav-Caro-Kann complex is not 
only super-solid, it also offers tough 
counterb lows in ma ny lines. 

BLACK has simply been 
BLACKENED! In the 'BLACK Is 
BAD?' collect ion, also included in 
the book, there are a great many 
(but by no means all !) phrases and 
verbal images associat ing the colour 
BLACK with something bad. 
Meanwhile, White symbolises 
purity, innocence and virtue, as we 
all know ! 

So, two opponents are facing each 
other. Both believe in White's 
advantage. However, one of them is 
'forced to' have BLACK today. He 
fights for dear life, trying his best, 
but deep in his heart he plays 

aga inst himself. If White wins, he is 
happy, the ·second player' is sad, 
but the fa llacy is confirmed in both 
players' minds. On top of it all, 
White's stat ist ics improve. Really 
encouraging, isn't it? Everything 
points to the same direct ion w ith 
NO logical necessity whatsoever -
and never in favour of BLACK. 
And this has been going on for 
centuries! Haven't we had enough? 
We will only have a 'brave new 
world' if chess players start their 
games in an opt imist ic mood, after 
thorough preparat ion WITH BOTH 
COLOURS! Because this is the 
healthy way. The NATURAL way. 
The way to renew our ancient ga me! 

There are stat ist ics in this book ,  as 
well as in the previous one. It is a lso 
wel l-known that White 'won' 4-0 
again in the 2004 final of the KO 
World Championship. Curiosities 
like the angelic Xie Jun's 51h/6 with 
BLACK against Ioseliani can't 
really change this perverted trend. 
They can only show that the 
opposite is also possib le! 

For me, stat ist ics are l ike X -rays 
for a doctor: the basis of a correct 
and precise diagnosis. If he has this 
diagnosis, the battle for the 
restorat ion of the pat ient 's hea lth 
and the exploration of the origin of 
his illness can start. Using efficient 
therapies and good medicine, and 
not forgetting the wisdom: 'The 
doctor cures, God heals ! '  

If I ha ve never come across ANY 
serious chess-related argument 
proving White's superiority, the 
explanat ion has to be sought in the 
'huma n factor' of TOURNAME NT 
CHE SS. It 's a quest ion of 
condit ioning, even superst ition (it 's 
a well-known fact t hat chess players 
arc superst itious). 
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What we have is  called MASS 
PSYCHOSIS. 

The contributors a lso brought it 
up, quite rightly, that White can no 
doubt steer the game towards the 
draw more easily, if he wants to 
'tame' a strong opponent, or if ha lf 
a point suits him very well in the 
given situation (especially in 
last-round games). At least, he can 
avoid sharp complications more 
easily (not that players like Ulf 
Andersson really mind . . .  ) Basically, 
however, the pre-supposition, not to 
say expectation, is that White 
should play for a w in. When does he 
want to give it a try, after all, if not 
w ith the 'good' colour? As regards 
specia l  tournament situations: a 
tournament consists of at least 9 
rounds, not only of the last, decisive 
game! It's not necessary at al l  that 
one of these games should decide 
' life or death' Actually, such cases 
often come about exactly because 
the players postpone the rea l fight in 
the earlier rounds. Anyway, it's not 
al l  that easy to play for a draw, even 
w ith the White pieces. Those w ho 
try to do this by 'chickening out' of 
any possible complication, and look 
for the 'safest' moves instead of the 
best ones, may well fa il. It has 
happened to quite a few people. 

Have you heard the joke about the 
grinder walking in the woods? 
Listen up, it's a great one! So he 

suddenly saw two wood-cutters 
struggling to fell a tree with their 
blunt axes. He wa lked up to them 
and sa id: 'Good day!  I would be 
glad to sharpen your axes for a 
reasonable price. It won't take more 
than 1 0  minutes. '  'Well, tha t's 
really all we need ! ' - one of the two 
'extra-large' guys burst out. 'We 
don't even have time to die, we 
have another 60 trees to fell today! 
So get the hell away, and I won't 
say it tw ice ! '  And they went on 
struggling . . .  

Nowadays everyone seems to 
want results immediately, at any 
price, even in U- 10 events. And 
most people don't know the 
Hungarian saying 'closer this way, 
sooner that way' No patience, no 
in-depth study. No wonder the result 
is 'McDonald's stuff most of the 
time. JUNK, that is. 

There are at least two fields of 
study which would yield more 
rewards than memorising the latest 
'winning' lines. One of these fields 
is (chess) psychology, the other is 
the deep truths, the very 'spirit' of 
the game. Sometimes the two can be 
even done at the same time. 

Most people, however, don't let 
the grinder anywhere near. It's 
understandable in a way: it's not 
easy to fell 60 trees a day w ith a 
blunt axe . . .  



New Letters 

From: Johan 
November 3, 2003 

Subject: BLACK is OK! 

Hello there! My name is Johan, 
fr�m Belgium. I'm not a particularly 
sk1lled chess player (standard rating 
hovering between 1 800- 1900 at  
ICC), but I do love the game. I read 
your article at 'grandmastersquare' 
To me it was a delight! Fina lly I 
meet someone who shares my 
views. For years I've been telling 
people that it is stupid not to play 
for a win as BLACK. My chess 
playing friends all say I'm nuts and 
quote the books and point at 
White's better score, but I have 
never understood why BLACK 
should be worse. As you point out 
in your article BLACK wins many 
games, imd if BLACK stood no 
chance the game would be dead. 
Anyway, I'm glad to know I'm not 
alone on this. It's good to have 
some company on the barricades, I 
was getting lonely. 

Now, the answers to your query: 
/ . Which colour do you prefer? 

It makes no difference to me. 
Maybe I like BLACK a little better 
because I like to try and prove that I 
can win with it. 

2. What 's the logical outcome of a 
perfect game? 

That must be a draw . If neither 
side makes a mistake the game w ill 
be drawn. 

3./s there any difference between 
the statistics of top-level games and 
games played by mediocre or weak 
players? 

That's a tough one. I think there's 
a difference at the lowest levels. The 
weak players w ill have a better 
score with BLACK than the more 
skilled players, I think. This is 
because they make so many errors 
that the colour doesn't matter, while 
the better players try not to lose as 
BLACK and have better defensive 
skills, so they are more likely to 
draw or lose. Sorry, but I can't 
expla in it any better, my English 
isn't good enough. But I guess you 
know what I'm trying to say. 
Though it's just a personal feeling, I 
have no statistica l evidence to show . 

About the fourth question, well, I 
have no relevant data , but I think 
the tournament situation influences 
the balance. In BLACK's favour! I 
mean, as BLACK, people don't play 
for a win anyway while as White 
they usually do. In a tournament 
however, they might play for a draw 
as White when it is enough to reach 
the desired position in the 
tournament. This might bring down 
the number of  White w ins. 

Thanks for that article, I'm going 
to show it to all my friends. You 
never know, it might make a 
difference. 

Good chess, 
Johan 



Dear Johan, 
Many thanks for your message, I 

got many answers to my essay and 
quite a few as supportive as yours. I 
shall write you a decent answer 
soon. For now: dogmas live long 
mainly because people are too lazy 
to make up their minds anew on 
something they once learned, and 
are happy to have memorised. On 
the other hand they never get tired 
of searching for a 'winning line' 
Something that surely doesn't exist! 

Your way of thinking is healthy. 
Whether it is BLACK IS OK or any 
other subject, using our own brain 
and forming an opinion is natural 
instead of accepting other people's 
thoughts without checking them 
carefully! 

Best wishes: Andras Adorjan 

From Peter Vyvey 
My reply to 'BLACK is OK' 
December 5, 2003 

Hello, 
These are my views on the 

questions : 
1) Which colour do you prefer? 

When I started to play chess, I 
preferred the White pieces and this 
went so far that I only played games 
(against computers etc) with the 
White pieces and completely 
neglected my play with the BLACK 
pieces. This resulted in the fact that 
al l  the games I won I achieved with 
White and I usually lost (and 
sometimes drew) with BLACK. 

So at one point I realised that I 
was doing it all wrong when I 
concentrated on White only and I 
began to focus on playing with 
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BLACK. Right now, I enjoy very 
much playing with BLACK and, 
more importantly, I am not afraid to 
play with BLACK. Right now, my 
wins, draws and losses are more 
equally ba lanced. Last season (I am 
no GM, only an 'amateur' player 
who plays in a club; my Elo is 
between 1650 and 1 700) I even won 
more games with BLACK than with 
White. 

So my answer to the first question 
would be: I enjoy playing with 
White (I like the Queen's Gambit, 
King's Gambit) but I also enjoy 
playing with BLACK (my favourite 
openings with BLACK are 
Alekhine's defence, 'Rat defence' 
and the King's Indian). 

2) What is the logical outcome if 
both sides play perfectly? 

A draw, of course. But in my 
opinion no one plays perfectly - the 
person who wins is the one who 
makes the next to last mistake - I 
even think that people who draw 
made an equal amount of mistakes, 
or one player gave away a won 
position (or doesn't have the 
understanding/technique to win a 
won position) 

(Yes, the hated draw many times 
is born after fierce fighting games in 
which no one was thinking of a 
'peaceful ' end. Anyway the final 
result of any game can be 
misleading without playing over it! 
- AA) 

3) . . .  difference between statistics? 

I think that for weak and 
mediocre players, the colour of the 
pieces doesn't really matter. For 
highly-rated professional players I 
don't know really - I think the 
colour of the pieces doesn't matter 
for the strongest players like 
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Kasparov or Karpov. I think most 
professionals try to play for a 
draw with BLACK and win with 
White. 

4) . . .  effect of type of tournament? 

This I really don't know - I only 
play in a local chess club, not really 
tournaments. Anyway, I think in 
most tournaments chess players try 
to w in w ith White and draw with 
BLACK because they think White 
is better. 

Well, these are my views on your 
questions. I hope it will help. 

Sincerely, 
PV 

Dear Peter, 
Excuse me for taking a while in 

answering. Many thanks for your 
views that came long after I was 
expecting more reflections. Since 
the book 'BLACK IS still OK! '  
(Batsford) comes out only(?) in 
March, there is chance your opinion 
w ill still qualify for it ( indeed there 
were more than 30 people from all 
over. If I understand well, you sent 
the message from Belgium - well, 
you are the third to do so !) .  Worst 
case you shall appear in the next 
BLACK book .. . 

My (short) comments to your 
answers: 

I .  This is a story from which 
many people could learn. Take 
tennis. The one who is serving has a 
real advantage - unlike in chess. 
Yet, it's not enough to 'collect' all 
your turns when it is your serve. 
You MUST break in order to win 
the game and the match. I like the 
approach of aiming at enjoyment as 
well. Creation too! After all chess is 
not purely a sport, but a game (or at 

least a part of it) may become a 
treasure of chess art. (It never hurts 
repeating the forgotten truth. - AA) 

2 .  You would probably be burned 
(together with me) for the words 
'draw, of course' in the middle ages. 
I believe even then (if not much 
earlier) 'White to play and w ins' 
was considered an axiom. It is, 
however just a rotten dogma of the 
many. As far as practical play is 
concerned, yes, as long as people 
play there w ill be mistakes (last and 
penultimate ones . . .  ) that is the way 
- as I pointed out in my essay -
anybody since ( long) BC could ever 
w in a game. It is impossible. But 
without wanting it badly, my purely 
theoretical question was a b it 
cunning. That is: if you agree that 
the result of a perfect game must be 
a draw, then quite logically you are 
confirming BLACK IS OK! 

3-4. Let's start w ith 'most players 
try to w in with White and make a 
draw with BLACK' That is dead 
right, it has been so since ancient 
times. It is totally stupid too. You 
have experienced the gift of a 
different attitude. If you want to 
learn anything for which you're 
potentially ab le ( it's hard to sk i w ith 
one leg), and if you industrious, 
stubborn, and most importantly 
believe that you can make it, you 
w ill make it! To learn how to play 
decent chess w ith BLACK does not 
have any other secret. Hard work 
and faith are available for everyone. 

I agree w ith you concerning how 
much colours influence players of 
different strength, and in their 
tournaments where they play against 
approximately even opposition. It 
sounds logical that in the lower 
regions BLACK or White doesn't 
matter so much, people there play 



w ith a lot of (b ig) mistakes. But I 
tell you, since everybody is being 
taught as a beginner 'White to 
play . . .  ' and gets a k ind of repertoire 
- unlike poor BLACK - even at 
these levels the balance can be in 
White's favour. I have records of all 
k inds (World Championship 
Matches, World Champions' 
individual results - see it in this 
book! ) but not from beginner and 
low levels. God only knows! 

So much for now, dear Peter, and 
after so much ta lk let me attach a 
cou pie of good games. I don't know 
whether you have ChessBase so I 
send it as a Text file. I hope you'll 
like them. Any time you feel like 
getting back to me, you're very 
welcome. HAPPY 2004! 

Andras 

Mongolia calls again! 

.. . and it's never too late in case of 
BLACK I S  OK! Mr 
AL T AN-OCH, Gendengyn was the 
first (and rema ined the only one) of 
the FIDE-Federations who came 
back to me with an answer on the 
SAME DAY one Sunday in the 
Spring of 2002. His views were 
pub lished together with many others 
in the book BLA CK IS still OK! 
(2004), and I noted that although I 
found his thoughts remarkable and 
replied immediately as well, 
encouraging him some more, 
regretfully he never showed up 
aga in. But just when I was not 
expecting anything there came the 
following message w ith two of his 
games enclosed. There's much talk 
going on about democracy. Maybe 
because we hardly see it working. In 
my ' Kingdom' there is indeed 
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democracy: anybody can have a say. 
I mean whoever has something to 
say! Here is one of the ga mes - God 
save BLACK! 

Dear GM Adorjan, 
I apologise firstly that I respond to 

you so late (more than one year!). I 
had trouble selecting a good game. 
Firstly, I ' ll answer your question. 

We, Mongol ians do not have a 
first (Christian) na me. Instead, we 
have own-name (Altan-Och, which 
means "golden spark" in Engl ish) 
and father's name (genden). 

Now I have selected two of my 
recent games for your consideration 
for the book BLA CK IS still OK!. 
But I know it may be too late. The 
book would a lready be published. 

Best regards, 
Altan-Och 
FM, lA & IO 

K.Benbachir - G.  Altan-Och 
4th e-mail Afro-Asian 
Championship, 200 I 

(Ana lysis by Altan-Och) 

1 e4 c6 2 d4 d5 3 4Jc3 dxe4 4 
4Jxe4 .irs 5 4Jg3 .ig6 6 4Jf3 4Jd7 
7 c4 e6 8 .id2 ll:lgf6 9 .ic3 i.e7 1 0  
4Jh4 'ilc7 11 4Jxg6 hxg6 1 2  .id3 
'ir'f4! 13 'ir'd2 'ilh4! 

13 . . .  'ii'xd2+ 14 .ixd2 .l:!.h4�. 
14 0-0-0 0-0 
14  . . .  b5!? 15  cxb5 4Jd5�; 1 4  . . .  

4Jd5 ! 1 5  4Je4 ( 1 5  cxd5 .ig5) 
1 5  . . .  4Jxc3 16 'ii'xc3 4Jf6 17 f3 0-0 
( 1 7  . . .  0-0-0!?) 1 8  g3 'ilh6+ 19 f4 
b5!�. 

15 �b1 
15 .ic2 b5 1 6  c5 4Jd5+. 
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1S  ... bS!? 
1 5  . . .  llfd8 L1 1 6 f4 c5. 
16 cxbS l:r.fc8!? 
1 6  . . .  cxb5 17 .ixb5 lDb6;5. 
17  l:.de1 llab8 18 bxc6 llxc6 19 

.ic2 
19 .ie4 llc7 20 �a 1 lDb6. 
19  ... lDd5 
1 9  . . .  lDb6 20 .. d3 lDbd5 2 1  .id2 

lDb4+. 
20 .iaS 
20 .ib3 lD7f6+. 
20 ... .igS 
20 . . .  lD7b6 2 1  .ib3 lDc4 22 .ixc4 

llxc4 23 lle4 'ii'h7 !+. 
21 ,.d3 llbc8 

22 .ib3 
It's funny to see all this as White 

can do very little with his pa ir  of 
bishops and the extra pawn (which 
he got as a present) against the 
various threats (AA) 

22 .ia4 lDc5 !+. 
22 ... -.r4+ 23 lDe2 'ii'xf2 24 .11La4 

l:.d6 25 'Wg3 'Wxg3 26 lDxg3 
26 hxg3 lD7b6+. 
26 ... lD7f6 27 lDe4? lDxe4 28 

l:.xe4 l:.a6 29 .id7 l:.b8 30 .ie1 
l:tb7!-+ 31 .ic8 l:.c6 32 .id2 l:.xc8 
33 .11Lxg5 lDc3+ 0-1 

Dear Altan-Och, 
I 'm very glad to hear from you 

again. Yes, 'BLACK IS still OK! 
has a lready been published - WITH 
YOUR LETTER IN! But there is 
another book titled 'BLACK is OK 
Forever! ' If you have some 
comments (of ANY kind on the 
games or on the subjects please send 
me them soon! 

Greetings to you and the 
Mongolian chessfriends: 

Andras (ADORTAN) 
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Fashion in Chess ... 

The chess world is ruled by the 
caprice of fashion. People either 
copy the openings of the strongest 
players or play those variations 
which have promising w inning 
sta tistics. Needless to say, all this is 
based at best on a very tiny morsel 
of common reason. When I hear that 
' the' colour in ladies' fashion w ill 
be deep green (purple, yellow ,  red, 
anything that hasn't been ' the ' 
colour for three years) this spring, I 
am always overwhelmed by deep 
sorrow, imagining the tens of 
millions of women w ho would look 
much prettier in something (maybe 
anything) else, but go for the 'deep 
green martyrdom' anyway, to avoid 
being 'talked about' Let's translate 
this into the language of chess: as 
there are no 'good' (let a lone 
w inning) openings, or 'bad' 
defences, everyone should use 
weapons that suit them well. And 
the right source for an opening idea 
is not always the higher 'ELO' The 
key move of the following game, 
for example, was first played by an 
unsung Ita lian, who would have 
perhaps better employed it aga inst 
someone else, not Dr. Nunn. As 
usua l, the stronger player beat the 
weaker player (as well as in a few 
later games), and the whole line was 
discarded. BUT NOT FOR GOOD! 
As it happened, there was a quite 
obvious improvement on move I 0, 
after which my opponent could 

barely make another ten moves in 
this game (including my superfluous 
repetition !). So now we have the 
'wonder weapon'? Let us celebrate, 
have a good time, invite all the 
relatives, neighbours? No way! 
There is no wonder weapon. The 
whole business called 'theory' is 
developing constantly, with the two 
sides taking turns in thinking up 
novelties. Everybody thinks, and 
those who are not completely dumb 
do it w ith their own heads ! You 
know, dear Readers, chess is played 
by at least ten times as many people 
as it used to be, say, 30-35 years 
ago. And they play quite well! 
Anyone can easily get access to 
huge masses of information in the 
databases, whereas my generation 
could only gather information by 
slow and laborious paperwork. Still, 
players can hope to break through to 
the top 5 or I 0 among thousands of 
youngsters of similar age and ta lent 
only if they constantly build their 
own strong and original chess 
persona lity along untrodden paths. 
Mere epigons stand no chance! If 
you find the same thought 
somewhere else in the book, there is 
only one reason: IT I S  VERY 
IMPORTANT. (Naturally, there are 
further 'musts' :  LOVE of the game, 
diligence, toughness and presence 
of mind are all indispensib le in 
competitive sport.) The young 
Bobby Fischer asked Lajos Portisch: 
'Is it true that you practise chess 8 
hours a day?' Lajos replied: 'Yes, 
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but why is it so strange? Rumour 
has it that you work as much as that 
yourself. ' 'Yes, yes' - Bobby said 
-, 'but they say I am crazy. '  Well, I 
can only wish that you all 'go 
crazy', and achieve the most you are 
capable of1 

M.Sjoberg - A.Adorjan 
Kecskemet 199 1 

I e4 c6 2 d4 d5 3 e5 .if5 4 l2Jc3 
e6 5 g4 .ig6 6 l2Jge2 c5 7 h4 f6! � 

A very fine move that I first saw 
in the game Nunn-Cocozza, 
Saloniki Olympiad 1984. Since 
White (the stronger player) won 
rather easily, very few paid attention 
to the IDEA: BLACK undermines 
the proud centre from both sides. 
Please see what happens in just a 
few more moves ! 

8 lhf4 .if7 9 exf6 cxd4 10 l2Jb5 
Tricky, but it backfires. The stem 

game went 10 'ii'xd4: 
A) 1 O . .. gxf6? fully deserves to be 

called SILLY. No wonder that 
BLACK later lost this and some 
other better known fights. Cocozza 
even started to play the line with 
White. 

B) The simple, consequent 
developing move, I O  . . .  l2Jxf6! ,  
however, gives BLACK the 

ADVANTAGE in all variations ! 
This was already my 'discovery ', 
since by then I had known how the 
knight moves for a long-long time! 
Don't envy me friends - study 
harder. . .  ! IO . . .  l2Jxf6! 1 1  .ib5+ ( 1 1 
g5 l2Jc6 12  .ib5 l2Jd7 1 3  'ii'a4 
if c 7+) 1 l . . .lhc6 12 l2Jd3 lLJd 7! + 
( 1 2  . . .  .id6 1 3  .if4=); 

IO . • .  l2Jxf6 1 1  l2Jxd4 e5 12 .ib5+ 
l2Jbd7 

13 l2Jfe6 
Can you see the centre? And the 

'attacking' white pawns? The game 
is OVER after this move. The 
hardest nut to crack was: 

1 3  'ii'e2 ! l2Je4 ( 13  . . .  'ii'e7 14 ltJf5 
'iib4+ 1 5  c3 'ii'e4 16 'ii'xe4 dxe4 17  
l2Jh3 l2Jxg4 18  l2Jg5.i5) 14 f3 exd4 15  
fxe4 dxe4 1 6  'fixe4+ 'ii'e7 1 7  
'ii'xe7+ .ixe7 18  l2Je2 a6 ( 1 8  . . .  .id5 
19 l:th3 h5) 19 .ixd7+ �xd7 20 
l2Jxd4 .id5 

A) 2 1  .l:.h3 l:tae8 22 .ie3 (22 .;;.d2 
.l:.hf8 23 lhf5 .if6.i5) 22 . . .  .ixh4+! 23 
.;;.d2 g5 24 l:tfl h5+; 

B) 21 0-0 .ixh4=i=; 
1 3 lhde6 
A) 1 3  . . .  'iib6?! 14 l2Jxd5 0 l2Jxd5 

1 5  i.xd7+ 'iti>xd7 16  'ii'xd5+ 'iti>e8 1 7  
'iib5+! 'ii'xb5 1 8  l2Jc7+ .;;.d7 19 
l2Jxb5 l:tc8 20 l2Jc3 .l:.c4.i5 
(20 . .. .ig6? 2 1  h5 !) ;  



B) 13 . . .  .txe6! That's right! 14 
tlJxe6 'iib6 15 tlJxf8 'ii'xb5 16 tlJxd7 
'ir'xd7+. 

13 ... 'ii'b6 
1 3  . . .  i.xe6 14 tlJxe6 'iib6 15 

.txd7+ ( 15 tlJxf8 iVxb5) 15 . . .  
�xd7+. 

14 .ixd7+ 
1 4  tlJxf8 �xf8 15 .txd7 exd4 

(Simpler is 15 . . .  tlJxd7+ ) 1 6  .if5 
( 1 6  .ta4 'iib4+ 17 c3 dxc3 18 bxc3 
'ir'xc3+ 19 .id2 'ii'e5+ 20 .ie3 
tlJxg4 2 1  '6'd4 '6'e4-+) 16 . . .  .te6 17 
'ir'fJ g6 18 .txg6 i.xg4 19 'ii'a3+ 
�g7 20 .id3 We6+ 2 1  �d2 (2 1  
�fl .th3+) 2 l . . .l:the8-+. 

14 ... �xd7 15 tiJxfS+ 
1 5  tlJg5 exd4 16 tlJxf7 'ii' e6+-+. 
15 ... l:thxf8 16 tiJb3 
And now before your very eyes, 

Ladies and Gentlemen, you can see 
the ruins . . .  

16 . . .  'ir'b4+ 17  c3 'ii'e4+ 18 �d2 
'iU4+?! 

I don't know why I wasted 2 
EXTRA moves on this game? There 
was no Zeitnot or whatever. 

19 �e1 
19 �c2 .tg6+. 
19 ... iVe4+ 20 �d2 'ir'g2! 21  

tileS+ �d6 
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White resigns since after 22 lbd3 
i.g6 23 l:tg 1 'ii'h3 24 f3 'ii'h2+! 25 
'itte3 d4+! 26 cxd4 lbd5 mate. 

0-1 

Short Draw 

Sometimes you see two guys 
make a short draw - say, in a total 
of one hour - and then start a post 
mortem that never seems to end. A 
very logical question arises: what 
the Hell can they find so interesting 
in a game of 1 3  moves? Or is it just 
because it was theirs? You know, 
most of the variations and secrets 
remain behind the scenes, and what 
we can really see on the board is 
only (a small) part of the thoughts 
of the two sides. The following 
game sheds light on a case like that. 
Since it is 19 years old, only God 
knows how our 'post-mortem' 
compared to what you can see. I 
will certainly ask Johan if I have a 
chance! Till then, that's all we 
have: 

J.Hjartarson - A.Adorjan 
Esbjerg 1985 

1 e4 c5 2 tiJt3 e6 3 d4 cxd4 4 
tlJxd4 tiJf6 5 tlJc3 d6 6 g4 
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This is the Keres Attack: a sharp 
weapon against the Sicilian 
Scheveningen, and still feared by 
many! 

6 . . .  h6 
6 ... e5?! This is the oldie 

considered to be inferior. But even 
this assessment is not absolutely 
certain. 

7 �b5+ 
A) 7 . .  .'�Jbd7 ! ?  8 lt::lf5 a6 9 �xd7+ 

(9 �e2 lt::lc5 1 0  �g5 h6 1 1  �xf6 
ifxf6 12  b4 lt::ld7 1 3  lt::ld5 ifd8 14 
lt::lfe3 lt::lb6 15  lt::lxb6 'ilfxb6 16 lt::ld5 
'ilfd8 17 'ilfd3 i.e6�) 9 . .. �xd7 10 
i.g5 �e6 1 1  �xf6 ( 1 1  lt::ld5? i.xd5 
12 i.xf6 ifa5+!) l l . ..ifxf6 12  lt::ld5 
ifd8 13 c3 g6�; 

B) 7 ... i.d7 8 �xd7+ ifxd7 9 lt::lf5 
h5 10  i.g5 lt::lh7 1 1  i.d2 lt::lf6 
( l l . . .hxg4 12  ifxg4 g6 1 3  lt::le3;!;) 
12 gxh5 lt::lxe4 13 lt::lxg7+ �xg7 14  
lt::lxe4 f5 1 5  h6  fxe4 16  hxg7 ifxg7 
17 i.e3 'ilV g2 1 8  .l:.fl ;!;. 

7 h4 e5!?N 

The point of inserting this 
advance here, and not on move 6, is 
that now White cannot push his 
'g'-pawn so easily. On the other 
hand . . .  well, let's see! 

8 i.b5+ 
Testing, but not necessarily the 

best. 

It never ra ins but it pours : it 
turned out later that 8 lt::lf5 ! gives an 
edge to White, at least the following 
variations seem to prove it. 
Anybody for BLACK, young 
heroes? 

A) 8 . . .  lt::lxg4 9 ifxg4 g6 10 i.e3 
gxf5 1 1  exf5 d5 1 2  0-0-0 d4 13  
�b5+ �d7 14 i.xd4 exd4 15  
.l:.he1+ �e7 16  ifg7+-; 

B) 8 . . .  g6 9 t'Lle3 
Bl) 9 . . .  �e6 10  .l:.g 1 lt::lbd7 1 1  g5 

( 1 1  h5 !?) 1 l. . .hxg5 1 2  hxg5 lt::lh5 13 
lt::led5 a6 14 �e2 �g7 15 .l:.h 1 ±; 

B2) 9 . . .  lt::lbd7 10 'iif3 lt::lb6 1 1  h5± 
( 1 1  i.b5+±); 

C) 8 . . .  �e6 9 t'Lle3 lt::lc6 10 ltgl g6 
1 1  g5 hxg5 12  hxg5 lt::lh5 1 3  �ed5 
i.g7 14 lt::lb5 .l:.c8 1 5  �e3±. 

8 ... �d7 
This is a handy reply, but in such 

sharp positions routine moves can 
prove to be wrong. There was 
another interesting option with the 
following nice long variations. 

8 . . .  lt::lbd7 !? 9 lt::lf5 a6 
A) 10  �e2 d5 ! ?  1 1  exd5 ( 1 1  g5 

hxg5 12  �xg5 ifb6 1 3  lt::lxd5 lt::lxd5 
14 'ii'xd5 g6 15 i.c4 .l:.h7 16 lt::le3 
'ii'xb2�) l l . . .t'Llb6 1 2  i.f3 �xf5 13 
gxf5 i.b4� 14  i.d2 lt::lc4 1 5  'iie2 
'flc7 16  0-0-0 ltc8�; 

B) 10 i.xd7+ 'ii'xd7 



We may call this the key position. 
I analysed it a lot on my own and 
with friends. I'm still not quite sure 
about a couple of things. But I do 
take responsibility for whatever I 
have written. Naturally, those 
willing to play any of my (or 
anybody else's) proposals should 
not follow blindly. Check 
everything out before use - this is 
the player's share of responsibility! 

81) I I  l:tgl d5 ! 12 tDxd5 ( 1 2  
exd5 h5! 1 3  f3 hxg4 14 fxg4 
tDxg4+) 1 2  . . .  tDxd5 1 3  exd5 ( 1 3  
'ii'xd5 'ii'xd5 1 4  exd5 h 5  15  f3 hxg4 
16 fxg4 g6 1 7  tDe3 l:txh4+) 1 3  . . .  h5 
14 tDe3 hxg4 1 5 lhg4 f5 ( 1 5  . . .  'ife7 
1 6  .:.e4 l:txh4 17  'ir'f3=) 16 l:tg5 
l:txh4 1 7  l:th5 !'"'; 

82) I I  'iie2 'ifc6!? ( l l .. .d5 leads 
to a forced draw: 1 2  exd5 tDxg4! 1 3  
f3 'ifxf5 1 4  fxg4 _.xg4 1 5  ifxe5+ 
'itid8 1 6  ..if4 ..ie7 17 'iic7+ 'itie8 1 8  
_.e5 �d8=) 1 2  f3 ..ixf5 1 3  gxf5 ( 1 3  
exf5? tDxg4) 1 3  .. . 0-0-0 14 ..id2 d5 
1 5  exd5 li:)xd5 1 6  0-0-0 ..ie7 1 7  
'ifxe5 ..if6 1 8  tDxd5 ( 1 8  'ii'e4 ..ixc3 
I9 ..ixc3 .:.he8 20 'i' g4 tDxc3 2 1  
f6+ ..ti'b8 2 2  l:txd8+ l:txd8 23 fxg7 
'ifd5 24 bxc3 'ifxa2 25 'ifb4 'if a I+ 
26 Whi 'ifxc3+) I 8  . . .  .1:1xd5 I9 'ife4 
l:te8 20 _.g4 l:te2+ So far so good. 
But the journey is far from being 
over! 2 1  c3 'ifb5 22 'iigi 'ifc4 23 
l:th2 l:txh2 24 'iixh2 _.xa2-+; 

83) I I  f3 
83a) I l .. .,.c6 1 2  g5? ( 1 2  tDe3 

..ie6=) I 2  . . .  tDxe4! 1 3  tDxg7+ ( 1 3  
fxe4 ..ixf5) 13  . . .  ..ixg7 I 4  tDxe4 
..if8 I 5  tiJf6+ �d8 I6 ..ie3 ..if5..,; 

83b) I l . . .d5 !? 
83bl) I2  exd5 h5 ! 1 3  'ife2 

tDxd5 ! I4 'ifxe5+ 'iie6 1 5  'ii'xe6+ 
..ixe6 

83bl l) 1 6  ..id2 hxg4 I 7  fxg4 
tDf6 ! ;  
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83bl2) 1 6  tDxd5 ..ixd5 1 7  l:[fl 
hxg4 1 8  fxg4 0-0-0� ( 1 8  . . .  g6 19 
tDe3 ..ic6+); 

83bl3) 16 tLld4 tDxc3 1 7  tDxe6 
fxe6 1 8  bxc3 l:tc8+; 

83b2) 12 tDxd5 tDxd5 
83b21) 1 3  'ifxd5 'i'xd5 1 4  exd5 

h5! 1 5  tDe3 hxg4 16 fxg4 ( 1 6  tDxg4 
..ixg4 1 7  fxg4 l:tc8 1 8  c3 l:tc4+) 
1 6  . . .  ..ic5 1 7  g5 b5 1 8  ..id2 ..ib7 19 
0-0-0 0-0-0 20 h5 ..ixe3 2 1  ..ixe3 
..ixd5=; 

83b22) 13 exd5 h5 14 c4 hxg4 1 5  
fxg4 g6 1 6  tDe3 b5 1 7  b3 ( 1 7  'ife2 
bxc4! 1 8  tDxc4 'ifxd5 19 'ii'xe5+ 
'iixe5+ 20 tDxe5 ..ig7 2 1  ..if4 g5 !+) 
17  . . .  bxc4 1 8  bxc4 ( 1 8  tDxc4 ..ib4+ 
19 'it>fl ..ic3 20 l:tb I 'ii' xg4+) 
1 8  . . .  ..ic5 

83b22 1) 19 'i'f3 f5� ( 19 . . .  0-0!? 
20 h5 f5); 

83b222) 19 _.e2 l:tb8 20 ..ib2 0-0 
2 1  0-0-0 'iia4 22 tDc2 ..ixg4! 23 
'ii'xe5 (23 'i'xg4 'ifxa2 24 ..ixe5 
..ie3+!-+) 23 . . .  f6 24 'ii'g3 ..if5-+; 

84) I I  'ii'f3 tlJxg4C (l l . . .h5 1 2  
gxh5 tDxe4 1 3  tDxg7+ ..ixg7 14 
lllxe4 f5 15 h6 fxe4 16 hxg7 'iixg7 
1 7  'ifxe4 'iif7 18 ..ig5 ..if5 19 'i'e2 
l:tc8 20 c3 l:tc4 2 1  f3± ; l l . . .d5 1 2  
tDxd5 tDxd5 1 3  exd5 h5 14  'iie4 
'ifc7 15 d6±) 1 2  'ii'xg4 g_6 1 3  tDxh6 
( 1 3  tiJd5 gxf5 1 4  'ii'd l  W'c6 15  .1:1h3 
'if c4 16 ..ie3 ..ie6 17 tiJb6 'ifb4+ 1 8  
c3 'i'xb2 1 9  tDxa8 _.xc3+ 2 0  'itifl 
f4+) 1 3  . . .  'ifxg4 14 tDxg4 ..ixg4 1 5  
tiJd5 0-0-0 1 6  ..ig5 ..if3 1 7  l:h3 ( 1 7  
..ixd8 Wxd8 18  l:th3 ..ixe4�) 
1 7  . . .  ..ixe4 1 8  l:tc3+ �b8 19 ..ixd8 
..ixd5 20 ..ic7+ 'itia7 2 1  l:td l ..ie6 
(2 l . ....ixa2? 22 b3 .1Ixh4 23 'it>e2+-) 
22 ..ixd6 ..ixd6 23 .1:1xd6 l:txh4� A 
German friend of mine called 'Fritz 
8' says White is better here. Of 
course he is wrong for two reasons: 
I .  In this specific position BLACK 
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has more than enough compensation 
for the sacrificed exchange. 2. 
White can NEVER be better except 
by some unlucky accident! ; 

B5) I I  g5 

This is the variation I consider the 
main line for some reasons, but I 
may be wrong . When you dig into 
these complications you will 
understand why I am not a 
confident idiot. 

B5a) I l . . .hxg5 1 2  ..ixg5 .!Uxe4 
85al) 1 3  .!Uxe4? 'it'xf5 14  .!Uxd6+ 

..ixd6 1 5  'it'xd6 'it'xg5! ( 1 5  . . .  'it'e4+ 
1 6  �d2 f6 17 .!:.he 1 'it' f5 1 8  .:xe5+ 
'ii'xe5 19 l:.e 1 'it'xe 1+ 20 �xe 1 fxg5 
21 hxg5 .!:.ffi 22 'ii'e5+ 'ifi>f7 23 
'ii'd5+ ..ie6 24 'ii'xb7+ 'it>g8+) 1 6  
hxg5 l:.xh 1 +  1 7  �e2 l:.xa 1 1 8  
'ii'xe5+ 'ifi>ffi 1 9  'ii'd6+ 'iti>g8 20 
'ii'd8+ 'iti>h7 21 'ii'd3+ g6-+; 

85a2) 13 .!Uxg7+ ..ixg7 14 lL!xe4 
d5 15  ..if6! ( 1 5  lL!f6+ ..ixf6 1 6  
..ixf6 'it'f5! 1 7  .ixh8 'ii'e4+ 1 8  'iti>d2 
'it'f4+=) 15  .. . dxe4 ( 1 5  . . .  'ifi>ffi? 1 6  
..ixg7+ 'iti>xg7 17  'ii'd2±) 16  ..ixg7 
'it'xd 1 +  17 l:.xd I .:h5 1 8  l:.d5 ..ie6 
19 l:.xe5 l:.xe5 20 ..ixe5 l:.d8;!;; 

85b) I l . . ..!Uxe4! The other line 
below seems to be tempting too. But 
as often happens it fails - check it 
out! Looking at this whole messy 
mass, I recall my years at school, 

when the rule of the thumb for test 
papers was: 'If you don 't know 
anything about the subject, at least 
write a lot! You may get your 
coveted little C 'for the bulk.' - I 
don't know whether you will find 
this a piece of art or just 
meaning less blabber, but one thing 
you must admit: it does have the 
bulk.. . 12 .!Uxg7+ ..ixg7 13 .!Uxe4 
'it'c6! ( 1 3  . . .  d5? 14 gxh6) 14 .!Uxd6+ 
(14 'ii'f3 hxg5 1 5  ..ixg5 f5 I 6 lL!f6+ 
'iti>f7 17 lL!d5 ..ie6 1 8  0-0-0 l:lac8 I9 
l:.d2 e4 20 'ii'd I ..ixd5 2 I  l:.xd5 
..ixb2+ 22 'ifi>xb2 'ifc3+=) I4 ... 'ifi>e7 
1 5  lL!xc8+ .!:.axeS I6  l:.g i 'ii'e4+ 
( I 6  . . .  'ii'xc2+) I7 ..ie3 l:hc2 1 8  l:.c I 
l:.hc8+. 

9 ..txd7+ 
9 .!Uf5 .ixb5 I 0 lL!xb5 'ii' a5+ 1 1  

lL!c3 .!Uxe4 I2  'it'd5 'ifxd5 1 3  lL!xd5 
lL!a6+. 

9 ... 'ii'xd7 10 lL!f5 .!Uc6 

1 1  l:tgl ?!  
Surprisingly, this is wrong . Again 

we got to talk about log ic. Isn't, 
generally speaking , this rook move 
logical? It is. And chess indeed has 
principles that are generally true. On 
the other hand, almost every single 
concrete position is different - even 
those that look similar. And you had 
better take into consideration all the 
little nuances, and make not the 



' logica l '  etc. moves, but the RIGHT 
ones! 

Correct was 1 1  f3 !  g6 ( 1 1 . . .0-0-0 
12 g5 lL!h5 1 3 lL!d5 �b8 14 .ie3±) 

A) 12 lL!xh6 .ixh6 1 3  .ixh6 ( 13  
g5 .ig7 1 4  gxf6 .ixf6+) 1 3  . . .  lL!xg4 
14 .ig5 f6 15 .id2 lL!h6 1 6  h5 lL!g8 
17 f4 ( 1 7  h6 g5) 1 7  . . .  fS 18 .ie3 lL!f6 
19 fxe5 lL!xe5 20 exf5 l:[xh5=; 

B) 12 lL!e3 lL!e7 13 l:[g l .ig7 14 
"ii'd3 l:[c8 1 5  g5 hxg5 16 hxg5 lL!h5 
17 lL!ed5 lL!f4 1 8  .ixf4 exf4 19 
0-0-0 lL!xd5 20 lL!xd5 'it'a4 21 �b l 
.ie5 22 l:[h 1 ± Awful ! It is 
practically over but I did not have 
the heart to express it with a 
symbol. If a brave young man or 
lady can fix this line he/she will get 
two more tasks for proving their 
worth . . .  . 

1 1  ... 0-0-0 12 lL!e3 

12 ... d5! !  
Very nice, but a lso the only way 

to stay in the game. Moves that are 
seemingly impossible always have 
an aesthetic value. 

13 exd5 
1 3  lL!exd5 .ib4! ( 1 3  . . .  lL!xe4 14 

lL!xe4 'it'xd5 15  'ifxd5 l:[xd5 16 .ie3 
.ieT+) 14 .id2 ( 14 lL!xb4 'it'xd1+ 
1 5  lL!xd1  lL!xb4 1 6  lL!e3 lL!xe4+) 
14 . . .  lL!xe4 15 lL!b6+ axb6 1 6  lL!xe4 
1fd4 1 7 lL!c3 'it'c4+. 
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13 ... lL!b4= 

With a peace treaty. There was a 
way for BLACK to try for more: he 
could have continued the attack by 
13  . . . .  lL!d4 with good chances. But 
of course that was not so clear 
during the game. On top of 
everything the draw was in reach. 
And it was in the second round, 
after a win in the first. We all have 
our weak moments .. . 

1 3  . . .  lL!d4!?  
A) 14 g5 hxg5 15  hxg5 lL!h5 16 

l:[h 1 g6 1 7 lL!e4 .ie7 18 c3 lL!f4 19 
I:.g 1 ( 19 l:[xh8 l:[xh8 20 lL!g3 
lL!de2!-+) 19 ... lL!de2+; 

B) 14 a3 
Bl) Also 14 ... h5 !?  15  g5 ( 1 5  gxh5 

1fh3+; 1 5  lLif5 lL!xd5 16  lL!xd4 
lL!xc3 17 bxc3 exd4+) 1 5  . . .  lL!g4� 
offers very fine attacking prospects 
for the second (to none) player; 

B2) 14 . . .  .id6 15 g5 hxg5 16 hxg5 
lL!h5 ( 16  . . .  lL!e8 1 7  lL!e4 l:[h3 1 8  
lL!g3;!;) 1 7  lL!e4 'it'h3 1 8  lL!g3 lL!f4 
19 l:[h 1 

B2a) o19 . . .  'it'xh l +  20 lL!xh1  
l:[xh 1 + 2 1  lL!fl lL!g2+ 22 �d2 lL!f4 
23 c4?! (23 �e 1 lL!g2+=) 23 . . .  :dh8 
doesn' t  look bad either; 

B2b) 19 . . .  'it'xg3 !?  20 fxg3 l:[xh 1 +  
2 1  lL!fl lL!fe2� Isn't it a picturesque 
position? But after 22 .ie3 lL!xg3 
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(22 . . .  �b8) 23 1Vg4+ �b8 24 'il'xg3 
lt::lxc2+ 25 �e2 lllxa l both 26 'il'f2 
and 'ii'f3 have a sobering effect on 
daydreamers (like myself). You can 
NOT win ALL the games with 
BLACK, although you should try ! 
Let's hold the horses, be content 
with the subvariation beginning 
with 19 . . . .  'il'xh l +, and call it a day. 
Tomorrow will be tough: you will 
have to play with White . . .  On the 
other hand 1 3  . .. �b4?! is clearly 
overdoing it, which costs BLACK 
dearly. 14 dxc6 'il'xc6 15 �d2 
�xc3 16 bxc3 lt::le4 17 lt::lfl .l:txd2 
( 17  . . .  lld6 1 8  'il'f3 .l:thd8 19 .l:tdl .l:tf6 
20 'il'e3 lt::lxf2 2 1  .l:tb I 'il'e4 22 'il'xe4 
lt::lxe4 23 .l:tb4 lLlxd2 24 lt::lxd2+-) 1 8  
lt::lxd2 .l:td8 1 9  'it'D .l:txd2 20 'ilff5+ 
.l:td7 2 1  .l:td1 'il'xc3+ 22 �e2 'il'c4+ 
23 �f3 lt::lf6 24 .l:txd7 lt::lxd7 25 .l:td1 
'il'c6+ 26 'it>g3 f6 27 'ilt'g6+- You 
may find this amount of analysis too 
much - which means you have 
never studied a game of Hubner 
annotated by himself . . .  

•h-1/z 

APPENDIX to both 
'FASHION IN CHESS' and 

'A SHORT DRAW' ... 

G.Sax - A.Adorjan 
Budapest Zonal 1993 

1 e4 c6 2 d4 dS 3 eS �rs 4 lt::lcJ 
e6 5 g4 �g6 6 lt::lge2 cS 7 h4 f6! 8 
exf6 N 

This was Sax's pet line against the 
Caro (although in our personal 
encounters, before and after, we 
managed to get through most of the 
'legal' variations) but he was 
surprised by my c5/f6 choice, not 
knowing about my previous 
adventure. 

8 lt::lf4 �fl 9 exf6 cxd4 I 0 'ii'e2 
Seems to be dangerous but when a 
queen sac is at hand we don't miss 
it! ( 10  'ii'xd4 lt::lxf6!+; 10 fxg7 �xg7 
1 1  lt::lce2 e5+; I 0 lt::lb5 lllxf6 1 1  
lt::lxd4 e5+ Sjoberg-Adorjan 199 1 )  
10  . . .  dxc3 1 1  lllxe6 'ii'xf6 

A) Similar is 12  .,5+ lt::lc6 1 3  
lt::lc7+ �d8 14 �g5 ( 14 lt::lxa8 cxb2 
15  �xb2 �b4+ 1 6  'ii'xb4 'il'e6+!-+) 
14 .. .'it>xc 7 1 5  �xf6 lt::lxf6+; 

B) 1 2 lt::lc7+ �d8 13 �g5 cxb2 14 
.l:tb l �b4+ 1 5  �d1 <j;xc7 1 6  �xf6 
lt::lxf6+ as with three pieces 
against only one queen we fear 
nothing! 

8 f4 lt::lc6 9 �e3 lt::lh6!+. 
8 ... lt::lxf6 

9 lt::lf4 
9 h5 only helps BLACK: in this 

line the bishop goes anyway to f7 -
a fantastic square instead of the 
usual c8 in these French-like 
positions! 9 . . .  �f7 10 llgl lt::lc6 1 1  
�f4 .l:tc8 ! 12 'ilfd2 �6 1 3  0-0-0 
( 13  lt::la4 'il'b4 14 'ii'xb4 lt::lxb4+) 
1 3  . . .  cxd4 14 lt::lxd4 lt::lxd4 1 5  1Vxd4 
'il'xd4 16  .l:txd4 �c5 1 7  .l:td2 0-0+ 
1 8  h6 �g6 19 hxg7 .l:tfl 20 �g2 (20 
g5 d4 ! ;  20 �e5 lt::ld7) 

A) 20 . . .  lt::lxg4 2 1  �xd5 exd5 22 
.l:txg4 d4 23 llld5 (23 lt::la4 �e7 24 
�e5 b5-+) 23 . . .  �e4 24 b4 !=; 



B) 20 . . .  lDe4! 2 1  lDxe4 l:r.xf4 22 
lDxc5 l:r.xc5 23 .ih3 <j;xg7 24 g5 
.if5+. 

9 •.. cxd4 
9 ... i..f7!? was surely more 

consequent, but really very 
complicated and most likely too 
dangerous: 10  'ii'e2! ( 10  g5 cxd4 1 1  
'ii'xd4 lDc6 1 2  i..b5 ttJd7+) 
10  . . .  'ii'd7 ( 10  .. . cxd4? l l  lDxe6 
i..xe6 1 2  'ii'xe6+ 'fke7 1 3  'fkxe7+ 
i..xe7 l4 lDb5 lDa6 1 5  g5±) I I  dxc5 
d4 1 2  lDe4 lDc6 

A) 1 3  lDxf6+ gxf6 14 ttJd3 'fkd5 
1 5  l:r.g l i..xc5 1 6  i..g2 "iid6 1 7  
lDxc5 'fkxc5 1 8  g5 lDb4 19 <j;d l 
0-0-0 20 i..e4 i..g6! 2 1  .ixg6 (2 1 a3 
d3 22 cxd3 lDxd3-+) 2 l . . .hxg6 22 
gxf6 (22 'ii'xe6+ l:r.d7 23 'fkb3 d3 24 
Wc3 'ii'xc3 25 bxc3 lDxc2+) 22 . . .  d3 
(22 . . .  'ii'c6+) 23 'ii'xe6+ l:r.d7 24 c3 
d2-+; 

B) 1 3  lDg5! e5 14 lDxf7 <j;xf7 15  
'ii'c4+ 'it>e7 16 g5 exf4 17  gxf6+ 
<j;xf6 1 8  i..xf4 l:r.e8+ 19 'it>d2±. 

10 'ii'xd4 
Over optimistic is 1 0  lDxe6?! 'ii'e7 

l l  "iie2 dxc3 1 2  lDc7+ 'it?f7! 
( 1 2  .. .'iti>d7 13  lDxa8 'ii'xe2+ 14 
.ixe2 i..b4 1 5  'it?fl lDc6 16 g5 ttJh5 
17 bxc3 i..xc3 1 8  l:r.b l l:r.xa8 19 
l:r.xb7+ <j;e6+) 13 lDxa8 'fkb4 14 b3 
lDc6 15 .ie3 'ii'xg4+; on I 0 lDxg6 
hxg6 I I  'fkxd4 ttJc6 12 'fke3 'fkd7! is 
certainly an improvement compared 
to the game. Then 13 'ir'g5 0-0-0ao 
and I'd prefer BLACK. 

10 ... lDc6?! 
Why not IO ... i..f7! I I  i..b5+ lDc6 

1 2 lDd3 lDd7+ ? 
1 1  "iie3 eS 12 lDxg6 hxg6 
It is still rather messy, but 

somehow I felt if anybody is better 
it should be White. Therefore I 
offered a draw to my opponent who 
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was already approaching time
trouble(!!). Another 20 minutes 
passed and he accepted. Just in time 
so we could have some NICE, 
LONG ANALYSES . . .  

A) 1 3  'ii'g5 <j;f7 14 i..d2 i..b4 
( 14 . . .  lDd4 1 5  0-0-0 ttJf3 16 'fke3±) 
1 5  0-0-0 i..xc3 1 6  .ixc3 lDe4 17 
'fke3 l:r.xh4 18 l:r.xh4 'ii'xh4 19 .te l 
l:r.d8 20 c4 ttJd4 2 1  cxd5 'ii'xg4 22 
i.c3 l:r.c8 23 i.h3 'ife2 24 l:r.xd4 
'ii'xe3+ 25 fxe3 exd4 26 i..xc8 dxc3 
27 bxc3 lDxc3 28 i..xb7 'it>f6 29 d6 
<j;e6 30 <j;d2= lDxa2?? (30 . . .  lDb5; 
30 . . .  lDa4) 3 l  i..d5+! ; 

B) 1 3  i..b5 lDxg_4 14  'ii'd3 'iff6 1 5  
'iV g3 'iH5 1 6  f3 liJf6 1 7  i..d3 'if e6 
1 8  i..xg6+ <j;d7ao . 

1/z-1/z 

M.IIijc - A.Adorjan 
Novi Sad 1973 

1 c4 g6 2 g3 i..g7 3 i..g2 cS 4 
lDc3 lt:lc6 5 l:b1 e6 6 a3 aS 7 d3 
lt:lge7 8 e4 0-0 

This way of starting the game 
does not promise too much 
entertainment. Even White's next 
move is not really an attacking one, 
but it certainly loses time, and gives 
BLACK the opportunity to unleash 
an unexpected counter-blow. 

9 h4 
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9 ... dS! 10  exdS exdS l l lt:lxdS 
Accepting the sacrifice is a must, 

otherwise White is just worse. But 
maybe taking with the pawn would 
make it harder for BLACK to find a 
clear way to carry on with the 
attack. 

I I  cxd5 lt:\d4!�. 
l l  ... lt:\xdS 12 �xdS 
1 2  cxd5 lt:\e5+. 
l2 ... lt:leS 13 �f4 
I 3  lt:\0? lt:\xd3+! .  
13 ... .!:le8 14  �n �rs 1S �xes 

AxeS 

16 'itg2 
It is tough anyway. Materi�l 

doesn't count when there 1s 
somebody fiddling around your 
king. You can have even 3 rooks, 
but if you have to face just 2 cruel 
bishops on just the right diagonals -

forget it! And again: if you feel the 
spirit of the position you are sure to 
find the right way and concrete 
moves. 

I6 g4 lhd5 I7 cxd5 'ii'xd5 IS  
llh3 �e6 I9 1::te3 1::td8 (19 . . .  �d4!+) 
20 'ii'a4 �d4 2 I  .!:le4 c4 (2 l . . .ii'a2 
22 llee i �xg4 23 ..,xa5 'ii'd5;5} 22 
lt:\0 �xb2 23 'ii'xc4 �xa3 24 lLJg5 
1::tc8 (24 . . .  'ii'xc4 25 dxc4 �c8 26 
1::tb5 �b4 27 l:td5) 25 'ii'xd5 �xd5 
26 l:te5 l:td8 27 1::tb5 �c6 28 .!:lxa5 
�b4 29 .!:la7 f6 (29 . . .  l:txd3 30 �e2 
.l:td2+ 3 I  'it>e3 f6 32 lt:\e4 fxe5 33 
.!:laS+ rl;g7 34 lt:\xd2 �c5+ 35 �e2 
�e7=) 30 lt:\e6 .!:lxd3 3 I  .!:le3 .!:ld I+  
32  'ite2 lld2+=; 

I 6  lt:\0 .!:lxd5 I 7 cxd5 .., xd5 I S  
'it>g2 �xd3 I 9  .!:le i 'ii'f5+; 

I6 'ii'O 1::txd5 I7 cxd5 c4 I 8 ltdi 
�xd3+ I9 ltxd3 cxd3 20 'ii'xd3 
�xb2 2I 'ifb3 �ci !+. 

Coffee break! 
16 ... l:.xdS 17 cxdS 'ifxdS+ 18 

lt:\0 
I S  •o ..,xd3! I9 'ii'xd3 �xd3 20 

.!:ld I c4 2 I  .!:ld2 l:ta6 22 lt:\e2 llb6 23 
lt:\c3 �xc3 24 bxc3 .!:lb3+. 

18 ... �xd3 19 'ii'd2 'iVfS+ 20 
ltbe1 �e4 2 1  ..,f4 'ii'xf4 22 gxf4 
�c6 

22 . . .  f5 23 .!:le2 .l:.d8 24 b3 b5 25 
l:tc I .!:ld3 26 .!:le3 .!:lxe3 27 fxe3 c4 
28 bxc4 �b2 29 .!:ldi bxc4+. 

23 .!:le2 .!:ld8 24 .!:lc1 



24 ... .ixb2!? 
I couldn't resist this move. And 

i t 's  not bad at all. Still, maybe better 
and simpler was 24 . . .  l:ld3 25 l:le3 
l:txe3 26 fxe3 .ixb2 27 l:lxc5 a4+. 

25 l:txcS .ixa3 26 l:ha5 .tel !  27 
l:tc5 i.xf4 28 l:lc3 h6 29 'it>h3 l:r.d6 
30 tt'lel .ibS 31 l:te4? 

A blunder, of course, but made 
aner a long and tiring defence and 
while White is still in trouble. 3 1  
l:tc7 i.d7+ 32 'it>g2 .ic6+ 3 3  �f3 
l:td 1 -+. 

31 .  .. .id7+ 32 'it>g2 .id2-+ 33 l:.c2 
i.c6 34 l:txc6 bxc6 35 l:te8+ c;t>g7 
36 tt'lf3 .ic3 37 l:tc8 .if6 38 l:.c7 
i.c3 39 c;t>g3 l:tf6 40 l:lc8 .ib4 41 
'it>g2 .tc5 

0-1 

I e4 

A.Kosten - A.Adorjan 
Esbjerg 1988 

Kosten needed 2 out of 2 for his 
GM norm so he chooses the Keres 
Attack, proably the most aggressive 
variation against the Sicilian 
Scheveningen. Since it was my pet 
line (an ideal variation to deliver 
counterblows against many of my 
opponents) I liked his choice . . .  

l . . .  c5 2 tt'lf3 e6 3 d4 cxd4 4 
tt'lxd4 tt'lf6 5 tt:Jc3 d6 6 g4 h6 7 h4 
ti:Jc6 8 l:tgl hS 9 gxh5 ti:Jxh5 10 
.ie3!? a6! 

OK. 10 ... 'Wxh4?? 1 1  .ig5 'Wh2 1 2  
tt'lf3+-. 

1 1  .ie2 ti:Jf6 
l l . . .'ii'xh4?? 12 .ig5 'ii'h2 13  ti:Jf3 

'ii'h3 14 .tfl +-; 
I I . ..ti:Jxd4 12 'Wxd4 'ii'xh4 1 3  

0-0-0t. 
12 h5 .id7 13 'ii'd2 b5 14 a3 l:tc8 

15 f4 'Wc7 16 tt:Jxc6 
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16  0-0-0 tt:Ja5 !?+ ( 16  . . .  b4 1 7  axb4 
ti:Jxb4+). 

16 ... .ixc6 17 .to 'Wb7 18 'Wd4 
d5! 19 h6!? 

White must try to complicate 
matters, or else he simply falls into 
one of the bad positions below: 

1 9  exd5 tt:Jxd5 20 tt'lxd5 .ixd5 2 1  
.ixd5 'ii'xd5 22  'ii'xd5 exd5 23  l:tg5 
l:txc2 24 l:txd5 g6!+; 

19  e5 tt:Je4+ (19 . . .  ti:Jxh5 20 f5). 
19 .. Jbh6 20 f5 

20 ... l:lh3!? 
An obvious move, and not bad at 

all. But it misses something better, 
and (the main thing! )  is much nicer. 

20 . . .  dxe4! 21 .ixh6 l:td8 ! 22 'it'e3 
(22 'We5? .id6 23 'Wd4 .ig3+; 22 
._f2 gxh6 23 .ie2+) 22 . . .  gxh6+. 

21  .ig2 l:txe3+ 
I was always looking for the 

beauty of the game, but sometimes I 
overdid it. Like now. 2 1 . . .. l:tg3 was 
strong, regardless of its simplicity. 

2 I . . .l:th4? 22 .ig5 l:tg4 23 .ixf6 
gxf6 24 fxe6 dxe4 25 'it'xf6 .ig7 26 
'iff5 .ixc3+ 27 bxc3 l:tg7 28 exf7+ 
l:.xf7 29 'ii'e6+ 'it>ffi 30 .i.h3+-; 

2 1 . . .l:.h5 !?  22 fxe6 fxe6 23 .if3 
lth3 (23 . . .  l:th2? 24 'We5) 24 .tg2 
l:th5= (24 . . .  l:.g3 !+ 25 .tf4 l:tg4); 

2 1 . . .l:tg3 ! +. 
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22 'ii'xe3 dxe4?! 
Objectively speaking, this is 

weaker than the alternative. But, as 
often happens, the inferior move 
wins. Not quite by force, though . . .  

22 . . .  b4! 23 exd5! (23 axb4 
'ii'xb4+) 23 . . .  lLlxd5 

A) 24 i.xd5 i.xd5 (24 . . .  bxc3?! 
25 i.xc6+ .l:.xc6 26 b4 'ii'b6 27 
'ii'xb6 .l:.xb6 28 .l:.g3 .l:tc6 29 .l:.b I 
exf5 30 .l:.b3±) 25 axb4 'ii'xb4 26 
fxe6 i.xe6 27 .l:.xa6 'ii'xb2 28 
.l:.xe6+=; 

B) 24 lLlxd5 i.xd5 25 i.xd5 
'ii'xd5 26 fxe6 i.c5 27 exf7+ �f8 
28 'ifh3 'ii'e5+ 29 �fl (29 �d I ?  
.l:.d8+ 30 �ci 'ii'e3+) 29 . . .  'ii'f6+ 30 
�g2 'ii'c6++. 

23 fxe6 fxe6 24 0-0-0?! 
24 ..th3 ¢>f7 25 'ii'g5;!; I do pay 

attention to my analyses. Especially 
to those of my own games. I never 
considered that a duty, but a 
spiritual adventure on the 
chessboard. And anyway: if I 'm not 
interested in my own pieces, who 
else can I expect to be? I 5  years 
passed since I put the symbol ;!;, 
which I thought was the right 
evaluation. But Hell! I checked out 
the variations and changed my mind 
constantly. In the end it seemed to 
be a false alarm. Now listen to me 
carefully! Nobody can play chess. 
Some people just play better than 
others. There may be someone who 
is stronger than everybody else. But 
stil l: nobody knows how to play 
chess. It's simply too difficult. 
25 . . .  b4 26 axb4 (26 'ii'e5 i.d5 27 
axb4 i.xb4 28 'ifg3 ..tieS«>) 
26 . . .  1hb4 27 'ife5 (27 .l:.xa6 'ifxb2 
28 'ife5 'ii'ci+ 29 lLld i i.b4+ 30 c3 
:td8+ 3 I  .l:.xg7+ �xg7 32 .l:.a7+ 
'iti>g6 33 'ii'g3+ ¢>h5 34 'ii'e5+ 

'ii'g5+) 27 . . .  'ii'd6 28 'ii'xd6 i.xd6 29 
llxa6;!;. 

24 ... b4 25 axb4 'ii'xb4 26 'ii'h3 
26 .l:.d4? ..tc5 ! 27 .l:.gd i .l:.b8 28 

b3 e5-+. 
26 •.. 'it?ti 27 .l:.dfl? 
27 .l:.gfl � 'ii'h5-e5. 
27 ... .l:.b8?! 
27 ... ..tc5 28 .l:.h i i.d4 29 'ii'h5+ 

'it;>e7 30 'ii'g6 .l:.b8+. 
28 b3 'ii'd4!?  
28 . . .  i.c5 29  .l:.xf6+ 'it;>xf6 30  .l:.fl + 

�e7 3 I  'ii'h4+ 'itd7 32 .l:.f7+ 'ite8 
33 .l:.xg7 'ii'a3+ 34 �d2 e3+ 35 'ite2 
..txg2 36 'ii'g4= . 

29 .l:.dl ?Ef> 
The poor guy most probably saw 

the best move. However, that led to 
a draw, which did not satisfy him as 
he needed 2 wins out of 2. I will not 
swear to it or anything like that, but 
believe me I did not - at least 
deliberately - take advantage of his 
situation. 

29 .l:.xf6+! gxf6 (29 .. .'�xf6? 30 
.l:.fl + �e7 3 I  'ifh4+ 'ite8 32 'ii'h5+ 
..ti>e7 33 'ii'f7+ 'itd6 34 l:td 1+-) 30 
'ii'h5+ c3;e7 3 I  'ii'h7+ c3;e8 32 
'ii'h5+=. 

29 ... 'ii'e5 30 .l:.gfl 'it;>g8 31 .l:.fel 
i.b4? 



In  rapidly approaching time 
trouble, BLACK misses the first 
win. 

3 I . . ...ia3+! 32 'it>b I (32 'it>d2 
..ib4-+) 32 . . .  ltJd5 33 l:[d3 l:[f8 34 
l:tg3 .ib4 35 ltJxd5 .ixei 36 ltJe7+ 
'it>fl 37 :e3 q;xe7 38 l:txei l:tf2 39 
'ii'h4+ 'ii'f6-+. 

32 l:te3 ltJd5 33 l:txe4 ..ia3+?® 
. . .  and this one lets slip away the 

second. 
33 . . .  'iVg5+! 34 'it>b2D .ixc3+ 35 

�b I ..id7 (35 . . .  .ie8+) 36 l:th4 l:tb5 
37 .:ths+ rJ;;f7 38 ..tn (38 :n + ..tf6 
39 .ixd5 l:txd5-+) 38 . . .  l:ta5-+; 

33 ... 'ii'xc3? 34 l:txb4! l:txb4 35 
'ii'xe6+ rJ;;f8 36 l:tfl +  ltJf6 37 
'ii'xc6=. 

34 rJi;d2 

34 ... 'ii'xc3+!? 
This is of course a sign of 

resignation. But it is still much 
better than to lose on time or 
blunder something. Later I thought 
the game was still won by 34 . . . .  
'iVg5+ etc. If I 'm right this time, it 
wasn't already. 

34 . . .  'iVg5+ 
A) 35 'it>d3? .:.ds! -+ 36 'ii'xe6+ 

(36 ltJxd5 'ii'xd5+ 37 'it>c3 'ii'c5+ 38 
l:tc4 'ii'e5+ 39 .:cd4 1:xd4 40 l:txd4 
..ic5-+) 36 . . .  'it>f8 37 ltJxd5 (37 l:tfl + 
ltJf4+ 38 'it>e3 .ici+!)  37 . . .  l:txd5+ 
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AI) 38 l:td4 'iVg3+ 39 'ii'e3 ..ib5+! 
40 �d2 ( 40 c4 l:txd4+ 4I rJi;xd4 
..ic5+-+) 40 . . .  'iVxg2+ 4 I  rJi;e I 
..ib4+! 42 c3 ..ixc3+-+; 

A2) 38 'it>c3 l:txd l 39 'ii'c8+ l:.d8 
40 l:.f4+ ( 40 'ii'xc6 'ii'd2+ 4 1  rJi;c4 
'ii'xc2 mate) 40 . . .  'iVxf4 4 1  'ii'xd8+ 
..ie8-+; 

B) 35 'it>e l !  ltJxc3 ! 36 'ihe6+ (36 
'ii'xc3 ..ixe4 37 ..ixe4 .ib4-+) 
36 . . .  'it>f8 37 l:tg4! (37 'ihc6 'il'g3+! 
38 'it>fl ltJxdi -+) 37 ... 'iff6 38 
'ifxf6+ gxf6 39 ..ixc6 ltJxdl 40 
'it>xd l=. 

35 'ii'xc3 ltJxc3 36 �xc3 .ixe4 37 
..ixe4 l:.c8+ 38 �d3 .ib4+ 39 'it>e3 
'it>f7 40 l:tfl+ <l;e7 41 .ig6 

If I remember well, this was the 
sealed move. Neither of us thought 
my extra pawn promised serious 
winning chances. We were right. 
But look what kind of miracles can 
happen sometimes on the board! 

41.. . ..ic3 42 l:.f7+ 'it>d6 43 l:ta7 aS 
44 l:.a6+ 'it>e7 45 .id3 

45 ..ih5 !+. 
45 ... :cs 46 ..ic4 l:teS+ 47 'it>d3 
47 'it>f3 ! .  
47 ... .ib4 48 l:tb6! gS 49 l:tbS 

l:tfS!? 
49 .. . l:txb5 50 .ixb5 g4 51 'it>e3 

.id6+. 
50 l:txfS?? 
I don't know what happened, 

perhaps he thought it was a draw all 
the same. But this move is the last 
and decisive mistake of a stormy 
encounter, and the end is going to 
be wonderful. 

50 l:.b7+ �f6 51 l:tb6! l:.e5 52 
l:.b5 ..ic5 (52 . . .  l:txb5+) 53 .l:ha5 g4 
54 b4 g3 55 bxc5 l:te 1 56 l:.a8 g2 57 
l:.g8 g l='ir' 58 l:.xgl l:txgl 59 c6= . 

SO ... exfS 51 c3 ..id6 52 .ibS 
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52 b4 a4-+. 
52 ... g4 53 b4 g3! 
53 . . .  axb4 54 cxb4 ..ixb4 55 'iii>e3 

.1 �f2. ..ie2= .1 'iii>f2, ..ie2= was 
what he must have been hoping 
for . . .  

54 �e2 ..ixb4!-+ 
This is however the refutation. 

Not extremely difficult, but nice. 
55 cxb4 axb4 56 ..ic4 
56 �f3 f4 57 ..tfl b3-+. 
56 ... �d6 57 �13 f4 58 .ib3 �e5 

59 .idl �d4 60 ..ic2 �c3 61 ..ie4 
b3 62 �xf4 �d4!! 

A somewhat surprising key point 
leading to a fine view and 
Zugzwang. 

63 �f3 g2. 
0-l 

Another rarity - An exceptionally 
nice fellow 

1M Adam Szieberth ( 1 5.7. 1 967) 
is the reader and translator of this 
book, "BLACK IS still OK!"  and 
most of my books published in 
English. He graduated from the 
University of Budapest as a teacher 
of English and Russian in '91 ,  so he 
has a ' l icence' What is just as 
important he has a true love for 

chess - no wonder we had the same 
great teacher, Bela Papp. As for his 
chess career he had a flying start, 
mating one of his mates with 
BLACK in one( !) move - that was 
in "double' chess at the age of 8 
(That is: 1 f3, g4 - e6, 'ii'h4 mate) 
Surely this was one of his peak 
performances! Another one was the 
following combination which 
illustrates his romantic attitude to 
chess (and literature) . . .  

S.Matveeva - Adam Szieberth, 
Cappelle Ia Grande 1 997 

l ... .l:.xf3! !  
This strike i s  kind of obvious, but 

it is a much more complicated case 
than it looks, especially with 5 
minutes on the clock for about 1 5  
moves . . .  

2 l2Jxc5 
2 gxf3 l2Jxf3 
A) 3 l2Jg4 l:td2! !  4 l2Jxd2 l2Jxd2+ 

5 'itg 1 'ii'xg4+-+; 
B) 3 h3 l:td2 ! !  4 l2Jxd2 ( 4 'ii'f6 

'ii'xh3+!-+) 4 . . .  'W'g3 !-+;  
C) 3 'itg2 
Cl) 3 . . .  .l:.f8!? 4 h3 lbxe 1 + 

(4 . . .  'ii'f4! 5 .l:.h 1 l2Jd2 6 l:thfl l2Jxe4) 
5 Axel ..ixe4+ 6 .l:.xe4 l:txf2+-+; 

C2) 3 ... l:td2 ! !  Triplets! 4 'ii'f6 (4 
'ii'c l  'ii'g4+ 5 �h 1 'ii'h3!-+) 



4 . . .  lbxe l+  5 'itr>gl 'ii'xf6 6 lbxf6+ 
<j;f7 7 lb2e4 (7 lb6e4 lbf3+-+) 
7 . . .  .l:tg2+ 8 �h l .l:te2 9 .l:tf4 liJd3 l 0 
.l:th4 .i.xe4+ l l lbxe4 .l:txe4-+. 

2 ... .1:tdf8 3 liJcd3 
3 1;g I .l:tg3 ! ! 4 liJfe4 ( 4 hxg3 

liJf3+! 5 gxf3 'ii'xg3+-+ Although 
not particularly difficult to find, this 
is perhaps the nicest variation of 
all.) 4 .. . li)f3+ 5 .l:txf3 .l:tgxf3 6 'ii'd2 
(6 g3 'ifh3 7 'ife2 .l:tt2!-+) 
6 .. . .1:13f5-+ � 7 liJxb7 'ii'xe4. 
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3 ••• l:tg3! 4 .l:tgl lbf3! 0-1 

Don 't you think the guy is so 
strong! (Although he has become an 
IM since) My suspicion is that he 
touched the f3 pawn accidentally 
and for once in his life decided to be 
a gentleman! All that came 
afterwards was forced. Anyway he 
is a sort of friend, infected by 
BLACK is OK! ,  and the cheapest 
available translator (the only one I 
know, too . . .  ) .  



BLACK is BAD? 

Back in the Middle Ages, and 
perhaps even later, each colour had 
a particular meaning known to 
everyone. Colours carried messages. 
Then these romantic times came to 
an end, as well as a lot of those 
'unnecessary' things that warm your 
heart. Still, 'colour language' has 
not been uprooted completely. For 
example, we still give white flowers 
to elderly ladies, and red roses to 
younger 'targets' 

My book Sicilian Subvariations 

(everything other than I e4 c5 2 
tiJf3 and 3 d4), a joint effort with 
my friends in 1994 (it was part of 
the BLACK IS OK! repertoire 
series, published in 5 languages -
Hungarian, English, German, 
French and Spanish - AT THE 
SAME TIME), included a short 
piece in which I analysed the 
overwhelmingly negative associat
ions of the colour BLACK in 
Western culture. I (or any of you) 
can list at least I 0-12 phrases 
(BLACK market, BLACK widow 
for scorpion, BLACK CAT that 
brings misfortunes if it crosses the 
road in front of you, etc.) in a 
minute, and about 90-95% of these 
are sinister or sad. I will not list any 
more of them here, as my wife and I 
have collected a huge and rather 
homogenous BLACKNESS from 
several large dictionaries, and it 
can't be squeezed into a text. I 
won't even list all phrases at the end 
of this chapter, as 49 and a half 
examples are probably sufficient for 

you, dear Readers, to draw your 
conclusions, so we can be merciful 
to you and spare you the rest... 
Seeing so many examples with an 
utterly 'dark' tendency, we can 
rightfully claim that the colour 
BLACK is depressive to almost all 
people, if only subconsciously. 
White, on the other hand, usually 
symbolises purity, innocence and 
immaculateness. Typically enough, 
harmless little lies are called white 

lies in English. So what we have on 
the chessboard is the battle of 
GOOD and EVIL! GOOD feels 
morally superior, and EVIL is 
co-operative in making this feeling 
even stronger. This is in complete 
contrast with 'real life', where the 
most ruthless assassins have the 
lightest of dreams and no pangs of 
conscience whatsoever. It's simply 
scandalous! It's scandalous that 
chess players, who are often quite 
superstitious creatures anyway, are 
given BLACK pieces as the 'second 
player'! I am definitely convinced 
that the juxtaposition of these two 
colours is largely responsible for the 
psychological handicap of the 
'second player' that makes BLACK 
less successful than he could be. 
The FIDE regulation reads as 
follows: 'The pieces of one side 
have to be lighter, the pieces of the 
other side have to be darker, and the 
different pieces have to be easily 
distinguishable' There is not a 
single word about BLACK - and 
White. Let me repeat: there are quite 



a few pairs of colours that satisfy 
the FIDE rule. We played a rapid 
tournament (Bela Papp Memorial 
'95) with 'colourful' chess sets. Red 
playing Blue was not bad, but Ochre 
taking on Purple was truly fantastic. 
On top of that, such chess sets make 
it much less tiring to play. Anyone 
who has already worked in the 
basement with no natural light will 
know what I am talking about. 

There is also this 'second player' 
- 'first player' thing. A native 
speaker may not feel the same as I 
do: why 'first'? Why 'second'? 
Why not, say, 'anziende 
nachziende' (starting to move, 
moving after) as in German? Don't 
the words 'first' and 'second' imply 
a certain judgement by themselves? 
As I have said several times, 
BLACK is the 'Negro' of the 
chessboard, and apartheid is 
forbidden by international agree
ments. I do hope that these strict 
rules will come into force on the 
chessboard one day! 

Some meanings of the word 
BLACK from The Oxford 
Encyclopaedic English Dictionary: 

I .  very dark, having no colour . . .  
2. completely dark from the 

absence of a source of light 
3. (of a human group) Negro 
4. dusky, heavily overcast 
5. angry, threatening (a BLACK 

look) 
6. implying disgrace or 

condemnation (being in his BLACK 
books, or BLACKlisted) 

7. wicked, sinister, deadly 
(BLACK -hearted) 

8. gloomy, depressed, sullen (a 
BLACK mood) 

9. portending trouble or difficulty 
(things looked BLACK) 
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10. (of hands) dirty, soiled 
1 1 . (of humour) with sinister or 

macabre, as well as comic, impart 
1 2. boycotted 
13 .  dark in colour 
A few phrases: BLACK economy, 

BLACK eye, BLACK magic, 
BLACK mark (an 'F'), BLACK 
market, BLACK mass, BLACK 
sheep (the shame of the family), 
BLACK spot (a place of danger or 
difficulty), BLACK smallpox, 
BLACKguard (a villain), BLACK
leg (strike-breaker), BLACKmail, 
BLACK Monday, BLACK Maria (a 
vehicle for transporting prisoners), 
BLACK flag, DARK horse (under
dog) 

BLACK as night, BLACK death 
(the plague), BLACK hole, BLACK 
vomit (yellow fever), BLACK 
despair, BLACK care, BLACK in 
gratitude, he is not so BLACK as he 
is painted, BLACK -out (lights out, 
or loss of consciousness), intellect-
ual BLACKout intellectual 
oppression, BLACK-a-vised 
(suspicious- looking), BLACKboard 
jungle (a school with slack 
discipline), BLACK-browed 
(threatening, sinister), to BLACKen 
(to throw muck on, to slander), 
BLACKeteer (a trader at the 
BLACK market), BLACKjack 
(nightstick, pizzle, loaded cane, 
boxer), BLACKshirt: a fascist. 

Dear Readers! If your 
mother-tongue is not English, 
please do send me phrases about 
BLACK and White in your native 
language (with an approximate 
translation ... ). I thank you very 
much in advance! 

(Address: H-1053 Budapest, 
Klllvin tir 2., HUNGARY, E-mail: 
au_ ok@Jiu. inter. net) 



Interrupted by Darkness 

Few things can be more 
disappointing than an undignified 
farewell. Marriages, friendships or 
work relations often end in outright 
hostility, with quite decent people 
suddenly going about abusing their 
companions who stood so close to 
them just a few days ago. They rush 
to the court and bring witnesses to 
prove they are not to blame for 
anything. The silent admission of 
one's own share of responsibility 
for a ruined relationship is 
becoming almost like 'humanistic 
socialism', a favourite slogan of 
Hungary's communist governors 
before 1990: something no one has 
ever really seen. 

The first 'wave' of my work with 
Peter Leko (now rather 'Liebling') 
dates back to 1 993. He was a little 
bey, roughly the same age as my 
daughters. His arrival into my life 
was perfectly timed: my own 
children had just turned their backs 
on me due to the permanent 
conflicts between me and my wife. I 
needed someone I could love and 
teach, and 'Peti' seemed ideal as he 
was a talented, hard-working and 
likeable kid. He was even 
good-looking! It even crossed my 
mind that perhaps he and Anna . . . ? 
(Or Marta . . . ?) But our ways parted 
soon. It wasn't because of the two 
of us that time . . .  

There were more encounters and 
farewells later. We got through them 
all. On 25 July, 1996, right after 

Peter's bad fiasco in Dortmund, we 
got down to it again. This time our 
co-operation went on uninterrupted 
for two and a half years, ending on 
January 26, 1999. The strictly 
chess-related balance is as follows: 
lots and lots of successes, just a 
couple of modest results, and a 
radical change of style - this was 
the opinion ' in unison' of all 
the Hungarian and international 
commentators and chess journalists. 
Plus 1 00 rating points. An almost 
100% revision of his BLACK 
repertoire. A convincing lead in 
the Hungarian top list! Now, if I 
found the strength to terminate this 
co-operation 'at the top' (with a new 
5-year sponsorship contract 
including lots and lots of 
Deutschmarks earned on gas!), there 
must have been some non-chess
related reasons. Yes, there were! 

It would be obviously distasteful 
to wash one's dirty linen in public, 
airing intimacies that became 
known to me as a result of a close 
relationship. (The readers of my 
book 'Kaszparov feheren-feketen' 
Hung.original 'Quo vadis, Garry?' 
/The Change of a Child - German, 
Norwegian/ couldn't find any 
'juicy' sensation-mongering, either. 
I am no tabloid writer.) 

Tilburg, October 13, 1996. 
(extract from my tape-recorded 'out 
loud diary') . . .  Watching 'the kid's' 
behaviour, I have noticed some 
frightening signs. It's very good, of 



course, that he is tough, merciless, 
even 'inhuman' during chess games, 
he is also stubborn and persistent. 
The problem is that the same 
character traits can be observed in 
'peaceful times' (As well as a 
rigidly calculating attitude wrapped 
in affability.) Now if Laurence 
Olivier (or the great Hungarian 
actor, Miklos Gabor) plays Hamlet, 
he goes to the dressing-room when 
the applause has stopped, takes off 
his cloak, wipes off his make-up 
and drives home. During the 
journey, he gives the right of way 
and watches the traffic lights 
carefully in order to avoid a crash, 
let alone running over someone. He 
is no longer Hamlet, the Danish 
prince. Now he is an actor and a 
law-abiding citizen. This little guy, 
however, is always driven by some 
cruel killer instinct, a desire to 
succeed at any cost. It makes me 
shiver inside . . .  

Once again, there will be no 
intimacies here. However, it's not 
merely a private affair that I found 
Peter's refusal to play at the 
Olympiad (at the age of 1 8 ! )  
scandalous. So did others! Sadly, I 
tried in vain for 8 full months to 
make my protege realise that he 
owes it to his motherland to play for 
the national team. (The doings of 
Laszlo Polgar concerning his 
daughters' participation at the 
Olympiads, including threats and 
blackmails, are well-known in 
Hungary. That's what we call the 
'Polgar-method' ,  a 'school of 
thought' that has unfortunately 
found followers.) 

Let's face it: I felt, it was a 
complete failure for me as a 
pedagogue and mentor, with all my 
efforts and creditable personal 
example. (It is also true however 
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that my mother, a schoolteacher of 3 
generations, taught and educated all 
children with equal care and 
affection, and even so, some of 
them grew up to be criminals.) But I 
stood no chance: certain persons 
around him had a strong influence 
to make the decision(s) he made. It 
became clear that my part in the 
whole business resembled that of a 
vending machine. You insert the 
coin on the top, and get your Coke, 
or chess theory, or whatever, at the 
bottom. Nothing else is needed, 
emotions and stuff. Give and take! 

This is not for me. I am simply 
not good (or bad) enough for this. 
Maybe I could work with someone I 
don 't like and don 't appreciate, but I 
don 't want to. And I won 't! At least 
I don 't think so. Of course, I had my 
share of all kinds of human 
relationships, as well as workteams 
that start out with lots of good will, 
and then go wrong. I still do believe 
that an army of mercenaries armed 
to the teeth can never beat warriors 
defending their homeland ( cf. 
Steinbeck: The Moon is Down etc.). 
Not once and for all, at least. There 
is no is cure for idealism. Not for 
mine anyway. 

"The heart was not needed" - as I 
wrote in a poem back in '93 . . . It was 
only the brain preserved in spirits, 
the 'computer' in my head with its 
memory and analysis program he 
wanted! The 'modern' way. And 
then I said to myself: NO! It was no 
longer the time of illusions, hopes, 
there was no point in waiting for 
miracles. Finally, I found the 
courage to face the facts, and said 
NO! aloud, not only to myself. I 
thought that was the moment to get 
out of the whole (quite well-paid) 
stinking business peacefully, before 
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I get to hate myself (too much) for 
my conformism and cowardly 
double-dealing. For providing 
professional support to someone 
who disappointed me. Someone I 
nicknamed 'Sly Pete', and that was 
a rather gentle way to put it. 

Things didn't work. They could 
have. I gave him a key to my flat 
already in '96, which I got back 
only a few months after my 
farewell. I won't talk about money 
here. We never had a written 
contract. What a pity! It was not my 
fault. Still, I couldn't imagine that 
the kid would consider himself the 
sole owner of the fruit of our joint 
analyses, stored only in his 
computer (the lines for BLACK 
were based almost exclusively on 
my ideas or earlier analyses)!! He 
was unwilling to give (or rather 
return) them to me when we parted, 
although I gave a guarantee that no 
third party would see them, and I 
wouldn't publish any of them for 
several years! (As for myself, I 
hardly ever play in tournaments. 
Not that I am disappointed with 
chess as such. It's only that I can 't 
tolerate cramped tournament rooms, 
lack of oxygen and the noise. I 
don 't think that I only deserve a 
place at one of the side-tables, or if 
this is the case, I don 't want to be 
seated there.) But he tried to steal 
from me! 

Almost a full year passed. His 
match with Khalifman (in 
Budapest!) was coming up. Seeing 
that !1eaceful measures are useless 
sobering Peter Lek6, all smiles and 
good manners, I contacted his 
manager Carsten Hensel, whom I 
happened to know personally. I 
dryly enumerated the facts, and 
requested him (gave him an 
ultimatum, in other words) to settle 

the matter with no delay. He was 
quite frightened, and had good 
reason to be. Should a disclaimer 
like, say, 'No, I've never said that 
Lek6 was a thief. Only that he stole 
from his master, that is, me. '  make 
international news during the event, 
the generous sponsor would get a 
shameful scandal instead of honour 
and good promotion. And 
surprise, surprise! - it took only a 
few days for 'Peterle' (the German 
nickname for Peter) to put together 
and send me all the material he was 
usurping for a full year! 

Let me quote a line from the great 
Hungarian poet, Attila J6zsef: 
'Those born by human mothers 
shall all be disappointed in the end' 
I understand what he meant, but I 
can't help adding: ' in the end' is not 
all. You have to put up with a lot of 
disappointments along the way, too. 

Epilogue with a punchline: since 
spring '99, Peter Lek6 has been 
enjoying the sponsorship of a 
German gas company, and he has 
also found his 'Hungarian roots' 
again! Great! Since then, he has 
played for the Hungarian national 
team at all Olympiads and European 
Championships. What happened? 
I'll tell you. The German 'gas 
moguls', who have interests in 
Hungary as well, stipulated it in the 
contract. Leko 's play for the 
Hungarian national team is a 
German business interest! The kid 
who refused to play at the 1 998 
Olympics because he found second 
board degrading, would probably be 
glad to sit down to the fourth board 
for the Germans' money if he was 
told to. 

Money, money, money . . .  
I am proud of what we 

accomplished in chess over the 



years. Otherwise, I feel like pressing 
the 'Delete' button of my memory. I 
feel l ike crying. 

(written in 2000) 

Here comes a selection from those 
of his games in which my hand was 
directly involved. 

V.Topalov - P.Leko 
Vienna 1 996 

Before this tournament, Peter 
suffered a fiasco in Dortmund. We 
got together again not really to find 
out what was wrong, but to 
strengthen his repertoire (and 
self-confidence). It happens pretty 
seldom that one can see the fruit of 
his work so soon as I did. 

1 e4 c6 2 d4 d5 3 exd5 cxd5 4 c4 
ll:lf6 5 lllc3 lllc6 6 .i.g5! 

This move is the only real test of 
the lllc6 Panov. The other line, 
beginning with 6 ll:lf3 .i.g4 leads 
directly to an ending in which 
BLACK's chances are at least not 
worse. (see A.Sokolov 
K.Spraggett and Brunner - Adorjan 
elsewhere in this book) 

6 ... .ie6 7 a3 
There was a try to refute 

BLACK's idea in the good old days, 
but we took good care of it, and 
managed to neutralise the attempt: 

7 lllge2 dxc4 8 lllf4 'ii'xd4! AA 9 
lllxe6 'iVe5+! 1 0  'iVe2 fxe6 1 1  'iVxe5 
lllxe5 1 2  0-0-0 g6 ( 1 2  . . .  .:.d8!?) 13  
f4 ll:ld3+ 14 .ixd3 cxd3 1 5  :Z.xd3 
.ig7 16  l:.e 1 �fl 1 7  l:.de3 :Z.ac8! 
OK. 

7 . .. 'iVd7 8 .ixf6 gxf6 9 g3 
Not a very fortunate move. A bit 

naive too. Principled was 9 b4 with 
longish and obscure variations. Let 
me make a general point here: an 
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attacking player doesn't like to be a 
target. They would sooner sacrifice 
anything for activity. During the 
post-mortem, I couldn't believe my 
eyes: Topalov was actually helpful 
in searching for improvements for 
BLACK! Blood doesn't tum into 
water as they say .. . 

9 b4 0-0-0!? (9 . . .  l:.d8 10 c5 a6! I I  
ll:lf3 .ig4 12 .i.e2 .i.g7 13  0-0 0-0 
14 b5 axb5 1 5 lllxb5 .ixf3 16  .ixf3 
f5 17 'iVd2 e6ao) I 0 c5 .i.g4 

A) I I  .i.e2 l:.g8 I2  ll:lf3 e5 13  
dxe5 d4 I4 llle4 'ii' f5 I 5  lllxf6 ( 1 5  
..id3 ._e6! )  I 5  . . .  d3 16  lllxg8 dxe2 
I 7  'iVxe2 .ixf3 IS gxf3 ll:ld4-+; 

B) I 1  f3 !?  ..if5 1 2  .i.b5ao; 
C) I I  'ii'd2 h5! I2 .ib5 ..ih6 I3  

._d3 l:.hg8 ( 1 3  . . .  e5 !?) 14 \ti>fl e5t; 
9 .ie2! ?  The idea is similar to that 

of 9 g3 : to attack d5 quickly. 
9 . . .  0-0-0 

A) 10  c5 ! ?  l:.g8 1 1  Citfl .ig4! I 2  
h3 ( 12  b4 e5; I2  f3 .if5 I 3  .ib5 e5 
14 b4 .ih6) 12 .. . .ixe2+ I3  lllgxe2 
e5 I4 b4 f5 !t;  

B) I 0 ..if3 dxc4 I I  d5 ll:le5 12 
dxe6 'iVxe6 I3  ._e2 .ih6! t with a 
sharp game and (hopefully) enough 
compensation for the sacrificed 
piece . .  

9 ... 0-0-0 10 ..ig2 

10 ... .i.g4! 



54 Interrupted by Darkness 

Yes, folks, this is a key move, 
which may even be repeated later! 
Perhaps it sounds surprising if I say 
the game is virtually over, but it's 
true. And Lek6 does not simply 
collect the point: he brings the 
spectators and readers real pleasure. 
Just have a look! 

l l f3 
1 1  lt:Jge2 dxc4 1 2  -.a4 ( 12  d5 

c!Z'la5! )  12  . . .  �xe2 1 3  c!Z'lxe2 lt:Jxd4 14 
-.xc4+ (14 -.xa7 c!Z'lc2+ 1 5  �fl 
.. d 1 +) 14 . . .  �b8. 

1 1 ...�e6 12 c5 
Seems to be forced or else the 

position opens up completely. 
1 2  f4 
A) 12  . . .  dxc4 1 3  d5 �g4 14 -.a4 

e6! 15  h3 ( 1 5  dxc6 ,.d2+ 16  �fl 
�c5 17 cxb7+ 'it>b8 18 lt:Jge2 
-.e3-+) 1 5  . . .  �f5 

A1) 16  g4 exd5 ( l 6  . . .  �g6!?) 1 7  
gxf5 -.xf5t; 

A2) 16 'ii'xc4 exd5 17  lt:Jxd5 �e6 
1 8  0-0-0 f5 1 9  ,.c3±; 

B) 12 . . .  �g4! 13 'iWa4 e5 ! 
( l 3  . . .  c!Z'lxd4? 14 -.xa7 c!Z'lc2+ 1 5  'itf2 
c!Z'lxa 1 16 lt:Jxd5) 14 c!Z'lxd5 exf4 1 5  
gxf4 'it>b8 16  c!Z'lf3 �xf3 1 7  �xf3 
'tfh3 1 8  .. d1 f5+; 

12 cxd5 �xd5 13 c!Z'lge2 �h6 14 
'ii'd3 'iWe6 (l4 . . .  �e6 1 5  f4 lt:Jxd4 16 
lt:Jxd4 'ii'xd4 1 7  -.xd4 l:txd4 18 
c!Z'lb5 l:c4+) 15  c!Z'lxd5 'iWxd5 16 
l:dl;!;. 

12 ... �f5! 13 b4 e5 14 lt:Jge2 
-.e6!+ , 

But this is very unpleasant. Now 
White can only choose between bad 
and worse continuations. 14 . . .  �h6 
1 5  f4 exf4 1 6  0-0oo. 

15 dxe5 
1 5  'iii>f2 �h6! 16  l:te 1 ( 16  f4 exf4 

1 7  c!Z'lxf4 �xf4 1 8  gxf4 �e4!+) 
16 ... �e3+ ! !  17 �xe3 exd4+ 18 �f2 

,.e3+ 19 �fl dxc3-+ Wasn't it 
pretty?; 15 0-0? exd4 16 c!Z'lxd4 
Wfe3+-+. 

15 ... d4! 
1 5  . . .  fxe5+. 
16 c!Z'le4 d3 17 c!Z'lf4 

17 .•• d2+! 
It's over. I was wondering 

whether the little guy actually 
wanted to queen? 

18 �f2 
1 8  lt:Jxd2 -.xe5+ 19  c!Z'le2 l:txd2! 

20 'ito>xd2 �h6+ 2 1  'ito>e 1 l:td8 and; 
1 8  -.xd2 l:txd2 19 c!Z'lxe6 l:txg2 20 
c!Z'lf4 .l:tc2 both winning. 

18 .•. -.c4! 
1 8  . . .  -.xe5 1 9  ,.e2 ,.d4+ 20 ,.e3. 
19 �h3 
It's all the same: 
19 exf6 'Wd4+ 20 �e2 �h6; 1 9  

lt:Jd6+ �xd6 2 0  exd6 'ii'd4+ 2 1  ..ti>fl 
.l:.he8-+ (21 . . .  �c2?! 22 �h3+ �b8 
23 'iWxc2 -.xa 1 + 24 'itg2 'iWxa3 25 
-.xd2+); 

19 ,.e2 ,.d4+ 20 'iWe3 'Wxe3+ 2 1  
..ti>xe3 fxe5 22 c!Z'le2 �h6++. 

19 ... �xh3 20 c!Z'lxh3 ,.d4+ 21  
'ifi>g2 c!Z'lxe5 22  'iWb3 

22 ,.g1 ,.d3 23 'Wf2 lt:Jc4. 
22 ... c!Z'lc4-+ 23 l:thd1 f5 24 lt:Jeg5 

l:td7 25 f4 �g7 26 c!Z'lfl "6'd5+ 27 
lt:Jf3 ..ixa1 28 lha1 l:te8 0-1 



J. Becerra Rivero - P.Leko 
Cienfuegos 1997 

1 e4 cS 2 lLlf3 d6 3 d4 cxd4 4 
lLlxd4 lLlf6 S lLlc3 e6 6 i.e3 i.e7 7 
f3 

The so called English attack. 
Something I couldn't take seriously 
for a pretty long time. Even so, first 
the British than everybody else 
scored high with it. The thing is: 
most of the positions (nearly all) are 
like the Keres-attack. But with f3 
(the key move) which is something 
nobody plays in the Keres ! It would 
be logical to think that if the Keres 
(with an extra tempo) can be met 
(and not in just one way) in similar 
situations BLACK is having fun. 
But life and chess are much more 
complicated as this example shows. 
How to fight it? Old chess wisdom 
says: an attack on the flank is best 
met by a counterblow in the centre. 
Yes, this does work many times, 
just like active counterplay is 
usually the best defence! Words, 
only words, someone might say. 
Let's get concrete. Here is it, ladies 
and gentlemen, from the idea to the 
realisation. 

7 ... lLlc6 8 'iVd2 
This is normal. The rushed 8 g4 

offers BLACK fine counter chances 
on a silver platter: 8 g4 lLld7! 9 'ii'd2 
i.h4+� l 0 'it'd l ( l 0 i.f2 .ig5+) 
l O  . . .  i.e?+. 

8 ... 0-0 9 g4 
Five nations at one table! A 

Cuban plays against a Hungarian 
the English variation of the Sicilian 
Scheveningen . . .  

9 0-0-0 d5 10  exd5 (10 'ii'f2 e5 I I  
lLlxc6 bxc6 12  'iVg3 'ii'd6 13  f4 exf4 
14 i.xf4 'iVe6) I O . . .  lLlxd5 1 1  lLlxd5 
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'ii'xd5 1 2  lLlb3 ( 1 2  c4 'i'd6! )  
l2  . . .  'ii'xd2+ 1 3  l:txd2 lLlb4=. 

9 ... dS! 10 gS 

10 ... lLlxd4!N AA 
This is the point of BLACK's 9th 

move which was a novelty at that 
time(?) Now White has a choice and 
it's l ikely that he has made the 
wrong one. P.S: Needless to say, as 
I found out later, I was not the only 
'pioneer' 

1 1  'iVxd4?! 
l l  i.xd4 lLld7 
A) 12 f4 e5 !+ 13 fxe5 i.xg5 14 

'ii'g2 i.h4+ 15 'it>d l (15 'it>e2 g6 16  
lLlxd5 l:te8 17 'it>d2 lLlxe5 1 8  'it>c I 
i.e6+) l 5  . . .  dxe4 16 l:tg l g6 17 'it>c l 
l:te8 1 8  'iVxe4 ( 18  .ib5 lLlxe5 1 9  
i.xe8 'iVxd4 20 .ib5 .ih3 ! -+; 1 8  
lLlxe4 lLlxe5) l 8  . . .  lLlxe5 !+; 

B) 12  h4 e5 ( 12  . . .  dxe4!? 13 fxe4 
e5 14 .ie3 lLlc5oc) 1 3  i.f2 d4 14 
tLld5 i..c5 ! ?  ( l 4  . . .  lLlb6 15  lLlxe7+ 
'iVxe7 1 6  c3 ! dxc3 17 'ii'xc3 l:td8�) 
1 5  h5 lLlb6 16 h6 lLlxd5 17 exd5 ( 1 7  
hxg7 i.b4-+) 17  . . .  g6 1 8  i.c4 b5 ! +. 

l l ...tLlhS! 
I I . . .lLld7? ! .  
1 2  f4 
Double edged is 12  exd5 .ixg5 1 3  

0-0-0 exd5 ( l 3  . . .  'ii'f6 !?oc) 



56 Interrupted by Darkness 

A) 14  lDxd5 .i.e6 1 5  'ii'e5!? ( 15  
.i.c4 llc8 OK 16 llhe 1 .i.xd5 17  
.i.xd5 1Wc7+) 1 5  . . .  .i.xe3+ 1 6  lDxe3 
'itb6! ( 16  ... 'iih4?? loses to 17  
lDg2!+-) 1 7  lld6 1i'b4= OK; 

B) 14 1:r.gl ! ?  is consequent, but 
quite frankly I think it looks more 
dangerous than it really is. Yet in 
the 2003 Hungarian Championship 
vye saw it again in a game between 
Adam Horvath - Gy.Sax. (Before 
you get the wrong impression that in 
Hungary everybody is called 
Horvath, I can tell you there ARE 
exceptions. True, in the Portisch-led 
championship tean;t there are s�x of 
them. Apart from Adam - who 1s 2 1  
and a GM already for some time -
there are two more GMs and two 
IMs). It was finally won by the 
'veteran' (he's only a year younger 
than I am) but the events of the 
game raised new problems to be 
solved. 14 . . .  .i.xe3+ 1 5 1i'xe3 lDf6 

Bl) 16 .i.c4 .i.e6 1 7  'ii'g5 g6 1 8  
lDxd5 lDxd5 1 9  .i.xd5 'itb6 2 0  �b 1 
llae8+; , 

B2) 16 h4 'itb6! ( 16  . . .  .i.e6 1 7  h5 
llcS I S  1i'g5 g6 1 9  hxg6 fxg6 20 
.i.d3 .i.f7+) 17 1i'g5 g6 1 8  tllxd5 
lDxd5 19  llxd5 .i.e6+; 

B3) 16 lDe4!? 
B3a) 16 ... .i.e6!? 1 7  .i.c4 .7:.c8 1 8  

.i.b3 lDe8 ( 1 8  .. . lDxe4 19 fxe4 d4 20 
1i'h6!+-) 19 'iixa7 ( 19  lDc3 'iic7+) 

1 9  . . .  1Wc7 20 lDc3 'ii'f4+ 2 1  �bl 
lDf6=; 

B3b) 16 . . .  lDxe4?! looks normal, 
but somehow seems to help White. I 
swear I did analyse all these for 
quite some time but had to stop 
before reaching any clear 
conclusions. The problem is I 'm 
writing a book, you know, and am 
constantly in a time scramble. Like 
the two players will be soon. 
Knowing the developments I think 
16 . . . .  .i.e6 promised a quieter life . 
What do you expect - it's a Sicilian! 
1 7  fxe4 1i'b6! ( 1 7  ... d4 IS l:txd4 
'itb6 19 .i.d3±) 1 8  'ii'g5 ( 1 8 1i'xb6?! 
axb6 19 exd5 ltxa2 20 .i.c4 l:.aS 21 
d6 .i.e6 22 .i.xe6 fxe6 23 d7 l:.ad8 
24 l:.d6 l:.f2 25 h4 �f7 26 l:tgd 1 
Ah2 27 l:.xb6 l:txh4 28 b4 g5 29 
l:txb7 1;e7 30 b5 h5 3 1  b6 l:tb4 32 
lld3 h4+) 

B3bl)  1 8  . . .  'ii'g6 !?  19 exd5 ( 1 9  
'ii'xg6 hxg6 20 exd5 .i.d7 2 1  c4 
:res 22 �d2 b5:!) 1 9  . . .  'ii'xg5+ 20 
l:txg5 .i.d7�; 

B3b2) 1 8  . . .  g6 19 exd5 l:te8?! 
( 19  .. . ..id7! :!) 20 d6? (20 ..ic4! ..id7 
21 d6 llac8 22 ..ib3±) 20 . . .  .i.e6 2 1  
..ib5? l:.ed8 22  d7 1i'a5?! (22 . . .  a6 23 
..ia4 'itb4 24 ..ib3 l:.xd7 25 l:txd7 
..ixd7 26 'ii'f6 'ii'f8) 23 l:.d6?� (23 
llg3 ! a6 24 lla3 'ii'c7 25 ..ia4 l:.ab8 
26 l:te3 b5 27 .l:txe6 fxe6 28 ..ib3 
l:txd7 29 ..ixe6+ l:tf7 30 'ii'f6 .l:te8 
31 .idS 'ii'e7!=) 23 . . .  'ifxa2 24 llg3 
'iVa i+ 25 1;d2 'il'a5+ (25 . . .  a6) 26 
�c l 'ii'a l +  27 �d2 'iixb2-+ 
Ad.Horvath-Sax, MB 2003. 

12 ... dxe4 13 'ii'xd8 
Far too dangerous is 13 'ii'xe4?! 

..id7! 
A) 14 0-0-0 ..ic6! 15 l:txd8 l:tfxd8 

16 1Wc4 ( 1 6  'it'e5 ..id6) 1 6  . . .  ..ixh l  
1 7  ..ie2 g6+; 

B) 14 'iixb7 14 .. J:tb8 1 5  1i'f3 
.Uxb2! 16  'iixh5 ( 16  0-0-0 'ifc7 ! ! -+) 



l 6  . . .  i.c6 17  i.d3 ( 1 7  l:.g_l i.b4 1 8  
i.d2 .l:.xc2-+) 1 7  . . .  g6 1 8  'ifh6 i.xh l 
1 9  0-0-0 i.a3 20 l:.xh l l::tb3+ 2 1  
�d2 l:.xc3 !-+. 

13 ... llxd8 14 i.e2 g6 15 i.xh5!? 
15 lDxe4 lDg7+. 
15 ... gxh5 16 lDxe4 'it>g7!� 
BLACK can be content with the 

outcome of the opening: he is 
clearly better. 

l 6  .. . b6 l 7 lDf6+. 
17 0-0 b6 18 h4 'it>g6D 
l 8  ... i.a6 I9 f5 !±. 
19 lDg3 
1 9  llae I i.a6 20 llf2 lld5. 
19 ... h6! 20 .:.n 

20 ... f5!+ 
20 . . .  hxg5 2 I  fxg5 i.a6=. 
21 .l:.el hxg5 22 hxg5 
22 fxg5 e5+. 
22 ... i.b7 23 c3? !  
23  l:tfe2!?  i.d5+ (23 . . .  i.f3? 24 

i.xb6!);  
23 :h2 i.f3 24 'iti>f2 i.g4 25 

l::teh I l:.d I !+. 
23 ... l:.d3! 24 'itth2 i.d5 25 i.d4!? 
25 a3 h4+. 
25 ... h4 
25 ... i.xa2 !?  26 lDe2! l:.d2 27 lDc l 

l::txf2+ 28 i.xf2 i.d5 29 lDd3 i.d6 
30 lDe5+ i.xe5 3 1  l::txe5+. 
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26 lDe2 i.d6! 27 i.e5! 
27 lDc l .:td2! -+. 
27 ... i.c5 

28 i.d4? 
The decisive mistake. He could 

hang on for much longer by 28 
lDd4+. 

28 ... l:.d2!-+ 29 'it>gl l:.xb2 30 
l:.h2 

30 c4 l:.xe2 3 I  l:.exe2 i.xd4 32 
cxd5 exd5 33 'it>g2 i.xf2 34 'it>xf2 
'iti>h5 35 'iti>f3 l:.c8-+. 

30 ... l:.h8!?  31 i.xc5 bxc5 32 
lDci !  .l:.b1 33 l::the2 c4 

33 . . .  h3 34 'it>h2. 
34 'it>h2 h3 
34 .. . i.e4 35 'it>h3 e5 36 fxe5 .i.f3 

37 l:.f2 i.g4+ 38 'it>h2 'it>xg5-+. 
35 l:.e3 l:.h4 36 'it>g3 
36 lDd3 
A) 36 . . .  l:.xei 37 lDe5+ 'it>h5 

(37 ... �g7 38 l:.xe l l:.xf4 39 'it>xh3 
l::tf2 40 a4 .l:.c2-+) 38 l:.xei l:.xf4 39 
g6 'it>h4 40 'it>gi h2+ 41 'it>xh2 .l:.f2+ 
42 'it>gi l:.xa2-+; 

B) 36 . . .  cxd3 ! 37 l:.xbl llxf4-+. 
36 ... l:.g4+ 37 'it>xh3 l:.b8! 38 

l:.xe6+ i.xe6 39 l:.xe6+ 'it>ti 40 
l:.f6+ 'it>g7 41 :xr5 l:.g1 

0-1 
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Chess is Eternal! 

There is a gloomy feeling around 
the chess world and not only among 
the ageing romantic players and 
fans. They say: chess is agonising, 
art and beauty have become 
secondary, well( computer)-trained 
flesh and blood robots play each 
other for the points, for the fame, 
for the money and that is that. I see 
it as a correct diagnosis. I see it as a 
crisis. This crisis arose in parallel 
with the problem from which an 
awfully large number of really good 
players suffer: how to earn their 
daily bread? A Crisis. A crisis to 
demolish everything or pass by. I 
think 'everybody under, say, the best 
25 in the world is a pariah. The 
super GM with 2650 is a pariah too, 
slightly better off than me with 
2504. I did not give up chess at the 
age of 50 because I became bored or 
weak. But I have had enough. I 
don't go to the pub, so I don't play 
opens anymore because the 
atmosphere is very much the same. I 
love CHESS. As to artistic and 
original chess matters, it's not going 
to be fancied by mill ions. But for 
those who want to jump above the 
grey crowd it's a must. You won't 
believe it, but it is actually the only 
way! You don't make a career by 
copying the great ones better than 

others! Only if you find your own 
face, style, creativity, so that with a 
fresh and clear mind you are able to 
get AHEAD of the other folks, will 
you have a chance. Therefore it's 
not a luxury, not a leftover 
mentality from past centuries to find 
yourself, learn from everybody, but 
be different from all the others! 
There is so much to discover. Chess 
is incredibly rich. The gambit I have 
created is my absolute move
recorder. But - don't take my word, 
check it out! - there are moves at 
least equivalent to the popular ones 
already at move 6 or 7. In case you 
have a brain let it do the quality 
work and use the brainchild of other 
people as raw material. I understand 
I've gone on rather a long time. But 
let me still bless you! 

The 'Prophet' 

V.Kramnik - P.Uko, 
Tilburg 1 998 

1 d4 li::lf6 2 c4 g6 3 f3!? e5!?N 4 
dxe5 lt::lh5 5 li::lh3! 

Simple and strong. 
5 ... lt::lc6 6 ..ig5 i...e7 7 ..ixe7 

._xe7 8 li::lc3! 
This natural move is the refutation 

of Adorjan's idea. PL. (What are 
you talking about, traitor?? AA) 

8 f4? �4+ 9 ._d2 d6! is OK. 



8 ..• 'iVxe5?! 
8 . . .  lLixe5 9 ltJd5 'iVd8 10 f4 lLic6 

1 1  g4 lLig7 12  'ifh3;t; 
8 . . .  0-0!? 
A) 9 g4 ltJg7 10  f4 'ifb4 1 1  'iVd2 

d6!t2; 
B) 9 f4 'ifb4 I 0 'ii'd2 d6!� 1 1  

exd6 ..txh3 1 2  gxh3 .l:lad8 1 3  lLib5 
a6 14 lLixc7 .l:lxd6 1 5  lLid5 'iVxc4 
( 1 5  . . .  'ii'xd2+ 1 6  'it>xd2 lLixf4 1 7  e4 
f5= 1 8  'it>e3 lLie6�) 16  lLie7+ lLixe7 
1 7  "iVxd6 lLif5 . 1 8  'iVe5 'iVa4 19 b3 
'ifb4+ 20 'it>f2 lLixf4 2 1  .l:lg l lLid5 !+; 

C) 9 lLid5 'iVxe5 10 iVd2 lLie7 ! I I  
f4 'iVd6 12  e4 lLixd5 1 3  cxd5 .l:le8 14  
e5 'iVe7!� A d6 ( 14  . . .  f6 1 5  ..ie2 
fxe5 16 ..txh5 gxh5 1 7  0-0CX) ); 

D) 9 e4 'iVxe5 (9 . . .  'ifb4!?) 10 'iVd2 
d6 1 1  l[lf2 f5 12  0-0-0 lLif6 13  ltJd5 
.l:lf7 14 f4 'iVe6 1 5  exf5 'iVxf5 1 6  
..td3 'iVh5 1 7  ..te4 ..tg4;t. 

9 g4 ltJg7D 
9 . . .  lLif4? 1 0  lLixf4 'ii'xf4 1 1  lLid5 

'ii'd6 12 c5 'iVe5 13 f4+-; 9 ... lLif6 1 0  
g5 lLih5 1 1  'iVd2 'iVd4 12  'iVxd4 
lLlxd4 13  ltJd5 lLie6 14 e3 d6 15  
0-0-0 h6 16 f4±. 

10 f4 'iVe7 
I had to realise that the only way 

is to go back first and only then, if 
possible, try to come out again. 

l l lLid5 'iVd8 12 'iVd3!? 
Objectively 12 lLif2! is probably 

stronger. 12  .. . 0-0 13 ..tg2±. 
12 .•. 0-0 13 'iVc3 lLie8! 
This still keeps BLACK alive! 
1 3  . . .  f5 14 g5+-. 
14 g5 
14 0-0-0 lLie7; 14 ltJf2 lLie7 15  

..tg2t. 
14 ••• lLie7 
14  . . .  d6 1 5 lLif2. 

Interrupted by Darkness 59 

l5 lLif6+?! 
15 lLif2!? lLixd5 16 cxd5t f6 ! 17 

ltJg4 d6 18 lLih6+ 'it>h8 19 h4 ..td7 
20 h5 gxh5 21 e3 lLig7CXl. 

15 •.• lLixf6 16 gxf6 lLif5 17 e4 .l:le8 
18 lLig5 c5! 

The only way to create 
counterplay. 

19 0-0-0 ltJd4 

20 e5 
20 .l:lxd4? looks dangerous but 

fails in the long run. 20 . . .  cxd4 2 1  
'iVxd4 h6! 

A) 22 ltJ£3 b5 ! 23 f5 !?  (23 c5 
..tb7+) 23 ... ..tb7 24 ..td3 (24 fxg6 
.l:lxe4 25 gxf7+ 'it>xf7 26 lLie5+ 
.l:lxe5 27 'iVxe5 ..txh 1 28 'iVh5+ 
'it>xf6) 24 . . .  bxc4 (24 . . .  'ifb6!?) 25 
..tc2 'ifb6+; 

B) 22 h4 
Bl) 22 . . .  d5? 23 h5 ! 
B1a) 23 . . .  dxe4 24 'iVxd8 .l:lxd8 25 

hxg6! fxg6 (25 . . .  hxg5 26 g7) 26 
.l:lxh6 ..tf5 27 l:[h7+-; 

Bib) 23 ... hxg5 24 hxg6 .l:le6 
(24 . . .  .l:lxe4 25 g7 !+-) 25 fxg5+-; 

B2) 22 . . .  hxg5! 23 hxg5 d5 ! A 
..tg4-h5 24 'iVf2 ..tg4 25 ..te2 (25 
'iVh4 ..th5 26 ..te2 'ifb6 27 ..txh5 
'ii'e3+ 28 'it>b1 'ii'xe4+ 29 'it>a 1 
gxh5-+) 25 . . .  ..txe2 26 'ii'xe2 'fkc7 
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27 'it'h2 iVxc4+ 28 �b 1 'ifxe4+ 29 
'ita 1 and here BLACK mates first 
after 29 . . .  'ife1 +  30 .l:txe 1 l:txe 1 
mate; 

20 'it'h3? h5 (20 . . .  'it'xf6? 2 1  
'it'xh7+ ..ti>f8 22 'iib4+-) 2 1  e5 d6 22 
'ii'g3 dxe5 23 fxe5 .i.f5t; 20 lL:lxh7? 
'it>xh7 2 1  .l:txd4 (2 1 'ifh3+ �g8 22 
e5 d6 23 'it'h6 lLlf5-+) 

A) 2 1 . . .  'it'xf6? 22 'it'h3+ (22 e5 
'it'f5) 22 . . .  ..ti>g8 23 e5 d6! 24 exf6 
i.xh3 25 l:txd6 l:te l+ 26 l:td I 
:xdl +  27 'it>xd1 l:td8++; 

B) 2 l . ..cxd4 22 'it'h3+ �g8 23 e5 
l::te6-+. 

20 ... d6 21 lL:lf3 .i.g4 22 lL:lxd4 
.i.xd1 23 lLlb5 dxe5 24 fxe5 

24 ... .i.a4! 
This is what Kramnik had missed. 
25 lL:ld6 :e6! 
25 . . .  i.c6 26 lLlxe8 .i.xhl (26 . . .  

'it'd4? 27 lLlc7+-) 27 lLld6 'it'f8 28 
'ii'e3� l:td8 29 i.e2 .i.c6+. 

26 .i.g2 
26 'it'g3 .i.c6 27 ltgl :xd6! 28 

exd6 'ii'xf6 29 .i.h3 (29 .i.e2 .l:te8) 
29 . . .  'it'd4! (29 .. .'ii'f3!?  30 .l:td l 'ii'xg3 
3 1  hxg3 f5+) 30 .l:td 1 'ii'xc4+ 3 1  
�b l .i.d5 (3 l . . ..i.e4+ 32 �a l 'ii'c2 
33 l:te l+) 32 d7 'ii'xa2+ 33 'it>c l 
'iVai +  34 'it>d2 'it'xb2+ 35 �e l 
'ii'b4+ 36 'it>f2 'it'a4+. 

26 ... l:txd6! 
Activity, at last! 
26 . . .  i.c6 27 .i.xc6 bxc6 28 .l:td l�. 
27 exd6 iVxd6 28 .i.xb7 l:te8 29 

b3 'ii'f4+ 30 'it>b2 
30 'it>b l .i.d7 3 1  l:tdl .i.f5+ 32 

�a 1 
A) 32 . . .  h5 33 'it'g3 ! 'ii'xg3 34 

hxg3 .l:te3 (34 . . .  .1:te6 35 .l:td5 nxf6 
36 l:txc5) 35 l:td8+ ..ti'h7 36 .i.d5 
.l:txg3 (36 . . .  .i.e6CX)) 37 .i.xf7 (37 
ltfB? .i.e6); 

B) 32 . . .  'ii'xh2 33 .i.c6 'fi'e2+. 
30 ... l:te3 31 :d1 h5 
3 l . . ..i.e8 !?  . 
32 'iVaS® 
32 .l:td3 !?  lte2+!?  (32 . . .  ltxd3 33 

'iVxd3 'iixf6+ 34 'ii'c3 'ike?+) 33 
�a3 i.e8 34 .i.f3 l:te6+. 

32 ... .1:te2+® 
32 . . .  iVxf6+! ?  33 'it>a3 .i.e8 34 

'fi'xc5 (34 'ii'xa7 'ii'f2!)  34 . . .  l:te2t. 
33 �a3 

33 ... 'iVf2 
33 . . .  iVxh2 ! was wmmng more 

easily: 34 l:tal (34 'ii'xc5 l:txa2+ 35 
�b4 a5+! 36 'ifxa5 'ii'b2) 34 . . .  'ii'b8. 

34 'ikd8+ 
34 .l:ta l ?  'fi'xf6-+. 



34 ... �e8 35 .l:ld2! 
35 l:la1 _.e3 ! 36 �c6 _.c3 !-+. 
35 ... l:lxd2 36 _.xeS+ �h7 37 

_.xfi+ 'it>h6 38 'it>a4 l:.xa2+ 
38 . . .  a6? 39 a3 ! .  
3 9  �b5 ,.e3 
39 . . .  .l:lb2-+. 
40 �d5 
40 _.flH �g5 4 1  'ii'xc5+ ( 41 �c6 

.l:lf2) 4 1 . . .-.xc5+ 42 �xc5 �xf6-+. 
40 ... -.xb3+ 41 'it>c6 lta6+! 
Best. 
4 1 . . .�8 42 �d7! .  
4 2  'it>d7 
42 �c7? 'ii'b6+. 

42 ... -.h3+! 43 �e6 
43 �e7 -.xh2 44 'ii'f8+ (44 'ii'g7+ 

�g5 45 ti 'ii'c7+ 46 �e8 ltb6-+) 
44 . . .  �g5 45 t7 'ii'c7+ 46 �e8 'ii'c8+ 
47 q;e7 'ii'xf8+ 48 'itxf8 l:U6-+. 

43 ... -.d3+ 44 'it>e8 
44 �d5 �g5 45 _.e7 (45 h4+ 

..ti>f5) 45 . . .  ltxf6 46 h4+ �f5 47 
_.xc5 ..ti'g4-+. 

44 ... -.d6 45 1i'e7 
45 'ii'g7+ �g5 46 h4+ 'it>xh4 47 

_.e7 'ii'xe7+ (47 . . .  1i'xe6? 48 Il+) 48 
<:lJxe7 l:la1 49 t7 (49 �f5 lte1 +) 
49 . . .  :fl-+. 
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45 ... 'ii'xe6 
Now if 46 t7 'ii'c8+ 47 _.d8 

l:.e6+. 
0-1 
Analyses based on Lek6's first 

impressions. 

A.Wohl - M.Chapman 
Australian Open, 
Melbourne 1 993 

Before I forget I'd like to pay 
tribute to the brave man who played 
the very first game with 'my' 
gambit. I had 3 .. . . e5 in mind since 
1 992. As often happens, I never had 
the opportunity to play it. Even my 
protegee P.Lek6 had to wait till 
1 998 when he beat K.ramnik with it 
in Tilburg. I don't remember when 
we realised it had actually been 
played before. Since the pioneer lost 
the game, and anyway who's 
interested in novelties by players 
under 2400? It is of course 
impossible to follow all the news, 
on the other hand don't forget: the 
gift and democracy of chess is that 
anybody may come up with a bright 
idea! 

1 d4 llJf6 2 c4 g6 3 f3 e5 4 dxe5 
llJh5 5 g3 

Somehow it is a pity that the 
gambit's grand opening happened at 
the highest level, and K.ramnik's 5 
llJh3 leads to quiet waters. 
Otherwise I believe there would be 
quite a lot tests of those variations 
where White keeps the pawn and 
BLACK seeks counterplay by direct 
attack. 

5 ... d6 6 llJc3 llJc6 7 exd6 �xd6 8 
�g2 0-0 9 llJh3 �e6 10 llJd5 
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lO ... lLle5 
I thought this was already a 

mistake. It was not. But I - as often 
happens - knowing the final result 
was searching for an improvement 
at every move. IO  . . .  lLlb4 is very 
likely a good move with 
complicated variations (see the 
Repertoire table). Note that the 
simple 1 3  . . .  lLlxd l is quite OK too. 

l O  . . .  lLlb4!?  I I  .i.g5 ( I I lLle3 .i.c5 
12  'Wb3 b5) l l . . .lLlxd5 ! 

A) 12  .i.xd8 lLle3 1 3  .i.g5 
lLlxg2+! ?  ( 1 3  . . .  lLlxd l ! 14 l:lxdl 
.i.xc4 1 5  b3 .i.e6 16  g4 lLlg7 1 7  
.i.f6 a5 1 8  lLlg5 a4 1 9  lLlxe6 
lLlxe6+) 14  �f2 ..txh3 1 5  .l:g I 
.i.c5+ 1 6  e3 h6 C 1 7  .i.xh6 .!:.fd8 1 8  
'ii'c2 

AI) 1 8  . . .  i.b4? 1 9  l:ladl 'ith7 20 
g4 (20 .i.g5 f6 2 1  g4 fxg5 22 gxh5 
ll)h4 23 hxg6+ 'ith6 24 c5+-) 
20 . . .  'iti>xh6 21 gxh5 .i.c5 22 .!:.xg2 
.i.xg2 23 �xg2 .i.xe3 24 hxg6 fxg6 
25 l:lxd8 llxd8 26 'ii'e4+-; 

A2) 1 8  . . .  'it>h7! 1 9  .i.g5 f6 20 
l:lxg2 .i.xg2 2 1  g4 .i.h3 22 gxh5 
..tf5 23 'ii'b3 fxg5 24 'ii'xb7 .i.d6 25 
hxg6+ 'iti>xg6oo; 

B) 1 2  cxd5 .i.b4+ 1 3  'itf2 'iixd5 
( l 3  . . .  .i.c5+ 14 e3 'ii'xd5) 14  'it'xd5 
.i.xd5 1 5  .!:.hd I .i.c5++ 1 6  e3 c6 1 7  
g4 f6 1 8  .i.h6 lLlg7 1 9  lLlf4 l:ad8 20 
.!:.ac I .i.b6 21 ll)xd5 cxd5 22 f4 
.!:.fe8 23 .!:.d3 d4 24 e4 lLle6+. 

1 1  b3 c6 12 lLldf4 
12 lLle3 'it'e7 1 3  0-0 .i.c5�; 12  

lLlc3 .i.b4�. 

12 ... lLlxf4? 
This is wrong, however! BLACK 

could do very well for himself by 
12 . . .  ..tb4+! 1 3  'iti>f2 ( 1 3  .i.d2 .i.xh3 
14 lLlxh3 lLld3+! 15 exd3 .!:.e8+ 16 
'itfl 'it'xd3+ 1 7  'it>g I .i.c5+ 18 lLlf2 
l:lad8-+) 13 ... lLlxf4 14 lLlxf4 'ii'f6 1 5  
.i.e3 .!:.fe8 1 6  h3 l:ad8 1 7  'ii'c l  .i.f5 
18 a3 .i.c3 19  l:la2 lLlxc4! 20 .i.xa 7 
(20 bxc4 .!:.xe3-+) 20 . . .  lLlb2-+ . 

13 lLlxf4 'ii'a5+ 14 .i.d2 'iVb6 15 
'ii'cl ..tc5 16 ..tc3 ..tg1? 

Very romantic, but unsound. 
Everybody runs out of patience 
sometimes, but on move 16 it's 
much too early. BLACK could ruin 
the opponent's castling, and play on 
with a fair bit of compensation for 
the pawn. 

16 . . .  ..tf2+ 1 7  'it>fl ..td4�. 
17 .i.xe5 'iVfl+ 18 'it>d l l:lad8+ 19 

'iti>c2 .i.f5+ 20 'it>b2 'ii'c5 21 ..tc3 
.i.e3 22 'ife1 ..tfl 23 'ii'fl l:ld2+ 24 
.i.xd2 .i.d4+ 25 'it>cl 'if a3+ 26 'ltd 1 
.i.xa1 27 e4 l:d8 28 lLld5 'ii'xa2 29 
'iti>e2 .i.g7 30 'ii'bl 'ii'a6 31 lLle7+ 
'ith8 32 exf5 b5 33 'ii'c4 bxc4 34 
'ii'xc4 'ii'b6 35 .i.c3 f6 36 l:le I 'ii'h7 
37 ..tn g5 38 'ii'n 1-o 
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The Adorjan Gambit 
1 d4 t'iJf6 2 c4 g6 3 f3 e5! ! ?  

E60 

4 5 6 7 8 9 1 0  I I  1 2  
I ig5' ih4 d5' g4' e3' ixf6 exd4 �e2+ �d2'± 

h6 �c6!'! �d4 h5 hxg4 �xf6 exd4' Q;id8 

2 �d2 e3 ixf6 exd4 �xf3' 
ib4+ h5!'  hxg4 �xf6 gxf3 V:Vh4+. 'f 

J �c3 e3 " if2 
c5! '0 �f5 h5+!" 

4 �xd4 �e3+ �c3 �d2 e4 
exd4 ig7" Q;lf8!'!" d6 ic6 �C6"'15 

s dxe5 g3 �c3" exd6 ig2 �h3 �d5 ig5 ! ixd8" 
�h5 d6!? �c6 ixd6 0-0 ie6 �b4! �xd5 ! �e3 ""' 

6 f4 ig2" �a4" ixc6+ �xc6+ �e4 �f3 
�c6 d6 ie6!20 dxe5!?" bxc6 id7 ig7" 0-Qoo" 

7 exd6 �f3 0-0 �c3 
id7! ixd6 0-0 �f6 �e7� 

8 �h3! 1l.g5 ixe7 �c3!" �d5?!" �d2 f4 g3"' 
�c6 ie7 �xe7 0-0!" �xe5 �e7!" �d6 c6! +10 

9 e4! �d2 f4" �xd4 
�xe5" d6 �d4!" �xd4=" 
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4 d5 e4! 5 ll:lc3 d6 [5 . . .  exf3 6 
exf3 d6 7 'ii'e2+ 'ii'e7 8 'ii'xe7+ 
<iPxe7=.] 6 .i.g5 h6 7 .i.xf6 [7 
.i.h4!?  .i.g7 8 fxe4 (8 ll:lxe4 g5+) 
8 . . .  'ii'e7�.] 7 . . .  'ii'xf6 8 fxe4 .i.g7 9 
ll:ln o-o� 

4 e4 exd4 5 'ii'xd4 ll:lc6 6 
'ii'd2 .i.g7 [6 .. . .i.c5 !?, .i.b4!?.] 7 
ll:lc3 0-0 8 b3 d6 9 .i.b2 ll:le8!? 
[9 . . .  ll:ld7 A ll:lc5,f5 IO  0-0-0 ll:lc5 I I  
g4 f5.] IO 0-0-0 f5� 

6 e3? exd4 7 exd4 .i.e7 8 
ll:lc3 [8 d5 ll:lxd5 9 cxd5 .i.xh4+ I 0 
g3 .i.f6 I I  dxc6 .i.xb2 I2 ll:ld2 
.i.xa i 1 3  'ii'xai 0-0+.] 8 . . .  d5!+ 

7 e4 c5 8 ll:le2 d6«> 

8 g5? ll:lh7 

10 ... g3 I I  .i.h3 ! [ I I 'ii'e2?! 
'ii'f4 ! .] 

lO ... .i.b4+!?  
I 1  �f2? 
A) I l . . .e4 !1'  

. B)  I l . . .g3?!+ I 2  �g2 [ I 2  �xg3 
.tel +!-+] I 2  . . .  gxh2 1 3  .l:.xh2 
Axh2+ I4 �xh2 'ii'h4+ I 5  ll:lh3 
exd4 I 6  ll:ld2;!;; 

I I  ll:lc3? exd4 I 2  a3 .i.a5 I3 b4 
dxc3 I4 1We2+ �d8 I 5  0-0-0 .i.b6 
I 6  c5 d6 I7 cxb6 axb6-+; 

I 1  �e2 'ii'f4 I 2  h3 exd4 I3 'ii'b3? 
'ii'e5+-+. 

I I  ll:ld2 'ii'h4+ I2 �e2 exd4 1 3  
�d3!? [ 13  'ii'e i  d6 I4 'ii'xh4 Axh4 
I 5  Aei .i.f5�] I3 . . .  d6! I4 ll:le4 [ I4  
'ii'a4+? �d8 I 5  'ii'xb4 .i.f5+ I6 ll:le4 
( I 6  <iPx.d4? 'ii'f2+) I 6  . . .  gxf3 I 7  'ii'ei 
f2 I8 'ii'e2 Ae8 I9 .i.g2 .i.xe4+ 20 
.i.xe4 f5-+; I4 a3 .i.f5+ I 5  ll:le4 
�d8 I6  'ii' e2 .l:.e8 I 7  .i.g2 .i.a5 I 8  
b4 gxf3 I 9  .i.xf3 .i.xe4+ 20 .i.xe4 

f5-+.] I4 . . .  .i.f5 I 5  fxg4 .i.xe4+ I 6  
�xe4 0-0-01' 

12 ... 'ii'h4+ 13 �di d6 I4 fxg4 
.i.xg4 I 5  ll:lgf3 'ii'h5 I6 .i.g2 .i.g7 
I 7  l:tei ±  

1 0  7 ... .i.c5? 8 g4 [ 8  .t f2  d6 9 e3 
(9 _g4? .i.x_g4! I O  fxg4 ll:lxg4+) 
9 . . .  lDf5 IO  'ifd203>.] 8 ... h5 9 e3 hxg4 
I 0 exd4 [ 10  .i.xf6 'ii'xf6 1 1  exd4 
.i.xd4�.] 10  . . .  .i.xd4 1 1  .i.g5 !+-

1 1  8 g4? h5 9 e3 hxg4 IO  .i.xf6 
'ii'xf6 1 I  exd4 cxd4 12  ll:le4 1Wh4+ 
I 3  ll:lf2 [ I 3  ll:lg3 f5; I 3  'ifi>d2 gxf3 
14 'ii'xf3 f5.] 13 . . .  .i.h6! 14 fxg4 
.i.e3 I 5  'ii'f3 [ 1 5  'ife2 e4! .] 1 5  . . .  d6+ 
A f5 I6 ll:lgh3 f5 1 7  gxf5 .i.xf5 1 8  
'ii'g3 .l:.c8 I9 b3 b5 20 cxb5 Ac2 2 1  
b6 axb6+ 

12 A .i.h6 

13 6 ... g5 7 .i.g3 ll:lc6 [7 . . .  d6 ! .] 8 
'ii'e3+ [8 'ii'd2 d5 ! .] 8 . . .  1We7 
[8 . . .  .i.e7 9 ll:lc3 d6 IO 0-0-0 .i.e6 1 1  
lLld5±.] 9 'ii'xe7+ .i.xe7 1 0  ll:lc3 d6 
I I  ll:lb5 .i.d8 1 2  0-0-0 .i.e6 I3 e4 
ll:ld7Q) 

14 7 ... 'ii'e7 8 'ii'xe7+ 'it>xe7 9 
ll:lc3 g5 1 0 .i.f2 d6 1 1  e4 ll:lc6= 

lO  ... lDbd7!?� 
A ll:lxe4 

16 6 exd6 .i.xd6 7 f4 - 5 . . .  ll:lc6 6 
f4 d6 

17 12 cxd5 .i.b4+ 1 3  �f2 .i.c5+ 
[ 1 3  ... 1Wxd5 14 _.xd5 .i.xd5.] I4 e3 
'ii'xd5 1 5  'ii'xd5 .i.xd5+ 



1 8  13 .i.gS lLlxg2+!? [ 1 3  .. . 
lLlxd I ! .  ] I4  �f2 i.xh3 

I S  llgi i.c5+ I6 e3 h6! I 7  i.xh6 
llfdS IS 'ii'c2 'it>h7 I9 i.g5 f6 20 
llxg2 i.xg2 2 I  g4 .i.h3 22 gxh5 
..if5 23 'ii'b3 fxg5 24 'ii'xb7 i.d6 25 
hxg6+ �xg6ao 

I 5  e3? l:tfeS I6  .l:.g I lLlxe3 ! 17  
i.xe3 .l:.xe3 I S  �xe3 i.c5+ I 9  �d3 
lidS+ 20 �c3 llxdi 2 1  :gxd l 
i.d6+. 

19 7 exd6 i.xd6 S i.g2 0-0 
[S . . .  i.e6!?.] 9 lLlc3 .l:.eS IO tLlf3 
..ie6 I I  lLld5 .i.c5� 

20 7 .. . dxeS? S i.xc6+ bxc6 9 
'it'xdS+ �xdS 1 0  fxe5± 

21 8 exd6 i.xd6� 
8 1Vb3? lLld4! 9 'ii'xb7 :bs 1 0  

'it'e4 dxe5-+ 

22 8 .•• 'it'd7! ?� 

l l  . .. tLlf6!? 1 2  'ii'xe5+ i.e7 1 3  
tLl f3  0-0 14 0-0 lleSt 

13 lLlxeS lieS 14 lLlc3 f6 
[ 1 4 . . .  i.h3 !?ao.] 1 5  'ii'd5+ i.e6 16  
'it' xdS :axdS I 7 lLlc6 [ 1 7  tLlf3? 
..ixc4 1 S g4 f5 ! .] 1 7  . . .  .l:.d6 IS lLlxa7 
..ixc4 1 9  lLlab5 Ad7 20 g4?! [o20 
lLla3 i.a6 2 I  f5 ! .] 20 . . .  f5 ! 2 1  gxh5 
c6 22 lLla3 i.xc3+ 23 'it>f2 i.d4+ 
[23 . . .  .U.xe2+? 24 �f3 llxb2 25 
l!Jxc4 lld3+ 26 i.e3 llb4 27 
�e2!+-.] 24 e3 i.d5 ! 25 l:tgl i.f6 
26 hxg6 hxg6 27 llxg6+ �f7 2S 
llh6 l:tgS� 

25 8 f4? 'iib4+!? [S . . .  d6 ! 9 exd6 
cxd6 1 0  g3 i.xh3 I I  i.xh3 lLlxf4! 
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12  gxf4 'ii'h4+ 13  �d2 'ii'xh3 1 4  
lLlc3 0-0-0+.] 

9 lLlc3 d6 1 0  a3 
A) I O . . .  'ii'xc4 I I  tLld5 .i.xh3 1 2  

lLlxc7+ � ffl  1 3  lLlxaS 'ii'xf4 1 4  'ii'd2 
[ I4  exd6 </;;g7 I 5  'ii'd3 .l:.xaS I6  
gxh3 .l:.dS I 7  e3 'ii'h4+ IS  'it>d2 1i'f6 
1 9  �c2 l:.xd6 20 'ii'c3 lLle5�] 
14 . . .  'ii'h4+ 1 5  'it>dl dxe5 1 6  gxh3 
�g7+; 

B) 1 0  . . .  1Wxb2 I I  lLlb5 0-0 
[ l l . . .i.xh3 1 2  .l:.b l ]  12 .l:.b l 'ii'a2 1 3  
1W c l  lLla5 I 4  e4 i.xh3 I 5  lLlc3 lLlb3 
I6 lLlxa2 lLlxc I I 7 lLlxc I i.cS IS  
tLld3 dxe5 19  fxe5 b6= . 

9 'ii'd2 d6! I O  exd6 i.xh3 I I  gxh3 
0-0-0 I2  'ii'xb4 lLlxb4 1 3  lLla3 
lLlxf4. [ I 3  .. Jlxd6!+.] I4 dxc7 r:l;xc7 
1 5  �f2 llheS+ 

26 8 ... tLlxeS 9 tLld5 
8 •. :iheS?! 9 g4 lLlg7 

[9 . . .  lLlf4? IO lLlxf4 'ii'xf4 I I  lLld5 
1i'd6 12  c5 'ii'e5 I 3  f4+-; 9 . . .  lLlf6!? 
IO g5 tLlh5 I I  'ii'd2 'ii'd4 I 2  tLld5 
'ii'xd2+ 1 3  �xd2 r:i;dS=.] IO  f4 'ii'e7 
I I  tLld5 'ii'dS 12 'ii'd3 !?  [ I 2 lLlf2 0-0 
I3 i.g2t.] 12 . . .  0-0 13 'ii'c3 tLleS!;!; 
Kramnik-Leko, Tilburg 1 99S 
[ 1 3  ... f5 I4 g5±.] 

27 9 g4 lLlg7 1 0  f4 'ii'b4! I I  'ii'd2 
d6� 

9 f4 'iib4! 1 0  'ii'd2 d6! I I  
exd6 i.xh3 I 2  gxh3 lladSt � 1 3  
tLld5 'ii'xd6t 

9 'i'd2 lLlxe5 10 e4 d6 l l lLlf2 
i.e6ao 

28 10 ... f5? I I  f4 'i'd6 I2  c5 [ 12  
g3 b6.] 12  . . .  'ii'xc5 I3  lLlxc7 

29 12 e4 tLlxd5 13  cxd5 AeS 14 
e5 [ 14  i.d3 'i'xd5.] 14 . . .  'ii'b6 ! 
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[ 14  . . .  f6?! I S  i..e2 fxeS 16  i..xhS 
gxhS 1 7  0-0�; 14 .. ."ife7!?  A d6.] I S  
i..e2 d6 1 6  i..xhS gxhS+ 

3
0 13 ltJxe7+ [ 1 3  ltJc3 'ii'xd2+ 14  

�xd2 dS.] 13  . . .  'ii'xe7 14 i..g2 dS ! 
I S  cxdS i..xh3 1 6  i..xh3 l:tad8 
[ 16 . . .  cxdS 1 7  0-0 ( 1 7  'ii'xdS? ltJxf4! 
1 8  gxf4 'ii'h4++) 17 . . .  ltJf6.] 17  i..g2 
ltJf6 1 8  0-0 l:tfe8! ?t [ 1 8  . . .  'if cS+ 19 
�h 1 ltJxdS+.] 

31 9 . .  .'iVb4?! 

10 'ii'd2 d6! 
A) 1 1  ltJdS 'ii'xd2+ 1 2  'it>xd2 

i..xh3 13 gxh3 ltJxeS [ 1 3  . . .  dxeS 14 
ltJxc7 l:tad8+ I S  ltJdS ltJd4�] 

Al) 14 f4 c6! I S  fxeS [ I S  ltJe7+ 
�g7 I 6  fxeS dxeS] IS . . .  cxdS I6 
exdS dxes�; 

A2) I4 lt::lxc7 l:tac8 I S  ltJdS [ I S  
ltJbS a6 16  ltJd4 lt::lxc4+ I 7 i..xc4 
llxc4 18  <t>e3 l:tfc8+] I S  .. .'itr>g7!� 
[ I S  . . .  ltJxc4+? I6 i..xc4 l:.xc4 1 7  
l:.hcl ±] ;  

B) I I  g4?! ltJxeS ! ;  
C) 1 1  exd6 i.xh3 I 2  gxh3 l:.ad8 

f3 0-0-0 [ 1 3  ltJdS? 'ii'xd6] 
13 . . .  l:.xd6 I 4 ltJdS "ii'a4�. 

1 0  'ii'b3 ! d6 I I  g4 [ 1 1 exd6? 
i..xh3 1 2  gxh3 'iixd6+.] I I . . .ltJg7 
12 exd6 [ I 2  'ii'xb4!? lt::lxb4 1 3  exd6 
ltJc2+ 14 �d2 ltJxa l I S  dxc7±.] 
I2 . . .  'it'xd6 13 l:.di !  'iicS [ 1 3  . . .  ltJd4? 
14 ltJbS!+-; 1 3  . . .  'it'es 14 f4 Was 

( 14 . . .  'it'e7 IS ltJf2± A 'it'h4 16 ltJdS! 
i..xg4 1 7  'it' g3 ! 'it'xg3 1 8  ltJf6+ <t>h8 
I9 hxg3+-; 14 . . .  'it'cS IS ltJdS±) I S  
l:.dS ( IS  fS h S ! )  1 S  . . .  'ifb6 16 'ii'xb6 
axb6 1 7  l:.g 1 ± A ltJb4 1 8  lld2 lt::lxa2 
19 ltJdS.] 14 ltJdS fS 1S gxfS ! [ I S  
exfS i..xfS!?  ( 1 S  . . .  gxfS 1 6  gS) 16 
gxfS ( 16 'iVbS? l:.ae8+ 17 i..e2 
l:be2+ 1 8  �xe2 ltJd4+ 19  l:.xd4 
'it'xd4 20 gxfS ltJxfS� A 2 1  l:.d 1 
'it'eS+) 16  . . .  ltJxfS!.] IS  . . .  gxfS 16 
'it' c3 fxe4 17  l:.g 1 l:.f7 18 b4 'it' ffi 19 
ltJgS+-

9 ... ltJxe5 10 ltJdS 'it'd8 1 I  f4 
ltJc6 1 2  i.e2 ltJf6 13  ltJf2;j;; 

l l ltJf2 fS 

1 1  g4!? ltJg7 [ 1 I . . .ltJf6!?] 1 2  
ltJdS !? [ 1 2  0-0-0!t . ]  12  . . .  i.xg4! 
Leko 13 fxg4 'iixe4+ 14 'ii'e3 [o14 
<t>f2 fS ! t;  14  . . .  'it'xh 1 ?  1 S  ltJf6+ 'iti>h8 
16 'ii'h6 'iixh2+ 17 i..g2+-.] 
14 . . .  'it'xh l I S  ltJf6+ 'it>h8 16 'ii'h6 
[ 16 0-0-0 ltJe8.] 16  . . .  l:.fe8+! 1 7  �d2 
[ 1 7  'it>f2? 'ii'xh2+ 1 8  i..g2 l:r.e2+ 1 9  
�xe2 'iieS+-+.] I 7. , .'ii'xh2+ 1 8  
<t>d 1 l:te 1+! 1 9  <t>xei 'ireS+ 2 0  i..e2 
'ii'xf6 2 1  ltJgS �g8 22 'ii'xh7+ <t>ffi 
23 'ii'h8+ <t>e7 24 'ii'xa8 'it'xgS 
[24 . . .  'it'xb2 2S l:.dl ltJd4 26 l:.xd4 
'ii'xd4 27 'ii'xb7.] 2S 'it'xb7 'ii'h4+ 26 
�d2 'ii'h6+� 

33 1 1  .•. 'it'c5? 12 ltJf2 fS 1 3 ltJdS 

34 13 0-0-0 cS ! [ 13 ... i..xh3 I4 
l:.xd4 i..e6 I S  fS !±.] 14 g3 ltJf6 
[ 14 . . .  i.g4.] IS ltJf2 ltJg4!� 



G.Kasparov - P.Leko 
Linares 1 999 

1 e4 cS 2 ltJf3 e6 3 ltJc3 ltJc6 4 d4 
cxd4 5 ltJxd4 ltJf6 6 ltJxc6 bxc6 7 
eS ltJdS 8 ltJe4 i.b7!? 

This novelty was born sometime 
January '99 The fact that this 
logical, healthy move has never 
been played before shows the power 
of fashion over sober, individual 
thinking. The way I found this move 
was made up of I .  Knowledge of 
the spirit of the position. 2. 
Curiosity. You look around and, if 
you see some option that looks 
normal but is not in the books, ask: 
what could possibly be wrong with 
it? Check it out, work it out, and kill 
the guy with your OWN weapon, 
like a chicken! !  

9 i.e2 
9 c4 ltJb4 10 c5 ( 1 0  a3? ,.aS+) 

1 0  . . .  �8 1 1  i.f4 i.a6 12 i.xa6 ( 12  
i.e2 ltJd5! 13  i.xa6 �++) 
1 2  . . .  ltJxa6 1 3  ,..d4 �+ 14 ..-xb4 
ltJxb4 1 5  ..te2 ltJd5+; 

9 i.d3 ,..c7 1 0  f4 c5�. 
9 ... c5 10 0-0 'ikc7 l l ltJd6+ 
1 1  c4 
A) I l . ..'ikxe5 !? 12 cxd5 ..-xe4 13 

i.f3 � 14 i.d2 'ii'b6 1 5  i.c3� 
( 15  dxe6 fxe6 1 6  i.xb7 'ikxb7 1 7  
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..-h5+ g6 1 8  'ike5 l:.g8) 15 . . . f6? 1 6  
dxe6; 

B) I I . . .ltJe3 ! 1 2  i.xe3 ( 12  fxe3 !?  
i.xe4 13  i.h5 g6 14 i.f3 'ikxe5 1 5  
i.d2 i.h6 I 6  �h I 0-0 I 7  i.c3� 
i.xf3 18 i.xe5 i.xd I I9 l:.axd I 
i.xe3 20 l:txd7 l:.ad8 2 I  llxa7 f6! 
22 i.c3 e5 23 a4 i.d4+) I2 . . .  i.xe4= 
� 1 3  i.f3 'ikxe5 I4 .l:.e l i.xf3 I 5  
'ii'xf3 l:.d8. 

l l  ... i.xd6 12 exd6 'ii'c6 13 f3 !  
1 3  i.f3 c4 I4 i.f4 0-0 1 5  i.g3 

'ikb6�; 13 c4? ltJc3 I4 i.f3 
'ikxf3 !+. 

13 ... c4! 
An important point. 
1 3  . . .  0-0? I4 c4. 
14 'ii'd4 0-0 
I4 . . .  'ii'b6 15 'ikxb6 ltJxb6 I 6  

i.e3±. 
IS i.xc4 'ifxd6 
1 5  . . .  ltJb4? I6 l:.f2+-. 
16 i.b3 
16 l:.di llfc8; 16 i.d3 !?  'ikh6 1 7  

'ifxb6 ltJxb6 I 8  b3 Anand-Lek6 
Dortmund I 999; 1 8  . . .  a5! 1 9  c4 ( 1 9  
i.e3 ltJd5) I9  .. . d5=. 

16 ... 'ifh6 17 lldl llfc8 18 'ifxb6 
ltJxb6 19 a4! 

I9 i.e3 d5; 19 l:td6 i.d5. 

19 ... d5?!  
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After this the 'Pupil '  has to suffer 
for his draw. Fortunately he is good 
at that too. There were two easier 
ways: 

1 9  . . .  �d5 !?  20 a5 tbc4 (20 . . .  
�xb3? 2 1  axb6 �xc2 22 l:td2+-) 21  
�a4! (2 1 l:ta4 l:tc5 22 �xc4 �xc4 
23 �e3 l:tcc8) 2 l . . .l:tc7 22 ..if4 
(22 b4!?) 22 .. J1b7 23 a6 .l:b6! 
(23 . . .  l:txb2 24 �b3 tbb6 25 �e5 
l:txb3 26 cxb3 �xb3 27 l::tdb l .i.c4 
28 ..id4±; 23 . . .  l:tb4 24 l:td4! )  24 b3 
(24 l::txd5? exd5 25 b3 l:tf6!) 
24 . . .  tbb2 25 l:tdc l tbxa4 26 l::txa4 
�c6=; 

l 9  . . .  a5 !?  Adorjan 20 �e3 (20 
l:1d6 �c6) 20 . . .  tbd5 2 1  ..if2 ..ic6 22 
..ic4 l:tab8 23 b3 f6 (23 . . .  tbb4 24 c3 
tbd5 25 ..id4 f6) 24 l:td2 tbb4!?«>. 

20 aS tbc4 
20 . . .  tbd7 2 1  a6 �c6 22 l:ta5 !;!; 

Maybe even this i s  not true: (22 
..ie3 ..ib5) 22 . . .  l:tcb8 23 .i.e3 tDb6 -
what does White do?. 

21  a6 ..ic6 22 �xc4 dxc4 23 ..ie3 
.idS 24 l:taS;!; l:tc6?! 

Simply losing a tempo. 24 ... f6 at 
once was correct. 

2S l:tdal f6 26 h4 
26 b5 l:tc7; 26 c5?! .l:xc5 27 

�xc5 ri;fl 28 l:ta3 e5 29 b4 cxb3 30 
cxb3 ri;e6 3 1  b4 �c4=. 

26 ... 'i;fi 27 ri;f2 l:tc7 28 l::tbS l:td8 
29 l:taaS rt;e7 30 'i;g3 hS 31 b4!� 

The only way to make progress. 
3 1 ...cxb3 32 cxb3 l::tg8!� 
I am proud that even in 

time-trouble I was able to find the 
counterplay. 

33 l:tcS l:td7 34 b4 gS 3S l:tc2 
35 hxg5 fxg5 36 l:tc2 g4 so if 37 

f4 h4+! 38 ri;xh4 g3 39 ..id4 �xg2 
40 l:txg2 l:txd4 4 1  l:txg3 l:[xf4+ 42 
'iti>h3 l:txg3+ 43 �xg3 %:txb4 44 h5=. 

3S ... g4 36 rj;f2 
36 f4 !? was an interesting 

possibility. 36 . . .  l:tgd8=. 

36 ... g3+! 
36 . . .  gxf3 37 gxf3± . 
37 'iti>e1 eS 38 l:td2 l:tgd8 
o38 . . .  ..ic4!=. 
39 l:tcS 
39 b5 'it?e6 40 b6 axb6 4 1  %:tb5 

l::tc8! 42 l:txb6+ .l:d6 43 l:txd6+ (43 
l:tdb2 l:txb6 44 l:lxb6+ %:tc6) 
43 . . .  ri;xd6 44 a7 l:tc I+ 45 'ite2 
l:ta l =; 

39 f4?! ri;e6 40 f5+? (40 fxe5 
fxe5+) 40 .. 5.ii'xf5 4 1  l:1axd5 l:txd5 
42 l:txd5 l:txd5 43 �xa7 rt;e4!+. 

39 ... ri;e6 40 bS %:tb8 41 %:td3 
l:tbd8 42 l:td2 l:tb8 43 %:td3 llbd8 44 
b6 axb6 4S l:tbS �c4 46 l:txb6+ 
rt;rs 47 l:1xd7 l:txd7 48 a7 

48 %:tc6 �b5=; 48 a7 l:1xa7 49 
l:txf6+ �xf6 50 �xa7= This was 
Lek6's first ever draw against 
Kasparov. 

•A-•/z 

T.Luther - P.Leko 
Essen 2002 

1 e4 cS 2 tiJO tbc6 3 d4 cxd4 4 
tbxd4 lDf6 S tbc3 eS 6 tiJdbS d6 7 
..igS a6 8 tba3 bS 9 .i.xf6 gxf6 10 
tiJdS fS 1 1  ..ixbS 



Sacrifices like this usually signal 
the intention to 'refute' something. 
Specialists had a fine score with this 
move and sometimes even with 1 1  
lllxb5. All this happened some 20 
years ago! But as the effect of 
surprise disappeared and BLACK 
worked out antidotes, fortunes 
changed. 

l l  ... axb5 1 2  lllxb5 .l:ta4! 
This is probably the best, though 

1 2  . . . .  'ii'a5+ isn't bad either. Now 
White has a choice, but has 
insufficient compensation for the 
material. In the spirit of the late 
Geza Mar6czy: 'If you have extra 
material, hold on to it until you are 
able to give it back for some other 
kind of advantage' The game 
beginning with the older 1 3  0-0 
illustrates this approach very well. 
It's not incidental: IM Tamas 
Horvath is a Sveshnikov specialist, 
we wrote a monograph about it in 
German in 1 992. A good one! 

13 b4!? 
1 3  0-0 :lxe4 14 lllbc7+ �d7 15 

'il'h5 llld4! 16  c3 llle2+ 1 7  �h 1 
�c6! 1 8  g3 l:tg8 19  iVf3 ( 19  .l:tae 1 
l:tgg4 20 f3 lllxg3+! 2 1  hxg3 
l:lh4+-+} 1 9  . . .  iVxc7! !  20 lllxc7 
�xc7 2 1  'il'h5 l:.g6 

A) 22 .l:tae1 ..ib7 23 f3 lllxg3+ 24 
hxg3 lbe 1 25 �g2 (25 l:.xe 1 l:.h6) 
25 . . .  l:.xfl 26 �xfl ..id5-+; 
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B) 22 iVxh7 ..ie6 23 l:.ad1 :eg4 
24 'il'h8 l:.g8 25 iVh3 f4 26 l:.fe 1 
Perenyi-T .Horvath, Zamardi 1 979 
26 . . .  fxg3 ! 27 .l:txe2 ..id5+! 
(27 . . .  gxf2 28 l:.xf2 ..id5+ 29 .l:tf3 
..ib7 30 c4 ..ih6-+) 28 �g 1 (28 
l:.xd5 gxf2) 28 . . .  gxh2+ 29 �xh2 
l:.g2+-+. 

13 ... l:.xb4 
We also recommend this, but 

taking with the knight may be just 
as good. 

1 3  . . .  lllxb4!?  
A) 14 c3 lllc2+ ( l4  . .  .'ii'a5 15 cxb4 

l:.xb4 1 6  lllbc7+ �d8 1 7  0-0 .l:tb7 
1 8  .l:tc 1±) 1 5  'ir'xc2 l:.xe4+ 16 �d1 
..ih6t; 

B) 14 lllbc7+ �d7 1 5  c3 lllxd5 1 6  
'ii'xa4+ �xc7 1 7  exd5 'ii'g5 1 8  0-0 
.l:tg8 19  g3 f4+. 

14 lllbc7+ 
14 lllxb4 lllxb4 1 5  c3 lllc6 1 6  

'ii'd5 ..ib7 1 7  l:.d1 llla5 1 8  lllxd6+ 
..ixd6 19  'il'xd6 'ii'xd6 20 l:.xd6 
lllc4+. 

14 ... �d7 15 0-0 

15 ... .l:tg8! 
This is logical and sober. For 

romantic souls like myself let me 
show an 'early Dolmatov' 

1 5  . . .  iVxc7!?  1 6  lllxc7 �xc7 1 7  
'ii'h5 l:.xe4 1 8  'il'xf7+ ..ie7 19  a4 
l:.f8 ! 20 it'b3 (20 'il'xh7 .l:th4 2 1  
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'if g6 l:.fh8 22 h3 f4 23 l:.a3 l:.f8 24 
'ii'd3 f3t) 20 . . .  1lb4 2 1  'tfd5 ..ia6 22 
c3 Bellon-Dolmatov, IBM 1981  
22  . . .  ..ic4! 23  'ifd2 l:.bb8 24 llfbl 
f4+ as given by IM T. Horvath. 

16 g3 
Looks supersolid, but subsequent 

developments do not confirm this 
impression. 

1 6  'ifh5 'tfg5 17 'ii'xf7+ ..ie7+; 16 
lL!xb4 lL!xb4 17  lL!d5 'if g5 18 g3 
lL!xd5 19  'ii'xd5 fxe4 20 'fi'xf7+ 
..ie7+. 

16 .. Jib7 17 'ifh5 'tfg5! 18 'ifxti+ 
..ie7 19 lL!xe7 lL!xe7 20 lL!e6 'it'g6 
21 lL!f8+ J:.xf8 22 'ifxf8 fxe4+ 23 
llab1 l:tc7 24 a4 e3!?  

24 . .  Jhc2 25  l:.fc l  J:.xc l +  26 
l:.xc I d5 is still a lot of work, but 
worth it. 

25 fxe3 'it'e4? 
P .Lek6 probably made this move 

confidently, and his opponent did 
not want to prolong his 'aimless' 
resistance. Never believe the guy 
sitting opposite you ! By playing 26 
l:.f7, White could have saved his 
skin. On the other hand, the simple 
i5 . . . .  'it'xc2 was truly winning. It's 
not the pawn that matters, it's 
getting to the second rank and 
putting the bishop on b7, setting up 
a mating attack that parries enemy 
threats at the same time. 

25 . . .  'it'e4 26 Af7! 'tfxe3+ 27 �h i 
'tfe4+ 28 �gl 'ifd4+ 29 ..ti>h I 'it'd5+ 
30 ..ti>g l Wfd4+= (30 . . .  'it'e6 3 1  
l:tbfl !±); 25 . . .  'it'xc2!-+. 

0-1 

J.Timman - P.Leko 
Sarajevo 1 999 

I confess I have a lazy disposition. 
In a way! I don't mean not doing 

anything (I only like to . . .  ) But the 
thing is whenever a complicated, 
popular variation comes into view -
this time it was a Sveshnikov update 
before Linares - I don't feel like 
going through hundreds of games to 
get myself informed and maybe 
come up with an idea. I would 
rather briefly check through the 
large amount of material, then 
'withdraw' to think. For 3 days, if 
necessary. At that time 1 5  . . . .  ..ie6 
was played with almost no 
exception. The danger of following 
fashion is that you can lose without 
a fight against an opponent who 
works out a decisive novelty at 
home. OK, you can do the same 
thing. But it's something of a 
gamble. With my somewhat strange 
but logical idea Lek6 could have 
won the first game. He missed it, 
and the variation could not avoid its 
fate: it came into fashion . . .  

1 e4 c5 2 lL!f3 e6 3 d4 cxd4 4 
lL!xd4 iLif6 5 lL!c3 lL!c6 6 lL!db5 d6 
7 ..if4 e5 8 ..ig5 a6 9 lL!a3 b5 10  
..ixf6 gxf6 1 1 lL!d5 f5 12 c3 ..ig7 13 
exf5 ..ixf5 14 lL!c2 0-0 15 lL!ce3 
..ig6!? 

15 . . .  ..ie4 16 ..id3±. 
16 h4!? ..ie4! N (AA) 
The point of the ' loss' of tempo 

was to provoke h4 so White could 
no longer castle. On the other hand 
he tries to organise an attack using 
the advanced pawn as a weapon. 
The king? There'll be a place on fl 
for him. A safe one? It's not 
possible to reply to these questions 
separately because the whole 
variation is one complex problem. 
Should the play take any direction 
the CONCRETE position will need 
specific judgement. But one thing is 
for sure: BLACK IS OK! 

17 h5!? 



1 7  .td3 .ixd5 1 8  ltJxd5 f5�; 1 7  
.te2 h6 ! .  

17 .. .'ii'g5 
1 7  . . .  .th6? 18 'if g4++-; 
l7  . . .  h6! ?  is a serious alternative! 
A) 18 .te2 l:.b8 19 .to 
Al) l9 . . .  .txd5! ?  20 .txd5 ! (20 

ltJxd5 �h8 2 1  'ifd3 f5 22 ltJf4 exf4 
23 .txc6 'ii'e7+ 24 �fl b41') 20 . . .  
ltJe7 2 1  'ii'g4 'it>h8 (2 l . . .'ii'c8) 22 
ltJf5 ltJxf5 23 'ii'xf5 'ii'c8 24 'ii'xc8 
l:tbxc8 25 0-0-0 a5�; 

A2) l9 ... .th7!= The point; 
B) 1 8  a4 ltJe7! 19 axb5 ltJxd5 20 

ltJxd5 axb5 2 1  l:.xa8 'ii'xa8+; 
C) 1 8  .id3 .txd5 " 1 9  ltJxd5 f5 20 

a4 bxa4 (20 . . .  b4 !?� is the usual 
'service') 2 1  l:.xa4 a5 22 .tb5 ltJe7 
23 0-0 �h8 24 lle I e4�; 

1 7  . ..llJe7? does not work: 1 8  h6 
.th8 19 .id3 .tg6 ( l 9  . . .  .txd5 20 
'ii'g4+ ltJg6 2 1  ltJxd5±) 20 'itO (20 
.txg6 fxg6 2 1  ltJxe7+ 'ilxe7 22 
'ii'd5+ 'ii'f7 23 lldl;!;) 20 . . .  ltJxd5 2 1  
'ii'xd5 .txd3 22 'ii'xd3±; 

l 7  ... 'it>h8 1 8  h6 .tf6 19 .td3 .ig6 
20 'ii'O .tg5 21  ltJf5;!;. 

18 1lh3 
1 8  h6? .ixh6 1 9  llh5 ( 1 9  ..i.d3 

.tg6) l 9  . . .  'ii'g6 20 ltJf6+ (20 ltJg4 
.tg7 2 1  ltJdf6+ .txf6 22 llh6 'ii'g5 
23 :xf6 h5-+) 20 . . .  'ii'xf6 2 1  ltJg4 
(2 1 'ii'g4+ 'ifg6+) 2 l . ..'ii'e7 22 
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ltJxh6+ (22 .td3 .tg6) 22 . .  .'�h8 23 
.td3 .ig6+; 

1 8  a4!'? b4! 1 9  cxb4 ltJd4 20 :h3 
�h8 2 1  :g3 'ii'h6 22 ltJc7 l:la7 23 
ltJxa6 f5 24 l:lh3 f4 25 ltJg4 'it'g5+. 

18 ... �h8 19 l:tg3 
1 9  a4 ! ?  b4 Again! 20 cxb4 ltJd4�; 
1 9  h6 is also typical, but usually 

isn't sound. The trouble is that it's 
enough if it works just once! 
19 . . .  .txh6 20 l:lg3 'ii'd8 2 1  .td3 (2 1 
'ii'h5? .txe3 22 ltJxe3 .tg6) 
2 l . . .i..g6 (2 I . . ..txd3 22 'ii'xd3 f5 ! 
23 ltJxf5 e4 24 'ii'xe4 l:le8 25 ltJfe7 
l:lxe7 26 ltJxe7 1i'xe7 27 'ilxe7 
ltJxe7=) 22 ltJf5 .tf4!+ 23 l:lh3 e4 ! ;  

1 9  .te2 h6 20 .to .th7 2 1  ltJb6 
e4 22 ltJxa8 exO 23 'ii'xO ltJe5 24 
'iib7 ltJd3++. 

19 ... 'ii'h6 

20 .td3 
A tricky try: 
20 ltJg4 ._xh5 2 1  ltJdf6 
A) 2I . . ..txf6 22 ltJxf6 1i'f5 !  

(22 . . .  -.xd 1 +  2 3  l:lxd1 .tg6 24 :xd6 
ltJe7 25 l:.d7 ltJf5 26 l:lgd3 e4! ?co) 

Al) 23 .td3? .txd3 24 l:IO 'ii'g6 
25 'ii'xd3 e4! 26 'ii'xe4 (26 ltJxe4 
ltJe5 27 ._d4 'ii'xg2 28 ltJxd6 f6-+) 
26 . . .  l:lae8 27 'ii'xe8 l:lxe8+ 28 ltJxe8 
f5 29 0-0-0 (29 ltJc7 ._xg2 30 'it>e2 
'ii'g4-+) 29 . . .  'ii'xe8 30 l:lxd6+; 
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A2) 23 o!Llxe4 'iixe4+ 24 .te2 (24 
.:e3 'ii'g6+) 24 . . .  l:lg8 25 l:lxg8+ (25 
'iixd6 l:txg3 26 fxg_3 �g7+ OK) 
25 . . .  l:lxg8 26 'iixd6 'tfxg2 27 'iif6+ 
l:lg7+; 

B) 2 l . . .'ii'f5 22 o!Llxe4 (22 o!Llxh7!?  
'it>xh7 23  f3 .ic2 24 o!Lle3 .txdl 25  
o!Llxf5 .tc2 26  l:lxg7+ �h8 27  l:tg5 
.txf5 28 l:lxf5 �g7=) 22 . . .  'ii'xe4+ 
23 o!Lle3 o!Lle7 24 .td3 'iVf4 25 l%h3 
h6 26 g3 'ii'f6 27 .te4 l:lad8f2. 

20 ... .txd5 
20 . . .  .txd3? 2 1  'iVxd3 'iVxh5 22 

lLlf5±. 
2l lLlf5 
2 I o!Llxd5 f51'. 
2 1 ...'ii'f6! 22 .tc2! 
The only and a very attractive 

move. But it still cannot be good 
enough! 

22 l:lxg7? e4-+; 
22 h6? .txh6 23 'ii'h5 (23 l:lh3 e4) 

23 . . .  e4-+; 22 o!Llxg7 o!Lle7!?  (22 ... e4 
23 .txb5 o!Lle7<D). 

22 ... .te6?! 
22 ... o!Lld4! 23 cxd4 l:lg8 24 o!Lle3 

.tb7 25 d5 e4+ was the right thing 
to do. 

23 o!Llxg7 d5 24 'ifd2 
24 'ii'f3 'ii'h6= (24 . . .  'ifxf3 25 gxf3 

b4 26 h6). 
24 ... b4! 25 h6 
25 cxb4 o!Lld41'. 
25 ... e4 26 o!Llh5 
26 0-0-0? bxc3 
A) 27 'ii'xc3 d4! 28 'iixc6 'ii'xh6+ 

29 l:ld2 (29 �b l?  .txa2+) 
29 . . .  e3-+; 

B) 27 bxc3 'ii'e7 28 'ii'g5 f6 29 
'ii'f4 .tg8 30 'itd2 o!Lle5+; 26 'itfl 
l:lac8+. 

26 ... 'ii'e5 27 l:lg5 

27 'iVf4 f6; 27 'ii'g5 l:lg8 . 
27 ... f5 28 f4? 
28 .ta4 bxc3 29 bxc3 o!Lld8! 30 

l:tb I (30 f4 exf3+ 3 1  �f2 l:lc8+) 
30 . . .  o!Llf7 3 1  l:lg7 l:tab8<D. 

28 ... exf3+ 29 �fl bxc3 30 bxc3 

30 ... 'iie2+? 
30 . . .  d4! is more than promising 

without allowing many complic
ations 3 1  l:lel 'iic5 32 .:xe6 d3+-+. 

31  'ifxe2 fxe2 32 l:lel 
32 .!Llf4 l:tf6 33 .ib3 l:txh6 34 

l:te l =. 
32 ... d4 33 l:txe2 
33 .ta4? o!Lle5. 
33 ... .tc4 34 l:tel dxc3 
34 . . .  d3 35 .ta4. 
35 l:tg3 o!Lld4 36 l:txc3 .txa2 37 

.td3! 
Keeping the bishop is very 

important. 
37 ... a5 38 l:te7 .tg8+ 
BLACK IS still a shade BETTER, 

but it only brings a 'draw from 
above' 

39 l:tcc7 o!Lle6 
39 . . .  a4 40 .tc4. 
40 l:ta7 o!Llc5 



40 . . .  a4 41 �c4 lha7 (4l . . .a3 42 
i.xe6) 42 lha7=. 

41 �b5 l:.tb8 
4 I . .Jha7 42 l:lxa7 l:tb8 43 �e2 

a4 44 lLif6=. 
42 .l:r.xa8 
42 �c6? l:.xa7 43 l:.xa7 l:.b6 44 

.l:r.c7 lLid3+ 45 �e3 ltJe5+. 
42 ... l:txa8 43 lLif6 ltJe4+ 44 ltJxe4 

fxe4 45 lhe4 1/z-1/z 

L.Dominguez - P.Lek6 
World Team Championship, 

Yerevan 2001 

1 e4 c5 2 ltJf3 ltJc6 3 d4 cxd4 4 
ltJxd4 ltJf6 5 ltJc3 e5 6 ltJdb5 d6 7 
i.g5 a6 8 ltJa3 b5 9 ltJd5 �e7 10 
�xf6 �xf6 11 c3 0-0 12 ltJc2 �g5 
13 a4 bxa4 14 l:txa4 a5 15 �b5 
ltJe7 16 lLicb4 

16 ... �h3! !? 
See the original analyses on this 

move of mine back in January '99 
The opponent, however, is not 
interested in brilliant lines, he 
prefers simplification. 

17 ltJxe7+ 'ii'xe7 18 ltJd5 'ii'b7 19 
i.c4 �d7 20 l:.a2 �h8 
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Other tries were: 
20 . . .  a4 !? 2 1  'ii'e2 i.e6 22 0-0 'iti>h8 

23 l:td l =; 
20 .. .l::tfc8 2 1  'ii'e2 'ii'c6 22 b3 a4 

23 0-0 axb3 24 �xb3 'ii'h5 25 'ii'xb5 
..txb5 26 l:.fa I=. 

21 0-0 f5 22 exf5 �xf5 23 ltJe3?!  
Safer was 23 b3 Now BLACK 

could create complications, which 
would, ironically enough, end 
peacefully. Instead, he makes a 
'positional blunder' 

23 ... 'ii'd7? 
And the game was agreed draw at 

this point. 
However, correct is 23 . . .  �xe3 ! 24 

..td5 ..txf2+ 25 l:.xf2 'ii'b6 26 �xa8 
�b l !  27 'iid40 'ifb8 28 l:.xf8+ 
'ii'xf8 29 'ii'a4 i.xa2 30 �c6= (30 
'ii'xa5 �c4t). 

24 lLixf5 l:.xf5 25 'ii'g4t 
White is obviously better. 
•lz-•/z 

As you can see work is never in 
vain, but whatever you plant you 
need (sometimes a lot of) patience 
to collect the harvest. This time it 
was 2 years and fairly poor. See our 
original analyses ! 
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Sveshnikov 9 ltld5 ... 15 .i.b5 
Szeged, Budapest 1999 

I e4 c5 2 ltlf3 ltlc6 3 d4 cxd4 4 
ltlxd4 ltlf6 5 ltlc3 e5 6 ltldb5 d6 7 
.i.g5 a6 8 ltla3 b5 9 ltld5 .i.e7 10 
.i.xf6 .i.xf6 II c3 0-0 12 ltlc2 .i.g5 
13 a4 bxa4 14 lha4 aS 15 .i.b5!? 

?! Normal is 1 5  .i.c4 with a 
double edged position. It's been 
played in countless games until 
somebody (I really don't know 
who) came up with this longer 
bishop move. As a surprise anything 
may work, but today there are 
several antidotes known against it. 

15  ... ltle7 16 ltlcb4 
This position was on our board 

sometime in the autumn of '98 with 
Lek6. All of a sudden I grabbed the 
.i.c8 and asked for a laugh: and why 
not this? And put it on h3 ! At first 
sight it may look like a joke. It isn't! 
It has its logic, and if White accepts 
the pawn sacrifice BLACK's attack 
is more than dangerous. Anyway, 
throughout my whole career, I 
confess I went for such moves, 
which are both pretty and sound. 

16 ... .i.h3! !  
!?  Adorjan 

17 ltlxe7+ 

17 gxh3 is the first and natural 
test of the idea. We thought BLACK 
was OK. Writing this book I was 
checking, of course once again. 
Still, it is possible that some of the 
readers can find improvements or 
even a refutation. The thing is, in 
long and complicated variations it is 
easy to go wrong. But I don't like to 
use the unclear sign ao unless the 
evaluation is not really crucial. No 
matter how decently you work, 
there will always be mistakes in the 
analyses. (Only God is perfect) The 
question is the average quality and 
that I do my best. For a simple 
reason: I never wrote a book on a 
subject I wasn't deeply interested in. 

17 . . .  axb4 1 8  ltlxb4 ( 1 8  l:txb4 
ltlxd5 19 exd5 .i.f4!�) 

A) 1 8  . . .  l:txa4 19 'iVxa4 ( 1 9  .i.xa4 
'ii'a8) 19  . . .  'ii'c8 20 llg1 (20 .td7 
'iVc4 2 1  ltld5 'iVd3) 20 . . .  �f4 
(20 . . .  �h4 2 1  l:lg4 ltlg6 22 ltld5 
'ii'c5 23 l:txh4!+-) 21 .i.d7 'ifb7 22 
.i.c6 'ii'c8 (22 .. .'ib6 23 'ifb5 'it'a7 
24 ..t>e2 l:tb8 25 'ii'c4 .i.xh2 26 l:td1 
l:tc8� 27 b3 _,6 28 l:la 1 .i.g 1 29 
l:txg1 lt:\xc6 30 'ii'a6 'ii'xa6+ 3 1  
ltlxa6 ltle7 32 ..t>d3 d5=); 

B) 18 . . .  f5 19 l:tg1 .i.h4! 
Bl) 20 .i.c4+ 'it>h8 21 exf5 ltlxf5 

22 l:txa8 'ii'xa8 23 ltld5 'it'a7 
(23 . . .  ltle3 24 ltlxe3 .i.xf2+ 25 �d2 
'ii'e4 26 l:lg3 .i.xe3+ 27 l:txe3 
'it'xc4+) 24 l:tg2 ltle3 25 ltlxe3 
'it'xe3+ 26 'ii'e2 'it'cl + 27 'it'd 1 
'ii'xb2-+; 

B2) 20 l:tg2 l:txa4 2 1  .i.xa4 fxe4 
22 'ii'g4 ltlg6 23 'ifxe4 ltlf4 24 l:tg4 
'ii'f6t; 

B3) 20 exf5 .i.xf2+! 2 1  'it>xf2 
'ifb6+ 22 'it>g2 'ifxb5 23 l:txa8 
'ii'b7+ 24 'ii'f3 'ii'xa8 25 'ii'xa8 l:txa8 
26 'it>f3 ltlxf5 27 ltld5 'it>fl 28 'it>e4 
g6+. 



17  ... -.xe7 18 i.c6 
1 8  lDd5 ., 7 
A) 19 gxh3 _.xb5 20 l:[gl i.h6�; 
B) 1 9  c4 i.e6 20 0-0 i.d8! 

(20 . . .  f5 ! ?) 2 1  _.d3 (2 1 _.d2 i.xd5 
22 exd5 l:b8) 2 l . ..i.xd5 (2 I . . .l:[b8 
22 l:td I )  22 cxd5 l:b8+; 

C) 19 _.d3 i.e6 20 0-0 
C1) 20 . . .  i.xd5 2 1  _.xd5 (2 1 exd5 

ltab8 22 c4 i.d8+) 2 l  . . ... xd5 22 
exd5 l:[ab8 23 c4 i.d2=; 

C2) 20 . . .  f5 21 i.c4 
C2a) 2 l . . .'iti>h8 22 b3 fxe4 (22 . . .  

g6! ?) ;  
C2b) 2 l . . .fxe4 22 _.xe4 'iti>h8 23 

b3 i.d7 24 l:[a3 i.c6�. 

1 8  •.• i.xg2 
You know, l 8  . . .  axb4!?  was my 

original intention and I felt very sad 
that it didn't seem to work. 
{ l 8  . . .  llac8?!  is illogical and after 1 9  
lDd5 _.d8 2 0  gxh3 :xc6 2 1  llgl 
White has the upper hand) But then 
the alternative was OK, and I 
accepted the ' injustice of fate' .  
(Justice to Hungary! Or else we . . .  ! )  
And see what happened. Years later 
{I think) I made it work! All by 
myself, except my wife did the 
typing . . .  Take your jungle knife and 
follow me! 19 l:lxa8 { 19  i.xa8 
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i.xg2 20 l:[g I i.h3 21 'ii'h5 i.h4�) 
l 9  . . .  :xa8 20 i.xa8 i.xg2 2 1  l:[gi 
i.h3 22 cxb4 (22 'ii'h5 i.h4) 
22 . . .  i.h4! (22 . . .  d5 23 �3) 23 _.a4 
g6 

A) 24 b5 'ii'f6 25 l:[g3 i.xg3 26 
hxg3 'ii'f3 27 'ii'd l  _.g2 28 'ii'e2 
i.e6 29 b6 'ii'h l+  30 'ii'fl -.n 3 1  
_.e2! 'ii'b3 3 2  b7 �+ 33 'iti>fl 
i.c4 34 b8='ii'+ 'ii'xb8 35 'ii'xc4 
_.xa8 36 b4 'ii'a4+; 

B) 24 'iti>e2 'ii'f6 25 'ii'a7 'ii'f4 26 
i.d5 �g7 27 l:ta l (27 f3 -.xh2+ 28 
'it>d3 'iti>h6 29 l:[d l i.g5 30 i.xt7 
_.f4 3 1  i.g8 'ii'xf3+ 32 'iti>c2 -.xe4+ 
33 l:td3 i.h4 34 _.xh7+ 'iti>g5 35 
'ii'e7+ 'iti>h5=) 27 . . .  i.g4+ 28 �d3 
_.f3+ 29 'ii'e3 "ii'f6«> 30 f3 i.g5; 

q 24 i.d5 •f6 
C1) 25 l:[g3 i.xg3 26 hxg3 'ii'f3 

27 1i'b3 'ii'h l +  28 'it>d2 'iti>g7 29 .. d l  
•h2 30 •n f5 3 1  •e3 i.g2 32 
_.a7+ 'it>f6 33 �6 'it>g5 34 b5 'it>g4 
35 "ii'xd6 (35 'ii'e3 Whl 36 i.c4 
f4 !=) 35 . . .  i.xe4 36 'iti>e2!=; 

C2) 25 'ii'c2 'ii'f4 26 l:tg3 i.xg3 
27 hxg3 -.n 28 'ii'e2 'ii'h I +  29 'iti>d2 
'iVai= Can you see? Let us do a 
headcount and pray for the missing 
ones who obviously got lost in the 
labyrinth of variations. 

19 l:[g1 
I 9 lDd5 'ii'd8 
A) 20 i.xa8? i.xh I 2 1  i.c6 (2 1 

_.g4 f5) 2 I . . .1Vc8+; 
B) 20 l:gl l:c8 2 1  l:xg2 (2 1 i.b7 

l:lb8) 2 I . . .l:xc6+. 
19 ... l:lac8 20 l:[xa5 
20 lt:ld5 _.d8 2 1  l:lxg2 llxc6 22 

'ii'g4 i.h6 23 'ii'f5� 'it>h8. 
20 .•. i.h3 21 'ii'h5 
2 1  lDd5 "ii'd8 22 l:la6 i.h4. 
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2l...i..h4 22 liJdS 'iWd8 23 'iWh6 
g6 24 l:ta6 .te6 

25 b4 
Maybe 25 'iti>e2!?  is better than the 

ambitious pawn-march. 25 .. .l::tb8 26 
b4 'ii'c8 (26 . . .  i..xd5 27 ..ixd5 'ii'f6 
28 .:tg2±) 27 b5 ..ixd5 28 exd5 .idS 
(28 . . .  i..f6! ?  29 'i'e3 ..ig7 30 l:tgal 
e4�) 29 'ii'e3 'iWf5 

A) 30 �d2 h6! ;  
B) 3 0  b6 i..xb6 3 1  l:txb6 'ii'c2+ 32 

�f3 (32 �fl lhb6 33 'ii'xb6 
'ii'dl +=) 32 . . .  'ii'f5+; 

C) 30 �fl h6= 3 1  'ii'xh6 'ii'd3+ 
32 'iti>g2 ..ib6�. 

25 ... i..xd5 26 exdS 
26 ..ixd5 'ii'f6 27 .l:.g2 l:txc3 

(27 . . .  'ii'f3? 28 l:txg6+!=) 28 .:ta7 
.:tc2+. 

26 ... 'ii'f6 27 'ii'e3 'ii'fS! 28 'ifi>fl 
28 .!::ta l  h6. 
28 ... h6! 29 b5 
29 'iti>g2 ..ig5 30 'ii'e2 ..if4�. 
29 ... i..g5 30 'ii'g3 
30  l:txg5 'ii'xg5 (30 . . .  hxg5 3 1  b6 

l:txc6 32 dxc6 'ii'b I +  33 �g2 'ii'b5) 
3 1  'ii'xg5 hxg5 32 b6 l:tb8 33 b7 
f5+. 

30 ... i..f4 31 'iWf3 e4 32 'ii'g4 'ii'es 
and BLACK has the initiative. 

L. van Wely - P.Uko 
Groningen 1995 

I don't know about you, but 
somehow I have forgotten to date 
my files, analyses, novelties. With 
two exceptions for sure. One of 
them is below. I was checking out 
this variation in the Encyclopedia of 
Chess Openings. In this line I had 
always previously played 7 . . .  .tg4. 
Wait a minute! Rather, I do not 
remember a single case when I 
actually played it, but analysed it 
from time to time for decades. And 
for curiosity I looked at 7 . . . .  c5 as 
well which was/is considered 
inferior and I was amused to realise 
how easy it is to improve upon it 
even blindfold. I suspected that 
there might be some other way to 
gain active counterplay. And then I 
found: 

1 d4 lLlf6 2 c4 g6 3 lLlc3 d5 4 tLlf3 
.tg7 5 .tf4 0-0 6 .!::tel dxc4 7 e4 
b5! !  ?N Adorjan 2 1 .7 . 1 995 

8 lLlxb5 
8 e5? lLld5+. 
8 ... lLlxe4! 9 i..xc4 
On 9 lLlxc7? the key idea is 9 . . .  e5!  

1 0  lLlxa8 exf4 I I  .txc4 .tb7+ when 
BLACK has the upper hand; 

9 l:txc4 c6 10 lLlc3 ( 10  lLlc7 e5 I I  
..ixe5 ..ixe5 1 2  lLlxa8 .td6+) 



I O  . . .  lDd6+; 9 .i.xc7 !?  '6'd7 1 0  .i.xc4 
a6 1 1  lDa3 ( 1 1 lDc3? lDxf2FF) 
l l  . . .  lDc6 

A) I 2  lDe5? 'iixc7 I 3  lDxc6 
lDxf2! !+; 

B) I2 0-0! .i.b7 ( I 2  . . .  'iixc7? I 3  
.i.d5±) 1 3  .i.e5 (o 1 3  .i.b6!) 
13 . . .  .i.h6!�; 

C) 12 .i.e5?! .i.h6 13 l1c2 .i.b7 I4 
0-0 .l:tad8 15 ..ie2 lDg5 ( 1 5  ... lDxe5 ! ?  
1 6  dxe5 'ii'f5) 

C1) 16  lDxg5 ..ixg5 1 7  ..ig4 e6 
1 8  lDc4 lDb4 1 9  .l:te2 lDxa2 20 f4 
(20 '6'b3 lDc i)  20 . . .  .i.e7 2 1  '6'b3 
lDb4 22 f5 exf5 23 .i.xf5 '6'b5 24 
.i.e4 lDc6�; 

C2) 16 lDc4 lDb4!� 1 7  .l:tc3 lDxa2 
18 .l:ta3 lDc l ! . 

9 ... c6 
9 . . .  lDd6? I O  lDxc7! 'iixc7 1 1  

.i.xf7+ .l:txf7 1 2  l:txc7 l:txf4 1 3  
'6'b3+±. 

10 lDc3 
1 0  lDc7? backfires again: 1 0  . . .  e5 

1 I  lDxa8 ( I 1  .i.xe5 .i.xe5 1 2  lDxa8 
.i.f4 13 l:tc2 .i.b7 1 4  0-0 .i.xa8+) 
1 l . . .exf4+. 

10  ... lDd6! 
Another important point of 

BLACK's plan. It shows that 
BLACK plays for win, otherwise 
starting to exchange was quite 
satisfactory. 

l O  . . .  lDxc3 !? I I  l:txc3 ( 1 1 bxc3 
lDd7 12 0-0 lDb6 13  ..id3 lDd5 14 
.i.e5 .i.h6 1 5  l:tc2 'ifa5 I6 iVe 1 ..ia6 
17 .i.xa6 'ifxa6=) 1 l . . .c5 1 2  .i.e5 
cxd4 1 3  'ifxd4 iVxd4 14 .i.xd4 
i.b7=. 

1 1  .i.e2 
I I  .i.d3 lDf5 ( I l . . ..i.g4 12  

0-0! ?<XI) 12  .i.e5 ( 1 2  .i.xf5 ..ixf5 13  
0-0 lDd7) 1 2  .. . i.h6 ( 12  . . .  lDxd4!=) 
13 l:r.c2 ..ie6 14 0-0 lDd7�. 
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l l  ... lDf5 12 .i.e5?! 
12  0-0!?.  
12 ... .i.h6! 
This fine move is also 

characteristic and returns in games 
and analyses again and again . 

13 l:tc2 
13 .l:tb1 lDd7 14 b4 a5 1 5  a3 lDxe5 

16 dxe5 axb4 17 axb4 a3+. 
13 ... lDd7 14 0-0 
I4  g4 lDd6 1 5  g5 il..g7 16  .i.xg7 

Kxg7 1 7  a4 iVa5+; 14 b4 a5+. 
14 ... iVa5 15 .i.c4 
1 5  'iVd3 !?  ..ib7 1 6  '6'e4 ( 16  g4 

lDd6 1 7  g5 i.g7 1 8  .i.xg7 �xg7+) 
16  . . .  iVb6�. 

15 ... ..ia6 
My original idea was 15 ... ..ib7!?, 

and although the little guy won the 
game with my novelty, I was 
somehow still angry that he 
deviated from the original intention. 
Especially as it seems White can 
hold. See 16 b4 . 

A) I 6  _.e2 c5 1 7  dxc5 ( 1 7  d5 
lDxe5 I 8  _.xe5 .i.g7 19 _.e2 lDd4 
20 lDxd4 cxd4+) 1 7  . . .  lDxe5 1 8  
'ihe5 .i.xf3 I 9  gxf3 i.g7 20 _.d5 
e6+; 

B) 16 l:r.e2 c5 
B1) 1 7  d5 lDb6 ( l 7  . . .  lDxe5 1 8  

lDxe5 i.g7) 1 8  'ii'h3 .,4 1 9  l:r.e4 
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e6!?  ( 1 9  . . .  .1:lacS; 1 9  . . .  l:r.fdS) 20 dxe6 
lDxc4 2 1  .l:lxc4 W'xb3 22 axb3 i.x£3 
23 exf7+ .:xf7 24 gxf3 l:td8 25 
l:txc5 lDh4=; 

82) 1 7  lDd5 lDb6! ;  
B3) 17 dxc5 i.xf3 18 gxf3 lDxe5 

19 .l:lxe5 i.g7 20 .l:ld5 e6+; 
C) 16 lDe4! .l:ladS�. 
16 'ii'e2?! 
16 b4!? .,6 17 lDa4 .,7! This 

is the improvement on the 'post 
mortem' that makes it still possible 
for BLACK to fight for the full 
point. (17 . . .  W'xb4 18 i.xa6 •xa4 19 
i.b7 lDxe5 20 dxe5 .l:lad8 2 1  
i.xc6!= Piket) 1 S  ..,e2 i.xc4 1 9  
'Wxc4 l:[fd8+. 

16 ... i.xc4 17 W'xc4 l:ac8 18 h3? 
This only helps BLACK, but the 

situation was already worse for 
White. 

I S  b4 .,6 1 9  lDa4 .,5+; IS  
lDe4 'Wd5 1 9  lDc5 'Wxc4 20  .l:lxc4 
lDb6 2 1  l:tc2 l:tfd8+. 

18 ... c5! 19 lDe4 
Van Wely has lost his head, but 

the position was very uncomfortable 
and anyway he has had enough 
surprises already. 

1 9  d5?? tDxe5 20 tDxe5 lDd4-+; 
1 9  tDd5 cxd4 20 i.c7 lDb6+. 

19 ... cxd4 20 'Wxc8 
20 i.c7 lDb6. 

20 ... l:txc8?! 
An automatic but wrong reply 

which prolongs the game 
unnecessarily. Peter himself found 
the stylish wins afterwards. 

20 . . .  lDxe5 ! 2 1  lDxe5 (2 1 W'c5 
lDxf3+ 22 gxf3 W'xa2-+) 2 1 . ..l:txc8 
22 l:txcS+ �g7 23 l:tc5 'ii'xa2 24 g4 
(24 lDd3 'ii'h3-+) 24 ... lDd6!-+. 

21 l:txc8+ i.fS 22 i.f4 
22 i.xd4? lDxd4 23 lDxd4 

.. d5-+. 
22 ... 'Wxa2 23 g4 
23 l:tdS?! 'ii'd5 24 l:el f6 25 

lDd6!? lDc5 !-+. 
23 ... 'Wd5 24 l:r.e1 lDg7 25 lDed2 

lDe6 26 i.h6 f6? 
26 . . .  .,7! 27 :ee l 'Wxb2 28 l:lb l 

'ii'a3 !-+. 

27 i.xf8? 
He lets slip an unexpected chance. 

See the wonderful analyses by the 
'guilty' P.Lek6 below! 

27 lDxd4! !  'Wxd4 (27 ... lDxd4? 28 
l:txe7 lDe6 29 :teeS! )  2S l:txe6 �f7 
29 i.e3 'ii'xb2 30 l:ta6 .,7 

A) 3 1  l:tcc6 lDb6! (3 I . . .lDbS 32 
l:txf6+!=); 

B) 31 l:tac6 a5 32 ll6c7 .,5 33 
Aa7+. 

27 ... lDdxf8+ 28 l:tc4 �f7 29 l:ta4 
aS 30 :teal lDf4 31 l:txaS 



3 1  l:lxd4? lLle2+. 
3l ...'iVd6 
3 1 . ..lLlxh3+ 32 �h2. 
32 l:r.a7 
32 �h2 lLld3+. 
32 ... ltJxh3+ 33 �fl ltJe6 34 lUa6 

�4 35 'Ot>g2 ltJhf4+ 36 �h2 1fxb2 
37 l:.d6<Il 1fb8 38 l:.dd7 ltJd5+ 39 
�gl ltJc5!-+ 40 l:.xd5 'ii'xa7 41 
l:.xd4 ltJe6 42 l:tc4 1fd7 43 g5 1fd5 
44 gxf6 exf6 45 ltJe4 g5 

4S . . .  'ii'xc4 46 ltJd6+. 
46 l:.b4 �g6 47 �g2 ltJf4+ 48 

�g3 ... f5 
Well . . . Well done! 
0-1 

Tolnai - P.Leko 
Hungarian Championship 1 992 

Needless to say, a good game 
follows. I don't give my guests 
garbage. It does have his!oric�l 
interest in some ways too. Ftrst: It 
was P.Lek6's first Hungarian 
Championship. He was little even 
for his age. But that did not fool 
anybody! He was already a strong 
player and in just one year he made 
his first 2 GM norms (with me by 
his side). When he played this game 
I was not yet his trainer, but 
couldn't resist whispering in his ear: 
'You chose a fine variation. Players 
who take up the challenge of 
meeting the Dragon want to attack 
and not defend. ' I still really do 
think the variation is not only sound 
- I 've played it many times with 
BLACK and not without success -
but it also switches the nature of the 
fight. Finally, when we got together 
I suggested that we analyse the 
game for Chess Informant. And I 
added to our signatures: I don't 

Interrupted by Darkness 79 

know who is going to be more 
proud of this first piece of joint 
published analysis in a few years 
time. I was NOT joking! 

1 e4 c5 2 ltJf3 ltJc6 3 d4 cxd4 4 
ltJxd4 g6 5 ltJc3 ..tg7 6 ..te3 lLlf6 7 
..tc4 0-0 8 ..tb3 d6 9 f3 .td7 10 
1fd2 ltJxd4! 11 ..txd4 b5 

So, my beloved Readers! This is 
it. If this position arises White 
players usually give up on 
queenside castling and get 
positional. I personally consider the 
chances even while allowing both 
sides the liberty of blowing it. 
Whoever takes the trouble of 
looking at the statistics, don't forget 
to check which side the far higher 
rated player is on . . .  

12 h4 
12  0-0 aS 
A) 13 a3 l:lb8 14 l:ladl a4 I S  .i.a2 

b4 1 6  axb4 lhb4 1 7 lLle2 ( 1 7 ltJdS? 
ltJxdS 1 8  ..txg7 'Ot>xg7 19 exdS 
1fb6+) 17 ... 1i'b8 1 8  l:.b I l:.c8+ 1 9  
l:[fcl l:txd4! 20 ltJxd4 (20 ..,xd4 
ltJg4) 20 . . .  1fb6 2 1  'it>hl ltJxe4 22 
fxe4 ..txd4 23 l:fl ..te8 24 c3 
.teSt; 

B) 13 a4 b4 
B1) 14 ltJdS ltJxdS 
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B1a) 1 5  exd5 .l:.c8 ( 1 5  . . .  e5 1 6  
dxe6 i.xe6 17  l:.ad 1 i.xb3 1 8  cxb3 
i.xd4+ 1 9  'ii'xd4=) 1 6  .l:lfe 1  .l:.e8=; 

B1b) 1 5  �xd5 i.xd4+ 1 6  'fi'xd4 
.l:.c8=; 

82) 14 lt:Jb5 !?  i.c6 ( 14  . . .  .l:.b8 !?) 
1 5  c3 bxc3 16 'fi'xc3 'ii'd7 1 7  lt:Jxd6! 
'fi'xd6 ( 1 7  . . .  lt:Jxe4 1 8  fxe4 �xd4+ 
19 'fi'xd4 'fi'xd6=) 1 8  e5 lt:Jd5 19 
exd6 lt:Jxc3 20 bxc3 exd6=. 

It's all dead even, as you can see. 
12  ... aS 13 hS? 
But this is of course a total 

misunderstanding, to put it mildly. 
(I am not timid by nature, but 
Tolnai is about twice my size) 

1 3  a4 bxa4 14 lt:Jxa4 e5 

A) 1 5  i.b6 is the tricky line 
which, as so many times, ends up a 
draw if played well. 

1 5  . . .  'fi'b8 

Al) 16  i.e3 i.e6 1 7  lt:Jb6 ( 1 7  l:a3 
'ii'c7) 1 7  . . .  .l:.a6 1 8  lt:Jd5 i.xd5 1 9  
exd5 a4�; 

A2) 16 i.xa5 !? lta6 ( 16  . . .  d5 1 7  
lt:Jc5) 1 7  i.c4 i.h6! 

A2a) 18 'fi'c3? l:tc8 19 h5 ( 1 9  b3 
l:xc4!) 19 . .  .'ii'a8 20 b4 lt:Jxe4 2 1  
'ii'b3 l:xa5! 22 bxa5 'fi'xa5+ 23 c3 
l:xc4 (23 . . .  i.xa4 24 .l:txa4 i.d2+ 25 
�fl lt:Jg3+ 26 �g 1 'fi'c5+ 27 'i1i>h2 
i.f4+) 24 'ii'xc4 i.d2+ 25 �d1 d5 
26 'ii'b3 i.xa4 27 l:xa4 lt:Jxc3+ 28 
'ifr>xd2 lt:Jxa4+ 29 �e2 lt:Jc3+ 
(29 .. . lt:Jb6+) 30 �d3 e4+ 3 1  fxe4 
dxe4+ 32 ..ti'd4 lt:Jb5+ 33 �xe4 'fi'd2 
34 hxg6 'fi'xg2+ 35 'it>f4 (35 'fi'f3?? 
lt:Jc3+ 36 'it>e3 lt:Jd5+ 3 7 �e4 f5+) 
35 . . .  hxg6+; 

A2b) 1 8  'fi'xh6 l:txa5 1 9  b3 l:txa4! 
20 l:ha4 i.xa4 2 1  h5! lt:Jxh5 22 
l:txh5=: 

B) 15 i.e3 is supposed to be at 
least one of the key positions. 
Considering the age of the 
variation (in my games it first 
appeared 32 years ago and at that 
time it had of course a history) it 
still has not been refuted, nothing 
like that, but it has much less 
so-called theory to study. I do 
recommend it to you, dear Readers. 
And if we're here: I 've lost quite 
some games because of a wrong 
idea too. Mine or somebody else's. 
But I have NEVER recommended 
to anybody, verbally or in writing, 
anything that I was not ready to play 
the next day against anybody! So 
much for decency. 1 5  . . .  i.e6 16 lt:Jb6 
( 16  0-0-0 i.xb3 17 cxb3 'fi'c8+ 1 8  
'it>b 1 'ii'e6+) 1 6  . . .  l:tb8 

81) 1 7  lt:Jc4 
B1a) 1 7  . . .  d5 1 8  lt:Jxa5 d4 1 9  i.g5 

( 19 i.f2! ?) 19 ... .ixb3 20 lt:Jxb3 
'ii'b6� Beliavsky-Miles, Junior 
World Championship, Teesside 
1 973 (20 . . .  d3 !?) ;  

B1b) 17 . . .  i.xc4! 18 i.xc4 l:txb2 
1 9  i.b3 d5! 20 exd5 (20 'fi'c3 l:.xb3 
2 1  .. xb3 dxe4+ 22 i.b6 'ii'd6 23 
l:txa5 exf3 24 gxf3 e4+) 20 . . .  e4! 2 1  
i.d4 lhb3 2 2  cxb3 exf3+ 2 3  gxf3 
(23 0-0 lt:Je4 24 'ii'e3 i.xd4 25 
'fi'xd4 lt:Jg3 !+) 23 . . .  'ii'xd5 24 0-0 
lt:Je4!-+; 



B2) 1 7  �xe6 fxe6 1 8  'W'xa5 d5 19  
�c5 %lt7 ( 1 9  . . .  dxe4! ?) 20 b4 dxe4t; 

B3) 17 'ii'xa5 �xb3 1 8  cxb3 d5!� 
B3a) 19 exd5 e4 20 fxe4 l:r.e8! 2 1  

lZ'lc4 l:lxe4 22 'ikxd8+ l:lxd8 23 
0-0-0 lZ'lxd5 24 l:r.he I �f6 
(24 . . .  l:lxh4? 25 �g5 �h6 26 �xh6 
.l:.xh6 27 .l:.e5 .l:.h5 28 .l:.xh5 gxh5 29 
lZ'lb6+-) 25 �g5 (25 g3 lZ'lxe3 26 
l:lxd8+ �xd8 27 .l:.xe3 .l:.xe3 28 
lZ'lxe3 f5=) 25 . . .  �xg5+ 26 hxg5 
l:txe l 27 Axel lZ'lf4!�; 

B3b) 19 lZ'lxd5 leads to a peaceful 
end. It's understandable that White 
did not feel like checking out what 
would happen if at the price of a 
pawn BLACK tried out his tactical 
skills. 19 . . .  lZ'lxd5 20 'ii'xd5 (20 exd5 
l:lxb3 2 1  �c5 'W'xa5+ 22 Axa5 l:tc8 
23 d6 �f8 24 0-0 l:txb2 25 l:r.d I 
l:ld8=) 20 . . .  'W'xd5 2 1  exd5 l:lxb3 22 
�c5 l:lc8 23 �a3 (23 �e7 �f8) 
23 . . .  e4 

B3b1) 24 0-0 �xb2 25 �xb2 
.l:.xb2 26 fxe4 (26 l:r.f2) 26 . . .  l:tcc2 27 
�h2 l:lxg2+ 28 �h3 l:lge2 29 l:tae I 
l:r.xe I 30 .l:.xe I .!:r.d2 3 1  'it>g4 f5+=; 

B3b2) 24 0-0 Draw. Liberzon-
Adorjan, Moscow-Budapest 1 97 1 .  

13 ... e5! 
Now comes the counter-blow. 
1 3  .. . a4? 14 �xf6! �xf6 1 5  

hxg6+-. 
14 �e3 a4 15 �d5 b4! 16 lZ'le2 
1 6  hxg6 bxc3 ( 16  . . .  hxg6) 1 7  

�xt7+ .l:.xt7 1 8  gxt7+ 'it>xt7 1 9  
'ifxc3 l:r.c8 ( 1 9  . . .  d5 !?) 2 0  'W'd2 
'W'c7�. 

16 ... lZ'lxd5 17 'ii'xd5 
1 7  exd5 'ife7 1 8  hxg6 fxg6 1 9  

�h6 �xh6 2 0  1i'xh6 l:r.fc8 2 1  'W'd2 
�f5+. 

17 ... �e6 18 'ii'd2 
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18  ... d5!N 
The novelty is Lek6's, and fairly 

logical although the older 1 8  . . . .  
1i'b8 wasn't bad either. e.g. 19 �h6 
�xh6 20 'W'xh6 Aa7 2 1  f4 exf4 22 
lZ'lxf4 l:r.e8+; 1 8  ... b3 19 cxb3 axb3 
20 a3 d5co. 

19 hxg6 
19 �c5 dxe4! 20 �xf8 'Wxf8 2 1  

hxg6 hxg6 22 fxe4 'W'c5�. 
19 ... fxg6!? 
1 9  . . .  hxg6 
A) 20 �h6? dxe4 2 1  'ife3 exf3 22 

�xg7 'it>xg7 23 'W'h6+ (23 'W'xe5+ 
f6) 23 . . .  'itf6 24 'W'h4+ (24 lLlg3 
'ifd4-+) 24 . . .  g5 25 'W'h6+ 'it>e7 26 
gxf3 l:tg8-+; 

B) 20 'ii'xb4 .l:.b8 (20 . . .  a3 !?) 2 1  
'W'a3 Wa5+ 22 b4 'ifa6� 
(22 . . .  1i'a8�); 

C) 20 exd5 'Wxd5 2 1  'Wxb4 e4 22 
fxe4 (22 lZ'lc3 'Wc4) 22 ... 'ife5 23 
�d4! 'W'xe4 24 �xg7 'W'xb4+ 25 
�c3 'W'xc3+ 26 lZ'lxc3 a3 D 27 
0-0-0D axb2+ 28 'it>xb2 l:r.fb8+ 29 
'it>a I l:r.c8 30 l:r.d3 �xa2! 3 1  'it>b2 
�e6+. 

20 �c5 
20 'W'xb4 l:tb8 2 1  'ifa3 'W'a5+! 22 

b4 'iVa8 23 �c5 dxe4 24 �xf8 
�xf8�. 

20 ... l:r.ti 21 �xb4 l:ld7 22 exd5 
l:txd5 23 'W'e3 �f5 24 0-0? 
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A big mistake. o 24 :c 1 .ixc2 
25 tDc3 l:ld4 26 :xc2 (26 .ic5 ..if5) 
26 ... .l:.xb4 27 tiJe4 :ab8 28 'iVcl =. 

24 ... .l:[b8! 25 a3 
25 i.c3 i.f8-+; 25 c3 .l:[d3 26 'iVf2 

(26 ..Wc1 .l:[d2 27 tiJg3 .l:[c2+) 
26 . . .  :d2+. 

25 ... .ixc2 26 ..Wfl .l:[c8 27 .l:[fe1 
e4! 28 ..ic3 i.xc3 29 liJxc3 .l:[d2 30 
l:te2 :xe2 31 tt:lxe2 

3 1  1i'xe2? 'ifb6+. 

3 1...exf3?! 
In his opponent's time scramble 

BLACK misses a clear win. To 
achieve the same result he needed 
Tolnai's friendly help. 3 l  . . .  'ii'd2 ! 32 
fxe4 (32 liJc3 e3 ; 32 'iVd4 e3) 
32 . . .  :f8 33 'ii'e l  'ii'e3+ 34 'it>h l (34 
�h2 l:tf2 35 tDg3 'iVn 36 'ii'g1 
'iVf4+) 34 . . .  :f2 35 tDc3 1i'g3 36 
1i'g 1 .l:[f4 37 'ii'd4 l:lh4+ 38 �g1 
1i'h2+ 39 �f2 .l:[f4+ 40 �e3 1i'g3+ 
4 1  �d2 'ii'xg2+ 42 liJe2 :xe4-+. 

32 tiJd4 ..ie4 33 l:le1 .idS 34 
liJxf3 1i'f6 35 tt:ld4? 

35 1i'd4 1i'xd4+ 36 tiJxd4 l:tb8+. 
35 ... 'iVg5 36 tiJf3 1i'f5 37 liJd4 

1i'g4 38 tllf3??(f) 
38 .l:[fl D+ was not at all hopeless; 

unlike 38 .l:[e2? ..ixg2. 
38 ... :rs 39 :e3 ..ixf3 40 l:hf3 

l:lxf3 41 'iVxf3 'iVxf3 42 gxf3 'it>r7 
0-1 

P.Leko - A.Adorjan 
Last round, Hungarian 

Championship, Budapest 1 992 

This was my last game with 'Peti' 
Lek6 (still a child at that time if we 
go strictly by the age), not the first. 
In 199 1 ,  he signed up for a GM 
tournament in Kecskemet, where he 
made an excellent debut with 'plus 
one' In our game . .  at that 
tournament, his pos1t1on was 
'cheesy' at several points, but I 
blew it on each and every occasion. 
Finally, the little guy confidently 
saved a - still inferior - endgame. 
The following 'battle' was fought 
under peculiar circumstances. 
Neither of us was really 
'bloodthirsty ', as Peter had had a 
good tournament, too. He beat, for 
example, GMs Gr6szpeter and 
Tolnai (the latter game is included 
in this volume). As for myself, all I 
needed to get out of this last-round 
game was half a point to become the 
Champion of '92, and qualify for 
the '93 Zonal. 

1 e4 c5 2 liJf3 d6 3 ..ic4 
Pete's pet line at that time -

avoiding the main lines. On the 
other hand, it's totally harmless. 

3 ... liJf6 4 1i'e2 tDc6 5 h3 e6 6 
.ib3 ..ie7 7 c3 b6 8 0-0 0-0 9 d4 
.ib7 



10 o!iJbd2?! 
A heartbreak, of course - the 

knight belongs to c3, but there was 
no way to get it there. But after this 
'second best' jump the initiative 
goes to BLACK. 

1 0  e5 lLld7 I I  .i.f4 cxd4! I 2  exd6 
( 12 cxd4 dxe5 1 3  dxe5 iLlcS+) 
12 . . .  .i.f6�; IO dxc5?! bxc5+; 

oiO  l:ld i cxd4 I I  cxd4 d5 I2 e5 
lLle4 I3 lLlbd2 iLlb4! I4 a3 .i.a6 I 5  
'if e3 lLlxd2 I6  .i.xd2 lLlc6 I 7  l:tac l 
l:lc8 I 8  .i.a4 lLla5 I 9  l:lxc8 'ii'xc8 20 
.ixa5 bxa5 2 I  l:c i 'ifb7=. 
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10 ... cxd4! 
Right now, of course! 
1 1  cxd4 l:tc8 12 a3 l:tc7! 13 .!:tel 

'ii'a8!+ 14 .i.a2 l:lfc8 15 e5 
I 5  b4 lLlb8!+. 
15 ... dxe5 16 dxe5 o!iJd7 17 iLlb3 

.i.f8+ •A-•/z 

And an offer of draw gladly 
accepted by White, who is 
obviously worse . . .  ' If I could only 
get my knight to c3 ! '  - said the little 
boy (not very . . .  ) sadly. 

I 7  . . .  a5 !?+; I 7  . . .  lLlc5 !+ . 



An Away Game? 

I have already said elsewhere that 
a lot of people mistake the right to 
start for the initiative. That's why 
they think that White is to play 
and... BLACK has to bear the 
burden of patient and hard defence 
till the end of time, or at least for a 
very long time. Thank God, I do not 
have to delve into long discussions 
on why this is a fallacy: the facts 
speak for themselves. Contemporary 
tournament practice shows countless 
times that strong, well-prepared 
players, ready for active counterplay 
and sharp variations, win a huge 
number of games with the BLACK 
pieces. Let me mention just two 
names: Kasparov and Xie Jun. The 
men's world champion won his first 
five(!) BLACK games in Linares 
'99. It is true that Garry is a natural 
genius, but his victims were not 
really outsiders, either! 

The Chinese women's world 
champion amazed the chess world 
in her match with Ioseliani: she 
scored 5IJ2/6 as BLACK! Naturally, 
it didn't go without a certain amount 
of excitement: 'my seconds could 
not bear watching my games: 
sooner or later they all fled from the 
tournament hall' - she said in an 
interview. 

These are exceptional 'stunts' of 
exceptional players, you may say. 
Most people cannot do it of course, 
but can we consider it normal that 
eight(!!) of the nine decisive games 
of the Kasparov-Karpov World 

Championship match in 1986 were 
won by White? 

Quoting statistics is an obvious 
answer. However, they are at least 
as deceptive as the result of a game 
can be. It may even prevent us from 
playing it over, although if we do, 
we might find that the losing party 
was better all the way through, and 
lost only because of a blunder on 
move 40. Lajos Portisch, for 
example, lost on time twice in just a 
year and a half BY MISTAKE: he 
thought in two winning positions 
that move 39 was move 40! He had 
plenty of time left, he could easily 
have made five more moves! 
Accidents like this, however, appear 
in statistics as '0', often spoiling the 
reputation of a certain line. It also 
happens quite often that under
estimated variations are revived. In 
my first BLACK IS OK! book, 
published in 1988, a whole chapter 
was allotted to a novelty of mine 
that Kasparov was ready to play in 
the first game of the we match in 
1984. We are talking about the 
'rebuff of the Keres-attack. Karpov 
deviated, but I had to face the Keres 
(considered extremely dangerous by 
Garry earlier) in ALL my BLACK 
games in Dortmund. I was lucky 
enough to win 2 games in 3 days 
with the idea, recognised by the jury 
of Chess Informant to be the most 
important theoretical novelty of that 
edition. (See the revised, updated 
analyses in the 'Garry the Greatest' 
chapter of BLACK IS STILL OK!. 



And now comes the point! 
Statistically, what does it matter that 
BLACK wins two games in a 
variation? White won ten times as 
many games, or even more, for 
God's sake! But the last word 
belongs to BLACK! I haven't seen 
any serious player choose anything 
else than 9 gxh5 (with mixed 
results) ever since. 

A way games are usually 
disadvantageous for football teams. 
Some people compare having the 
White or the BLACK pieces to 
playing home and away games. 
Now this is completely false! Let's 
see why: if, say, a football team 
plays an away game, they have to 
travel first of all, and it can be 
t iring. On top of that, God knows 
how they can sleep at a new place. 
Let's suppose they sleep tight, and 
they can even have a short training 
session on the pitch. Even so, we 
shouldn't forget that the home side 
has played every second game of 
theirs in this stadium for years on 
end. They do their training there day 
by day, know every blade of grass, 
every little comer of the field. Also, 
they have got used to the size of the 
pitch. As we know, football pitches 
are not all the same size: their length 
and width varies within a certain 
range. Then we have the fans. A 
good team has a strong kop, both in 
numbers and in volume. The away 
side is also supported by its 'hard 
core' of course, but it's not a real 
crowd. They are easily outvoiced by 

An Away Game? 85 

the home fans. The game is also 
influenced by a lot of other apparent 
'trifles' l ike the direction of the 
wind or the position of the sun. All 
in all, the advantage of the home 
side is doubtless. 

How can you compare this to two 
people sitting in the same room, at 
the same table, playing with the 
same pieces, one of them having the 
White army, the other BLACK? It is 
manipulative that the White pieces 
are always underneath on the demo 
board, AS WELL AS ON ALL 
PRINTED DIAGRAMS. This 
doesn't disturb an outsider, but it 
does influence the parties involved. 
The fact that White is CLOSER to 
us generates ambivalent feelings, 
creating the impression that we 
belong there, although we may 
actually have BLACK. And it's not 
just my paranoia! People from 
different countries have mentioned 
this independently from each other. 
My later books have diagrams 
turned 'upside down' I did not 
mean to be rebellious, it's just that 
we simply must look at the openings 
and defences recommended for 
BLACK from the second player's 
point of view! When Lajos Portisch, 
who shared his opinion and 
experiences of BLACK IS OK! in a 
preface, held one of my books in his 
hands for the first time, he said: 
'Yes, of course! If I have BLACK 
this afternoon, it would be 
completely foolish to prepare from 
White's side ! '  



Some Novelties 

A novelty "of full age" ... 

Everything comes to him who 
waits, the proverb goes. It's not 
always true, though. Frank 
Marshall, for example, kept his 
gambit (which is still in fashion, 
although the key move is c6 instead 
of his original idea lL!f6) secret. He 
was hoping for three things: I. His 
first 'guest' would be Capablanca 
himself, 2. Taken by surprise, he 
would not react in the best way, 3. 
He would beat the Cuban. His 
dream came true with a two-thirds 
majority, but alas! it was exactly the 
third point that didn't: he lost the 
game. You see, a two-thirds 
majority guarantees success only in 
Parliament. 

As regards myself, I have never 
been a 'taciturn', and I never 
'stored' my ideas for a long time. 
One reason for this was that the 
others are not idiots, either. There 
are a lot of excellent minds working 
on chess theory, any of them can 
'set the Thames on fire' and get the 
laurels. Second, I have never feared 
that I would run out of steam. Even 
now, after being away from the 
chess scene for 3 years due to 
'literary pursuits', I still have 
original ideas which are fit for life 
even at the heights of Linares. Plus 
the novelties, a few of which could 
also be called discoveries, which 
have not been refuted over the 
decades because I didn't have a 
chance to play them. I will publish 
those by all means. 

In the following game, I managed 
to throw in a novelty that virtually 
decided the game in my favour. It 
resulted in some involuntary 
'slackening' that caused my later 
problems and the devilish time 
scramble. I had lost a game 
foolishly to Timman 18(!!) years 
before that (Skopje, 1976), and I 
found the improvement 17 ... 'iVd7 
right there, with the idea of 18 
lUf5 lL!c4! obtaining a decisive 
advantage. 

This case is completely different 
from the Marshall story mentioned 
above. First, I was ready to play my 
move in any serious game, but I had 
no chance. One of the reasons was 
that I played Nimzo/Queen's Indian 
as well for a long time. On the 
other hand, Dreev had hardly ever 
played the centre building variation 
before that. He may - or must -
have been inspired by my two 
previous BLACK Griinfeld games 
where I played 8 ... c5. Against 
Nenashev I was lucky to save my 
skin after a silly 'fingerfehler', but 
Vyzhmanavin received more expert 
'treatment'. They both chose the 
line 9 0-0 lDc6 10 e3 'jjc7 11 l:.c 1 
l:.d8 12 f4 'ii'd7 13 d5, where I 
successfully justified a 'renewal' 
(13 ... lL!e5 instead of lL!a5) that had 
brought me victory against Lukacs 
in an earlier game. I am saying 
renewal instead of novelty because 
the Encyclopedia revealed that it 
was actually 'epigonistic' 'My 
move' actually had a bad reputation 
because as I found out N.Stajcic had 



already played it against some 
Soviet-Russian matador, and lost the 
game. No wonder. For those who 
are not chess robots and don't 
intend to tum their pupils into chess 
robots, let me repeat: what we call 
'Theory' is a result-dependent 
affair. With reversed colours, the 
Stajcic game would probably have 
had a different outcome, earning the 
line a favourable assessment! 

I decided to play b6 at the board 
when we got to move 8. The idea 
was analysed 'to a pulp' (to use a 
phrase coined by Bela Papp, the 
great trainer of my teenage years) 
by the 'Great Trio' Ribli-Sax
Adorjan in the early 70s. Still, it is 
bloody risky. Nevertheless 'history' 
justified me. The only thing I regret 
is that I didn't get to know what 
Dreev, still a top grandmaster, had 
up his sleeve against 8 . . .  c5. Should 
someone see him, could you please 
ask him. I promise I will tell you the 
antidote in return . . .  

A.Dreev - A.Adorjan 
Alusta, 1994 

It wasn't intended as a 
justification of my thesis, but 
anyway, I produced a perfect 
"BLACK IS OK" score in this 
tournament: plus one in the BLACK 
games undefeated, and minus 2 with 
the White pieces! To achieve this 
result, I had to go down "at my own 
will'' against Morozevich and 
Golubev, but I easily managed that 
much . . .  

1 d4 lt:Jf6 2 c4 g6 3 lt:Jc3 d5 4 
cxd5 lt:Jxd5 5 e4 lt:Jxc3 6 bxc3 .ig7 
7 .ic4 0-0 8 lt:Je2 b6 9 h4 
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Kingside castling leads to an even 
game, whereas this line brings wild 
complications very soon. 

9 . . .  lt:Jc6 

10 h5?! 
It may be somewhat surprising to 

see a dubious sign after such a 
consequent move. There are two 
explanations. One of them will be 
shown by the development of the 
game. The second is what makes 
our royal game so mysterious: its 
logic can almost never be replaced 
by the rigid rules of 2x2=4! 

10 .id5 ! �d7 1 1  h5 e6 12 .ib3 
.ia6 ( 1 2  . . .  lt:Ja5 1 3  'ii'd3±) 

A) 13 lt:Jf4 lt:Ja5 ( 13  . . .  l:tfd8 14  
hxg6 hxg6 1 5  lt:Jxe6! ! txe6 1 6  'it'g4 
�f7 1 7  l:th7 l:tg8 1 8  .ih6+-) 14  
hxg6 hxg6 15  'iff3 l:tfd8 1 6  'it'h3 
'it'c6 17 'it'h7+ �f8 1 8  .ia3+ l:td6 
19  .ixd6+ cxd6 20 �d2 'ii'xe4iii 

B) 1 3  lt:Jg3 !N 
B1) 1 3  . . .  l:lfd8 14 .ig5 lt:Jxd4 1 5  

cxd4 ( 1 5  .ixd8 �c6! 1 6  l:tc 1 lt:Jxb3 
1 7  it'xb3 l:txd8+) 1 5  . . .  .ixd4 16 l:tc 1 
�5 1 7  .id2 ( 1 7 .idS c5 1 8  a4 
�4+ 1 9  .id2 �2 20 l:tc2 .ixf2+ 
2 1  �xf2 �f6+ 22 �f3 �xf3+ 23 
gxf3 exd5 24 .ig5±) 1 7  . . .  'ir'd3 1 8  
hxg6 hxg6 1 9  .ib4 c5 20 'ir'xd3 
.ixd3 2 1  Jlc3±; 

B2) 1 3  . . .  lt:Ja5 
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B2a) 14 hxg6 hxg6 1 5  i.h6 ( 1 5  
'ii'g4+-) 1 5  . . .  'ifc6 ( 15  . . .  i.xh6 16  
llxh6 c5 1 7  'ii'g4+-) 16  'ii'f.3±; 

B2b) 14 'ii'g4 'ii'c6 15 i.d2 l::tfe8 
1 6  hxg6 hxg6 1 7  'ii'h4 i.d3 1 8  l:tc 1 
A lt:)xb3 19 axb3 'ifb5 20 i.h6+-; 

C) l 3  hxg6 hxg6 14 lt:)g3 !?  lt:)a5 
( 14 . . .  e5? 15 lt:)f5 !+- gxf5 1 6  'ifh5 
l:lfe8 1 7  i.a3 l:te 7 1 8  i.xf7 +! �fl! 
1 9  'ii'g6 exd4 20 llh8+!+-) 1 5  'ii'g4 
c5 16  'ii'h4 l:tfd8 1 7  'ii'h 7 + �fl! 1 8  
i.h6 i..xh6 1 9  'ifxh6+± fj;e7 20 
dxc5 l:.fl! 2 1  e5 'ifd3 22 'ii'h4+ 'it>e8 
23 i.a4+ b5 24 lt:)e4+-. 

There is a confession or, say, 
announcement I owe you, and I will 
make it, but I prefer to do it at the 
end! 

10 ... lt:)as 1 1  i..d3 e5! 

This is the characteristic 
counterattack (instead of the 
standard . . .  c7-c5) that usually 
proves that the white king isn't any 
safer in the middle than BLACK's 
castled monarch 

12 i..e3 'ii'e7 13 1Vd2 
Two ways to go wrong: 
l 3  d5?! c6+ A 14 c4? lt:)xc4! 1 5  

i..xc4 'ii'b4+ I6  'ii'd2 1Vxc4 I 7  hxg6 
fxg6 1 8  n i..d7 19  :c1 'ifb5 20 
lt:)c3 WVM+; 

13 hxg6 fxg6 14 l:tc l (14 d5 c6 1 5  
c4 lt:)xc4!) 14  . . .  c6! I 5  f4?! exf4 I 6  
lt:)xf4 ( 16  i..xf4 i..e6 A 1 7  c4?! 

i..g4+) 16 . . .  i..f5 1 7  'iff.3 i..xe4! I 8  
'ii'xe4 'ii'xe4 1 9  i..xe4 l:tae8 20 
i..xc6 (20 tLlxg6 hxg6 2 I  l:th4 lt:)c4 
22 fj;e2 l:tf6 23 i..g5 lt:Jd6 24 'iti>d3 
lt:)xe4 25 l:txe4 l:txe4 26 i..xf6 
l:tg4+) 

A) 20 . . .  l:txe3+?! 2 I  'iti>f2 .l:.e7 
(2 l . ..lhc3 22 i..d5+ 'iti>h8 23 llxc3 
l:.xf4+ 24 'iti>g3 l:tfl! 25 l:k7+-) 22 
i..d5+ �h8 23 'iti>g3 l:te3+ 24 i..f.3 
�g8 25 lt:)d5 l:te6 26 i..g4t; 

B) 20 . . .  ttJxc6 2 I  'iti>d2 l:tf5!?  
{2 l . . .tLla5 22 'iti>d3 lt:)c4 23 �xc4 
l:txe3 24 tiJd5 l:te2 25 g4oo) 22 �d3 
l:ta5 23 l:c2 

B1) 23 . . .  l:ta3 24 tLld5 l:txe3+ 25 
fj;xe3 (25 lt:)xe3 tLlb4+) 25 . . .  lt:)xd4 
26 l:tf2±; 

B2) 23 . . .  lt:)b4+! 24 cxb4 l:a3+ 25 
�d2 l:taxe3+ (Although the game 
ended in a draw.) Tarjan-Adorjan, 
Hastings I986/7. 

13 ... exd4 14 cxd4 
Good or bad, it's a must. White's 

only achievement is the centre. 
True, it's a target as well, but if he 
gives it up, the struggle becomes 
really one-sided. 

I4 i..xd4?! i..b7 
A) I 5  0-0-0 l:tad8 1 6  i..xg7 <t>xg7 

I 7  hxg6 fxg6 I 8  'iVh6+ ( I 8  f.3 �g8) 
I 8  . . .  �g8 I 9  tLlf4 

A1) 19 . . .  l:tf7 20 tLlxg6 'ii'a3+ 2 I  
�b i lt:)c4! {2 l . . .l:txd3 22 l:txd3 
i..xe4 23 tLle5 lt:)c4 24 'ii'_g5+ l:.g7 
25 1Wd8+ 'ii'fl! 26 'ii'd4 liJxe5 27 
1Vxe4 lt:)xd3 28 'itxd3 'ii'd6=) 22 
lt:)e7+! (22 'ifc 1 l:txd3 23 .fhd3 
i..xe4-+) 22 . . .  <t>h8 23 tLlg6+ ct>g8=; 

A2) I9 .. Jld7! 20 lt:)xg6? (20 f.3 
1Wa3+ 2 1  �bi 'ii'xc3+; 20 �b2 'ii'e5 
2 1  g3 l:tf6 22 f.3 l:tfd6+) 20 . . .  'ii'a3+ 
2 I  'iti>b I l:txf2-+; 

B) 15 f.3 .l:.ad8 16 hxg6 fxg6 I 7 
0-0-0 i..c8!+; 



C) 1 5  j.xg7 �xg7 16  'ii'e3 l:tae8 
17 hxg6 fxg6 18 f3 �g8!+ 19 0-0 
l:tf5 20 l:tfdl l:th5 2 1  'ifd4 .l:.c5 22 
l:tac I (22 ltJc I 'ii'f7 23 liJb3? ltJc6+) 
22 . . .  'ii'g5 23 .l:.c2 l:tffi 24 �fl ?! 
..ic8! 25 ltJc l j.e6 26 j.e2 ltJc6 27 
'ii'd2 'ii'h4 28 liJd3 l:.g5 29 -.e3 l:tg3 
30 'ii'f2 'ii'h2 3 1  ltJe 1 ltJe5 32 l:.d4 
ltJg4 33 •gl 'ii'h6 34 .l:.cd2 -.h4 35 
..lta6 liJh2+ 36 'it>e2 ltJxf3 3 7 ltJxf3 
l:tfxf3 38 �d l .l:txc3 39 j.e2 ..tg4 
0- l Donner-Szab6 Amsterdam 
1976. 

14 ... j.b7 
Now l4 . . . .  c5 was tempting, too, 

but I already started to smell 
something good . . .  

l 4  . . .  c5 
A) 15 .l:tdl cxd4 16 ltJxd4 .l:.d8 1 7  

j.g5 j.f6 1 8  ..txf6 'ii'xf6 1 9  ltJe2 
ltJc4 20 'ii'f4 'ii'xf4 2 1  ltJxf4 liJb2 22 
hxg6!?  hxg6 23 l:td2 ltJxd3+ 24 
l:txd3 l:lxd3 25 ltJxd3 ..te6 26 a3=; 

B) 15 hxg6 fxg6 16 l:tc l cxd4 1 7  
ltJxd4 ( 1 7  ..txd4 ..txd4 1 8  ltJxd4 
..tb7 1 9  'ii'e3 l:tad8oo); 

C) 15 j.h6 cxd4 16 ..txg7 �xg7 
1 7  hxg6 fxg6 

C l) 1 8  l:tc 1 ?! l:td8! ( 1 8  . . .  ..tb7 1 9  
'ii'h6+ 'iti>g8 20 e5 !±) 19  �6+ �g8 
20 'ii'h4 ,.xh4 2 1  l:hh4 j.e6 22 
.l:tc7 ..tf7 23 e5 l:tdc8+; 

C2) 1 8  ltJxd4 i.b7 19 f3 .l:tad8�. 

IS eS 
1 5  hxg6 
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A) 15 . . .  j.xe4? 1 6  gxh7+ ( 16  
gxf7+ .l:.xf7 1 7  -.c2 lte8 1 8  lC!g3 
j_xg2 1 9  j.xh7+ �ffi+) 1 6  .. .'�h8 
17 j.xe4 'ii'xe4 18 ..th6 -. g6 1 9  
..txg7+ •xg7 2 0  'ifi>fl .l:.ad8 2 1  "il'f4 
c5 22 l:th4 f5 23 l:.el ltJc6 24 dxc5 
bxc5 25 'ii'c I +-; 

B) l5 ... fxg6! 16 ..th6 c5 17 j.xg7 
'ii'xg7+; 1 5  ..th6 ..txh6 16 'ii'xh6 
j.xe4 17 ..txe4 'ii'xe4 18 hxg6 
'ii'xg6+. 

1S ... ..ixg2 16 ltgl 
16 l:th2 j_f3 � ..te5 17 l:tc 1 c5. 
16 ... ..tf3 17 ltJg3 

17 ... 'ii'd7! N 
Objectively speaking, this 

improvement, followed by the next 
point, is just winning. The 'original' 
17 . . . .  f5 was just a silly oversight. 

l 7  . . .  f5?, Timman-Adorjan Skopje 
1976, 1 8  ltJxf5 l:lxf5 1 9  j.xf5±; 

17 ... 'ii'h4!? was given in the 
Encyclopedia as better (with false 
variations, of course). I did go 
through it, and found myself in the 
middle of lengthy lines. I was crazy 
indeed to analyse it while I had the 
'wonder weapon' already. But once 
it happened so, I show you the result 
just for curiosity. 1 8  liJf5 -.xh5 1 9  
j.h6 ( 19  ltJxg7 </ilxg7 20 -.c3 c6+) 
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19  . . .  .i.xh6 20 lt::lxh6+ 'l;g7 2 1  lt::lf5+ 
'i;h8 22 �f4 gxf5 23 l:.g5 �h 1 + 24 
'i;d2 �xa 1 25 'ifxf5 'it'd 1 + 
(25 . . .  lt::lc4+ 26 .i.xc4 'ii'xd4+ 27 
.i.d3 'ifxf2+=) 26 'i;e3 lt::lc4+! 27 
<J;f4 (27 .i.xc4 f6-+) 27 . . .  'ii'c 1 + 28 
<l;xf3 'ii'h 1 + 29 'i;e2 'ii'h6 30 l::.h5 
(30 .i.xc4 f6-+) 30 . . .  'ii'g6 3 1  'ii'h3 f5 
32 .i.xc4 'ii'g4+ (32 . . .  .!:.ad8 33 .i.d3 
'ii'g8 34 ..txf5 'ii'xa2+ 35 <J;fl 'ii'a 1 +  
3 6  <l;e2 'iib2+ 3 7  <J;fl �c 1+=) 33 
'ii'xg4 fxg4 34 .!:.h4 .!:.f4 35 .i.d3 
c6-+ If you think it's bloody 
complicated, don't bother. 

18 lt::lf5 
New. If 1 8  .!:te l c5 19 lt::lf5 ( 19  

dxc5 .i.xe5 20 .i.e2 'iib7-+) 
19 . . .  cxd4 20 .i.h6 .i.xe5 2 1  .i.xf8 
.!:.xf8-+. 

18  ... lt::lc4!+ 
That's it! Again I say: while 

attacking, people tend to forget that 
there are two kings on the board. 

19 .i.xc4 
19 'ii'c 1 lt::lxe5 ! 20 .i.c2 'iib5-+; 19 

'ifc2 lt::lxe3 20 fxe3 ..txh5-+. 
19 ... 'ii'xf5 20 hxg6 hxg6 21 llgS 
2 1  'iVc3 c5 22 l:.g5 'iVe4. 
21 ...'iVh3?! 
A little stupid. 
2 1 . . .'ii'e4! � c5 22 .!:te l (22 ..td3 

'ii'h4; 22 'iVc3 c5) 22 . . .  c5 23 .i.d3 

'ii'h4+ � 24 dxc5 .!:.ad8 25 'ifc3 
..th6-+. 

22 �c3 u i.hS! 
22 . . .  c5? 23 .!:.xg6 (23 dxc5 

.!:.ad8t) 23 . . .  cxd4 24 ..txd4 .!:.ac8 25 
'ii'd3±. 

23 l:.g3 

23 .•• 'ii'h4?! 
Cat-and-mouse play must be 

something like this. The difference 
is that I am not deliberately making 
my own task more difficult. 

23 . . .  'iVh2! led to a logical win. 
The variations might be a little 
longish, but they are clear and 
straightforward. 24 .i.d5 c5! 

A) 25 l:.g2 'ii'h I+  26 'i;d2 'iVh3 27 
.!:.g3 'ii'd7! 28 .i.xa8 .!:.xa8 � .!:.d8-+ 
(28 . . .  .i.xe5-+); 

B) 25 .i.xa8 .!:.xa8 
81) 26 dxc5 .!:.d8 � 27 <J;fl 'ii'h l +  

2 8  .!:.g l �h3+ 29 <l;e 1 (29 .l:.g2 
.i.f3-+) 29 . . .  'ifh2 30 <J;fl .i.xe5-+; 

82) 26 'i;d2 .!:.d8 27 <l;c2 cxd4 28 
.i.xd4 'iVh4+ 29 .!:.d3 .i.g4 (29 . . .  'ii'e4 
30 'it>b2 ..txe5 3 1  .l:te l 'ii'xd4 32 
.!:.xd4 .i.xd4 33 .!:.e8+ .!:.xe8 34 
'ii'xd4+; 29 . . .  'ii'g4 30 f3 'ii'f5 3 1  
'it>b2 .!:.xd4 32 .!:.xd4 'ii'xe5 33 .l:tad l 
'iVc5 34 .!:.d8+ 'i;h7 35 .!:. I d4 ..txf3 
36 'ii'xf3 ..txd4+ 3 7 'i;b l 'l;g7-+) 30 
'i;b2 .i.f5 3 1  .!:.d2 .l:tc8 32 'Wb3 (32 



'ii'g3 'ii'e4-+) 32 . . .  �h6 33 �e3 
i.xe3 34 fxe3 'ii'e4-+. 

24 �d5 c5! 
Well done! 
25 �g5 
25 �xa8 l:ha8 26 �gS 'ife4+ 27 

l:f.e3 'ifh1 + 28 �d2 'ifg2-+. 
25 ... 'ii'h2 
2S . . .  'ii'xd4 26 'ii'xd4 cxd4 27 

�xa8 l:ha8 28 f4«>; 
2S . . .  cxd4!? 
A) 26 'ii'd3 'ii'h2 27 .i.xa8 l:txa8 

(27 . . .  �xeS! 28 .i.c6 l:tc8 29 l:f.c 1 
l:txc6! 30 l:hc6 'ii'h l+-+) 28 'ii'xd4 
l:f.e8 29 �f4 'ii'h4 30 �fl �h6 
(30 . . .  'ii'h 1+  3 1  llg1 1i'h3+ 32 �e1 
'ii'O 33 1te3 1tdS 34 'it>fl �xeS 3S 
l:f.e 1 �0 36 l:tg3 ! �xf4 37 1txe8+ 
rj;g7 38 l:hO 1tx0 39 'ii'e4=) 3 1  
�e3 'ii'h l +  32 l:lg1 1i'h3+ 33 �e1 
'it'O 34 �fl �xe3 3S 1txe3 'it'xe3 
36 fxe3 l:txeS+; 

B) 26 �xh4 dxc3 27 .i.xa8 llxa8 
28 f4 l:tc8+. 

26 1lg2 0 
26 �xa8 l:lxa8-+. 
26 ... 1thl+ 27 �d2 cxd4 28 l:txhl 
28 1txd4 1i'h3 29 �xa8 l:1xa8 30 

l:lg3 'ii'e6 31 f4 l:f.c8�. 
28 ... dxc3+ 

29 �c2?!EB 

Some Noveltie.r 9/ 

It's hard to understand how in 
anyone's eyes this move could be 
better than taking the pawn. (Apart 
from the raging time scramble.) 

29 'iti>xc3 l:1ad8! 30 �xd8 1lxd8 
A) 3 1  �c4? �0-+; 
B) 3 1  l:1xhS l:txdS (3 l . . .gxhS 32 

�d4=) 32 l:thgS -'.xeS+ 33 �c2 
l:tcS+ 34 �d3 �g7+; 

C) 3 1  �e4 �xeS+ 32 rj;c2 (32 
'it>b3? �d 1+ 33 �a3 l:td2-+) 
32 .. .<.tf8+. 

29 ... l:1ad8! 
This is aesthetic, and what is 

more, it is also good. The rook, 
which was under a bishop's attack, 
goes to sacrifice itself for the other 
one. I didn't have too much time 
left, either. 

30 .i.xd8 l:bd8 31 �e4 l:ld4 32 
�b7 

32 0 llxe4! 
A) 33 l:lxh5 lle3 34 l:thh2 �xeS 

(34 . . .  l:txeS-+) 3S l:f.e2 l:txe2+ 36 
l:r.xe2 f6 37 l:te4 gS; 

B) 33 fxe4 �0 34 l:thg1 �xe4+ 
3S �xc3 �xeS+ 36 �c4 �xg2 37 
l:txg2 'iti>g7-+. 

32 ... l:f.d2+?!® 
It's always handy to give a check 

(plus take a pawn). But the move to 
play was 32 . . . .  �g4! with very good 
chances. Then 33 l:f.e1 0 (33 'it>xc3 
�xeS-+) 33 . . .  l:tc4 

A) 34 'iti>d3 c2 !?  (34 . . .  �e6!) 35 
l:f.c 1 (3S 'iti>xc4 �d 1-+; 3S l:txg4 
l:hg4 36 �xc2 l:lf4 37 0 l:r.fS 38 
e6+) 3S . . .  l:ta4+; 

B) 34 l:txg4 l:txg4 3S �xc3 l:tf4 
36 l:f.e2 bS+. 

Other moves are 32 . . .  �f8 33 l::te l  
lld2+ (33 . . .  l:ta4 3 4  'it>xc3 llxa2 3 S  
f4) 34 'iti>xc3 l:ba2 35 f4+; 
32 ... -'.xeS !?  33 .U.xhS l:r.d2+ 34 �b3 
l:tb2+ 3S 'itc4 c2 36 l:r.h l l:.b l 37 
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l:lgg l l::txgl 38 l:r.xgl �f4 39 'it>b5 ! 
c l ='ii' 40 l:lxc l �xc l 4 1  �a6 
..i.a3=; 

33 �xc3 l:lxa2 34 f4 l:la4 

35 l:lh4??Et> 
You have seen the time trouble 

symbol before. I wish I could 
double it here. By this horrible 
blunder White loses at the very 
moment when I helped him out of 
his troubles. I can see the future: 
one day they will introduce 
SCORING MACHINES in chess, 
just like in boxing, and the actual 
result of the game plus the scoring 
will make up the final result. 

35 l:lfl b5 36 �d5 ! a5 37 l:la2 
l:lxa2 38 ..i.xa2 g5 ! 39 'it>d4 a4 40 
�c5 (40 fxg5? b4 4 1  l:la l ..i.g6 42 
�b l �xb l 43 l:lxb l b3 44 �c3 
�xe5+ 45 �b4 <t;;g7 46 �xa4 b2 47 
�b3 �g6-+) 40 . . .  �ffl+ 41 'it>xb5 ! 
�e2+ 42 �xa4 �xfl 43 fxg5 �g7 
44 e6=. 

35 ... �xe5+-+ 
It is over anyhow, but there comes 

in addition a little harakiri. 
36 'it>b3? �d1 +C 
Forced! Otherwise BLACK loses. 

Check it out! 
37 l:lc2 l:lxf4 38 l:lhh2 l:ld4 39 

l:lhl �xc2+ 40 �xc2 l:la4 41 
�c6?Et> l:la2+? 

Not knowing whether the time 
trouble was over, we made two 
more blunders just to be on the safe 
side. His flag fell, but it didn't really 
matter. Four extra pawns are too 
much to fight against indeed. 

And now, the promised 
CONFESSION! Friends! I have 
never bluffed. I mean it may have 
happened once or twice (unlikely), 
but I don't remember. What I used 
to say is: THE CHESSBOARD IS 
FULL OF GOOD AND SOUND 
MOVES. AS LONG AS I CAN 
FIND THEM WHY SHOULD I 
PLAY SOMETHING I KNOW IS 
INCORRECT? I make enough 
mistakes without voluntary ones as 
well. This game was no different. 
We (Ribli, Sax and I) found an 
improvement on 14 lL!f4 in the 
seventies and I thought everything 
was under control. Until I revised 
this game for the book and found 
13/14 ltJg3 ! !  Up to now I can't 
show a decent defence against 
White's threats. So I'm afraid this 
whole 8 . . .  b6 thing is not playable. 
Unless some of You, dear Readers, 
find an improvement! Let me know, 
please (or keep it for yourself and 
win with it!). BLACK IS OK! 

0-1 

S.Gligoric - A.Adorjan 
Sarajevo 1983 

The Nimzo-Indian 'Hubner' 
variation was very much in fashion 
in the 1970s and '80s. Actually, 
Lajos Portisch told me long ago that 
he had played it earlier than Hubner 
himself and faxed me the 6 or 7 
scoresheets as evidence, which I 
hopelessly misplaced after playing 
through the games. Tidiness is 
usually not the main reason why 



people like me. . .  But the funniest 
thing of all is that Nimzowitsch 
himself played it against Johner in 
1926 and won in style. As for 
myself, I played the Griinfeld all 
through my career from the tender 
age of 15, but from time to time I 
also experimented with other 
defences. This setup was something 
I liked, I guess mostly because it 
was so different from most of the 
others. I don't know how long I had 
to wait, but the first opponent I 
played it against in the present game 
was considered one of the biggest 
experts - naturally for White. Still, 
my debut couldn't have been more 
successful. You see, in this variation 
people usually castled long or went 
�d8-c7, building a fortress over 
there and trying to break through on 
the kingside. I discovered, however, 
that playing 0-0 this way fits in 
perfectly with BLACK's plans. And 
so we started. 

1 d4 lDf6 2 c4 e6 3 tbc3 OK 
3 ... .1lb4 4 e3 c5 5 .Jid3 tbc6 6 li:lf3 
.Jlxc3+ 7 bxc3 d6 8 e4 e5 9 d5 tbe7 
10 .l:.b1 h6 l l  h4 

l l  . • .  O-O!N 
This is logical: BLACK plays for 

f5, and since White cannot really 
castle either way, his king may get 
into trouble. 

12 lDh2t li:lh7 13 g4 ltJg6 14 g5 

Some Novelties 93 

Desperado! Trying to complicate 
matters, but this pawn storm doesn't 
hurt or solve anything. 

14 h5 li:lf4+ ( l 4  . . .  li:lh4+). 
14 ... li:lxh4! 
l4 . . .  hxg5 1 5  hxg5 
A) l 5  . . .  li:lxg5? 16 'ii'h5 lt:Jh3 

( l 6  . . .  ltJf4? 1 7  ..ixf4 exf4 1 8  ltJg4 f6 
1 9  ltJh6+!) 1 7  ltJf3 'ii'a5 18  .l:.xh3 
..ixh3 19 ltJg5+- (19 'ii'xh3?? 
'ii'xc3+ 20 �e2 'ii'xc l ! -+); 

B) 1 5  . . .  lt:Jf4 1 6  ..ixf4 exf4 I 7 g6 
fxg6 1 8  'ii' c2 li:lg5 1 9  f3 ltJf7+. 

15 gxh6 g6 16 .l:.g1 �h8 17 .l:.g3 
He can't do anything else, he has 

to wait for f5 to come. The attempt 
to open up the position is refuted 
beautifully. See next diagram! 

1 7  f4 f5 1 8  fxe5 fxe4 19 ..ixe4 

l 9  . . .  li:lg2+! !+ This is NOT too 
nice to be true! 20 �d2 (20 'it>e2 
'ii'h4 21 �d3 'ii'h3+ 22 ttJf3 ..if5-+) 

A) 20 ... 'ii'g5+ 2 1  �c2 (2 1 �d3 
'ii'g3+ 22 �c2 'ii'xe5) 2 l . . .'ii'xe5+; 

B) 20 . . .  'ii'h4 2 1  r.t>d3 (e2 l 'it'e2 
.l:f2 22 .l:.xg2 !+) 2 l . . .'ii'h3+ 22 lt:Jf3 
..if5-+; 

o l 7  .l:b2. 
17 ... b6! 18 l:lb2 f5+ 19 exf5 ..ixf5 

20 ..ixf5 .l:.xf5 21 l:.e2 l:lh5! 22 0 

22 'ii'd3 'ii'f6 23 ltJg4 ._,f5 24 .l:e4 
lt:Jg5+. 
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22 ... 'Wf6 23 'ii'a4 lt:Jf5 24 l:lgt 
l:lh3! 25 �dl 'ii'h4 26 l:lgg2 a6! 27 
l:r.g4 'ii'h5 28 l:tgg2 l:lg8! 

With a decisive threat that 
Gligoric saw (of course), but 
couldn't do anything to stop. 

29 �c2 
29 'ii'xa6 e4. 

29 ... e4!-+ 30 fxe4 lt:Jg3 31 l:le3 
lt:Jf6! 32 lt:Jf3??® 

A horrible blunder indeed, but 
other moves only promised longer 
resistance with the same result. 

32 e5 lt:Jfe4 33 lt:JD 'Wf5 34 lt:Je1 
(34 .7:d3 lt:Jh l !-+) 34 .. . lt:Jd2+ 35 l:ld3 
(35 it:Jd3 it:JdfFF) 35 . . .  b5 !+; 

32 'Wxa6 
A) 32 .. . .7:xh2 33 .U.exg3 lt:Jxe4 34 

l:lg4 l:lxg2+ 35 l:txg2 'WD 36 l:lh2 
'ii'g3 (36 ... lt:Jf2) 37 l:le2 'Wxc3+ 38 
�bl 'Wd3+ 39 l:r.c2 lt:Jc3+ 40 �b2 
lt:Jxd5 (40 .. . lt:Jd1 +=) 41  l:ld2 'Wc3+ 
42 �b l lt:Jb4 43 'Wxb6 lt:Jd3 44 ..ib2 
lt:Jxb2 45 _.xb2 'Wxb2+ 46 �xb2 g5 
47 a4=; 

B) 32 . . .  lt:Jgxe4! 33 lt:Jg4 l:lh l 34 
_.a3 _.f5-+. 

32 ... lt:Jfl 33 lt:Jg5 lt:Jxe3+ 34 �bl 
lt:Jxg2 35 lt:Jti+ �h7 36 lt:Jg5+ 
�xh6 37 lt:Jxh3+ g5 38 lt:Jxg5 l:lxg5 
39 e5 lt:Je4 40 'Wc2 'Wf3 41 e6 �g6 
0-1 

Just one more sentence! The 
reason why I could find 1 1  . . .  0-0 was 
clearly the fact that I was new to the 
whole thing. Therefore I had some 
fresh thoughts, as I wasn' t  a 
prisoner of 'Theory' yet. Learning a 
new opening broadens your chess 
horizons, and you can benefit from 
it even if you never play the 
variation in question! 

A.Daniilidis - A.Adorjan 
Thessaloniki Olympiad 1 988 

As I said before (in BLACK IS 
STILL OK!), our correspondence 
with Garry (a little odd: he wrote to 
me in Russian, and I replied in 
English - it worked for obvious 
reasons) included many letters of 8 
pages full of all kinds of variations. 
He's anything but timid, but 
whenever we touched upon the 
Scheveningen he warned me in a 
sinister way: It's best to avoid the 
Keres attack. Funny, but I always 
liked to play against it, and had a 
really tremendous result. When we 
finally got together in a secret 
mission in his training camp before 
the 'endless' K vs K 1984 match, 
and I showed him the lines Sznapik 
and Schmittdiel enjoyed in 
Dortmund '84 and some other ideas, 
he gave in. So much that he threw it 
in the very first game of the match! 
The game ended in a fighting draw. 
God only knows why he switched 
already in the third to the Paulsen 
with an unlucky novelty - only to 
get busted. 

The mountains (OK, hills) of 
variations remained secret for years. 
Partly because of the lack of 
opportunity to play them. Finally, in 
the '88 Olympiad, there came a man 
- from the Greek 'C' team! 
Awkward situation, isn't it? But 4 



years had passed already. If I still 
reserve it for someone stronger, I 
may never have the opportunity to 
play it. Or at least to play it first. 
When I got the Best Novelty award 
from the Jury of the Chess 
Informant for the idea I played 
against Sznapik (and Schmittdiel) I 
met Timman somewhere. He had 
given me the maximum of I 0 
points, and told me he had 
discovered 'my' idea too, but didn't 
have the opportunity to play it for 
two years. Did I believe him? I did. 
It happens ! So whenever you have a 
chance, and whoever he/she is, GO 
FOR IT! 

1 e4 cS 2 lt:Jf3 e6 3 d4 cxd4 4 
lt:Jxd4 lt:Jf6 5 lt:Jc3 d6 6 g4 h6 7 g5 
hxgS 8 ..ixgS lt:Jc6 9 �d2 �b6 

You can get positions like this 
playing 7 h4 lt:Jc6 8 l:tg 1 h5 9 gxh5 
lDxh5 as well. "il'b6 is a well-known 
move in some variations. Seems like 
a loss of tempo when it returns to 
c7, but by that time it had already 
chased the d4-knight to a less active 
place. My idea was NOT to return 
to c7 for several reasons. First of all, 
in this kind of position the queen is 
more active on b6. It's not targeting 
the f2 pawn, for it usually ends up 
being caught there. But speaking of 
tempi, the game will show how 
useful the one saved by leaving the 
queen on b6 becomes. 

10 lt:Jb3 a6 1 1  0-0-0 ..id7 12 h4 
1 2  f4 0-0-0 I3 ..ig2 ..ie7 I4 �b i 

lt:Jg4! I 5  ..ixe7 lt:Jxe7 I6  _.xd6 
-.xd6 17  l:txd6 lt:Jg6 I8  f5 !? exf5 19  
exf5 .txf5 20 l:txd8+ l:txd8 2I  lt:Jd5 
.te6 22 c4 lt:Jh4+. 

12  .•. ..te7 13 f4 
1 3  ..ie3 _.c7 I4 f4 b5 15  ..ig2 

l:tc8�. 
13 ... 0-0-0 14 .te2 

Some Novelties 95 

14 .tg2 lt:Jg4!?  That's it, and there 
are other 'wisecracks' as well. 
That's how I like the Keres counter, 
not with �b8, .tc8 and lt:Je8 or g8, 
although Ulf (Andersson) defended 
that kind of fortress about 1 000 
times . . .  The premier of this idea was 
in Razuvaev-Tal, Moscow I982 and 
BLACK won (see the note after 12 
h4) 15  .txe7 lt:Jxe7 I6 1i'xd6 _.xd6 
I 7 l:txd6 lt:Jg6 

A) 1 8  f5 
AI) 1 8  . . .  lt:Jf4!? I9  fxe6 ..li.xe6 20 

l:txd8+ l:txd8 (20 . . .  �xd8 2 I  ..if3 
lt:Je5 22 lt:Jd4 �e7 23 lt:Jxe6 fxe6 24 
.td i g5 25 h5 l:th7�); 

A2) I 8  . . .  exf5 19 exf5 lt:Jxh4 20 
l:td4! lt:Jxg2 2 I  l:tc4+ �b8 22 l:txh8 
l:txh8 23 .:xg4 lt:Je3 24 l:txg7 ..ixf5 
25 l:txf7 l:th I+  26 'iti>d2 lt:Jc4+=; 

B) I 8  ..li.f3 ! lt:Je3 ( I 8  . . .  lt:Jf6 1 9  e5) 
I9 .l:td3 lt:Jc4 20 l:td4 b5 2I .te2 (2 I 
lt:Jc5 lt:Jxf4 22 e5 lt:Jg6 23 i.b7+ 
'iti>c7 24 ..ixa6 .tc6 25 l:txd8 l:txd8 
26 l:tg I lt:Jcxe5 27 h5 lt:Jf4 28 l:txg7 
'iPb6 29 b4 l:th8 30 l:tg5 l:txh5+) 
2 l . ..lt:Je3=. 

14 . . •  d5! !  
This i s  not the Petroff, friends! 

Never say never, but in any case, I 
seldom played (or even studied) any 
defence in which the possibility of 
BLACK winning the game was 
practically excluded. Now this 
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breakthrough meets some important 
expectations, such as: it is surprising 
and nice, and organises the hidden 
and scattered elements of the 
position into a logical chain. Its 
logic becomes clear once you have 
played it. And yes, it's risky 
because it's fairly complicated. The 
spectators who are interested not 
only in the technical results do 
deserve all this! 

15 exd5C 
1 5  ..txf6 ..txf6 16 exd5 ltJb4 
A) 1 7  .to? ..tc6+ 1 8  dxc6 llxd2 

19 cxb7+ �b8 20 llxd2 'ii'e3 2 1  
..tg2 lld8 (2 l . . ...txc3 22 bxc3 
lDxa2+ 23 'it>b2 lDxc3 24 llh3 lDa4+ 
25 �a3 'ii'xf4 26 .J:lhd3 'ii'xh4 27 
lld4+-) 22 llhd 1 llxd2 23 llxd2 
'ii'g l+  (23 .. . ltJxa2+ 24 lDxa2 'ii'_g1+ 
25 lid 1 'ii'xg2 26 ltJa5+-) 24 lDd 1 
lDxa2+ 25 �b1 lDb4 26 h5 �a7 27 
c3 ltJd3+ (27 .. . ltJd5+); 

B) 1 7  ltJe4 ..tc6 1 8  lDxf6 gxf6+; 
C) 1 7  a3 ltJxd5 1 8  ltJxd5 exd5 1 9  

'ii'xd5 ( 19  h5  d4! 20  'ii'a5 'ii'xa5 2 1  
ltJxa5 ..te6 22 .to ..td5+) 19  . . .  ..tc6 
20 'il'f5+ �b8 

Cl) 2 1  llhe1 'ii'e3+ L\ ..th4-+; 
C2) 2 1  l:r.h2 'ii'e3+ 22 ltJd2 llxh4 

23 llxh4 'ii'xe2! 24 'ii'g4 (24 'ii'h3 
..txb2+) 24 . . .  1lxd2!-+; 

C3) 21 llh3 'ii'f2 22 'ii' g4+; 
1 5  e5 ltJe4 1 6  ltJxe4 dxe4 17  

..txe7 lDxe7+. 
15 .•. ltJxd5! 
It breaks your heart of course. 

But, as the good old Rolling Stones 
sing: 'You can't always get what 
�ou want' .  Needless to say, 1 5  . . . .  
lDb4 would have crowned the idea. 
Except it's not good enough. To be 
more precise: it is bad, as you see 
below. 

1 5  . . .  ltJb4 
A) 16 dxe6? ..tc6+; 

B) 16 d6? ..tc6+; 
C) 16 .l:[hfl lDbxd5 1 7  ltJxd5 

ltJxd5 1 8  ..txe7 lDxe7 19 'ii'c3+ 
..tc6 20 h5 lDd5 2 1  'ii'd4 (2 1 1i'xg7 
lDxf4!+) 2 l . . .'ifxd4 22 .l:txd4 ltJf6+; 

D) 16 1i'd4 1i'xd4 17  .l:txd4 
lDbxd5 1 8  ltJxd5 lDxd5 19 .l:txd5 
exd5 20 ..txe7 llde8 2 1  ..txa6 bxa6 
22 ..td6 llh6 23 ..te5 f6 24 ..tc3 
g5-+; 

E) 16 ..tf3 ! 

16  . . .  ..tc6 ( 16  . . .  ltJbxd5 1 7  ltJxd5 
exd5 1 8  llhe I l:the8 1 9  'ii'd4;!;) 17  
dxc6! l:.xd2 1 8  cxb7+ 'it>b8 
( 1 8  . . .  'it>c7 19 .l:[xd2 _.e3 20 llfl 
ltJg8 21 a3+-) 

El) 1 9  ltJxd2 lDbd5;!; ( 1 9  . . .  lDfd5 
20 ..txd5 f6 2 1  ..tg2) 20 ltJxd5 exd5 
2 1  l:the1 'ii'xb7 22 .l:te3; 

E2) 19 l:txd2 _.e3 
E2a) 20 ..tg2? .l:td8 2 1  f5 'ii'g3 22 

lle2 'ii'g4 23 l:the 1 (23 �b 1 lDfd5 
24 ..txd5 ltJxd5 25 ..txe7 ltJxe7 26 
fxe6 ltJd5 ! 27 l:t.hel±) 23 .. J:td6 24 
fxe6 l:txe6 25 a3 lDbd5 26 .l:txe6 
fxe6 27 ..txd5 ltJxd5 28 ltJxd5 
..txg5+ 29 hxg5 exd5 30 lDc5+-; 

E2b) 20 ltJd4? ltJd3+! 2 1  cxd3 
(2 1 �bl 'ii'xd2 22 lDc6+ 'iti>xb7 23 
lDxe7+ 'iti>c7 24 l:.d1 'ii'f2 25 llxd3 
lld8+) 2 l . . .'ii'xd4+; 

E2c) 20 Itfl ! lDfd5 2 1  ..txe7 
lDxe7 22 'iti>b 1 lDbd5 (22 . . .  lDf5 23 



a3 ltJg3 24 l:r.fd1 'ii'xf3 2S axb4±) 
23 ltJxdS ltJxdS (23 . . .  exdS? 24 
l:te2+-) 24 �xdS exdS 2S l:txdS± 
Adorjan-Kasparov, 1 984. 

16 ltJxdS exdS 17 �xe7 
1 7  hS �fS!  ( l7  . . .  'ii'c7 1 8  �xe7 

ltJxe7 19 ltJd4 lt:)fS 20 ltJxfS �xfS 
21 l:r.hg1 g6=) 1 8  ltJd4 lLlxd4 1 9  
�xe7 ( 19  'ifxd4? 'ifxd4 20 l:r.xd4 f6 
2 1  �h4 �c5+) 1 9  . . .  lLlxe2+ 20 
'ii'xe2 l:td7+. 

17 ... lLlxe7 18 'ii'c3+ 
1 8  lLld4 lLlfS; 
1 8  hS 
A) 18 ... lLlfS !?  19 'ifc3+ 'fic7 20 

'ii'xc7+ �xc7 21 lhdS lLlg3 22 llh2 
g6 (22 . . .  lLlxe2+ 23 l:txe2 �g4 24 
l:e7+ �c6 2S l:d2±) 23 h6 l:txh6! 
24 l:xh6 lLlxe2+ 2S �d2 lLlxf4 26 
l:td4 lLle6 27 l:tdS lLlf4=; 

B) 1 8  ... �fS 19 lLld4 �e4 20 
l:thg 1 g6 2 1  hxg6 lLlxg6+. 

18  .. .'ii'c7 

It's amazing how much a position 
may change in just a few moves. 
Here we are at a crossroads again, 
with exciting possibilities or just an 
ending. No wonder my opponent 
decides to simplify. 

19 'ifxc7+ 
1 9  'ikxg7? lLJf5! 
A) 20 'ii'xf7 l:hfl!! 2 1  'ikxdS (2 1 

1Vg6 'ii'xf4+ 22 l:td2 lLlg3 23 l:te l 
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lLlxe2+ 24 l:texe2 'ii'fl +-+; 2 1  'ii'h7 
'ifxf4+ 22 lLld2 lLlg3 23 l:the 1 'ikf2 
24 �hS �fS 2S �g6 �g4+) 
2 l . . .lLlg3 ! 22 l:the I lLlxe2+ 23 l:txe2 
.ig4+; 

B) 20 'figS! ?  l:tdg8 21 'ii'f6 'ii'xf4+ 
22 �b l 'fih6 23 'ii'c3+ "ii'c6 24 "ii'f3 
lLlg3 2S liJd4 'ifd6 26 l:the l lLlxe2 
27 lLlxe2 l:txh4 (27 . . .  �g4 28 'ifxf7) 
28 "ii'xf7 (28 l:txdS �c6 29 'fifS+ 
'ife6 30 "ii'xe6+ fxe6 3 1  l:teS=) 
28 . . .  l:tfl! 29 l:txdS? (29 "ii'g7!=) 
29 . . .  l:txf7 30 l:txd6 l::te7 3 1  l:td2 l:th2 
3 2 a3 'iti>d8 3 3 'ific I 'it>e8 34 'it'd 1 
�g4 3S a4 l:te4 36 b3 l:te3 37 b4 
bS�+. 

19 ... 'iti>xc7 20 hS 
20 liJd4? lLlg6+. 
20 ... �fS 21 lLld4 �e4 22 l:hg1 

g6 23 hxg6 
23 l:tgS l:td6 24 l:teS �d7 .::1 f6+. 
23 .. .  lLlxg6 24 l:tg4 l:th2 25 �d3 

lle8? 
Silly, but not very much. I 

promise you will see worse! 
2S . . .  �xd3 ! 26 l:txd3 (26 cxd3 

�d7) 26 . . .  l:te8+. 
26 l:te1 l:tfl 27 .:.n ! 
27 fS? lUeS-+; 27 �xe4 l:txe4 28 

l:txe4 dxe4 29 fS e3 ! 30 b3 lLlf4 3 1  
l:tg7 l:tfl + 3 2  'iti>b2 e2 3 3  l:txf7+ 
�b6 34 lLlxe2 lLlxe2+. 

27 ... l:txfl+ 28 �xn l:th8 
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29 �d2 
29 i.g2 
A) 29 . . .  i.xg2 30 llxg2 lLlxf4 3 1  

l:[f2 (3 1 .l:.g7 .l:.f8+) 3 l . . ..l:.h4 32 
�d2 'it>b6! 33 c3 (33 lLlfS lLlh3+) 
33 . . .  lLle6! 34 .l:.f6! .l:.f4 35 .l:.h6 .l:.e4 
36 .l:.f6 'it>a7 37 lLle2 lLlg5 38 'it>d3 
.l:.h4 39 .l:.f5=; 

B) 29 ... l:[h2! 30 i.xe4 dxe4 3 1  f5 
e3 32 b3 .l:th4 33 .l:.xh4 lLlxh4 34 
'itd 1 �d6 35 'it>e2 'it>e5 36 'it>xe3 
lLlxfS+ 37 lLlxf5 'it>xf5 38 �f3 �e5 
39 c3 f5+. 

29 ... .l:.h2+ 30 i.e2 �d6 31 b4! 
3 1  �e3? lLlh4 .1 f5, lLlg2-+. 
3I ... lLlh4! 
3 l . ..liJf8!? 32 f5 'it>e5+ 33 c3 liJd7 

34 l:lg8 lLlb6 35 .l:.e8+ 'it>f4+. 
32 �c3 lLlf5 
32 . . .  lLlg2 !?+. 
33 lLlxf5+ 
33 i.d3? lLle3 
A) 34 l:[g3 lLld1+ (34 . . .  lLlg2+) 35 

�b3 lLlf2! 36 i.e2 (36 i.xe4 
lLlxe4+; 36 a4 Ah4 37 i.xe4 lLlxe4 
38 liJfS+ 'it>e6 39 lLlxh4 lLlxg3+) 
36 . . .  ltJh3+; 

B) 34 l:[g1 34 ... .l:.f2 35 .l:te 1 lLlg2 
36 .l:.e2 .l:.xe2 37 lLlxe2 i.f3 38 lLld4 
i.g4 39 f5 'iti>e5 .1 lLle3-+. 

33 ... i.xf5 34 l:lg5 

34 ... i.xc2??$ 
That's what I was talking about. 

After all this wrestling in different 
styles, here comes an awful mistake. 
Thank God it's the penultimate one. 

34 . . .  .l:.xe2! was winning with 
accurate play. 35 .l:.xf5 �e6 36 l:[h5 
.l:te4+ (36 ... :e3+ 37 �d2 l:[e4 38 
.l:.h4=) 37 llh6+ 'ifi>f5 38 .l:tb6 .l:.e7+ 
39 b5 (39 Ad6 �xf4 40 lhd5 f5 4 1  
a4 'i&;lg4; 3 9  'it>d4 'it.?xf4 40 lH6+ 
'it>g5 4 1  .l:.f2 f5) 39 . . .  axb5 40 llxb5 
'it>xf4 4 1  .l:txd5 f5 42 a4 �g4=F. 

35 i.fJ! i.e4 36 i.xe4 dxe4 37 
.l:.e5??$ 

Thanks, pal. I was lucky, but 
maybe it was not quite undeserved!?  

37 l:tf5!  .l:.xa2 38 Axf7 e3 39 
Af5=. 

37 ... Axa2 38 l:.xe4 .l:ta3+ 39 �b2 
l:r.fJ 40 l:ld4+ �c6 41 �c2 b6 42 
'itd2 f5!-+ 43 �e2 l:Z.b3 44 �d2 
'itb5 45 AdS+ 'i&;lxb4 46 l:.xf5 aS 47 
Atll a4 48 rs a3 49 f6 l:.fJ 50 'ite2 
:rs 51 f7 a2 52 l:.a8 'it>b3 

0-1 

Watch the errors! 

Yes, there are some really 
persistent ones which remain 
undetected for several decades. I'm 
not talking about the mistakes that 
fill the trash written on 'opening 
theory' by the dozen. That's what I 
call 'fortnightly books' .  Here is how 
to produce them: take 3 existing 
'works' on your subject, mix them 
up a little bit, add a lot of fresher 
games (don't forget to steal the 
annotations !), and finally - to make 
it look better - put in something 
analysed by your latest Fritz (or 
whatever). That's all !  One gets the 
impression that those who have 



already read at least one chess book 
feel an irresistible urge to write one 
as well! No wonder Timman said 
already in the early I 980s: '95% of 
opening theory books are rubbish.' 
Unfortunately, the time that has 
passed since failed to prove the 
opposite! This time, however, I am 
talking about the errors (sometimes 
grave ones) that occur in the quality 
work of excellent chess writers. 
(Naturally, I am no exception 
myself. As the old saying goes, 
mortals can only strive for 
perfection, but they never reach it.) 
The reason for these, potentially 
fatal, errors (you will find the 
refutation of one of them below) is 
mainly that it is impossible to check 
all variations of a bulky work in 
sufficient depth. In such cases, the 
author, who also uses earlier 
annotations, tries to judge who he 
can 'trust'. Sooner or later he can 
single out the respectable writers, as 
well as those who produce 
'five-minute annotations' {There 
are also the '3x5 minute' ones: they 
take 5 minutes to write + 5 minutes 
to play through + 5 minutes to 
refute.) To err is human, however, 
so one may blow it even with the 
greatest care. Therefore you, dear 
Reader, had better be suspicious, no 
matter who the author is. You can 
start it right now, on me! 

A.Ornstein - A.Adorjan 
European Team Tournament, 

Semi final, Boras I 978 

1 d4 lLlf6 2 c4 e6 3 lLlc3 .i.b4 4 
e3 b6 5 lLlge2 .i.a6 6 lLlg3 0-0 

There is nothing remarkable about 
this move. It's been played 
hundreds of times, just like the 
alternative 6 . . . .  .i.xc3+ 7 bxc3 d5, 
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which I used against Nikolac (IBM 
'78). I won that game, but went 
through a real ordeal. When we 
were having dinner Gert Ligterink 
told me about his discovery that 
follows. Maybe he had got tired of 
waiting in vain for a 'guest' So the 
honour is mostly his! 

7 e4 
Harmless is 7 .i.d3. 
A) 7 ... c5 8 d5 (8 'fif3 d5 9 dxc5 

lLlbd7!) 8 . . .  exd5 9 cxd5 lLlxd5 1 0  
.i.xh7+ 'Oii>xh7 I I  'ifxd5 lLlc6t; 

B) 7 . . .  d5 8 �3 (8 cxd5 lLlxd5 9 
'fic2 .i.xd3 10 'it'xd3 c5+) 8 . . .  c5+. 

7 • • •  lLlc6 8 .i.d3 
8 a3 .i.xc3+ 9 bxc3 lLle8 I 0 .i.f4 

lLla5 I I  'if a4 lLld6 I 2  c5 .i.xfl I 3  
�xfl lLldc4+; The aggressive 8 
.i.g5 backfires after 8 . . .  h6 9 h4 e5 ! 
I O  d5 lLla5 ( IO  . . .  lLld4!? 1 1  a3 .i.e7 
I2  .i.e3 c5�) 1 1  'iff3 ( I I lLlh5 
.i.xc3+ I2 bxc3 hxg5 I3 hxg5 
lLlxe4 I4 lLlf6+ lLlxf6 I 5  gxf6 'ifxf6 
I6 'ifh5 'ifh6-+) I I . . ..i.xc4 I 2  .i.xf6 
'ifxf6 I 3  'fixf6 gxf6 14 lLlh5 f5 I 5  
lLlf6+ 'Oii>g7 I6  lLlxd7 .i.xc3+ I 7  
bxc3 l:tfe8 I 8  l::th3 f4-+. 

8 ... e5 

9 0-0? 
Now we are nearing the target. 

This is a blunder. There are of 
course healthy alternatives for 
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White, and it's bloody complicated 
in all variations. For example on the 
line 9 d5 everybody (or almost 
everybody) plays 1 0  .. Ji:Je7, while 
ltJa5 hasn 't got a good reputation. 
According to my 'ancient' analyses, 
which I have revised, the latter 
knight move is just as playable and 
even more logical. 

9 a3 .ixc3+ 1 0 bxc3 exd4 1 1  
cxd4 ltJxd4 1 2  .ib2 c5 1 3  .ixd4 
cxd4 14 .ie2 l:te8 1 5  'it'xd4 'ikc7 1 6  
0-0 l:tac8 1 7  ltac 1 'ii'f4 1 8  ltfd 1 
.ib7 1 9  .if3 ( 19  f3 d5! 20 exd5 
ltJxd5=i=) 19 . . .  l:tc5 20 'ii'd6 (20 e5 
'ii'xd4 21 l:txd4 .ixf3 22 exf6 
.ic6=i=) 20 . . .  'ii'xd6 2 1  l:txd6 b5=i=; 9 
d5 .ixc3+ 1 0  bxc3 ltJa5 !?  ( l O  . . .  ltJe7 
1 1  .ig5 ltJe8=) 

1 1  'it'e2 d6 
A) 12  ltJf5 .ic8 ( 1 2  . . .  ltJd7?? 1 3  

.th6! )  
A1)  1 3  .ig5 .ixf5 14 exf5 h6 1 5  

.ih4 c6 1 6  dxc6 ltJxc6 1 7  .ie4 ltc8 
1 8  o-o ltJb8 ( 1 8  . . .  ltJa5 1 9  .id5 
'ife7�) 19 lUd 1  'ii'e7 20 ltd2 l::tfd8 
2 1  l:tad1 l:tc7=; 

A2) 13 'iff3 ! ltJe8 14 .ie3 ltJb7 
1 5  0-0 ltJc5 16  .ic2 ( 16  .ixc5?! 
dxc5=i=) 16 .. JWf6 1 7  'ii'g3 ltJxe4 1 8  
.ixe4 .ixf5 1 9  .ig5 'it' g6 20 .ixf5 
'it'xf5 2 1  .ie7 ltJf6 22 .ixffi l:txffi=i=; 

A3) 1 3  g4 ltJb7!�; 

B) 12 .ig5 h6 
B1) 13  .ie3 .ic8! ;  
B2) 1 3  h4 hxg5 ( 1 3  . . .  .ic8 !=i=) 14 

hxg5 g6 15 gxf6 'ikxf6 16 'ifg4 
B2a) 16 .. . 'ii'f4 1 7  'ii'h3 ( 17  'ii'xf4 

exf4 1 8  ltJe2 .ixc4 1 9  .ixc4 ltJxc4 
20 ltJxf4 l:tae8 2 1  f3 g5 22 ltJh3 
l:te5 23 �e2 c6=) 17 . . .  �g7 1 8  
'ii'h7+ �f6 1 9  lth6 ... g5 20 lt:Jf5 
l:tg8=i=; 

B2b) 16 . . .  .ixc4 17 ltJh5 'ife7 1 8  
'ii'h3 l:tfe8 1 9  ltJg3 ,.,f6=i= 
( 1 9  . . .  'it>g7?? 20 ltJf5+! gxf5 2 1  
... h6++-); 

B3) 13 .id2 .ic8! 14 0-0 ( 14 ltJf5 
.ixf5 1 5  exf5 e4 16  .ic2 c6 1 7 g4 
cxd5 1 8  cxd5 'ii'c7 19 l:td1 ltJc4+) 
14 . . .  ltJb7�. 

9 ... ltJxd4! 
New. Ligterink. 
This is it! Up to this game, and 

also in another one played in the 
same year everybody missed the 
points of moves 1 1  and 12 .  
Therefore 'THEORY' gave 9 
. . . .  exd4 10  ltJd5 as advantageous for 
White. (Which is true in that case) 

10 'ii'a4 .txc3 1 1  bxc3 
1 1  'ifxa6 .ib4+ (or l l . . .ltJe6). 
l l  ... ltJe6D 12 .ia3 
1 2  1Vxa6 ltJc5. 
12 ... .ib7! 13 .txt'S 'ii'xf8+ 



The storm is over. BLACK 
already has a pawn for the 
exchange, in addition White's 
whole army is disorganised, the 
c-pawns are weak. And I dare say 
the game is practically over, 
although it takes quite some time to 
achieve victory. 

14 .l:fe1 
14  1i'c2?! t:Df4 1 5  f3 'ifc5+ 16 

�h l ..ia6 17 l:tfel t:Dxd3 18 'ii'xd3 
..ixc4+ and BLACK won easily (3 7 
moves) in Lombard-Korchnoi 1 978. 

14 ... g6! 
From now I am playing the game 

on my own and this quiet move has 
a fantastic effect - it is always 
aesthetic when somebody is 
attacking in front of his own king. 
(To begin with the f5 square is 
taken away from the g3-knight) 

1 5  l:.ad1 'iih6! 16 t:Dn 'ii'g5 17 
1i'c2 t:Dc5!? 

It's always hard to choose from 
several good moves. Both of the 
others worked well in the same 
spirit. 

1 7  ... h5 1 8  t:De3 h4 1 9  t:bd5 ..ixd5 
20 exd5 t:Dc5t; 1 7  . . .  �g7!?t. 

18 f3 t:Dh5 19 t:De3 t:Df4 20 ..tn 
h5 

There was a switch here: 20 . . .  f5 !?  
2 1  t:bd5 (2 1 exf5? ..ixf3 22 l:td2 
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t:De4 .::\ 23 l:txd7 t:Dh3+ 24 'iti>h I 
t:Def2+-+) 2 l . . .fxe4 22 fxe4 l:tf8 23 
'ithl t:Dfe6+ also with better 
prospects for BLACK. 

21 lDd5 ..ixd5 22 cxd5 d6 
This was not even necessary -

White could not cross the barrier 
anyway: Compared to knights, 
rooks have the handicap that they 
cannot jump . . .  

22 . . .  �g7 23 d6 c6 . 

23 g3? 
The decisive mistake. It creates a 

new weakness unnecessarily in an 
already pretty difficult position. 

23 ..ib5 1i>g7 24 �h i h4+ - the 
play is one sided. 

23 ... h4! 24 'iff2 �g7 25 l:te3 
hxg3 26 hxg3 

26 1i'xg3 lDh3+! .  
26  . .  J:th8 27  ..tg2 
27 l:td2 l:th3-+ (27 . . .  'iih6-+). 
27 ... t:bh5!-+ 
Even better than: 
27 . . .  lDh3+ 28 ..ixh3 lhh3 29 

'iti>g2 l:txg3+ 30 'ii'xg3 'ifxe3+. 
28 f4 
Resignation, but the other given 

line wasn't any better. 
28 g4 t:Df4 29 l:.d2 .l:.h3 ! (29 . . .  f5 

30 exf5 gxf5 3 1  'ifel l:th6 32 gxf5 
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1i'xf5 33 c4 _.h5-+) 30 1i'el lDxg2 
3 1  l:lxg2 1i'h6 32 'it>f2 l:lh I 33 _.d2 
lDxe4+ ! !  34 fxe4 'il'f4+ 35 'iti>e2 -.n 
mate. 

28 ... exf4 29 gxf4 lDxf4 30 l:tfl 
l:lh3 

Two more roads led to Rome: 
30 ... lDxg2 3 1  l:tg3 lDf4 32 'il'xf4 

1i'xf4 33 l:lxf4 lle8 34 l:lgg4 b5+ 35 
'it>g2 a5 36 a3 f6 37 'it>gl g5-+; 
30 . . .  lth4! 3 1  llf3 lDxg2 32 l:lg3 
lDf4-+. 

31 :.o 
White is in a coma. 
3 1  _.xf4 _.xf4 32 llxh3 _.e5 33 

llhf3 f6 34 llxf6 1i'xf6 35 llxf6 
'it>xf6 36 'it>f2 'it>e5 37 'iti>e3 b5-+. 

31.  .. l:lxf3 32 'i6'xf3 1i'xg2+ 33 
_.xg2 lDxg2 34 'it>xg2 lDxe4-+ 35 
c4 fS 36 l:lf4 a6 37 a3 lDf6 38 l:tf3 
lDd7 39 l:lf4 lDeS 40 'it>g3 �f6 41 
l:th4 gS 

This was my sealed move but 
there was no continuation, my 

opponent resigned. As you no doubt 
understand, BLACK has too many 
pawns, and passed ones at that... 

42 l:lh6+ 'it>g7 43 lle6 f4+ 44 'it>f2 
g4 45 lte7+ 'ifi>f6 46 l:lxc7 'it>f5 47 
l:lc8 lDd3+ 48 'ifi>e2 ( 48 'it>g2 'it>e4 49 
l:lb8 f3+ 50 'iti>g3 f2 51 'ifig2 g3 52 
l:le8+ 'it>f4 53 llf8+ �e3 54 'it>xg3 
'it>e2 55 'it>g2 lDe I +-+) 48 . . .  'it>e4 49 
l:.c6 g3 50 'it>fl f3 5 1  l:lxd6 lDf4 52 
l:le6+ 'it>f5 53 l:le7 g2+ 54 'it>f2 
lDh3+-+. 

0-1 
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How are novelties born? 
Although the role of mere accident 
cannot be excluded, it's definitely 
not accidental that it's mostly 
original thinkers who produce 
fresh ideas. They don't play 
reproductive chess, as a lot of 
people regretfully do nowadays, 
trying to get by swotting loads of 
variations, and realising the 
advantage they hope for in these 
lines. The only problem is that the 
opponent can do the same, and from 
the same, or very similar database at 
that. Having your individual 
features and 'trademark' style is not 
a romantic ideal pursued for its 
own sake. Quite the contrary! It's 
extremely pragmatic to choose 
some untrodden path on move 6 
instead of move 19. The surprise 
effect is at least two-fold: the 
novelty neutralises any preparation 
by the opponent, and your move, if 
not necessarily better than the 
'theoretical' one, is definitely 
different from that. You know it, 
you might even like it, and it 
provides an advantage over your 
opponent even if you thought it up 
only in the morning, and analysed it 
for just an hour. (The opponent 
can't be sure anyway whether he is 
'caught' in a long-prepared line or 
not.) Finders keepers. Very true. A 
humble attitude to chess combined 
with a critical eye is likely to 
produce a lot of original thoughts. 
What you have just discovered on 
your own, however, may tum out to 

be an ancient line. It's simply 
because other people also use their 
minds. And above all, it is highly 
advisable to do some research into 
variations of ill-repute! Any of 
you, dear Readers, may come across 
novelties that were ' scrapped' 
because the guy who used it lost the 
game. However, he may have 
blundered in a winning position. It 
is also quite common that stronger 
players beat the weaker ones on 
both sides of the same variation. 
The point is that the idea itself is 
qualified not, or not only, by the 
result of the game. If you manage 
to improve on a 'compromised' 
variation, your opponent may even 
get the idea that you have no clue 
about the whole thing. All the more 
crushing the improvement will be! 
Success is almost guaranteed at the 
first try, it's all up to you. 

As regards my humble self, I have 
thought up a large number of 
novelties. Interestingly enough, if I 
find something unusual that seems 
to be good, my first reaction is not 
pride. It's doubt. There is no way it 
can be good, I think, if the same 
position has occurred in countless 
grandmaster games, without 
anybody choosing my move! A 
thorough scrutiny sometimes 
justifies my doubts. In most cases, 
however, it is simply that even the 
greatest discoveries appear obvious 
afterwards. Still, there is usually just 
one person who finds a certain link 
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between the elements that were 
always there. Keeping the curiosity 
of your childhood is one of the 
keys to inventive thinking. The 
other one is ambition, a drive to 
excel and stand out in the crowd. 
The style of the greatest chess 
thinkers is recognisable in some of 
their games even if we don 't know 
the names of the players. This is the 
point where the adventurous 
romanticism of 'going your own 
way' comes together with guaran
teed practical benefits. 

We know of no great painter 
famous for imitating Tiziano better 
than anyone else could. Epigons 
will be just epigons, even the best 
ones. In my youth, I sometimes 
wondered why Tal or Bronstein 
played 'differently' in well-known 
positions. It goes without saying, of 
course, that they knew how to play 
'by the book'. And still ! I was lucky 
enough to have a long talk with 
chess genius David Bronstein after 
our first (and only) game, which 
was drawn. This is how he started 
the conversation: 'You know, I was 
really afraid of you.' I thought he 
was joking (the year is 1 97 1 ,  I am a 
tiny little 2 1 -year-old International 
Master), but he wasn't! He said he 
had played through my games with 
Portisch and Uhlmann from the 
IBM tournament, published in 
Chess Informant, and found the 
ramifying and deep annotations 
impressive. It was my Ascension to 
Heaven, as you may have guessed. 
Then I took courage to ask him 
'Grandmaster, why did you play this 
and this in such and such a position 
against NN instead of the theoretical 
move?' The great thinker replied 
with a smirk: 'Why should I play 
like everybody else? And anyway, I 
was interested in that move! ' So he 

said it, not me. This episode, along 
with some similar moments, 
certainly made me understand that a 
fresh approach resulting from 
healthy curiosity is a source of 
unlimited pleasure. In addition, 
you can get better results! 

It is no mere accident, either, 
that Kasparov's undiminished 
maximalist approach led to winning 
his first five( ! )  BLACK games in 
Linares '99, on top of countless 
other breathtaking stunts! And 
Bobby Fischer would have been 
'just' a world champion, not 'Mr. 
6-0' if he hadn't won all his 
BLACK games as well against 
Taimanov and Larsen. This 
unbridled genius believed that it is 
possible. And even if we have no 
hope of reaching his playing 
strength, we are still allowed to 
believe in it. Faith will help us as 
well, not only Fischer! BLACK IS 
OK! 

The chess Olympus is populated 
by strong personalities who can't be 
confused with each other. These 
people don't swot variations. These 
people don't only play for sporting 
success. They strive to create 
something meaningful as well. This 
is their duty, making them worthy 
of some 'room at the top' .  If we 
knew only the results of, say, Paul 
Morphy or Wilhelm Steinitz, 
without a single game left to 
posterity, We wouldn't really have 
an idea who they were and how 
they enriched chess. Today's 
'professionals' know almost 
everything - that has been played 
by others! Some games, even at the 
highest level, are mere recitals of 
the ' lesson'. Followed by peaceful 
handshakes. Creativity is respected 



far less than the accumulated 
points. Sodom and Gomorrah! As 
a result, the public cannot find much 
more brilliancy in today's chess 
than in the chess played decades 
ago, even if there are a hundred 
times more games in stock now. 
Even the unfortunate kids sit in 
front of the computer 'watching 
movies' for days on end. Games 
roll by in their hundreds, 
including 'UIO' (under ten years 
old) encounters, at a speed that the 
eyes can perhaps follow, but there 
is no way the brain can take in all 
that has been seen. To assess it? To 
summarise it? How on earth could 
that be possible? The only good 
luck for them and their grown-up 
counterparts is that they play 
against people who prepare for 
the games in the same way. 
Parodistically! In 1 998, I had a talk 
with Beliavsky in Frankfurt about 
how the information boom and the 
almost unlimited opportunities to 
play in tournaments affected chess. I 
said to him what I still think: some 
progress has definitely been made 
since 1 970, but it was far less than 
one would expect, bearing in mind 
the duration of time and the 
above-mentioned circumstances. 
Sasha, in his tum, was brief: 'the 
level of games is lower today' 
Certainly no one can claim, without 
becoming an object of ridicule, that 
we have more 'giants' now than in 
1970: just think of Fischer, Spassky, 
Korchnoi, Petrosian, Portisch, 
Polugajevsky, Larsen, Olafsson, 
Gligoric, Uhlmann, and I am 
stopping for breath only . . .  

I have mentioned epigons. Now, I 
often find myself thinking about 
whether it was really me who 
postulated the BLACK IS OK! 
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theory for the first time in history? 
One thing is for sure: I 'm crazy 
enough to think like that, and, what 
is even worse, to speak up! I tried to 
check it out as best I could, but I am 
no chess historian. All I can say is I 
could not find a predecessor. It is 
possible that some game analysis by 
one of the Great Old Masters (yes, 
verbal game analyses still existed in 
those days) included a similar 
message. Frankly, it's difficult for 
me to believe that it never crossed 
anyone's mind to rehabilitate poor 
BLACK. After all, we had the 
hypermodern chess philosophers, 
for instance, who greeted each other 
with the words 'What's your answer 
to I d4?', and other original thinkers 
too. I had a funny conversation with 
my old friend Dr. Helmut Pfleger 
on my 'fixed idea' 'I am afraid the 
field of research you have chosen is 
too narrow, Andras ' - he said. ' 
'Poor Helmut, are you sure you are 
getting enough sleep these days?' -
I asked. - 'We play every second 
game with BLACK. That means my 
'field' covers 50% of chess theory 
and practice ! '  

It doesn't bother me that even 
eccentric chess players find me a 
crank. I think it was Edison (or 
some other great mind) who said 
that all inventors are thought to be 
crazy until people start using their 
inventions. 

All historical ages had their own 
'heretical ' and 'mainstream' ideas. 
Even in the same historical period -
including our time - people l ive 
differently in different (and not even 
necessarily distant) parts of the 
globe. Someone's religion, world 
view, lifestyle or national customs 
may be absolutely unacceptable just 
a few hundred miles away. As 
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regards the life of lonely 'heretics', 
it could definitely be brighter. We 
all know, however, that the world 
was never pushed forward by the 
intellectual achievements of the 
'masses' The ones who did push it 
forward were usually lucky not to 
be used as firewood in return for 
their efforts. They were OK when 
they were very dead, but a little 
unpleasant while alive!? 

Of the pioneering artists, 
scientists, inventors celebrated by us 
as cultural heroes, very few were 
successful and rich in their own 
time. On the other hand, we often 
can't grasp how on earth some 
writer or composer could make such 
a great career, as we are not familiar 
with the age he lived in. It is a 
well-known fact that the premiere of 
Bizet's Carmen was a complete 
failure just 3 weeks before the 
composer's death. That opera, 
forever in the 'hit parade', full of 
passion and strong characters! How 
do you think Bizet died? Did his 
misfortune break him down, or did 
he wisely acknowledge that the 
audience of his time was not mature 
enough to tolerate anybody apart 
from blue-blooded ladies and 
gentlemen on the stage? 

We also know of writers who 
were not able to get published a 
single line in their entire lives, and 
they knew it. They had all the skills 
to adapt to 'official ' expectations 
and become successful, of course, 
but they were willing to write only 
from conviction. They were ready 
to suffer poverty, even hunger. 
Again I remind everybody: The 
water in Schubert's washbowl 
froze by the morning! Mozart was 
escorted to the ' l ime-pit' by just two 

people, one of them being the 
official witness. Still, he is a 
reasonably great genius. And I 
could carry on endlessly. 

Without comparing myself to the 
above-mentioned composing giants, 
I am convinced that the whole of 
chess theory will enter a new 
dimension if the BLACK IS OK! 
hypothesis is widely discussed and 
put to the test of practice. 
Naturally, it will not happen in my 
life, unless I live to be 400 years 
old, as Methusalah allegedly did. I 
must be grateful for my destiny, 
though, as my theory doesn't have 
to gather dust for decades without 
anyone having heard about it. I 
formulated the slogan back in 1985, 
and articles and/or game analyses in 
the BLACK IS OK! spirit were 
published in a few years' time in the 
periodicals of 55 countries. 
Batsford published the book in 
1988, and it was followed by 
several others, plus countless shorter 
pieces of writing. I can't complain 
about the reception, either. My work 
was welcome by editors and 
enjoyed by readers. You may think I 
am a swollen-headed, puffed-up 
jerk, but I really felt after a good 
job that my instant death would not 
necessarily be 'premature ' I have 
left my mark. I have served. Some 
people can never have enough, 
however, so 2 things still hurt me. 
First, I think the audience liked my 
work as some exotic curiosity. Like 
a juggler's trick, which will always 
be a trick, however breathtaking. I 
suspect there was only a tiny 
minority willing to think over the 
philosophical, psychological, or 
even the chess theoretical 
implications of my theory. 



As a result (pain no. 2), no 
'symposium' has ever been set up 
for the presentation of my thesis and 
the discussion of the arising 
counter-arguments. It wouldn't have 
been too difficult, would it, with the 
means of telecommunication 
available in our time? People prefer 
swotting concrete variations that 
may become 'disposable' items in a 
few days. Few strive for a 
comprehensive understanding of 
chess, nearly everybody lives 'from 
hand to mouth' They ignore the 
fact that it takes a familiarity with 
the opening's spirit to play a 
complicated system like the King's 
Indian really well, not some 
short-lived 'winning lines'. 
General understanding can always 
bring its specific fruit, but it doesn't 
work the other way round. Let me 
repeat the well-known fact: you 
have BLACK in every second game 
of your life. So it's not a favour you 
do to me if you refuse to simply 
accept that those will be 'dark 
days' And one more thing! You 
don't have to be a 'believer' to 
improve your play with the BLACK 
pieces, and get better results with 
BOTH colours. Why both? Well, if 
you are not scared of the 'BLACK 
Day' coming tomorrow, you will 
take a sober view of things in 
today's White game as well, and 
won't push on in pursuit of the win 
even when it's self-dangerous, call 
it a draw instead. 

There have always been people 
who played 'circled' tournaments, 
circling the names of their potential 
'victims' at the start. Then they 
pushed really hard against these 
opponents, and tried to make 'peace 
treaties' with the rest. Some people 
were even successful with this 
approach, but the majority, 
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including myself, weren't. I actually 
threw away quite a few half or full 
points simply because 'weak' 
players also have their good days, 
and you don't even have to 
underestimate them for this. It also 
happened several times that I beat 
the tournament leader on the 
following day. Chess is a mystery! 
You can, and you should, prepare 
and make plans, but you also have 
to watch your opponent's reactions 
and make changes if necessary. It's 
almost always necessary! A 
paradoxical truth: the game can still 
take the desired course. And if your 
opponent always makes the moves 
you expect, beware ! You may 
realise only when your opponent's 
'forced' moves have led to the 
desired position that it is actually 
losing, NOT winning! Chess 
history has seen plenty of such 
cases, even at the highest level ! 

Naturally, short-term and 
long-term studies are not easy to 
reconcile. Those who are forced to 
maintain a hectic calendar, or 
simply can not bring themselves to 
miss any tournament, haven't got 
too much free-time. They can't see 
the point in studying abstract ideas. 
What they think they need is 
something bringing practical 
benefits as soon as possible. 
Immediately will do! Instead of a 
long digression ridiculing some of 
the ' rough-and-tumble' methods of 
learning and teaching that seem to 
enjoy world-wide popularity, let me 
simply quote some proverbs. One 
says: 'More haste, less speed' 
Here's another one for database 
freaks: 'He who grasps much holds 
little' There seems to be a witticism 
for everything. Shall I tell you some 
10 more? 
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Lasker, who was World 
Champion for 27 years and the 
forefather of psychological warfare 
in chess, already taught us that 'A 
chess game is played by two 
human beings, not by lifeless 
puppets. ' And he practised what he 
was preaching as well: his successes 
were based on his ad hominem 
strategy, as well as his tremendous 
knowledge of chess. I have always 
found it amazing how little the 
boundlessly expanding chess 
literature of the last 30 years has to 
say about chess psychology. All I 
have is a book by Krogius (a 
psychiatrist as well as a 
grandmaster) and another one by 
Fine. I also read Think Like a 
Grandmaster by Kotov (then gave it 
to someone who really needed it). 
My intelligent guess is that there 
may be another 10- 1 5  publications 
on the subject at most! ! You can 
calculate for yourself what 

percentage of the hundreds of 
thousands books on chess (getting 
worse and worse) it makes up! (That 
reminds me of a special Hungarian 
saying: 'God's zoo is huge! '  How 
do you like it?) In BLA CK IS still 
OK!, you can read extracts from a 
so far unpublished work on chess 
psychology. It illustrates what I 
have to say much better than any 
further comment I could make. The 
author is Dr. Ervin Nagy, 
International Master and psychiat
rist. Title: Our Psyche in Che('.)ck . . .  

'KO' victories seldom occur 
between players of roughly the 
same strength. A chess game does 
contain mistakes, however hard we 
try to avoid them. They are made by 
both sides most of the time. 
Therefore, as a great chess thinker 
and grandmaster put it, the game is 
won by the player who commits the 
penultimate mistake . . .  



Lajos Portisch: BLACK IS OK 

- if (s) he finds the right lines I 

Once upon a time Bobby Fischer 
spent three days analysing one of 
the variations of the Griinfeld 
Defence from BLACK's side, and 
he was very unhappy that he could 
not point out any tangible advantage 
for BLACK, only equality. I wonder 
if there is a single so-called Super 
Grandmaster in our days with no 
variation based on Fischer's 
analysis in their repertory?! 

It seems to me rather unethical to 
copy the greatest figure of chess 
history and criticise his latest 
performance at the same time. I 
wonder how many of us would be 
able to play at that level after twenty 
years of exile? 

The American genius proved 
more than twenty years ago that the 
'Najdorf Variation of the Sicilian is 
one of the best defences' and that 
even the King's Indian is playable 
in the right person's hands. He did it 
at a time when Petrosian was able 
to tell me once, when he was in bad 
form: 'Lajos! If I can't even beat the 
King's Indian, there is serious 
trouble!' His words were well
founded. 

I do not intend to praise or 
condemn specific variations in this 
short essay, but it is obvious that 
every chess player of an acceptable 
level has a global judgement on the 
various openings. There are 
naturally defences and variations 
that lead to White's advantage. We 

cannot say BLACK is always OK. 
But wrong, or at least dubious 
variations can be found for White, 
too. Let alone the fact that fashion 
changes all the time in chess, too. 

It is well-known, for example, 
that in the twenties and thirties 
classic Queen's Gambit structures 
were considered the best for 
BLACK among all closed openings, 
and Indian systems became popular 
only later. 

If I am not mistaken, I have tried 
practically all normal defences with 
BLACK during my long career. 
(Except for such defences as the 
Scandinavian, Alekhine and 
Philidor. I 'respect' the two latter 
ones only because the namegivers 
were great figures in the history of 
chess, and, on top of that, Philidor 
was also a musician. But I am still 
not willing to play either of them.) 
In my opinion, at least two-thirds of 
all 'tested' openings give White an 
apparent advantage. But do not ask 
me, dear Reader, to name these 
systems... Considering all this, it is 
logical that statistics show White's 
advantage in the final account. 

The root of the problem is that 
very few people know which are the 
openings where BLACK is really 
OK. Those who find these lines 
have nothing to fear, as BLACK is 
indeed OK, but only in these 
variations! 
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I have always regarded Andras 
Adorjan as a frank and outspoken 
person. Some say he is even too 
outspoken. This frankness is not 
always advisable in life, but it 
deserves our respect in any case. 
And it is a special merit that his 
analyses are frank, too. Thus the 
reader has nothing to worry about 
while reading his books, at least he 
can be sure that the author considers 
the openings covered by him good 
indeed. He would not even think of 
omitting or 'hiding ' something on 
purpose. If destiny or tournament 
practice still renders some variations 
obsolete, and forces the author to 
revise them, it is an intrinsic law of 
chess. Anyhow, in this age of 
depressing information boom and 
computer craze, there are really few 
variations on which you could stake 
everything with no worries . . .  

The thought how long can it  go on 
like this?! arises in my mind more 
and more often. Although I believe 
in the enormous possibilities of the 
art of chess, I still think that the 
rules of the game will have to be 
altered sooner or later, if we do not 
want chess to sink into total 
boredom. Naturally, this dilemma 
comes up only if we think about 
chess as a kind of art. The 'works of 
art ' created in today 's fashionable 
blitz and rapid tournaments belong 
rather in a rag-fair than in an 
exhibition room. And those who 
consider art really important 
certainly agree with Fischer that 
chess needs change. The American 
genius has his own elaborated 
method of doing it. This is, 
however, another issue, ofwhich we 
will hopefully hear a lot in the 
future. 

Budapest, May 27, 1 994 

As you can see, this piece of 
8-time Candidate Lajos Portisch 
was written ten years ago just like 
Evgeny Sveshnikov 's (published in 
BLACK IS still OK!). It is still valid 
in both cases because men of 
principle don 't often change their 
opinions about basic truths. 
Regrettably chess has moved on 
much further to the commercial 
direction. The newest FIDE 
time-limit is an assault on chess art 
and, as Lajos later pointed out, 
well-done endings will simply 
disappear. Since it is of no benefit 
for players to have a game I hour 
shorter than normal - especially 
because the far more intensive 
tension is indeed becoming 
dangerous to health - and anyway 
what the hell do you do with the 
hour saved? Go to the ambulance? 
No, friends, it is clear in my mind 
that sooner or later they will 
'invent ' 2-games-a-day tourna
ments. A great Hungarian comic 
once said: 'There are rumours that 
every age has its special joys. Now 
look at me: I just started ageing (he 
was 70). Of all the good things I can 
hope for name but one! ' As for 
myself (54) I found at least one: I 'm 
no longer forced to play my beloved 
Royal Game under such conditions. 
It 's beneath both Caissa and my 
dignity to do so. Finally: They say 
one of the key words of democracy 
is the freedom of choice. It is 
touching. But what kind of choice is 
there? 

AA 
Another torso •.• 

Lajos Portisch is a gentleman, but 
even he is not without faults. One of 
them is beating me. It was so nice 
till 1 975 when our personal score 
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was in my favour! Then the BEAST 
came out of him. And ever since 
then he kept this bad habit. I lost 
count of how many times I became 
his victim (let HIM add them up). 
All in all it was '93 when I won the 
next game (he missed a forced win) 
- I deserved to get him but he 
disturbed me. He sat opposite me 
almost all the time! !  

L.Portisch - A.Adorjan 
Hungarian Super Championship 

I 99 I  

1 d4 tiJf6 2 c4 g6 3 tlJc3 d5 4 
cxd5 tlJxd5 5 e4 tlJxc3 6 bxc3 �g7 
7 �e3 c5 8 'ifd2 '6'a5 9 llb1 

At that time this move was as 
popular as 9 l:tc I ,  with the intention 
of 9 . . .  a6 IO  l:tc i which supposedly 
gave White an advantage. (I'm not 
sure it did) Strangely enough, the 
next - quite logical - move, that I 
discovered just few days before our 
game, had never been played 
earlier! 

9 •.. b6!N 

Is it not simple enough? 
Protecting c5 and opening up the 
way for the c8-bishop to b7 or a6. In 
short: keeping the pressure by 
developing! 

Other moves are 9 . . .  a6; 9 . . .  cxd4. 

10 l:r.b5?! 
After 40 minutes thinking, an 

attempt at refutation - not very 
realistic! 

1 0  tiJf3 0-0 I I  �e2 (I I �c4 
�b7+; I I  �d3 tiJc6+) I l . . .�b7 12  
e5  tlJc6 I 3  0-0 cxd4+; 

10  �b5+ �d7 
A) I I  �d3 0-0 I2  tiJe2 ( 12  tiJf3 !)  

I2  . . .  tiJc6 13 dxc5 tlJe5 I4 cxb6 
axb6�; 

B) 1 1  �xd7+ tlJxd7 1 2  tlJe2 ( 12  
tiJf3? tiJf6+) I2  . . .  0-0 13  0-0 ( 13  
d5?! tlJe5 I4 '6'c2 tlJc4 I 5  �ci b5+) 
1 3  . . .  cxd4 I4 cxd4 'ifxd2 I 5  �xd2 
.l:r.ac8 I6 .l:r.fc I e6=. 

10 •.. 'ifa4 11 l:tb3 
I I  dxc5?! 
A) I l . . .'6'xe4!? I2 cxb6 ( 1 2  

�e2?! �a6!) 12 . . .  axb6 I 3  l:txb6 
0-0�; 

B) I l . . .0-0! 1 2  llb4 'iVa5 I 3  cxb6 
axb6�; 

I I  l:tb2 �a6. 
1 1  ..• 0-0 
I l . . .�a6!? 12 �xa6 'ifxa6 

( I 2  . . .  tlJxa6) 1 3  dxc5 0-0�. 
12 �b5 'if aS 

13 tlJe2?! 
1 3  tiJf3 �d7! 
A) I4 a4 a6+; 
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B) 14 ..ie2 .l:lc8 1 5  0-0 ( 1 5  d5? c4 
16  l:tb4 lLla6-+) 1 5  . . .  cxd4 16  cxd4 
'ii'xd2 1 7  lLlxd2 ( 1 7  i.xd2 .l:lc2+) 
17 . . .  l:c2 18  d5 l:txa2 19 ..ic4 l:a4+; 

C) 14 ..id3 .l:ld8 1 5  ..ig5 lLlc6 1 6  
d5 ..ig4 ! ;  

D) 14 ..ixd7 lLlxd7 
Dl) 1 5  d5? c4 1 6  .l:lb4 lLlf6 1 7  

'ii'c2 ( 1 7  .l:lxc4 lLlxe4!)  1 7  . . .  lLlxe4 1 8  
l:xc4 lLlxc3 1 9  ..id2 .l:lac8-+; 

02) 1 5  0-0 cxd4 16 cxd4 'ii'xd2 
1 7  ..ixd2 .l:lfc8 1 8  .l:ltb 1 ( 1 8  .l:lc3 
.l:lxc3 1 9  ..ixc3 .l:lc8+ A 20 .l:lc 1 ?  
..ih6 2 1  .l:lc2 lLlf6-+) 1 8  . . .  .l:lc2 19 
.l:l3b2 .l:lac8 20 �fl e5 ! ?  (20 . . .  e6=) 
2 1  .l:lxc2 (2 1 ..ie3 f5+; 2 1  d5 lLlf6+) 
2 l . . ..l:lxc2 22 d5 .l:lxa2 23 .l:lc 1 h6 24 
.l:lc8+ �h7 25 d6 f5 26 exf5 e4 27 
fxg6+ �xg6 28 lLlh4+ �fl 29 ..if4 
..ie5+. 

13 ... a6!?  
The wildest. 
l 3  . . .  ..id7 14 ..ixd7 ( 14 a4 a6+) 

14 . . .  lLlxd7 15 0-0 ( 1 5  d5? lLle5 1 6  
'ii'c2 c4 A lLld3+) 1 5  . . .  cxd4 1 6  cxd4 
'ii'xd2 1 7  i.xd2 .l:lfc8 1 8  .l:lc3=; 
13 . . .  ..ia6!?  14 i.xa6 'ii'xa6 
(14 . . .  lLlxa6=) 1 5  dxc5 lLlc6 1 6  cxb6 
axb6 1 7  .l:lxb6 'ii'c4 1 8  0-0 ( 1 8  'ii'd5 
lLle5) 1 8  . . .  lLle5 19  .l:la1 'ii'xe4�. 

14 ..id3 
This is normal, but the position is 

unusual. Crucial was 14 ..ic4, then 
14 . . .  b5 1 5  .idS l:a7 16 dxc5 e6 1 7  
c6 

A) 1 7  . . .  .l:lc7 
AI) 1 8  ..if4 exd5 1 9  ..ixc7 'ii'xc7 

20 exd5 l:.d8 2 1  'ii'f4 i.e5 
(2 l . . .'ii'xf4 22 lLlxf4 ..ie5+) 22 'ii'f3 
'ii'd6+; 

A2) 18 i.c5 ! .l:ld8 19 11a3 'ii'xa3 
20 ..ixa3 exd5 2 1  exd5 lLlxc6±; 

B) 1 7  . . .  .l:la8 ! 1 8  c7 exd5 1 9  'ii'xd5 
lLlc6 20 'ii'xc6 ..ie6�. 

14 ... lLlc6 15 d5?! 
1 5  0-0 
A) 1 5  . . .  b5 ! ?  16 .l:lb2 ( 1 6  dxc5 

.l:ld8+; 16 'ii'c l  c4 1 7  .l:la3 'ii'c7+) 
16  . . .  .l:ld8 17 d5 c4 1 8  ..ixc4 bxc4 19  
'ii'c2 ltb8 20 dxc6 .l:lxb2 2 1  'ii'xb2 
ltd6 22 lLld4;l;; 

B) 1 5  . . .  cxd4 16 cxd4 'ii'xd2! 
( 1 6  . . .  lLlxd4 17 'ii'xa5 lLlxe2+ 1 8  
..ixe2 bxa5 1 9  l:.a3=) 1 7  ..ixd2 
lLlxd4 18 l:txb6 l:td8 1 9  ..ie3 ! ( 19  
..ig5 lLle6-+; 1 9  ..ib4 lLlc6 20 l:txc6 
.l:.xd3 2 1  ..ixe7 ..ib7 22 l:.c4 .l:.e8+) 
1 9  . . .  lLlf5!+ . 

15 ... lLle5 16 0-0?! 
It may seem that White has 

managed to solve his problems, but 
the truth is his case stands badly. 

Correct is 1 6  c4 lLlxd3+ 1 7  l:r.xd3 
'ii'a4 1 8  'ii'c 1  ( 1 8  0-0 'ii'xc4 1 9  f3 
f5-+) 1 8  . . .  ltd8 !+ ( 1 8  .. . f5 1 9  lta3 
'ii'd7 20 ..ih6oo). 

16 ... f5!+ 

17 .l:lbbl 
17 exf5? c4 1 8  ..ixb6 'ii'xd5-+; 1 7  

..ib 1? !  lLlc4 1 8  'ii'd3? lLld6+; 1 7  
lLlf4 g5! A f4-+ Funny, but this 
rather simple (but unusual) move 
was difficult for me to find! ;  1 7  
ltfb 1 lLlxd3 1 8  'ii'xd3 'ii'xa2+; 1 7  f3 
lLlxd3 1 8  'ii'xd3 fxe4 1 9  fxe4 l:txfl+ 
20 �xfl ..id7+; Best is 1 7  a3 ..id7+ 
but still not good enough. 
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17 . . .  lDxd3 18 'iVxd3 'iVxa2 19 .J:I.xc3 34 .J:I.xa5 ..tc4 35 �f2 ..th4+ 
.l:f.xb6 36 �g2 .J:I.c2+ 37 �h3 ..tf6 38 �g3 

1 9  lDc 1 'iVa5-+. 
19 ... fxe4 20 'iVd2 'iVxd2 21 ..txd2 

aS-+ 
From now on Lajos is a dead man 

who will be reborn like a phoenix at 
the end thanks to my true humanity 
(and patzership . . .  ! )  

22  .J:I.a1 .J:I.d8 23  .J:I.c6 .J:I.xd5 24 
..te3 

24 ... ..td7 
24 . . .  ..tg4! 25 lDf4 l:.d1+ 26 .J:I.xd1 

..txd1 -+ ONE! .  
25  .J:I.xc5 .J:I.xc5 26  ..txc5 �f7 27 

.l:.b1 l:lc8 
27 . . .  ..te5 ! Ll .l:f.b8-+ TWO! .  
28 ..ta3 ..tf6 
28 . . .  ..tg4 29 f3 exf3 30 gxf3 ..tf5 

3 1  llb7 ..tf6 32 .J:I.a7 ..td3 33 lDcl 

..tfl -+ THREE! .  
29  h3 .J:I.c7 30  .J:I.b6 ..ta4 
30 . . .  ..txc3-+; 30 . . .  ..te6-+. 
31  ..tb2 .J:I.d7 32 lDd4 e5 33 lDbS 

..txb5 34 .J:I.xb5 .J:I.a7? 
34 . . .  .l::td I+ was still winning easily 

35 �h2 .J:I.b1 36 c4 a4 37 �g3 h5! � 
Ll 38 h4 a3 ! 39 ..txa3 .l:r.h l -+ 
FOUR! . 

35 c4 a4 36 ..ta3 ..te7 37 c5 
�e6? 

Missing the last chance! 
After 37 . . .  .J:I.d7 38 .J:I.a5 .J:I.dl+ 

(38 . . .  .J:I.d4!) 39 �h2 .J:I.a1 40 ..tb2 
.l::ta2 4 1  ..txe5 a3 it is a harder task 
than the ones before, but if the result 
is the same, who cares? FIVE! .  

38 �fl �d5 39 �e2 .l:r.a6 40 
.J:I.b7! ..txc5 41 l:.b5 .J:I.c6 42 .J:I.a5 

Here the good Lajos felt strong 
enough to get up from his chair and 
walk a few steps, leaving me alone 
to say good-bye to victory. When he 
returned with a little smile we broke 
out simultaneously into a thunder
ous laugh and shook hands. We all 
are just feeble people trying to play 
well an incredibly difficult game 
called chess . . .  

1/z.l/z 



Statistics on Andras Adorj an's  

Games 

Our Mega2003 database contains 16 19  games of mine, of which in 826 
(5 1 %) I had the BLACK pieces, and in 793 the White ones. 

Distribution of my BLACK and White games by results 

Years BLACK of which % White of which % 

games games 

Total Wins Draws Losses Total Wins Draws Losses 

1 966-70 82 23.2 57.3 1 9.5 77 32.5 57. 1 1 0.4 

1 97 1-75 1 5 8  25.9 55.7 18 .4 1 62 32. 1 58.0 9.9 

1 976-80 1 32 20.5 62. 1  1 7.4 1 32 2 1 .2 72.7 6. 1 

1 98 1 -85 1 63 30. 1 5 1 .5 1 8.4 1 67 27.5 65.3 7.2 

1 986-90 1 24 1 9.4 62.9 1 7.7 1 09 27.5 65. 1  7.3 

1 99 1 -95 1 1 6 33.6 52.6 1 3 .8 1 05 27.6 60.0 1 2.4 

'96-2000 5 1  37.3 45. 1 1 7.6 4 1  4 1 . 5 5 1 .2 7.3 

Total 826 26.4 56.1 17.6 793 28.6 62.8 8.6 

There is not much difference in the rate of BLACK and White wins. The 
percentage of draws is much higher in my White games (you know, I'm a 
BLACK fighter, playing White I was rather careful knowing the dark 
dangers). As time went on, the percentage of my BLACK games (and wins) 
became higher. In the last decade I won 58 games and lost 25. And I tell 
you, after every single one of the 25 I cried with real tears while the 58 I 
took as a matter of natural course . . .  
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In any case: since 1966 when I 
tirst qualified for the Hungarian 
Championship and became at the 
age of 16 the youngest ever (until 
then) Master you can take ANY 
period of my career to see that I 
always had a POSITIVE result with 
BLACK! Funny as it may seem, I 
didn't even realise that. So how did 
I get to know about it then? It's 
easy! You keep on marrying until 
your present wife (in my case it 
took 3 tries) is a statistician. Like 
Ilona, my co-author, who is a 
professional !  Also in typing. In 
addition I could dictate to her at 
once in English. On top of 
everything she can take all of my 
crazy habits, and is anyway quite a 
nice person. For a woman. I think 
I'm not going to divorce too soon. 
There's no point anyway, since then 
there will surely come another 
wedding. I stop, but you don't, until 
- you know! 

Beating a strong opponent .•. 

In our times, when Karjakin holds 
the title of 'youngest Grandmaster 
of all times' at the tender age of 1 2, 
it may sound a little funny that I 
became the youngest ever 
Hungarian Master in 1966 (I was 
born in 1 950). These things are 
difficult to compare, of course. It is 
often asked where Lasker or Steinitz 
would stand on today's rating list? 
Well, right on the top, of course! 
Why? Because they possess the 
knowledge passed on to us by 
themselves and other chess 
pioneers. In the game below, my 
opponent was Gyorgy Szihigyi, a 
strong international master. He was 
so strong that once he even obtained 
an ' audience prize' for his strength 
at a tournament. Yes! During his 

games, he managed to push away all 
of his opponents (plus the board) at 
least 1 meter! This was my first win 
after receiving the Master title. My 
opponent had beaten me once 
already, and he could have been my 
father anyway. Accordingly, his 
greeting before the game was 
'Hello, son! ' But then in the end he 
was really fair, asking in an 
amusing way 'And you, MISTER 
JOCHA, can play so well? I didn't 
know you can play so well. . ! '  

G.Szilagyi - A.Jocha 
BP Kupa 1 966 

1 g3 lt:Jf6 2 ..tg2 g6 3 c4 ..tg7 4 
lt:Jc3 0-0 5 d4 c5 6 lt:Jf3 cxd4 7 
lt:Jxd4 lt:Jc6 8 0-0 'i1Va5 

At that time I started to build up a 
kind of repertoire which is not only 
without 'holes', but also leads to 
similar types of positions. Against I 
e4 I stuck to the Dragon, I answered 
I c4 with c5, and things like that. 
Alas, the Mar6czy Bind had a 
sobering effect on my romantic 
soul. Still, we kept on improving it 
for BLACK with Ribli, with whom I 
worked together for over 1 0 years. 
When I returned from Lanzarote in 
1975, I called him: ' Imagine, I won 
against the Mar6czy ! '  'No way' -
he said. 'Come on, I also got a 
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brilliancy prize for the game 
against Cardoso' 'In that case it 
is possible . . .  ' - he drew the 
conclusion. 

In the diagram you see a key 
position of another bunch of this 
opening complex. White has a 
choice, and apart from the text and 
the other - main - variation there is 
9 e3, which brought me a victory 
over GM J.Horvath, but it was 
mostly due to the surprise value. 
There followed 9 . . . .  d6 10 ..id2 
..ig4 ?? and, believe it or not, after 
l l  lt:ld5 ! +- the guy was dead. The 
execution took some time of course, 
but to my own surprise it wasn't 
even difficult. (10 . . . .  ..id7 was 
equal ! )  As for the remaining lines, 9 
tt:lb3 is much more testing than the 
quiet 9 ltJc2. 

9 ltJc2 
9 ltJb3 'ii'h5 
A) 1 0  e4 'ii'xd1 1 1 ltxd1 d6 1 2  h3 

a5 l 3  a4 ..ie6 14 ltJd5 lt:ld7 1 5  ..ifl 
l:tac8 1 6  ..id2 ltJc5 1 7 ltJxc5 dxc5 
1 8  ..ic3 ..id4 ( 1 8  . . .  ..ixc3 19 bxc3) 
19 ..ixd4 cxd4 20 l:ta3 f5 2 1  exf5 
..ixf5 22 f4 e6 23 ltJb6 l:r.cd8+ 
Smyslov-Larsen, Interzonal, 
Amsterdam 1964; 

B) 10 c5 ! ?  Ambitious 1 0  . . .  d6 
( 10  . . .  b6!?  1 1  e4 'ii'xd1 12 ltxd1 
bxc5 13 ltJxc5 d6 14 e5 ltJxe5 15  
..ixa8 dxc5�) 1 1  cxd6 l:r.d8 

B1) 12  ltJe4 ..ig4 ( 12  . . .  ltJxe4? 1 3  
dxe7) 1 3  f3 ..ie6�; 

B2) 1 2  e4 ..ig4 ( 1 2  . . .  Axd6 1 3  
'ii'xh5 ltJxh5 1 4  ..ie3t) l3  f3 ..ie6 

B2a) 14 'ii'e 1  ..ic4 1 5  dxe7 ( 1 5  g4 
'ii'e5 16  f4 'ii'e6) 1 5  . . .  ltJxe7 16  l:tf2 
ltJc6�; 

B2b) 14 g4 'ifh4 15 'ii'e 1  'ii'xel 16 
l:r.xe1 exd6=. 

9 ... 'ii'h5 10 e4 'ii'xd1 1 1  l:txd1 d6 
12 b3 ..ig4! 

A useful interpolation - reducing 
the activity of the g2-bishop. 

13 f3 ..ie6 14 ..ib2 

14 ... ltac8?! 
If it was necessary to put a rook to 

c8 right now, then the king's rook 
would belong there. But best was 
my later try 14 . . . .  ltJd7, after which 
my opponent went 'aggressively' 
for the draw: 

14 ... ltJd7! 1 5 ltJa4 ..ixb2 1 6 ltJxb2 
ltJc5 1 7  ltJd3 ltJxd3 1 8  l'hd3 a5 

A) 1 9  a4 f5 ( 19  . . .  g5 20 f4 gxf4 2 1  
gxf4 f5 22 l:te1 fxe4 2 3  l:tg3+ �h8 
24 ..ixe4 ..ig8�) 20 f4 fxe4 2 1  
..ixe4 ..if5 22 Ae 1 ..ixe4 23 Axe4 
�fl=; 

B) 1 9  a4 •h- •h Pogats-Adorjan, 
Hungarian Championship 1968. 

15 ltJd5 ltJd7 16 ltJd4? 
A big return favour. White could 

have gained a slight edge without 
headaches. Instead, he falls for 
something awful, as becomes clear 
in just a few moves. 

16  ..ixg7 rj;xg7 1 7 ltJce3t. 
16 ... ..ixd5! 17 exd5 ltJxd4 18 

..ixd4 .l:tc7! 19 ltd2 ..ixd4+ 20 
l:r.xd4 ltJc5 21 lte1 a5 22 'itf2 lta8+ 

Now, with every preparation 
made to roll up White's queenside 
pawn structure, I, surprisingly -
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even for myself - offered a draw! .  
Instead of shaking my (little) hand 
gratefully, IM Gy. Szilagyi proudly 
refused. God bless him for this! 

23 ..tn 

23 .. Jb6! 24 i.e2 
. . .  and he offered back the draw, 

realising that he is now facing a 
tough defence without any 
counterchances. But, even though I 
was silly enough to start peace talks, 
I actually knew I was better, and 
played the good moves with the 
right intention. Again and again, I 
recall the many games in which my 
draw offer was turned down and I 
won! This case is no exception. 

24 ... %:tb6 25 i.dl a4 26 l:.d2?! 
The lesser evil was: 
26 bxa4 l:ta6 27 i.b3 ll'lxa4+ 

although it's only a different kind of 
torture. 

26 ... axb3 27 axb3 l:.b4 28 l:te3 
b5!+ 29 cxb5 l:txb5 30 l:.a2 :r.cb7 
31 l:ta3 'iti>g7 32 f4 l:tb4 33 'iii>el h5 
34 l:tc3 'iii>f6 

34 . . .  h4. 
35 h4 :r.d4?! 
A waste of time. 
35  . . .  :r.e4+!-+. 
36 .to 'it>r5 37 l:te3 'it>f6 

37 . . .  l:td3? would be an oversight. 
38 i.e4+! although funnily BLACK 
still seems to have a drawing force: 
38 . . .  ll'lxe4 39 .l:.xd3 'it>g4 40 .l:.a2 
.l:.c7 4 1  .l:.a4 l:tc 1 + 42 �e2 f5�. 

38 l:.c3 l:.db4 39 i.dl 

39 ... .l:.e4+! 
This is killing tempo play. Now 

White is losing material one way or 
another. 

40 i.e2 
40 'it>f2 %:td4! 41 i.f3 .l:ldb4-+. 
40 ... .l:lbb4 41 �n 
41 .l:.c4 doesn't help because of 

4 l . ...l:.d4!+. 
4l ... :led4 42 i.O .l:.d3! 43 .l:.xd3 

ll'lxd3 44 i.e2 ll'lc5 45 i.c4 ll'le4 46 
'ifi>el 

It's all the same: White has too 
many weaknesses and no activity to 
compensate for them. 

46 'iti>g2 ll'ld2 47 'ifi>f2 ll'lxc4 48 
bxc4 l:txc4 49 'iti>e3 e5 50 dxe6 
'ifi>xe6 (50 . . .  fxe6 is good too 5 1  .l:.a6 
d5 52 l:.b6 'iii>f5 53 'iti>f3 .l:.c3+ 54 
'iti>f2 'iti>g4 55 l:lxe6 .l:.f3+ 56 'it>e2 
lhg3 57 .l:lxg6+ 'iii>xf4 58 :d6 :e3+ 
59 'ifi>f2 :e5 60 :g6 d4-+) 5 1  c;t>e2 
d5-+ 52 l:.f3 (52 'ifi>f3 'itf5 53 .l:.b3 
.l:.a4 54 l:r.e3 f6 55 l:.d3 d4 56 l:r.b3 
l:.a5 57 .l:.d3 .l:.d5 58 .l:.d2 d3-+). 
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46 ... ltJxg3-+ 47 l:[a4 l:r.b8 48 b4 
lLlf5 49 �d2 lLlxh4 50 b5 lLlf5 51 
l:[b4 h4 52 b6 h3 53 i.fl h2 54 
i.g2 ltJgJ 55 'it>e3 hl='il' 56 i.xhl 
ltJxhl 57 �f3 e5! 58 dxe6 �xe6 59 
�g2 �d5 60 f5 �c5 61 l:[g4 gxf5 
62 l::tf4 l:r.g8+ 63 �xhl �xb6 64 
l::txf5 l::tg7 

Practicing a rook ending with two 
pawns up was a pleasure for me that 
ended here. 

0-1 

CHESS DRAMAS 
ON THE STAGE 

The overwhelming majority of the 
tens of millions who play chess in 
our time has never ever had the 
chance to feel what it is like to play 
in decent circumstances. The lucky 
part of it is that they don't find the 
conditions of mass opens 
humiliating - for the above
mentioned reason. For me, it was an 
elevating experience to play on the 
stage in front of 500 onlookers at 
the 1966 Hungarian Championships, 
or 900 chess fans at the 1 979 Riga 
Interzonal. Quite simply because I 
could be certain that at least that 
many people are interested in what 
my colleagues and I are doing. And 
playing in the Championship in the 
same room where I had been a boy 
game demonstrator just one year 
before - well, it was like a fairy 
tale! With Karoly Honfi, who was a 
real gentleman (and had to pay for 
this dearly), we fought quite a few 
memorable battles. And, although 
'Karcsi' was almost 20 years my 
senior, we made good friends on the 
grounds of shared ideals and a 
personal liking for one another. 

The strict, but good-hearted 
Grandmaster Barcza wrote the 
following in his tournament report: 
'Andras Jocha, the 'Benjamin' of 
the tournament, knows almost 
everything that can be learnt. What 
he is short of is faith. ' Dear 
Grandmaster up there! I haven't 
made any progress since then. I still 
know 'almost' everything, as chess 
is impossible to learn completely, 
and my faith is also still lacking. 
I've never had enough of it! But, in 
spite of all this, I always did what I 
thought to be my duty. 

K.Honfi - A.Jocha 
Hungarian Championship 1 966 

1 ltJf3 lLlf6 2 c4 g6 3 d4 i.g7 4 g3 
0-0 5 i.g2 c5 6 d5 d6 7 0-0 lLla6 8 
ltJc3 ltJc7 

This is how I liked to play in 
those heroic times. And in two more 
games in this Championship! True 
there were no less than 22(! ! )  
participants, among whom I 
finished 9'h. 

9 a4 
9 e4 
A) 9 . . .  l:r.b8 10  e5 ( 10  a4 b6 1 1  

l:r.e l a6 1 2  e5 ltJg4 1 3  i.f4 f6oo) 
1 0  . . .  ltJg4 1 1  exd6 exd6=; 
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B) 9 . . .  b5 !?  I was never against a 
sacrifice, but with hindsight, I have 
doubts about the full correctness of 
this one. IO cxb5 l:tb8 ( IO  . . .  a6! ?  I I  
bxa6 i.xa6 I2 l:te I lLld7�) I I  a4 
( I 1 e5 ltJg4 1 2  exd6 exd6 I3  a4 a6 
I4 bxa6 .i.xa6 I 5  l:te I l:tb4�) 
I l .. .a6 

B1) I2 e5 ltJd7 ( I2  ... ltJg4) I3  
exd6 exd6 I4 i.f4 lLlf6 I 5  'ifb3 
axb5 16  axb5 i.a6 I 7  b6!?  i.xfl I 8  
i.xfl lLla8 1 9  b7 lLlc7 (oi9 . . .  lLlb6) 
20 l:.a7� Pfleger-Ribii I 974; 

B2) 12 bxa6 i.xa6 I3 l:te I l:tb4 
I4 'ii'c2 'ifb8�. 

9 ... l:.b8 10 h3 
1 0  e4 ! .  
10 ... b6 1 1  e4 a6 12 e5 lLld7 13  

exd6 exd6 14  .i.f4 
Challenging is I4  i.g5 f6 I 5  i.f4 

lLle8! I6  h4?! lLle5 I 7 lLld2 lLlil 1 8  
l:te I g5! I9  hxg5 fxg5 2 0  i.e3 lLle5 
2 I  ltJce4 h6 22 l:[a3 ltJg4+ 
Najdorf-Petrosian, Piatigorsky Cup 
I966. 'Petro Papa' went on to win 
this game. 

14 ... ltJf6 15 'ii'b3 
I 5  l:te i b5. 
15  ... h6! 
Well done. 
16 g4 
I6  l:tfe 1 lLlh5 I 7  i.d2 i.d7 I 8  g4 

tt::lf6 I9  i.f4 lLlfe8 20 g5 hxg5 2 I  
i.xg5 i.f6 22 i.f4 b5t. 

16 ... h5! 
It's so funny: two provocative 

moves with the h pawn just to force 
White 's advance and then go back 
to the last two ranks. That's what 
BLACK is going to 'achieve' 

17 g5 lLlfe8 18 l:tfe1 'ii'd7 19 l:r.e4 
b5 20 l:r.ae1 l:tb7D 21 l:te7 'ii'f5 22 

.i.c1 bxc4 23 'ili'xc4 l:tb4 24 'ife2 
aS! 

BUT! Look at this picture! All 
that has happened since my last 
remark was natural and virtually 
forced. And the hidden force of the 
BLACK Army awoke like flowers 
in the morning. 

25 'ii'd1 
25 lLla2 
A) 25 . . .  l:r.xa4? 26 b3 i.a6 

(26 . . .  l:txa2 27 _.xa2 'ii'xd5 28 
lLle5+-) 27 'ii'd2 l:tb4 (27 ... l:td4 28 
lLlxd4 .i.xd4 29 lLlc3 i.b7 30 i.b2 
i.a8 3 I  l:tie4+-) 28 lLlxb4 axb4 29 
lLlh4 'ifd3 30 'ifxd3 i.xd3 3 I  
i.fl +-; 

B) 25 . . .  l:tb3 ! 26 'ii'di l:td3 27 i.d2 
'ii'xd5 28 lLlc i l:txd2 :::J 29 'ii'xd2 (29 
tLlxd2 'ii'xg5) 29 . . .  'ifxd2 30 lLlxd2 
i.xb2�. 

25 ... i.a6 26 lLle4 'ifxd5 27 
lLlf6+? 

A bad mistake based on 
over-optimism. He should have 
thought of how to settle the matter 
peacefully: 

27 ltJxd6C lLlxd6 28 l:txc7 'ifxdi 
29 l:txd I lLle4 30 l:ta7 i.e2 3 I  l:te I 
i.xb2=. 

27 ... i.xf6 28 gxf6 'ii'xd1 29 l:txd1 
lLle6+ 30 i.h6 
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30 lbg5 l:td4 3 1  .l:t.xd4 lbxd4 32 
.i.d2 lbxf6 33 .i.xa5 .i.c4+. 

30 ... .i.e2! 31 l:el .i.xtJ 32 .i.xl3 
lbxf6 33 .i.xfB �xfB 34 l:r.a7 
l:xa4-+ 35 .i.c6 l:b4 36 .i.d7 lL!d4 
37 'ili'g2 .J:txb2 38 .i.c8 .J:te2?! 

Prolonging White's agony for 
what felt like eternity. Quicker was 
38 . . .  lL!d5 39 l:xa5 lL!f4+ 40 �g3 
lL!de2+ 4 1  �h2 h4-+ and White can 
just resign. 

39 l:xe2 lL!xe2 40 .l:t.xa5 lL!f4+ 41 
�13 lL!d3 42 l:a6 lL!e5+ 43 �e2 
�e7 44 f4 lL!ed7 45 l:a7 'it>d8 46 
.i.a6 li:ld5 47 �13 lt:lc7 48 .i.c4 d5 
49 .i.a2 c4 50 l:a5 lt:lb8! 51 f5 g5 
52 �e3 lt:lc6 53 l:a4 �d7 54 .i.bl 
�d6 55 h4 gxh4!? 

Winning, of course. But on 
55 ... f6!-+ White was really going to 
resign. Quite rightly. 

56 �f4 lL!b5 57 .i.c2 lt:lbd4 58 
.i.dl c3 59 l:a2 

59 •.• c2! 60 .i.xc2 lL!b4 61 .J:ta7 
li:ldxc2 62 l:r.xt7 lt:ld3+ 63 'it>g50 

63 �f3 lt:le5+. 
63 ... h3 64 l:h7 h2 65 l:xh5 li:ld4 

66 f6 �e6 67 �h6 
67 �g4 lt:lf1+. 
67 ... lt:lo 68 �g7 lL!de5 69 l:h6 

lt:lt7 0-1 

Winning with Guilt 

When we finished the post 
mortem of the following game, 
Grandmaster Gedeon Barcza sadly 
remarked: 'Getting old is not too 
much fun, son' I was suddenly 
overwhelmed with pangs of 
conscience. He was 65 and I was 
26, but there is more. I am greatly 
indebted to Grandmaster Barcza, 
and I tried to express my gratitude 
by following his example. When I 
was 1 5, I wrote a contribution to an 
analysis published in the Hungarian 
chess monthly Magyar Sakkelet. I 
refuted some parts of it but 
improved 'back' an important line 
(naturally for BLACK, in the 
Marshall Gambit with 1 1 . . . .  lL!f6). 
The Grandmaster, who was editor of 
Magyar Sakkelet, praised my work 
and encouraged me to write more! 
And write I did. I wrote extensively, 
and he handled my manuscripts 
with care and patience. He never 
changed a thing without previous 
consultation with a green, although 
talented, kid like me, who could 
have been his grandson. It would be 
a hopeless venture to enumerate all 
the things I learned from him. But 
let's take humility, for one. The 
humility required when you serve a 
cause. And the passionate love of 
truth. I still remember the way he 
raised his index finger: 'To lie in 
writing is a sin ! '  Not that he 
practised or tolerated it by word of 
mouth. I never forgot what he said, 
and never lied! (In writing, I mean.) 
Let 's make it clear: I did make 
mistakes, but I never recommended 
a move or line that I wasn't ready to 
play against anyone the next day! 
And to lose the game if it didn't 
work! That also happened, of 
course. Let's return to this team 
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championship game: why didn't the 
Grandmaster offer a draw? It's true 
that 5 e3 was a tacit invitation to 
complete symmetry by e6 but my 
automatic reply was e5, just as in 
my game against e.g. Barczay 
(Hungarian Championship '75), 
which you can find in the original 
BLACK IS OK! (Batsford 1988), if 
you can still get hold of a copy 
(Library!).  So the Grandmaster's 
remark made me sad, although the 
game was a nice one. Then my 
mood improved again when I 
learned that Groszpeter, who was a 
rising young star at that time, had 
suffered a good beating at the hands 
of my elderly master just a few 
weeks before! By the way, in 1 980, 
at the age of 69, Grandmaster 
Barcza held the draw against me 
easily, although he had to play with 
the White pieces again. . .  I 've 
always considered the opportunity 
to know him and be near him a real 
blessing. I was at the best possible 
age, when honesty can still be 
learnt. Well, Grandmaster Barcza 
was a creature of God of whom the 
good Lord would be rightly proud, 
to put it plainly. Otherwise . . .  
Otherwise . . .  ? 

G.Barcza - A.Adorjan 
MTK-Tipografia, Hungarian Team 

Tournament 1976 

1 c4 g6 2 �c3 cS 3 g3 Jtg7 4 
Jtg2 �c6 S e3 eS 

It's hard to call this move a 
'winning attempt', but it is surely 
the best way to avoid complete 
symmetry and the almost inevitable 
exchanges after 5 . . .  e6, with a likely 
draw. There is another way of doing 
it by 5 . . .  �h6-f5, but I found that 
better for White. 

5 . . .  �h6 6 �ge2 �f5 7 0-0 0-0 8 
b3 b6 9 Jtb2 Jtb7 1 0  .,1;!; having 
�e4/�d5 or first 1 1  l:d1 in mind. 

6 �ge2 �ge7 7 0-0 0-0 8 d3 d6 9 
l:b1 Jte6 10 �dS l:tb8 

1 0  . . .  b5 is always tempting but 
here is met by 1 1  �xe7+ �xe7 1 2  
Jtxa8 'ii'xa8 1 3  cxb5 Jth3 1 4  e4 
Jtxfl 1 5  'ii'xfl±. 

11 �ec3 a6 12 a3 bS 13 cxbS 
1 3  b4?! cxb4 14 axb4 bxc4 1 5  

dxc4 Jtxd5 1 6  �xd5 �xd5 1 7  
'ii'xd5 �xb4 1 8  'it'd2 a5 19  Jta3 
.,6 20 l:fd 1  l:fc8 and White's 
compensation is dubious. 

13 ... axbS 14 b4 

14 ... 'ii'd7!? 
Funny, but BLACK is already 

better. (Try to find an improvement 
for White! Ready! Steady! Go! )  He 
even has a choice. This move is 
more complex than kicking out the 
d5-� at once. 

14 . . .  �xd5 1 5  �xd5 �e7 1 6  
�xe7+ 'ii'xe7 1 7  Jtb2 c4! Bertok
Adorjan, Birmingham 1 973, 1 8  
dxc4 ( 1 8  d4 'ii'a7!) 1 8  .. . Jtxc4 1 9  
l:e1 'ii'e6+. 

IS 'ii'e2?! 
It's easier to criticise this than to 

recommend some real improvement. 
Fritz 8, 'whom' I sometimes 
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consult, admitted that BLACK was 
better in all other variations but I 5  
f4 - which is o f  course silly, in view 
of exf4 16 .l:f4 f5 with the upper 
hand. The variations below are 
partly the fruit of the joint effort of 
the 'Great Trio' (Ribli-Sax
Adorjan) in those years. I cannot 
help it: BLACK is not OK! BLACK 
is better! 

1 5  e4 tt:ld4 
A) 16  tt:lxe7+ fixe7 17  tt:ld5 

'ii'a7+ ( 1 7  . . .  �xd5 1 8  exd5 _.a7+); 
B) 16 �e3 tt:lxd5 I 7 tt:lxd5 f5 I 8  

f4 ( 1 8  exf5 �xf5 1 9  l:lc 1 �g4! 20 
f3 �e6+) 

81) 1 8  . . .  �xd5 1 9  �xd4 ( 19  exd5 
exf4 20 �xf4 l:lbe8+) 1 9  . . .  �a2 20 
J:la I exd4 2 1  l:lxa2 fxe4 22 dxe4 
c4+; 

82) 1 8  . . .  c4 1 9  fxe5 dxe5 20 dxc4 
bxc4 2 1  'ifr>h 1 fxe4 22 tt:lc3 �h3 ! 
(22 . . .  l:lxfl + 23 �xfl �g4""' Bertok
Sax Vinkovci '76) 23 �xh3 fixh3 
24 tt:lxe4 _.e6! 25 �gi 'ii'c6+; 

1 5  �b2 l:lfc8+. 
15 .. Jlfc8! 16 f4?! 
16 �d2 tt:lxd5 17  tt:lxd5 tt:le7 1 8  

tt:lxe7+ 'Wxe7 1 9  bxc5 ( I 9  �c3 c4) 
19 . . .  dxc5+; 16  �b2+ was still best. 

16 ... tt:lxd5 17 tt:lxdS tt:le7 18 
tt:lxe7+ 

1 8  e4 tt:lxd5 1 9  exd5 �g4 20 _.f2 
.i.f5 2 1  �e4 .i.h3 22 .i.g2 �xg2 23 
_.xg2 exf4+ (23 . . .  c4+). 

1 8  .. .'ifxe7 19 fxeS 
1 9  bxc5 dxc5 20 fxe5 (20 .i.b2 

c4) 20 . . .  .i.xe5 2 1  .i.b2 .i.xb2 22 
'iVxb2 l:ld8+. 

19 ... dxe5 
1 9  . . .  �xe5 20 bxc5 dxc5 2 1  

�b2+. 
20 bxcS 'WxcS 21 �b2 

21  ... .i.h6! 
This is killing, as will be clear in 

just a few moves. 
22 l:lfe1 b4! 23 l:lbc1 
23 axb4 'Wxb4 24 �xe5 _.xb1 25 

l:txb 1 l:txb 1 + 26 'ifr>f2 l:tbc 1 -+. 
23 ... 'fib6 24 l:txc8+? 
o24 axb4 l:txc1 25 �xc 1 fixb4+; 

24 .i.xe5? .i.xe3+-+. 
24 ... l:txc8 25 axb4 "ifxb4 

26 .i.xeS 
26 l:tc 1 .i.xe3+!  27 'ifxe3 

'ifxb2-+; 
26 .i.e I l:tc2 27 fifl (27 fid 1 

..tg4) 
A) 27 . . .  e4! !-+ 28 dxe4 (28 .i.xe4 

�h3-+) 28 . . .  ..tc4; 
B) 27 . . .  .1:.xc 1 -+; 
26 fif2 l:tc2 27 l:le2 llxe2 28 

fixe2 .i.xe3+ 29 'fixe3 'ifxb2-+; 26 
Wf2 .i.g4 27 �f3 'ifb3 28 �xg4 (28 
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.!:[c l .ixe3+! 29 �xe3 'ii'b6+ 30 d4 
l:txc l 3 1  .ixg4 'ii'b3+ 32 �e4 
l:tc2-+) 28 .. .l:lc2 29 .ixe5 'ii'xd3 30 
'ii'xc2 'iWxc2+ 3 1  l:.e2 'ii'e4 32 .if4 
g5! 33 .to 'ii'g6 34 .ic7 g4+; 

26 �fl .ig4 27 .. f2 'ii'b3 28 
.ixe5 l:.c2 29 'iWf6 'iixd3+ 30 �g l 
l::txg2+!-+. 

26 ... l:.c2! 27 'ii'd1? 
Losing immediately. 
27 'ii'fl 'iid2 28 .if4 .ixf4 29 

exf4 

29 . . .  .ig4! ! We have a Zugzwang 
now! It may sound incredible, but 
the handy 29 . . .  .ih3? probably 
blows the whole game. 30 l:le20 
'iixe2 3 1  'iixe2 lhe2 32 .ixh3 l:.d2 
33 .ig2 l:hd3 34 .ic6 l::td l+  35 
'1tg2 l::td2+ 36 �gl h6 37 h4 f6 38 
'it>fl rj;fl 39 �g 1 �e6 40 .ie4 g5 
4 1  hxg5 fxg5 42 fxg5 hxg5 43 .to 
'it>f5 44 'itrfl �e5 45 �gl �d4 46 
'it>fl 'itre3 47 .ib7= 

I shall never forget the last round 
of the 1 974 Student Chess 
Olympiad in Teesside, where the 
Hungarian team played England for 
the bronze. Our last 'Mohican', 
poor Vadasz, was supposed to hold 
an ending like this against Mestel. I 
cannot recall how long this torture 
lasted (with some breaks) but both 
of the teams were analysing the 
damned position like crazy, sharing 

their 'knowledge' with the players 
in the breaks. In the end, it was a 
draw. To say more, both parties 
came to the conclusion that an 
ending like this IS indeed a draw. 
But even if you can somehow 
manage to create an exception, it 
will take 3 days of your short life to 
win .. .Instead of 3 moves !)  30 d4 (30 
�h 1 .ih3 3 1  l:.e2 1i'xe2 32 1i'xe2 
l::tc l + !-+) 30 . . .  'it>g7! 3 1  d5 .tO ! !-+ 
Isn't it cute? 

27 ... .ig4! 28 .id6 
28 'ii'xc2 'iixel +  29 .ifl 

'ii'xe3+-+. 
28 ... l:.xg2+ 29 �xg2 1i'b7+ 30 e4 

.ixd1 0-1 

Z.Ribli - A.Adorjan 
Hungary 1 983 

As I first met Zoltan Ribli in 1 964 
(at the age of 1 3114 - the latter is 
me), you may quite rightly suspect 
that we played a hell of a lot of 
games. Including two matches! 
(Although we had a 'peace-treaty' 
for some 10  years when we - the 
two of us, joined later by Sax and 
finally Vadasz, 4 would-be olympic 
champions in Buenos Aires '78 -
were working seriously together. In 
those days there weren't trainers 
hiding behind every bush . . .  ) 

1 t'LlfJ c5 2 c4 t'Llf6 3 t'Llc3 b6 
A clear sign of 'serious 

intentions' .  Ribli almost never 
entered the main lines of the 
Hedgehog. Instead, he calmed down 
his 3 . . .  e6 opponents by e3-d4 and 
felt quite good in the somewhat 
dull, almost symmetrical positions. 
Just one personal experience: in 
our 1979 World Championship 
Candidates match he won games 1 
and 3 (in a 6-game battle !). 
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4 e3 e6 5 d4 cxd4 6 exd4 .i.b7 7 
a3 

Not a big deal. If there is anything 
for White in this position, it begins 
with the bishop move below, but 
after two decades of testing the line 
it is still pretty much even. 

7 .i.d3 dS 8 cxdS .!DxdS 9 0-0 
.i.e 7 I 0 .!Des 0-0 I I  'ii'hS .!Df6 I 2  
'ii'h4 .!De4=. 

7 ... d5 8 cxd5 .!Dxd5 9 .!DeS!?  
The only serious try, but by no 

means when combined with the next 
move of the game. 

9 .i.bS+ .i.c6 
A) I 0 'ii'a4?! 'ii'd7 I I  .!DeS? ( I I 

.i.xc6 .!Dxc6+) I I . . .  .!Dxc3 I 2  'iWb3 
.!DxbS 1 3  .!Dxd7 .!Dxd7-+; 

B) IO .i.d3 .!Dd7=. 
9 ... a60 

10 'ii'a4+?! 
A complete misunderstanding of 

the case, causing trouble only for 
himself. The other long queen move 
didn't give any advantage, either, 
but it is sound. Besides, there are 
some tricky lines to test if BLACK 
is alert. 

1 0  'ii'hS !? g6 I I  'ii'f3 
A) I l . . .We7?! I2  .i.gS .!Dxc3 1 3  

.i.xe7 .i.xf3 1 4  ..tf6 l:g8 I S  bxc3 

.i.b7 16 a4 .!Dd7 I 7  .!Dxd7 �xd7 I8  
l:b I �c6 I 9  .i.d3;!;; 

B) I l . . .'ii'c7? I 2  .i.bS+ ! !  axbS 
( I2  . . .  .i.c6 1 3  .!DxdS exdS 14 .i.f4+-) 
I 3  .!DxbS 'ike7 ( 13  . . .  'ii'c8 I4 'ii'xf7+ 
�d8 I S  .i.gS+ .i.e7 1 6  .!Dd6 'ii'c7 I7  
'ii'g7 .i.xgS 1 8  'ii'xh8+ �e7 I9 
.!Db5+-) 1 4  .!Dd6+! 'ii'xd6 I S  'ii'xf7+ 
�d8 I6 'ii'xb7+-; 

C) I l . . .'ii'f6? I2 .!DxdS 'ii'xf3 I 3  
.!Dc7+ �d8 I4 gxf3 q;xc7 I S  
.!Dxf7±; 

D) I l . ..f6 I2 .!Dg4 .i.g7 13 .!De3 

Dl) I3 . . .  .!Dxe3 14 'ii'xb7 (I4 
'ikxe3 �f7 IS .i.c4 'ii'd7 I6  f3 fS I7 
0-0 l:d8+) 14 . . .  .!Dc2+ IS  �d1 .!Dxa i 
I6  'ii'xg7 l:f8 I 7  'ii'b7 .!Dd7 I 8  
.i.xa6 li:)b3 I 9  .i.bS l:f7 20 'li'e4 
.!Dxc1 2 1  'li'xe6+ 'itf8 22 �xc1 ;!;; 

D2) 1 3  . . .  0-0 I4 .!DcxdS ( 14  
.!DexdS exdS 1 S  .i.c4 'ii'e7+ 16 .i.e2 
.!Dc6 I 7  .i.e3 l:ad8 I 8  .!DxdS 'ii'f7 I 9  
.i.c4 .!Dxd4 2 0  .i.xd4 .i.xdS 2 1  
.i.xdS l:fe8+ 22 .i.e3 'ii'xdS 23 
'ii'xdS+ l::txdS 24 l:.d I l:bS 2S b4 
aS+) I4  . . .  .i.xdS ! ( l 4  . . .  exdS I S  .i.c4 
fS I6  0-0 �h8 I 7  .i.xdS .i.xdS I 8  
'ii'xdS l:a7 1 9  'ii'xd8 l:xd8 20 dS 
.!Dd7 2 I  .!Dc4 l:c7 22 .i.gS .i.f6 23 
.i.xf6+ .!Dxf6 24 .!Dxb6 l:d6 2S 
.!Da4±) I S  .!DxdS 'ii'xdS I6 'ii'xdS 
exdS I 7  .i.e3 fS 1 8  g3 .!Dc6 I 9  .i.g2 
l:lad8= 20 0-0-0 l:fe8 (20 . . .  .!DaS) 2 I  
�c2 .!LiaS=. I did a little homework, 
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dear Readers, now it's your tum to 
refute it all. It won't be very easy! 

10  ... liJd7 
IO . . .  b5? I I  ..ixb5+!+-. 
l l liJxdS b5! 

The first counterblow. 
l l . . ...ixd5 12 ..ixa6 ..ixg2 1 3  l:lg 1 

.idS ! ( 13  . . .  ..ib7? 14 'ii'xd7+ 'ii'xd7 
1 5  liJxd7 Axa6 16  lL!xf8 'iiti>xf8 1 7  
..if4±) 14 'ii'b5 f6 1 5  lL!xd7 "ifxd7 
16  'ii'xb6 'ii'd6 1 7  'ii'xd6 ..ixd6 1 8  
..id3 g5 1 9  f4 ! ?  h6 ( 1 9  . . .  gxf4 20 
l1g7 0-0-0 2 1  ..id2;!;) 20 h4 gxf4 2 1  
l1g7 l:.b8«>. 

12 ...,3 
1 2  ..ig5 f6 ! 1 3  'ifdl ( 1 3  lL!xf6+ 

gxf6 14 'ii'd1 liJxe5-+) 1 3  . . .  ..ixd5 
A) 14 liJxd7 "ifxd7+ (14 . . .  

'iiti>xd7+); 
B) 14 'ii'h5+ g6 1 5  lL!xg6 hxg6 1 6  

'ifxh8 fxg5 1 7  ..id3 "iff6 ( 17  . . .  
..ixg2+) 18 "ifxf6 lL!xf6 19 ..ixg6+ 
�d7+. 

12  .•. ..ixd5 
Not the most accurate, but going 

in the same direction as 1 2  ... t"Dxe5 ! 
13 dxe5 ..ixd5 14 "if g3 l:tc8 
( l4 . . .  h5). 

13 "itg3 lL!xeS 14 dxe5 
14 'ifxe5 l1c8 1 5  ..id2 f6+. 

14 . .. h5!? 

Such a move is always hard to 
resist. But here and from now on in 
some places BLACK has pleasant 
choices of fine moves. 

14  . . .  l:lc8. 
15 h4 
A must. 
1 5  �g5 h4 16 "iff4 
A) 16 . . .  'ii'a5+ 1 7  b4 ( 17  'ii'd2 

"ifxd2+ 1 8  ..ixd2 h3 1 9  f3 l:lh5 20 
..ic3 l:tg5-+) 1 7  . . .  'ii'a4 1 8  f3 h3; 

B) 16 ... 'ifc7 17 l:lcl 'ii'a5+ 1 8  
"ifd2 'ii'xd2+ 19 ..ixd2 h3+. 

15 ... Ac8 16 b4 
Trying to parry one of the 

dangers, but there are too many 
different ones. In addition, this 
move loses time again. 

16 ..id3 ..ixg2 1 7  ..ixb5+ axb5 1 8  
"ifxg2 "itd4 1 9  0-0 "ifxe5 2 0  'itb7 
"ifb8-+; 

16 ..ie2 l:.c2! 1 7  ..id3 "ifa5+ 1 8  
�d1 ( 1 8  'iiti>fl ..ic4+) 1 8  . . .  l:lc6 1 9  
�e2 "ifa4 20 l:td 1 "itg4+! (20 . . .  ..ib3 
21 l:le 1 ..ic2+) 21 "ifxg4 hxg4 

A) 22 a4 ..ixg2 (22 . . .  bxa4+) 23 
axb5 ..if3+ 24 �e 1 l:.c5 25 bxa6 
l:.xh4+; 

B) 22 ..ig5 ..ie7 23 l1ac 1 l:lh5+ 
(23 . . .  ..ixg2+). 

16 ... g6?! 

But this reply is a little silly as 
well. To target e5 is logical, but 
slow. Besides, here I could have 
increased the initiative dangerously 
by concrete and combined threats. 

16  . . .  "ifb6!?  17 ..ie3 ( 1 7  ..id2 "itd4 
1 8  l:.d1 g6+) 17  . . .  "ifh7+; 16  .. J1c2! 
17 ..ig5 ( 17  ..id3 ..ixg2 1 8  l1g1 
"itd4+ 19 l1b1 �e4!-+; 1 7  �e2 
l:r.xe2+! 1 8  �xe2 ..ic4+ 19 'ifi>e1 
"ifd4-+; 17 'ii'd3 l1c4+) 1 7  .. . 'ii'c7 1 8  
..id2 g6 19  ..id3 ..ig7 20 f4 l1b2+ 
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2 1  ltb I (2 1 ltd 1 0-0 22 0-0 ltd8 23 
ltfe l  ltbH) 2 1 . . .lta2+. 

17 i.gS 

17 •.• i.e7? 
This move really deserves a 

question mark. Both in principle and 
for being impotent. The whole story 
is about White 's efforts to try to 
exchange pieces and hide the king. 
And what am I doing? 
Co-operating! And doing my utmost 
to miss my winning chances. Just 
see below! 

1 7  . . .  'ikc7!?;  
o 1 7  . . .  'ikb6! 
A) 1 8  i.f6 'ii'd4 19 ltdl 

i.xb4+!-+; 
B) 18 lld l 
Bl) 1 8  . . .  a5 1 9  i.f6 
Bla) 19 . . .  ltg8 20 'ii'd3 ltc4 2 1  

'ii'e3 'ii'xe3+ (2 I . .  J%e4 22 'ii'xe4 
i.xe4 23 i.xb5+) 22 fxe3 axb4 23 
i.xc4 bxc4 24 e4+-; 

Bib) 1 9  . . .  axb4? 20 i.xh8 bxa3 2 1  
i.d3+-; 

B2) 1 8  . . .  i.g7 19 i.e3 'ikb8 20 
i.d4 0-0 2 1  i.e2 i.c4+; 

C) 1 8  i.e2 'ii'd4 1 9  0-0 i.g7 20 
i.f4 ltc3 2 1  'ii'g5 'ii'e4 22 i.f3 
l:.xf3-+; 

D) 1 8  i.d3 i.g7 19 0-0 'ii'd4 20 
ltfe I ltc3 2 1  ltad I 0-0 22 i.e 7 

ltfc8 23 i.c5 'ii'g4 (23 . . .  lt8xc5 ! 24 
bxc5 ltxa3+) 24 'ii'xg4 hxg4 25 
i.e4 i.xe4 26 ltxe4 ltxa3+ 
(26 . . .  g3i} 

18 i.xe7 'ii'xe7 19 i.e2 
Can you see? Almost everything I 

gained has disappeared. The 
position is rather drawish. Luckily, 
my opponent got over-optimistic, 
and tried to push his luck and was 
not content to just leave behind his 
past problems in this game. 

19 . . .  i.c4 
1 9  . . .  ltc2 20 i.d3 ltc6 2 1  0-0 0-0 

22 ltfc I ltfc8=. 
20 .:tel 0-0 

2 1 i.xh5? 
Jesus Christ on the Cross! A great 

player with Ribli's extra sense of 
danger takes a feeble pawn, leaving 
his king in the midst of thunder and 
lightning, ready to break out at any 
time and from several directions. 
True, contrary to my original 
judgement, the ending could still 
offer the upper hand to BLACK, as 
a second look has proved. Stil l !  
Stil l !  

21  i.xc4 
A) 2 l . . .bxc4 22 0-0 ltfd8 23 .:tc3 

(23 'ii'f4 c3 24 llc2 ltd3 25 'ii'e4 
'ii'd8 26 ltfc 1 ltd l +  27 lhdl 
'ii'xd I+ 28 �h2 �g7 29 a4 'ii'd5 30 
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'ir'e3 'ir'b3-+) 23 . . .  l:r.d4 24 f4 'ii'd7 25 
�h2= l:r.d3 26 l:r.f3; 

B) 2 l .. .l:r.xc4! 22 l:r.xc4 bxc4 23 
0-0 l:ld8 

81) 24 l:.c l l:r.d4+; 
82) 24 'ii'g5 !? 
Bla) 24 . .  .'ii'xg5 25 hxg5 J:ld5 

(25 . . .  l:r.d4 26 f3 �f8) 26 l:tc l=; 
Blb) 24 . . .  'ir'c7 25 g4?! (25 l:tcl 

c3 26 'ii'e3 'ii'c4 27 -.c5) 25 . . .  l:.d5 ! 
26 J:le l (26 gxh5 'ii'xe5 27 'ii'xe5 
l:txe5 28 hxg6 fxg6 29 l:tcl =) 
26 . . .  'ii'd8 27 ii'xd8+ l:txd8 28 gxh5 
gxh5 29 l:.e4 l:.c8+; 

BJ) 24 'ii'f4 ii'c7 25 .:.c l c3 26 
'ii'e4 (26 'ii'e3 l:.c8 27 l:lc2 ii'c4+) 
26 . . .  l:td5 27 f4 l:ld2 28 �h2 c2+. 

2 l  ... a5! 

That's it! No matter how many 
lengthy variations you will see from 
now on, the game is in fact over. 
And the less I explain that, the more 
you will enjoy the climax(?). I 
remember a story told by Hans Ree 
in Sochi 1 976 when we got 
hopelessly lost walking through the 
town. It was a cartoon. The 
American Army is crossing land in 
wartime, somewhere in Mexico, and 
heading for a destination that they 
don't know how to get to. The 
general turns to an old peasant for 
help. He says: 'Oh yes, I know 

where it is. Just tell me, please, are 
you looking for the shortest or the 
most beautiful way?' So! You have 
the same choice when playing over 
this analysis of mine, well-organised 
chaos. 

22 bxa5 
22 l:.b I axb4 23 l:.xb4 l:.fd8 24 

i.xg6 fxg6 25 'ii'xg6+ 'ii'g7+; 22 

i.e2 axb4 23 h5 g5! 24 i.xc4 l:.xc4 
25 l:.xc4 bxc4 26 0-0 bxa3 27 f4 a2 
28 'it>h2 (28 fxg5?? 'ii'a7+) 28 . . .  l:ta8 
29 l:la l l:ta3 30 'ii'g4 f5 ! 3 1  exf6 
'ii'xf6 32 fxg5 'ii'e5+ 33 g3 'ii'f5 34 
'ii'd4 'ii'xg5-+. 

22 ... 'ii'a7 

23 i.dl 
23 i.e2 'ii'xa5+ 24 'ii'c3 (24 'it>fl 

'ii'd2) 24 . . .  'ii'a6 
A) 25 i.xc4 l:txc4 26 'ii'e3 l:.xc I +  

27 'ii'xc I l:lc8 28 'ir'b2 
AI) 28 . . .  'ii'a5+ 29 �e2 b4 30 

axb4 (30 l:lh3 'ii'd5! 3 1  axb4 
'ii'xg2+) 30 . . .  'ii'b5+ 3 1  �e3 l:.c4 32 
ltb l l:lxh4 33 f4 g5�; 

A2) 28 . . .  b4 
A2a) 29 l:lh3 l:.c4 30 axb4 'ii'c6 

3 1  'ir'b3 ! (3 1 b5 'ii'xg2+) 3 l . . .'ir'b5 
32 l:.e3 l:lc l + 33 �d2 'ii'fl 34 l:.e2 
lta I 35 'ii'c4 'ii'xg2�; 

A2b) 29 axb4 29 . . .  'ii'c4 30 llh3 
'ii'e4+ 3 1  l:te3 'ii'xg2+; 
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B) 25 Wb4 •as 26 .tf3 -..,g 27 
_.d6 _.a7 28 lldi llcd8 29 _.xd8 
lbd8 30 llxd8+ �g7 3 I  h5 _.xa3+. 

23 ... .-xaS+ 24 _.cJ .-as 25 _.e3 
25 .tf3 .td5. 
2S ... llfd8-+ 
25 . . .  .-xg2?? 26 .tf3. 

26 .tf3? 
26 .te2 
A) 26 .. ... a5+! ?  27 �fl (27 _.c3? 

.i.b3 !-+) 27 .. . .-a4 (27 . . .  lld2 28 
.i.xc4 llxc4 29 lie I llcc2 30 llh3 
llxf2+ 3 I  .-xt2 llxt2+ 32 �xf2=) 
28 llei 

AI) 28 . . .  lldi 29 .txc4 (29 g3 
llxe I +  30 �xe I b4 3 I  .i.xc4 llxc4 
32 h5 bxa3) 29 . . .  bxc4 30 �gi (30 
llxdi _.xdi+ 3 I  _.ei _.d3+ 32 
_.e2 llb8-+) 30 ... llxei+  3 I  'ii'xei 
c3-+; 

A2) 28 ... .txe2+ 29 _.xe2 .l:lc2 30 
_.e3 llcd2 3 I  llh3 (3 I g3 ll8d3 32 
_.e4 _.xa3 33 h5 _.a2 34 _.f4 lldi 
35 �g2 _.d5+ 36 lle4 llxg3+! 37 
fxg3 _.a2+ 38 _.t2 lld2 39 _.xd2 
_.xd2+ 40 �h3 gxh5-+) 3 1 . . .l:td i 
32 1t'b3 llxe I +  33 �xe I _.e4+ 34 
�fl (34 lle3 _.xg2) 34 ... lld2+; 

B) 26 . . .  .txe2 27 �e2 _.xg2 
Bl) 28 .. g5 

28 . . .  l:.c2+! !  29 .l:lxc2 ,.e4+-+; 
B2) 28 llxc8 l:txc8 29 l:.c i 'ii'g4+ 

(29 . . .  l:.a8 30 ,.f4) 30 �fl llxc l +  
3 I  'ii'xci _.xh4 32 _.c5 'ii'a4 33 
�e2 �g7+; 

B3) 28 l:.hgl l:tc2+! 29 l:txc2 
_.xg i 30 l:.d2 'tt'g4+ 3 I  �fl 

BJa) 3 I . . .llc8 !?  32 lld4! (32 'ii'g3 
'ii'e4 33 lldi _.h i+ 34 �e2 llc2+ 
35 lld2 llc l -+) 32 . . .  llc i+  33 _.xci 
_.xd4 34 _.c7 �g7 35 ..,8 _.xh4 
36 'ii'xb5 'ii'h3+ 37 �g i _.xa3+; 

BJb) 3 1 . ..l:xd2! 32 'ii'xd2 _.h3+! 
(32 . . ... xh4+) 33 �e i _.xa3-+ . 

26 ... .-aS+ 27 _.cJ 

21 ... .tn ! !  
Boy! You should have seen the 

effect of this move! (It was a 
team-game) Ribli clutched his head 
with both hands, and jumped. I 
walked quietly over to the bottom 
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boards, then back to our table at a 
normal pace, avoiding any 
histrionics. Naturally, a sort of 
crowd gathered in no time. Ribli 
had had enough of it, and reached 
out his hand immediately on my 
arrival at the board. We were not on 
the friendliest of terms in those 
days. I must confess that the final 
handshake gave me much more 
pleasure than the one before the 
game . . .  

0-1 

Exaggerated faithfulness 

I really can't complain about the 
Griinfeld, it was a lucky choice at 
the age of I 5 . It suits my style, as 
BLACK seeks active counterplay. I 
found it really stimulating, and my 
work on it was richly rewarded. It 
wouldn't be easy to count up how 
many games I won with it (often 
with important novelties). So I 
remained faithful to it all throughout 
my career, with some short breaks. 
Touchingly beautiful so far, isn't it? 
On the other hand, it was not a very 
reasonable thing to do, as it made 
my opponents' preparation easier. 
The strange thing is that, even if I 
have always believed the Griinfeld 
to be a correct defence in general, I 
have never thought it to be 'the one 
and only'. As you will soon see, I 
also explored the waters of the 
Modem Benoni, and Benoni-like 
variations in general. I felt good in 
these dynamic positions, I even won 
quite a few games (the one against 
Uhlmann from I97 I  is included in 
the original BLACK IS OK!, 
published by Batsford in '88). Later, 
on the advice of IM Janos Tompa, I 
got a taste of the Nimzo-Queen's 
Indian labyrinth. It was so much to 
my liking that I put aside the 

Griinfeld for several years - which 
was stupid, too. The idea, dear 
Reader, is not to play whatever you 
come across. It is worthwhile, on 
the other hand, to keep at least 2 
good weapons at the ready all the 
time, and use them alternately, 
depending on the opponent, the 
tournament standings, or simply on 
your mood. It is a healthy tactic, and 
it also saves you from monomania, 
keeping your mind fresh. 

E.Bukic - A.Adorjan 
Vmjacka Banja Zonal I 972 

1 d4 liJf6 2 c4 cS 3 dS e6 4 ltJc3 
exdS 5 cxdS d6 6 liJfJ g6 7 e4 �g7 
8 �e2 0-0 9 0-0 l:te8 10 liJd2 ltJa6 
1 1  �h1 

I I  f4 liJc7. 
l l  ... ltJc7 12 a4 b6 13 f3 liJd7 14 

ltJc4 ltJe5 1S liJe3 l:lb8!N 
This was a novelty at that time, 

and practically forced, too, because 
the earlier try I 5  .. . .  f5 gave White a 
lasting advantage. 

I 5  . . .  f5 I6 f4 liJf7 I 7 exf5 gxf5 I 8  
�d3 'iff6 I9 ,.,c2;!;. 

16 �d2 
The real test would be, of course, 

I 6  f4, launching loads of very sharp 
variations. I would be glad to 
explain to you what is going on, the 
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trouble is that sometimes I don't 
understand it myself. Anyway! 
Most of these variations were born 
not long after the tournament - I 
recommend that you analyse every 
single game of your own which is 
worthy of analysis! Botvinnik used 
to say that one can learn the most by 
analysing one's losses. I have found 
that one can also learn a lot by 
analysing all the other games, 
especially nice wins, and it is even 
pleasant! The important principle, 
however, is: don't let yourself get 
carried away by the result and keep 
your self criticism always at hand! 

1 6  f4 lL!d7 

A) 1 7  e5 dxe5 1 8  f5� e4 
(o 1 8  . . .  l::tf8) 1 9  d6 lL!a6 20 lL!ed5 
lL!b4 2 1  lL!xb4 cxb4 22 lL!d5 .i.b7 
•h- •h Lj .Popov-Adorjan Varna 1 972 
(22 ... .i.b7 23 lL!e7+ l:r.xe7 24 .i.g5 
lL!f6 25 dxe7 ,..xe7 26 fxg6 fxg6 27 
'ifb3+ �h8 28 a5 llf8;!;); 

B) 1 7  lL!c4 lLlf6 
Bl) 1 8  .i.d3 .i.a6 ( 1 8  . . .  lL!a6) 
Bla) 19 lL!e3 .i.xd3 20 ,..xd3 

,..e7+; 
Blb) 19 e5 dxe5 20 d6 (20 lL!xe5 

lL!fxd5) 20 . . .  .i.xc4 2 1  .i.xc4 (2 1 
dxc7 ,..xd3 22 cxb8=W llxb8 23 
fxe5 lL!g4+) 2 1 . . .lL!e6+; 

Blc) 19 Wc2 lL!g4! 20 h3 Wh4+ 
2 1 lLlxd6? (2 1 lLld1 .i.d4+) 2 l . . .,..g3 

22 hxg4 'ifh4+ 23 �g 1 .i.d4+ 24 
llf2 .i.xd3 25 Wd2 lled8 26 lL!db5 
lL!xb5 27 axb5 llb7 28 g5 l:e7 29 e5 
.i.c4 30 d6 llxd6! 3 1  exd6 .i.xf2+ 
32 'ii'xf2 lle1+-+; 

B2) 18 e5 dxe5 
B2a) 1 9  fxe5 lLlfxd5 20 lL!d6 

lL!xc3 2 1  bxc3 .i.xe5 (2 l . ..l:txe5 ! )  
22 lLlxe8 

82al) 22 . .... h4 23 lLlf6+ �g7 24 
lL!g4 .i.xg4 25 .i.f4 .i.xf4 26 llxf4 
.i.xe2 27 1i'd6! 1i'd8 28 'ii'e5+ �g8 
29 'ii'xe2 1i'd6= (29 ... lL!e6=); 

82a2) 22 . . .  1Wxe8!�; 
82a3) 22 . . .  1Wxd1+; 
B2b) 1 9  d6 lL!e6 20 fxe5 lL!d7 2 1  

lL!d5 lL!xe5 22 lL!e7+ llxe7 2 3  dxe7 
'ifxe7 24 'ifd6 'ifxd6 25 lL!xd6 .i.d7 
26 .i.b5 lld8 27 lL!e4 .i.xb5 28 
axb5+ Platonov-Savon 1970; 

B2c) 1 9  lL!xe5 lL!cxd5 20 lL!c6 
'ii'c7 2 1  lL!xb8 lL!xc3 22 bxc3 
'ii'xb8+; 

B3) 1 8 lL!xd6!?  A bit shocking but 
the Benoni is not for chickens! 
1 8  . . .  1Wxd6 1 9  e5 'ii'd8 20 d6 lL!e6 2 1  
exf6 .i.xf6 22 .i.b5 .i.d7 23 f5 
.i.xb5 24 lL!xb5 lL!d4 25 fxg6 (25 
d7? 'ii'xd7! 26 fxg6 fxg6 27 l:[xf6 
lL!xb5+) 25 . . .  hxg6 26 .i.f4 'ifd7 

83a) 27 lL!c7?! lle2 28 lL!d5 We6 
29 lLlxf6+ 'ifxf6 30 .i.e3 (o30 Wd3 
'ii'e6+) 30 . . .  1We5 3 I  .i.xd4 cxd4 32 
'ifb3 'ii'e6 33 'ifxe6 llxe6 34 :ac i 
.l:txd6 35 l:c7 f5 36 l:r.xa7 d3 37 
�gi lle8-+; 

B3b) 27 lL!xd4 .i.xd4 28 'ifc2 lle6 
29 l:ae I llbe8 30 llxe6 llxe6 3 I  
lld 1 'ife8 32 .i.g3=; 

B4) I 8  .i.f3 .i.a6 19 'ifb3 'ifd7 20 
e5 ! (20 .i.d2 .i.xc4 2 I  'ifxc4 a6 22 
'ii'd3 b5 23 axb5 axb5 24 lla7 b4 25 
lL!e2 'ifh5 26 'ifc2 lL!cxd5! 27 exd5 
llxe2 28 .i.xe2 'ifxe2 29 lie I 'ifh5+) 
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20 . . .  dxeS 2 1  fxeS ..txc4 22 'iVxc4 
l:rxeS 23 ..tf4 l:ee8 24 aS ..i.ffi!ao. 

16 ... a6 

17 l:bl 
Here again, more testing was the 

sharp O-f4. But people facing 
unexpected tactical variations often 
feel like reducing the tension, even 
if the wild complications seem to 
offer them good chances. 

1 7  f4 lbd7 1 8  ti:)c4 ti:)f6 
A) 1 9  .to bS 20 tl)as ..td7 2 1  

axbS (2 1 eS? dxeS 22 d6 e4 ! )  
2 l . . .axbS (2 I . . .ti:)xbS 22  eS !±) 

AI) 22 l:e l b4 23 ti:)b1 (23 ti:)a4 
ti:)cxdS) 23 . . .  ti:)bS 24 eS dxeS 2S 
fxeS ti:)hS 

Ala) 26 g4 lla8 27 ti:)b7 'iVb6 28 
llxa8 l:lxa8 29 ti:)xcS 'iVxcS 30 gxhS 
ti:)d4 3 1  ..tf4 l:a2 (3 1 ...1la 1 32 hxg6 
hxg6 33 ..te4 ..tfs 34 �g2 'iVc4t); 

Alb) 26 ..txhS gxhS 27 'iVxhS 
ti:)d4 28 l:fl ..tbs 29 'iVxf7+ �h8 30 
l:ld1 l:ffi 3 1  '6'a7 'iVxdS-+; 

A2) 22 eS dxeS 23 d6 e4 ! !  24 
dxc7 'iVxc7 2S ..i.e2 b4 26 ti:)b 1 e3 
27 .i.e 1 (27 .i.e 1 ?  l:a8 28 ti:)b3 
lha1 29 ti:)xa1 ..tfS-+) 27 .. Jla8 28 
ti:)b3 l:xa l 29 ti:)xa1 ..tc6+; 

B) 1 9  ti:)xd6 'iVxd6 20 eS 'iVd8 2 1  
exf6 (2 1 d6 ti:)cdS 22 exf6 ti:)xf6+) 
2 I . . ...txf6 22 .to ..trs 23 'iVb3 
'ii'd6+; 

C) 19 eS dxeS 20 ti:)xeS (20 fxeS 
ti:)fxdS 21 ti:)d6 ..txeS 22 ti:)xe8 
'iVh4-+) 20 . . .  l:.a8+ (20 . . .  ti:)cxdS?! 2 1  
ti:)c6 "fkc7 22  ti:)xb8 'ihb8 23  ti:)xdS 
ti:)xdS 24 ..tc4±). 

I hope you got through all this 
without getting hurt. Here, or 
anywhere else in the book, you may 
well find some mistake or a way to 
develop the ideas further. The thing 
is that the attempt to come up with a 
decent, sound analysis of a 
double-edged position is almost as 
risky as to play it. Many people 
seem to have discovered the 
'solution' :  the 'unclear' sign. I hate 
that as a reader, and I try to use it as 
rarely as possible as an annotator. 
The secret is: I always made a point 
of only taking on tasks I am 
interested in. If, on top of that, I am 
also emotionally involved, so much 
the better. My readers are never 
disappointed: either they have a 
good slice of my work, or they can 
discover some of my silly 
mistakes. . .  I could never find out 
which way they prefer it!? 

17  ... b5 

18  axb5? 
1 8  b4 cxb4?! ( 1 8  . . .  c4 19 axbS 

axbS 20 l:la 1 fS 2 1  exfS gxfS 22 f4 
ti:)d3+) 19  l:xb4 aS 20 l:.xbS! (20 
l:b 1 b4 2 1  ti:)bS fS 22 exfS gxfS 23 
'iVc2 tt:lxbS 24 ..txbS l:ffi 2S f4 
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ltlg6=) 20 . . .  ltlxb5 2 1  ltlxb5 f5 22 
'We i .l:r.a8 23 exf5 �xf5 (23 . . .  gxf5 
24 f4 ltlg4 25 ltlc4±) 24 ltlxf5 gxf5 
25 'ii'g3�. 

18  ... ltlxb5!? 
In principle, this is  the better one. 

This knight is always difficult to get 
rid of, let alone activate. In this very 
position, however, the other capture 
was just as good. 

1 8  . . .  axb5 1 9  b4 c4 20 l:ta l f5 2 1  
exf5 gxf5 22 f4 ltld3+. 

19 ltlxb5 
1 9  b4? ltlxf3 !+ ( 19  . . .  ltla3 !). 
19  ... axb5 20 b4 e4 21  'Wei 
2 1  �c3 ltlg4! 22 'ii'd2 (22 �xg7 

ltlxe3 23 'ifd4 ltlxfl 24 �h8 f6 25 
i.xf6 'Wb6+) 22 . . .  �xc3 23 'ii'xc3 
ltlxe3 24 'ifxe3 f5+. 

2l ... lla8 22 �e3 'ifb6 23 'ii'd2 
Still the best, but it's clear that 

White is already on the defensive. 
23 :a I ltld3 !+; 23 .l:r.d I l:ta2+ 24 

llb2 l:txb2 (24 . . .  .:.a4 !?) 25 i.xb2 
ltld3 26 �xd3 �xb2 27 'ii'xb2 
'ii'xe3 28 �c2 f5+; 23 f4 .l:.a2 24 
.l:.b2 .l:lxb2 25 �xb2 ltld3 26 �xd3 
�xb2 27 'ifxb2 'ii'xe3 28 �bi f5 29 
exf5 'ifxf4!+. 

23 ... .:.a3 

24 :bel 
24 �d4? ltlxf3; 24 ltlc2 l:txc3 25 

'ii'xc3 ltld3 26 'ifd2 ltlf2+ 27 llxf2 

'ifxf2+; 24 .l:r.fc l !? �h6 (24 ... ltld3 
25 �xg7 <ifi>xg7 26 �xd3 .:.xd3 27 
'ii'h2+ <ifi>g8 28 ltlfl f5+) 25 ltlxc40 
�xd2 26 ltlxb6 �xc i 27 �xe5 
�e3 28 �xb5 (28 ltlxc8 l:txc8 29 
�xd6 l:b3 30 l:di±) 28 . . .  �xb6 29 
�b2 llb3 30 �xe8 �d4 3 1  �xd4 
l:.xb i+ 32 �gl .:.xb4+; 24 ltldl ! , 
realising the emergency, would 
have been by far the best try. 

A) 24 . . .  l:.a8 25 f4 (25 'Wb2 g5) 
25 ... ltld7 26 �xg7 �xg7 27 ltlc3 
ltlf6 28 �f3 l:ta7 (28 . . .  �g4 29 
�xg4 ltlxg4 30 :bel ;!;) 29 l:tbel 
l:tae7�; 

B) 24 . . .  f5 25 f4 �h6 26 �d4 'ii'a6 
(26 . . .  l:td3? 27 �xb6 l:txd2 28 fxe5 
l:txe2 29 ltlc3 l:tc2 30 ltlxb5 dxe5 
3 I  ltld6 l:tf8 32 ltlxc8 l:txc8 33 d6±) 
27 ltlc3 fxe4 28 ltlxe4 ltlg4�. 

24 ... ltld3!+ 25 �xg7 <ifi>xg7! 
25 ... ltlxc l 26 ltlc2 �xg7 (26 .. . 

lla2?? 27 �f6) 27 ltlxa3 ltlxe2 
(27 . . .  ltlb3? 28 'ifc3+ �g8 29 
�xc4!+-) 28 'ifxe2 f5=. 

26 .:.e3?? 
It is of course a heavy blunder. 

But if you are 'off balance' it's easy 
to commit such a mistake. 

26 ltlc2 ltlxc I 27 ltlxa3 ltlxe2 28 
'ifxe2 f5 29 'ii'c2 �d7+; 26 l:c2 
'ifd4 27 ltldl f5+; 26 �xd3 .:.xd3 
27 'ii'h2+ c3 ! l\ 28 .:.xc3 'ifd4-+. 

26 ... 'ifd4!-+ 27 l:txd3 
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27 l:lxa3-+ lLlf2+; 27 l:lc2 f5-+. 
27 ... cxd3 28 l:td1 

28 ... l:la1? 
That is another thing that often 

happens: you think it's over, and so 
it is, but not in any old way! 
Sometimes the 'simple' way turns 
out to be leading nowhere. 

28 . . .  l:lb3-+ was conclusive: 28 . . .  
�d7 29 lLlc2 (29 �xd3 l:.c8 30 'ii'e2 
l:lb3-+) 29 . . .  1Wf2 30 lLlxa3 dxe2 3 1  
l:lg1 l:tc8 3 2  'ii'e l  'ii'e3-+. 

29 lLlc2 l:lxdl+ 30 1Wxd1 1Wf2 31 
1Wxd3 l:le5! 32 1We3 

32 1Wxb5? �h3 ! 33 �fl l:lg5-+. 
32 .•. 1Wxe3 33 lLlxe3 �d7 

33 . . .  f5 34 �xb5 fxe4 35 f4 l:le?+. 
34 �d3 f5 35 'it>g1 ?  
35 lLlc2+. 
35 ... fxe4 36 fxe4 �f5! 37 �xb5 
37 exf5 :r.xe3 38 �xb5 l:le4 39 

fxg6 l:lxb4 40 �d7 hxg6-+. 
37 ... l:lxe4 38 lLlxf5+ 
38 lLlc4 .l:.d4 39 lLlxd6 .l:td1 +  40 

'it>t2 l:lxd5 41  lLle8+ �f8 42 lLlc7 
l:ld4 43 lLla6 �c8-+. 

38 ..• gxf5 39 �d3?! 
Returns the favour, and makes 

BLACK's job easy. But anyway, all 
these variations above or below do 
the trick. I can not swear that this 
was my very first Benoni game (the 
one with Uhlmann was a different 
line) but certainly one of them. With 
a victory over a very solid opponent 
like Bukic! 

39 �d7 'it>f6 (39 . . .  :r.xb4 40 �xf5 
l:lb2 4 1  h3 h6 42 �h2 �f6 43 ..ie6 
�g5-+) 40 b5 l:le2 4 1  ..ic6 l:lb2 42 
'itfl 'ite5-+. 

39 ... Ael+! 40 'itf2 l:le5 41 ..ic4 
l:te4 42 �d3 l:txb4 

0-1 
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I am not a follower of any 
religion, 'just' a believer. The 
religions I have become familiar 
with so far all contain dogmas that 
are incomprehensible, presumably 
not for my humble self alone. I 
never felt that belief in such dogmas 
is indispensable for leading a 
'godly' life. 

Most areas of secular life also 
have their own dubious dogmas, or 
axioms, supported mostly by 
authority. We do need laws, rules 
and principles of course, otherwise 
how could we teach a child to play 
chess at all? When we tell them 
about how much each piece is 
worth, we clearly stick to the 
general rule. If you start to explain 
straight away that it's not always 
true, and show positions where the 
'cheaper' piece is actually stronger 
(e.g. you don't always queen your 
pawns: you may be better off 
'rooking' them to avoid stalemate, 
or 'knighting' them with a double 
attack), you get great results: your 
pupils will be confused completely 
in just an hour or two! Obviously, 
the correct order is thesis, antithesis 
and synthesis. 

White to play and... has been 
considered a fundamental truth for 
at least 500 years (this is when the 
present rules of the game became 
dominant), or perhaps ever since 
chess was invented. It cannot be 
incidental that in studies and 

problems it is always White who 
has to win. Also, diagrams and 
demo boards show the position from 
White's perspective, and most 
players - at virtually all levels -
have more ambitious repertoires for 
White than for BLACK, or at least 
play for a win with the White 
pieces, believing in their advantage. 

I have already written so much on 
this that it is hard to avoid 
repetition, but it may not be such a 
big problem, considering that 
people have been confusing the 
concepts ' initial move' and 
' initiative' for several centuries. The 
assumption that White has an 
advantage is based on his right to 
move first. It is taken for granted 
that the first player must 'get there' 
first (wherever it is . . .  ), as he is the 
one who chooses the opening, 
determines the course of the game, 
the character of the position etc. 
None of this is really true, except 
for the right to move first. 
Connoisseurs of curiosities may 
relish the thought that it takes at 
least 3 moves for White to 
checkmate a ' fully co-operative' 
opponent, whereas BLACK 
manages that in just 2 moves. I am 
not trying to 'sell' it as a scientific 
argument of course, but it's still 
true, and somewhat strange. Perhaps 
mathematicians could make head or 
tail of it! 
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Then the colours: in Western 
civilisation, BLACK has almost 
exclusively negative connotations. It 
is the colour of mourning, for one. I 
am quite sure that there is some 
correlation between this and the fact 
that tournament statistics favour 
White so strongly. Once I played in 
a 'fun' tournament where the 
colours of the pieces were in sharp 
contrast, but they were NOT 
BLACK-and-white. One combinat
ion was especially to my liking: 
ochre vs. purple. 'Rainbow chess' 
goes even further than that: each 
piece has a different colour, with the 
darker shade representing the 
'BLACK army' ;  pawns may remain 
BLACK-and-white, but light and 
dark grey are to be preferred. The 
board itself consists of light and 
dark grey squares, in order to 
harmonise with all colours: green 
rooks, yellow-brown knights, blue 
bishops, purple queens, red kings. 
The latter is no accident, either: red 
is the colour we perceive most 
easily, therefore it belongs to our 
own king and the enemy king. 

Let me restate my conviction 
that people playing with the 
'sinister-coloured' BLACK pieces 
�.-uffer subconsciously from the 
influence of those almost 
exclusively negative things assoc
iated with this colour. Take a poetic 
image from nature, for one: 
looming storm-clouds are never 
white! 

In serious tournaments, yellow
brown pieces and boards are used 
anyway. The contrast of BLACK 
and white is tiring in the long run, 
let alone matters of visibility: a 
BLACK piece can be seen at least 
30% worse on a BLACK square 
than on a white square, and vice 
versa. By the way, vice versa: 

everybody says 
'BLACK-and-white' (also in 
Hungarian). Interesting, isn't it? 

The English expression 'white lie' 
means an innocent little lie. There 
may well be quite a few other 
phrases where white stands for 
something positive, while BLACK 
is associated with sinister, 
frightening, or bad things. (E.g. 
mourning, BLACKlist, BLACK
mail, BLACK cat, BLACK magic, 
BLACK market, to name just a 
few.) 

When I became aware of my 
'BLACK is OK! '  mission in 1 985, I 
was naturally also aware of the 
aversion and ridicule I would have 
to put up with. I got by somehow in 
the following 15 or so years, 
thinking up loads of novelties, and 
winning game after game with the 
BLACK pieces. The annotations of 
those games, as well as my articles 
on various subjects, but all 
supporting BLACK, were published 
in chess periodicals all over the 
world. This last statement may 
sound simply pompous, but I 
counted 55 countries and a lot more 
journals (there are 3 or 4 chess 
periodicals in some countries) at the 
publisher's request. My work was 
well received everywhere, from 
Argentina through the late Soviet 
Union to New Zealand and China. (I 
should really sit down once again, 
and make a list of all those chess 
journals!). 

To be frank, however, I feel that I 
was rewarded for the curiosity value 
of my thesis, as well as my personal 
courage and the high quality of the 
games and analyses. Frankly 
speaking, however, it cannot be 
regarded as scientific evidence. 
Scientific evidence takes a lot of 
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things I did not have. Money, first 
of all, to run an institute, conduct 
large-scale experiments, compare 
control group data. In medicine, it 
can take a decade, even more, until 
it is declared that a preparation of 
curative effect is not toxic. 

What I came up with was the only 
feasible thing: theme tournaments of 
various types (correspondence, 
rapid etc.), promising to bear fruit in 
two ways. On the one hand, we 
obviously learnt more about the 
variations in question, and the 
statistics of the results also offered 
some kind of conclusion. The 
subjects were current lines with 
little theory, no 'official' assess
ment, and a lot of room for 
individual discoveries. Moreover, in 
some lines the fight began after no 
more than 2 or 3 moves! I guess you 
are desperate to know which lines 
they are, so I'll share them with you 
right away: I c4 g6 2 e4 e5 and now 
either 3 lt:Jf3 JJ..g7 4 d4 exd4 5 
lt:Jxd4 lt:Jf6 or 3 d4 lt:Jf6 was 
obligatory. The other one is the 
so-called Danube Gambit: l d4 lt:Jf6 
2 c4 g6 3 d5 b5 (if 4 cxb5, then 
4 . . .  a6 5 bxa6 c6). 

As the starting positions of these 
subjects are only a few moves from 
the initial position of the chess 
game, and neither party had the 
opportunity to make a significant 
mistake, the chess lessons and 
statistical tendencies are credible. 
The 7-round rapid tournament 
organised after the Budapest Spring 
Festival of 1 992 is covered in 
BLACK IS STILL OK, so you do 
not have to believe me, dear Reader. 
Just believe your own eyes ! 

As indirect evidence, may I also 
mention that Kasparov himself 

made good use of my ideas (I was 
his second four times in 7 years 
between 1979 and 1 986) and my 
philosophy. In Linares '99, he won 
his first 5 BLACK games ! Maybe 
he commemorated our co-operation 
this way? I trained Peter Lek6 
between 1 996 and 1 999. We 
completely re-built his BLACK 
repertoire, and the victims of this 
process included some top guns, e.g. 
Kramnik and Topalov. 

It is even more telling that after a 
couple of months, several people 
who definitely dislike me 
acknowledged in the press that 
Lek6's style (he was still a little boy 
in those days) had become more 
active and dynamic since we had 
been working together. In two and a 
half years, he climbed the chess 
Olympus, raising his Elo from 2600 
to over 2700 (naturally, his hard 
work and natural talent played an 
important part in this, too !)  'The 
help of GM Adorjan was 
invaluable' - he said in an interview 
in CHESS in June 2002. 

A scientific thesis can only be 
accepted after thorough discussion. 
A kind of symposium, or even a 
series of professional and 
psychological debates. Much to my 
regret, it came to nothing. I 
published my 'polemical treatise' all 
over the world, but received very 
few replies. A lot more letters came 
when it was published in the British 
periodical CHESS. OK, I under
stand that people have games to 
play and prepare for, day by day, 
with sharp, fashionable variations 
changing at a speed impossible for 
mortals to follow. (A well-known 
Hungarian trainer once said, when 
he caught his pupils ' red-handed', 
swotting variations: 'You are 
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memorising a line that was refuted 
yesterday! ' )  leaving no time for 
'far-fetched' philosophical issues 
like this. By the way, openings: they 
have their own past and present all 
right, but the really successful 
players will be those who become 
familiar with the spirit of the 
variation, opening or defence they 
play, not the 'swots' .  Those who 
have real insight are l ikely to come 
up with smart moves even if they 
are surprised by the opponent. 

If you become familiar with the 
BLACK IS OK! spirit and 
philosophy (as well as the specific 
details, of course), you will 
certainly be less afraid of playing 
BLACK. Logic dictates that your 
results also improve. If they don't, 
try to pursue other career oppor
tunities! 

Say I want to learn how to 
roller-skate. And I do believe I will 
succeed. I am already on the right 
path. Of course, I have to buy a pair 
of roller-skates first. Then I have to 
practise, first with someone else's 
help, then on my own. And I 
mustn't despair, even if I am sitting 
on my backside for the umpteenth 
time, although I think nothing like 
this can happen to me again. The 
bottom line is: if I am persistent 
enough, I will learn how to roll on 
the damn things, I might even tum 
out to be a roller-skating genius 
(although I have strong doubts . . .  ) 

Finally, there is one more blessing 
of BLACK IS OK, overlooked by 
many. Namely, those who are not 
afraid of tomorrow's BLACK game 
will find it easier to keep a clear 
head in today's White game as well! 
White loses many games playing for 
a win even when it is no longer a 
realistic pursuit, simply because 

they are 'supposed to' win as 
White! It's horrible when a team is 
instructed to try to win the White 
games, and hold the draw as 
BLACK. Sensible people don't say 
things like that. (Only team leaders. 
Even at the Olympics and other 
team tournaments of the highest 
level.) What sensible people say is, 
OK guys, play the opening, and see 
what kinds of positions you get. Try 
to win the good ones and save the 
bad ones, regardless of colours! It's 
not the colour of the pieces that 
matters: it's their position! 

I.Bilek - A.Adorjan 
Hungarian Team Championship 

199 1  

1 d4 lt:lf6 2 c4 g6 3 lt:lf3 ..ig7 4 g3 
cS S ..ig2 lt:lc6 6 0-0 0-0 7 lLlcJ 
cxd4 8 lt:Jxd4 lt:lg4!? 

A rather 'patzerish' move that has 
gained increasing popularity over 
the last 1 5  years or so, at the 
expense of the older continuations, 
such as 8 . .  .'�Wa5, 8 . . .  d6 or 8 . . .  lt:lxd4. 
For a long time I had my suspicions, 
but then I decided to test it. And I 
studied it enough to get to know all 
of its secrets. Almost! 

9 e3 
9 lt:lc2 ..ixc3 1 0  bxc3 'i'a5 1 1  

..id2 d6 12 lLlb4 lLlge5+ ( 12  . . .  'i'h5?! 
13  h3 lt:lge5 14 g4 'ifh4 15 'i'cl !  
'iif6 16  ..ig5 'il'e6 17  i..d5 'il'd7 1 8  
f4±); 

9 lt:lb3 d6!� (9 ... lt:lge5 10 c5 b6 
1 1  f4 lt:lc4 1 2  'i'd5 ..ia6 1 3  .l:[d 1 
..ixc3 14 bxc3!); 

9 lt:lxc6?! dxc6 10 'iib3 'ifd4. 
9 ... d6!? 
9 . . .  lt:lxd4 10  exd4 d6 1 1  :e 1 :e8 

1 2 lt:ld5!. 
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10 b3 
I O  i.xc6!?  bxc6 I I lDxc6 'W'd7 I 2  

lDd4 ( 12 lDd5 .l:.e8). 

This is the kind of position in 
which you are likely to say light
heartedly: with enough compens
ation. BLACK has a pair of bishops, 
whereas White misses his i.g2, for 
just a pawn, and his position is 
draughty. All this is true, but a lot 
depends on how the attacker makes 
use of his initiative. My tries were: 
I2 . . .  lDxh2!?  ( I2  . . .  i.b7 1 3  b3 f5 !;5) 
13 �xh2 1i'h3+ 14 'itgi i.g4 This 
seems to be far too dang_erous for 
White. Losing is I 5  f3 'ifxg3+ I 6  
.'it>h I 1i'h4+! I 7  'it;lg I ,  on account of 
i.h3. And still, there is always 
something . . .  

A) I5 lt)f3 .txc3 I6  bxc3 'ifh5 I 7  
'it>g2 i.h3+ ( I  7 . . .  'iVh3+=) I S  'iti>g I 
i.xfl I9 'it>xfl l:tac8 20 1i'd5 (20 
'ii'e2 _.h3+ 2 I  'iti>g i l:tc5�) 
20 . . .... h3+ 2 1  �e 1 l:tc5t; 

B) I5 lDce2 0 i.xd4 I6 lDf4 ( I6  
f3 i.e5 I 7  fxg4 i.xg3 IS  l:lf3 _.h2+ 
1 9  �fl 'ii'h3+= 20 �gi )  I6 . . .  i.xdi 
17 lDxh3 i.g4 IS exd4 i.xh3 1 9  
l:le i :res ( 19  . . .  l:lfc8 2 0  b3 e6 2 I  
i.f4 d5 22  c5 a5  23  a3  i.f5 24 b4 
i.d3 25 g4±) 20 c5 (20 b4 a5 2 I  b5 
l:tac8 22 i.a3 l:lxc4 23 i.xd6 i.d7 
24 lhe7 l:he7 25 .txe7 i.xb5 26 
l:tb i i.d7 27 .tf6 l:tb4 28 l:txb4 

axb4=) 20 . . .  dxc5 2 I  dxc5;!; You 
see? 

1 0  lDde2 looks solid, but. . .  
I O . . .  'iVa5! I I  i.d2?! ( I I lDd5 e6 12 
lDdf4 1i'c5=) I l . . .  ... h5 I2 h3 lDge5 
1 3  g4 _.h4! ( 1 3  . . .  i.xg4 I4 hxg4 
lDxg4 I 5  l:le I _.h4 I6  tt::\g3 i.e5 I 7  
1i'f3±) I 4  b3 i.xg4! I 5  hxg4 lDxg4 
16  .l:.ei 'iVxf2+ I 7  �hi 

A) I 7  . . .  lDce5 !?  I S  lDf4 ( 1 8  l:tfl ? 
... h4+; 1 8  lDd4 ... g3 I 9  �gi f5 20 
l:le2 f4! 2 I  exf4 li:ld3 22 lDf3 lDgf2 
23 'iVfl lDh3+ 24 �hi lDdf2+ 25 
l:lxf2 lDxf2+ 26 �g I lDh3+ 27 �h I 
lDxf4 28 i.xf4 _.xf4+) I 8  . . .... g3 1 9  
�gi lDh2! 2 0  l:tfl lDxfl 2 I  ii'xfl 
lDg4+; 

B) I7 . . .  lDxe3 ! is simpler, the 
other one is nice, but messy. I S  
.txe3 1i'xe3+; 

IO lDxc6 bxc6 I I  i.xc6 l:lb8 1 2  
i.d5 i.xc3 1 3  bxc3 _.c7 I4 'iVd4 
lDf6;5; 

10 h3 lDh6 ( IO  . . .  lDxd4! I I  exd4 
lDh6 I 2  g4 f5 1 3  g5 lDfl I4 i.e3 
e5�) I I  g4?! ( 1 1 ltlde2! )  I l . . .f5 I2 
g5 lDf7 1 3  h4 .td7 I4 b3 f4!+. 

lO . .. lDxd4 11 exd4 lDh6! 12 i.b2 
I2 .td2 :bs 13 l:lc i a6 I4 a4 

i.d7 ( I4  . . .  lDf5 I 5  d5 i.d7 16 lDe4 
b5 I7  axb5 axb5 I S  c5;!;; 
I4 ... .tg4!?) 15 d5 b5=. 

12 ... .l:.b8 13 ... d2 
The position is becoming more 

and more ' regular' and tidy . . .  
13 ... a6! 
I3  . . .  .td7 
A) I4 d5 'iVa5! ( I4  . . .  lDf5? 1 5 lDe4 

i.xb2 16 1i'xb2 b5 17 c5 dxc5 1 8  
lDxc5±) I 5  a4 lDf5=; 

B) 14 lDd5 lDf5 I5 .l:fe 1  e6 16  
lDe3 lDxe3 I7  l:txe3 b5  18  c5 ( 18  
i.a3 'ifb6 I9 c5 'ii'a6 20  i.b4 dxc5 
2 I  i.xc5 l:tfc8 22 l:lc I i.c6+) 
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l 8  . . .  dS ( l 8  . . .  dxcS? 1 9  dxcS .i.c6 20 
'il'xd8 l:.fxd8 21 .i.xg7 .i.xg2 22 
.i.e5+-) 19 a3 (19 b4 .i.c6) 19 . . .  aS=; 

13 ... .!Df5 14 .!De2 bS 1 S  cxbS 
l:.xbS 1 6  dS _.aS! 1 7  _.xaS l:txaS 1 8  
.i.xg7 �xg7 1 9  a4 l:tcS 20 l:tfc 1 
l:txc 1+ 2 1  l:.xc 1 .i.a6=. 

14 l:tfel 
1 4  dS 'if aS 1S l:.fe 1 .!Drs 16  .i.e4 

bS 1 7  cxbS axbS 1 8  a3 .!Dd4! 
( 18  . . .  b4 1 9  .!Da4 .i.h6 20 f4 _.a7+ 
21 iff2 'il'xf2+ 22 �xf2 l:e8 23 g4 
.!Dh4 24 ..trg3 gS 2S .i.e 1 .i.g7 26 
l:.a2 .!Dg6 27 fxgS .i.eS+ 28 �h3 
.!Df4+ 29 ..trh4 .!Dg6+=) 19 b4 �6 
20 .,e3 

A) 20 ... fS?! 2 1  .i.b1 f4 22 gxf4 
.i.g4 (22 . . .  gS 23 .!De2) 23 .i.e4 
l:.b7;!;; 

B) 20 . . .  .tg4!?F; 
C) 20 . . .  .i.d7 21 l:.ac 1 l:t.bc8+. 
14 ... .!DfS IS .!DdS e6 

23 ... l:ta8 24 l:te2 
24 a4 l:ttb8+ . 
24 ... l:fc8 25 l:.ec2 .l:hc2 26 l:.xc2 

26 ..... aS!+ 
The point. The game is already on 

the right track. 
27 'il'xaS lhaS 28 .i.fl 
28 .i.e4 b4 29 l:tc4 l:.xa2 30 l:.xb4 

.i.h3 3 1  l:ta4 l:.b2+. 
28 ... b4 29 .i.c4 

1 S  . . .  .i.d7 16  g4 .!Dh4 1 7  .!Dxe7+ 29 l:.c4 l:txdS 30 l:txb4 l:td 1 3 1  g4 
�h8 1 8  dS±. (3 1 �g2 .i.c6+ 32 �g1 .i.f3-+) 

16 .!De3 .!Dxe3 17 l:txe3 
1 7  fxe3 ! ?  bS 1 8  cxbS axbS 

( 1 8  . . .  l:xbS 1 9  l:tac 1 .i.b7F) 1 9  ifb4 
.i.b7 20 .i.xb7 l:txb7 2 1  a4 dS 22 aS 
'il'd7 23 _.d2 b4 24 l:.a4 l:ta8 2S 
l:.xb4 .i.fl!!+. 

17 ... bS 
This is a typical motif in the 

variation! 
18 cxbS axbS 
1 8  . . .  l:txbS! ?. 
19  dS!? .i.xb2! 20 _.xb2 eS 21  

l::tcl .i.d7 22  _.d2 
22 llec3 �6 23 l:tc7 llb7. 
22 ... 'iib6 23 'iib4? 
Logical, but just bad. Strange, but 

true ! 
o23 l:.ec3 . 

3 1 . . .hS 32 h3 dS 33 f3 d4+. 
29 ... .trs 30 l:d2 .tbt !  31  l:tb2 

.i.e4 32 l:.d2 .i.f3!+ 33 �fl �g7 
33 . . .  fS 34 .i.e2 .i.e4 3S f3 .i.b1 36 

l:b2 .i.xa2 3 7 .i.c4+. 
34 ..tel rs 35 l:t.d3 .i.e4 36 l:td2 

.to 37 l:td3 e4! 38 l:td2 �f6+ 39 
a4?Etl 

Desperation 39 l:tc2 gS-+. 
39 ... bxa3 40 l:ta2 'it>eS 41 �d2 
41 b4 l:t.a4 42 .i.b3 l:t.a8 43 bS e3 

44 b6 .i.xdS 4S .i.xdS �xdS 46 b7 
exf2+-+. 

41 ... �d4 42 �c2 gS 43 �bl f4 
44 gxf4 gxf4 45 l:td2+ �es 46 �a2 
e3 47 fxe3 fxe3 48 l:td3 �e4 49 
l:lc3 e2!?  

49 . . .  .i.d1 -+.  
0-1 
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P.Wells - A.Adorjan 
Hungarian Team Championship 

1995 

1 d4 lbf6 2 c4 b6!? 
Very few people play like this, I 

improvised over the board, partly to 
give Peter some food for thought. 
He does think a lot anyway, and 
gets into time-trouble in almost 
every single game he plays. 

3 lbc3 
3 a3 e6 4 d5 .ta6 
A) 5 dxe6 .txc4 6 exf7+ .txf7+; 
B) 5 e3 exd5 6 cxd5 .txfl 7 'it>xfl 

c6 8 lbc3 (8 d6? lbe4) 8 . . .  cxd5 9 
lLlxd5 lLlc6� I O  e4 .te7; 

C) 5 'ii'c2 exd5 6 cxd5 .tb7 7 e4 
c6 8 dxc6 lbxc61'. 

3 ... .tb7 

4 'ii'c2 
4 d5 
A) 4 . . .  e5 !?N This would have 

been my improvement on 4 . . .  e6 5 
a3. For quite some time I 
underestimated my brainchild, 
thinking it's just as patzerish as the 
whole suspect variation. Now I'm 
not sure, maybe it's OK! 5 lbf3!? (5 
a3 .tc5 6 g3 0-0 7 .tg2 l:le8 8 e3 
c6«>) 5 . . .  e4 6 lbg5 .tb4 7 .td2 'ii'e7 
8 lbgxe4 lbxe4 9 lbxe4 1Wxe4 I O  

.txb4 1Wxc4 1 1  .tc3 0-0 1 2  d 6  c5 
1 3  e3 1Wh4«>; 

B) 4 . . .  e6?! 5 a3!�; 
4 lbf3 d5 (4 . . .  e6) 5 cxd5 lbxd5 6 

'ii'a4+ lbd7 7 lbe5 lbxc3 8 bxc3 e6 
9 e4 a6=; 

4 f3 d5 5 cxd5 lbxd5 6 e4 lbxc3 7 
bxc3 e6! (7 . . .  g6 8 .te3 .tg7 9 .td3 
c5 10  lbe2�). 

4 ... d5 5 cxdS lbxdS 6 lbf3 g6! ?  
6 . . .  e6 7 e4 lbxc3 8 bxc3�. 
7 .td2 
7 e4 lbxc3 8 bxc3 .tg7=; 
7 lbxd5 1Wxd5 
A) 8 e3 lbd7 (8 . . .  .tg7? 9 'ii'xc7 

lba6 10 .tb5+!±; 8 ... 1Wd8 9 lbe5 a6 
I o .tc4 e6 1 1  o-o lbd7 12 :.d I .tg7 
I3 b3 0-0 14 .ta3 l:f.e8 15 l:f.ac 1 
l:lc8«>) 9 'ii'xc7 l:[c8 10  'ii'g3 .tg7 1 1  
i.e2 e5 I 2  0-0 0-0 I 3  dxe5 �xe5 
14 l:ld1 ±; 

B) 8 'ii'xc7 lba6 9 'ii'e5 lbb4 10  
'ii'xh8 lbc2+ I 1  'iti>d1 lbxai I 2  i.h6 
0-0-0 1 3  i.x:ffi 1Wc5 I4 'it>d2 ( I4 
lbei l:lxd4+ I 5  lbd3 1Wc2+ I 6  'it>ei 
'ii'c 1+  17 lbxc 1 lbc2 mate) 
I4 . . .  'iVc2+ 1 5  �e3 'ii'c i+  I 6  lbd2 
lbc2+-+. 

7 ... .tg7 8 e4 lbf6!? 
Objectively speaking, this is not 

the best. But it's winning. (With a 
little help from my friend) 

9 0-0-0 
9 h3 !?  0-0 
A) I O  i.c4 e6 I I  0-0 lbbd7 12  e5 

lbd5 1 3  i.g5 ( 1 3  lbxd5 exd5 I4 
i.d3 c5) I3  . . .  'ii'c8«>; 

B) IO i.d3 lbc6 1 1  lbe2 ( I I 
'ii'a4? lbxd4! 1 2  'ii'xd4 'ii'xd4 1 3  
lbxd4 .!:lfd8 1 4  e5 lbe8+) I l . . .e6�. 

9 •.. 0-0 10 h4? 
This was meant to be an attacking 

attempt, but turned out to be an 
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awful positional blunder. From now 
on BLACK enjoys himself, 
although the path to victory is not 
always easy to find and takes 
willingness to sacrifice for the noble 
end. 

1 0  h3 lL!bd7�. 
10 ... lL!g4!+ 1 1  .i.f4 lL!c6 12 dS 
1 2  1id2 lL!xd4! 1 3  lL!xd4 1ixd4 

( 1 3  . . .  e5 14  .i.g5 ! 1ixd4 1 5  1ie2 
1ixf2 1 6  'ii'xg4+-) 14  'ii'xd4 ( 14 
1ie2 'ifc5! )  14  . . .  .i.xd4 1 5  l:f.xd4 e5 
16 .i.xe5 lL!xe5 17 f4 c5 1 8  l:ld2 
lL!c6 19 lld7 .i.c8 20 .:.c7 lL!d4 2 1  
.i.c4 .i.e6 22 lL!d5 �g7ao; 12  1We2 
h5 13  d5 lL!ce5�. 

12 ... lL!b4 13 'ifd2 
1 3  'ii'b3 lL!xf2-+; o13 1ie2 1id71'. 
13 ... c6 14 a3 

14 ... a5! 
This is the key to the whole idea. 

But don't believe it just like 
that: check out the complicated 
variations! Seeing is believing! 

15 d:xc6 
1 5  axb4 axb4 1 6  dxc6 ( 16  lL!b1 

cxd5-+) 1 6  . . .  'ifxd2+ 1 7  lL!xd2 .i.xc6 
1 8  lL!d5 .i.xd5 19 exd5 lL!xf2+; 1 5  
d6 c5! 16  dxe7 1Wxe7 1 7  .i.d6 'ii'e6 
1 8  .i.xffi llxffi 1 9  lL!g5 ( 1 9  lL!d5 
lL!xd5 20 exd5 1if5�) 1 9  . . .  lL!a2+ 20 

<t>c2 'iff6 2 1  .i.e2 lL!xc3 22 bxc3 
lL!xf2 23 l:thfl h6! 24 .i.c4 hxg5 25 
l:f.xf2 .i.xe4+! 26 'it>b2 'ife7 27 l:f.e 1 
b5! 28 1ic2 (28 1ixg5 Wh7+) 
28 . . .  bxc4 29 1ixe4 'ir'd7 30 'ii'xc4 
gxh4�. 

1S ... lL!xc6 16 .i.bS eS 17 1ie2 
1 7  .i.g_3 1ixd2+ ( 1 7  . . .  .i.h6 1 8  

'ifxh6D tDxh6 19 l:txd8 l:f.axd8 20 
.i.xc6 .i.xc6 2 1  lL!xe5 .i.b7 22 .i.f4 
l:lfe8 23 f3 lle6 24 h5 f6 25 lL!c4ao) 
1 8  'iti>xd2 l:f.fd8+ 19 'iti>c 1 lL!d4+; 1 7  
'ifxd8 l:f.fxd8 1 8  l:f.xd8+ lhd8 1 9  
.i.g3 lL!d4 20 l:f.d 1 f5+; 1 7  'ii'd7 
'ii'c8!+ . 

17 ... 'ifc8 18  .i.e3 C lL!xe3 19 fxe3 
1 9  'ifxe3 lL!d4+. 
19 ... lL!a7! 20 �b1 ?$ 
Tougher was 20 .i.d7 'ifc7 2 1  

'iitb 1  l:f.fd8+. 
20 ... ltJ:xb5 21 'ifxbS 'il'g4-+ 22 

lL!xeS 
22 'ifxb6 llfb8. 
22 ... 'ir'xg2 23 l:f.hg1 'ii'h2 24 lL!fJ 

1if2-+ 0-1 

Time! We all get into Zeitnot 
from time to time. But certain 
people make a permanent habit of it. 
Some very good players as well. I 
remember playing a tournament 
together with my friend Jan 
Smejkal. One of these hesitators. 
Every single game brought him 
another hair-raising bout of time 
trouble. In addition I realised he 
turned up late by 5- 1 0 minutes. I 
asked him: 'Are you crazy, Jan? 
With your 'time consuming' chess 
you're late?' He looked at me with 
the eyes of a hurt child: 'You know, 
Andras, no matter how much time I 
have, it doesn't make any 
difference . . .  ' 



DataBase SuperPro 

Statistics 

Laszlo Lovass 

Finished games 1-0 •lz-•/z 

Total 1 3756 1 8  947 1 33 

-miniature (max.22moves) 1 60369 dropped out 

-more than 50 moves 2640 1 7  203661 

-till 1 950 43062 23 1 1 7 

- 1 99 1 -2003 7929 1 6  547758 

-2000 66249 48 1 55 

-200 1 74064 50579 

-2002 62828 45442 

-2003 6968 6437 

- 1  e4 708554 4508 1 4  

- 1  e4 e5 1 96905 1 09557 

-I e4 e6 93860 6 1 348 

-I e4 c5 257 1 97 1 80761 

-I e4 c6 47383 34709 

- 1  d4 432982 3 1 3345 

- 1  c4 96 1 3 5  74 1 3 1  

White above 2550 ELO 1 77078 1 37477 

BLACK above 2550 ELO 1 00737 1 46078 

0-1 

1 087828 

1 09244 

229723 

3 1 2 1 8  

6387 1 5  

55308 

62247 

50877 

53 1 5  

578373 

1 4 1 972 

72280 

236754 

36549 

324620 

73883 

70849 

1 27538 

It's interesting to compare the data on the two colours above 2550 ELO. 
As they refer to games against any opponent, in the first case the average of 
the White players' strength is higher by approx. 80-1 00 ELO-points more 
than BLACK (naturally in the second case the opposite). The data shows 
how much the results are influenced by the players' level. 



Finished games 1-0 

Above 2400 ELO 1 5 1 1 1 0 

- 1 998-2003 4093 1 

- 1  e4 65566 

-I e4 e5 1 3265 

-I e4 e6 8353 

-I e4 c5 3 1 028 

-I e4 c6 4300 

-1 d4 55626 

-1 c4 1 2541 

The first 20 in FIDE-list 

against each other 1 075 

- 1 998-2003 466 

Correspondence 83495 

- 1 998-2003 6396 

World Champions' games 1 1 264 

Juniors 9873 

Games with rook ending 80883 

Games with queen ending 1 4826 

Rapid 3 1 58 

The statistics on the first opening 
moves (the games with I e4 
separated according to whether it's 
a closed or symmetrical opening) 
are the most interesting in the field 
of above 2400 ELO. Take into 
consideration the number of draws 
too (though the quick draws are 
included), because for BLACK a 
draw is a positive result. (? ! - AA) 

I have a feeling that in personal 
preparation it's worth digging deep 
and taking the statistics on concrete 
variations into consideration. If you 
do this detailed measure the 
amplitude of the high and low will 
be greater, I daresay some more 
surprising findings might emerge 
And these more in BLACK's 
favour. 
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•lz-•/z 0-1 

1 40069 1 0 1 1 0 1  

43695 28525 

59 1 94 46754 

1 3 1 53 8847 

7435 5529 

27701 237 1 3  

4375 29 1 7  

5 1 555 350 1 6  

1 1 655 784 1 

2 1 58 624 

1 0 1 3  284 

443 1 6  63666 

4537 5383 

1 3672 6743 

5903 7972 

9 1 748 72400 

20566 1 3533 

1 547 2682 

To put it plainly: if you invest 
more time, energy (and faith!)  in 
making a repertoire for BLACK, it 
pays off and not sometime in the 
foggy future. Hard work, but it's 
never in vain, and sooner or later 
the reward will come in the form of 
unexpected draw(s) or even win(s). 
After all, everybody expects White 
to win and a draw instead will in 
some cases even be considered to be 
shameful. There is pressure on 
White and that is the reason why 
(s)he often overpushes. And all of a 
sudden the hunter may become the 
hunted . . .  

Laszlo Lovass 
the sole(! )  creator 

of Super Pro chess software 
e-mail: prochess@hu.inter.net 
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Laszlo Lovass (born on April I 0 
I 964) became an electrical engineer 
in I986. As a chess-lover his 
interest turned early to chess 
programming. He created his first 
chess program on Sinclair Spectrum 
already in I985. Four years later he 
developed his own chess database 
system. Since I992 he was able to 
switch to IBM PC and worked out 
the SuperPro software of which 
naturally already the third version 
is available. I can simply say as a 
user, without any idea of the 
professional side, that his system is 
just as good as ChessBase or other 
well-known ones. It still amuses me 
that he did it all by himself with the 
help of IM Dr Ervin Nagy who was 
regularly testing his work. It sure 

helped that Ervin is a psychiatrist of 
whom there was a very fine piece 
published from his book 'Our 
psyche in che(.')ck. .. ' in BLA CK IS 
still OK!. But anyway! I cannot 
think of anyone on Earth making 
something like this alone. It usually 
takes a number of experts. And his 
program is unique for something 
else too: it has a Rainbow 
(multicoloured) Chess switch as 
well! And Rainbow Chess - which 
was devised by Paul Suvada, a 
chess enthusiast I artist - is another 
revolutionary idea like BLACK IS 
OK! True it hasn 't got BLACK 
pieces since it 's made up of colours 
which have lighter and darker 
shades. But my slogan is ready: 
DARK IS OK! . . .  



Chess(playing) Programs -

Statistics against each other 

Laszlo Lovass 

I supposed (based on experience) 
that programs can endure the 
pressure better than the people (they 
have no emotions, complexes) and 
they can defend their positions more 
stubbornly than human players. 
Proving this could at least partly 
explain the worse statistics for 
BLACK in humans' games. Let see 
the results! 

All the games were played at the 
rate of 2 hours/40 moves. The 
source is the database of the SSDF 
(the Swedish Chess-Computer 
Federation). They regularly make 
the programs play each other and 
approximately quarterly they release 
a list about the present order of the 
'participants' taking the latest 
results into consideration. 

All games since 1985: 

White BLACK 

+6712,=5499,-5082 

Between 2000-2003: 

+3248,=2927,-2402 

In the two fastest PC category 
(450 and 1200 MHz): 

+1534,=1445,-1115 

In the fastest PC category (1200 
MHz): 

+910, =974, -316 

The trend is very interesting. On 
our way from the whole database 
through the ever newer, to the 
greater capacity, the rate of draws is 
noticeably growing. The wins for 
White are slightly decreasing, but 
BLACK is also winning less - and 
what is more a little sharper than 
White's tendency. 

Laszlo Lovass 

programmer 

The figures of computer battles, 
as I interpret them (I could tell a lot 
more if I only could see at least 
some of the games in every 
category), are a reflection of their 
Masters - who are PEOPLE! And 
that is also - as I see it - the 
explanation. For whatever is a 
program 's potential, its lexical, 
theoretical knowledge, should I say 
mentality, is up to those who input. 
And what material (both quantity 
and quality) is in the belly of the 
machine? The playing strength is a 
different story, but the build up of a 
position from which you go to the 
middle game heavily influences the 
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outcome of the duel. I think, the 
main strength of programs is that 
they rarely make a mistake, and if 
they have an advantage they 
confidently convert into wins. 

I remember when I spent some 
time in Hong Kong in 1992. My host 
was Kaarlo Schepel who was the 
head of their Chess Federation. He 
knew the managing director of 
Scisys, which produced chess 
computers. We got together. And I 
asked him: 'Tell me, Gordon, why is 
it so, that programs play stronger 
and stronger, while their opening 
repertoire is still very poor? They 
play all the sub-variations such as 2 
c3 against Sicilian, which are safe 
but also harmless. If you want me to 
do it, I can teach your product a 
repertoire with BLACK, which is 
going to be careful as well, but 
dynamic, flexible and sharp. So it 
can play with BLACK to win! It will 
take some time, but not very long, if 
I make the material ready so it 
would not have any 'holes ' My 
work in constructing this needs a 
fine mind and the benefit of all my 
experience. On the other hand to 
input it needs only patience. It is all 
mechanical, and if you want a bet, I 
can teach it to a monkey if you 
support my efforts with a large 
amount of bananas. And we were 
discussing the matter seriously, but 
unfortunately the Computer World 
Championship of the year was too 
close, according to the program
mers of the machine, so we did not 
get into anything we were not sure 
we could finish in time. You surely 
have experienced that even 
computers have sensitivity, and 
sometimes react strangely. You 
mend something here, and then 
somewhere else things go wrong. 
And when you say, 'what the Hell is 

going on? '  a little red Devil jumps 
out saying, 'It is not yet Hell! But 
you will see it soon! '  Then it 
disappears. And all you can hope is 
that you are a schizophrenic who 
sees and hears - hallucinates . . .  

Nothing came out of this 
association, but since then such 
things have happened and 
computers are entering serious 
lines. 

As to the question of whether we 
got a clearer picture of the BLACK 
IS OK! thesis, the answer is yes and 
no. If I had the chance to give a 
hand to a strong program with 
BLACK while somebody else 
(Shirov would do) handled White, 
the guy could do extremely well with 
both colours. This is what I can 't 
prove in practice because of a lack 
of opportunity. Therefore I will 
finish here. 

A.Kuligowski - A.Adorjan 
Warsaw 1 979 

1 c4 g6 2 e4 eS! 

AA 

Watson's 4-volume( !) mono
graph on the English Opening 
names the system starting with this 
move the Adorjan Variation. The 
truth, however, is that quite a few 
people had already started their 
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games like this. The key to my idea 
is 3 lL!f3 5 . . . .  lL!f6!, born at the 
board in I970 against Adamski 
(Polanica Zdroj). After this, both 
my humble self and others achieved 
some success with the BLACK 
pieces. 'White guys' shifted to 3 d4 
lllf6 4 lL!f3 - considered to be the 
best continuation by 'Theory' 
BLACK has nothing to fear in that 
line either, he only has to give up 
his romantic attacking dreams. It is 
quite strange, and indicative of the 
volatility of the royal game, that 
after I . . . .  g6, preparing a fianchetto, 
the 'King's Indian' bishop appears 
on b4 in a lot of positions! 

3 d4 
3 lL!f3 Ji...g_7 4 d4 exd4 5 lL!xd4 

lL!f6!� (5 . . .  llle7 6 lL!c3 lL!bc6 7 
Ji...e3�) 6 lL!c3 (6 e5 lL!e4!)  6 . . .  0-0 

A) 7 Ji...d3 d5! 8 cxd5 (8 e5 dxc4 9 
Ji...xc4 lL!h5 I 0 o-o Ji...xe5 I I  lL!f3 
Ji...xc3 I2 bxc3 'ii'xdi 13 l:.xdi 
Ji...g4+) 8 . . .  c6 9 0-0 (9 Ji...g5 h6 I 0 
Ji...xf6 'ii'xf6 I 1  lL!de2 cxd5 1 2  exd5 
lL!d7� T.Petrosian) 9 . . .  cxd5 10 exd5 
lL!xd5 1 1  Ji...e4 lL!xc3 12 bxc3 1Va5 
( 1 2  . . .  .l:le8 1 3  l:.e1 lL!d7=) 13  1Vb3 
lDd7 14 1Va3 1fxa3 I S  Ji...xa3 l:.e8 
16 .l:r.fe 1 Ji...f8 !  1 7  Ji...xfB �xfB 1 8  
Ji...f3 .l:lxe 1 + 1 9  lhe 1 iDeS 2 0  l:.e5 
lL!e6 2 1  h4 (2 1 .l:lb5 lL!xd4 22 cxd4 
l:lb8 23 l:.c5 Ji...e6=) 2 1  . . .  .l:r.b8 22 
iDb5 a6 23 ltJd6 b6 24 Ji...e2 •A-•A 

T.Petrosian-Adorjan, Sochi 1 977 
(24 Ji...e2 a5); 

B) 7 Ji...e2 l:.e8 8 f3 c6! 

Bl) 9 Ji...g5 h6 10 Ji...h4 d5 1 1  exd5 
cxd5 1 2  0-0 ltJc6 

Bla) 13 cxd5 ltJxd4 14 1fxd4 
lL!xd5! 1 5  ._,xg7+ ( 15 1fxd5 
._,xh4+) 15 . . .  �xg7 1 6  Ji...xd8 ltJxc3 
1 7  bxc3 .l:lxd8+; 

Bib) 1 3  ltJxc6 bxc6 14 Ji...f2 Ji...e6 
1 5  ltJa4 ltJh5+ Bobotsov-Adorjan, 
Vrnjacka Banja Zonal 1972 (ending 
0- 1 ); 

B2) 9 ltJc2 d5! 10  cxd5 cxd5 1 1  
ltJxd5 lL!xd5 12 1fxd5 ._,h4+ 
( 12  . . .... xd5 ! 1 3  exd5 ltJa6 14 'iti>f2 
Ji...f5 1 5  lL!e3 Ji...d4 16  l%d i Ji...b6�; 
12 . . .  1Vc7! ?�) 13 g3 'ii'f6 14 l:.b1 
ltJc6 1 5  Ji...g5 1Ve6� 16  �f2? ( 16  b3 
f5 1 7  Ji...c4 'Wxd5 1 8  Ji...xd5+ Ji...e6�) 
16 . . .  'ii'xd5 1 7  exd5 lL!d4+ Adamski
Adorjan, Polanica Zdroj 1970 -
This was the stemgame! (again 
ending 0-1 ) .  

3 ... lL!f6 
3 . . .  Ji...b4+!? Everybody forgot this 

check, given by Tseshkovsky to 
Quinteros in an ancient game, 
although it ended in a draw! I find it 
a healthy alternative to 3 .. . ltJf6, 
played almost exclusively. 4 Ji...d2 (4 
lllc3 lL!f6 5 f3 exd4 6 'ifxd4 ltJc6 7 
'ii'd2 0-0<X>) 4 . . .  Ji...xd2+ 5 'ii'xd2 exd4 
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6 'ii'xd4 lbf6 7 lbc3 lbc6 8 'ii'd2 d6 
9 0-0-0 0-0�. 

4 lbf3!  
4 dxe5 lbxe4 5 'ii'd5 (5  'ii'd4 lbc5 

6 lbf3 lbc6 7 "iVe3 lbe6 8 lbc3 d6 9 
exd6 �xd6�) 5 . . .  ..tb4+! And this 
is my improvisation against 
Polugaevsky (Sochi I 976 I -0). 
Before people used to play 5 . . . .  f5 -
between you and me, it's not bad, 
either, but I was playing for an 
advantage! Since BLACK IS OK . . .  
6 lbd2 f5 (6 . . .  lbxd2 7 ..txd2 ..txd2+ 
8 'ii'xd2;!;) 

A) 7 a3 c6 8 "iVd3 'ii'a5 (8 . . .  'ii'b6? 
9 axb4 lbxf2 1 0  'ii'c3 lbxhi I I  c5 
'ii'd8 I2 g3;!;) 9 lbgf3 ..tc5 IO lbd4 
lba6 I I  f3 lbxd2 I 2  ..txd2 lbb4! 13  
..txb4 ..txb4+ I 4  'itf2 ..te7 I5  "iVe3 
'ii'b6 I6  b4 c5 (I6 . . .  a5 I 7  c5) I7  
lbb5 0-0 I 8  lbd6 ..txd6 I9 exd6 
'ii'xd6 20 'it'xc5 'ii'xc5+ 2 I  bxc5 
l:tf6=; 

B) 7 exf6 lbxf6 8 "iVd3 0-0 9 a3 
lle8+ IO ..te2 ..tf8 I I  lbgf3 d5 I2  
cxd5 ..tf5 1 3  'ii'c4 b5? ( 13  . . .  'it'xd5+ 
and I have the upper hand, but I was 
enraptured by the tempting sacs, and 
unleashed trouble - on my own 
head! I4 0-0 l:txe2 I 5  'ii'xe2 ..td3 I 6  
'it'e5 ..txfl I 7  'iti>xfl 'ifxe5 I 8  lbxe5 
lbbd7 19 lbxd7 lbxd7 20 lbe4!=) 
14 Wxb5 c6 15 'ii'h3 !±. 

4 ... ..tb4+?! 
4 . . .  exd4! is the last word of 

theory, and I can only confirm that 
it's true. 5 e5 ..tb4+ 6 ..td2 "iVe7! 7 
..txb4 'ifxb4+ 8 "iVd2 'it'xd2+ 9 
lbbxd2 lbh5 (9 . . .  lbg8 IO  lbxd4 f6 
I I  f4 fxe5 12  fxe5 lbe7 1 3  lbe4±) 
1 0  .!C!xd4 .!C!c6 (o i0 . . .  0-0! I I  lb2f3 
b6 I 2  ..te2 ..tb7) I I  .!C!xc6 ( I I 
�2t3 !;!;) I l . . .dxc6 I2  g3 0-0 
( l 2  . . .  ..tf5) 1 3  ..te2 f6 I4 ..txh5 gxh5 
I 5  exf6 l:te8+! I6 'iti>di ..tf5«> 
Romanishin-Gulko, Tallinn I 977. 

5 ..td2 ..txd2+ 6 'it'xd2! 
6 lbbxd2 exd4 (6 . . .  d6 also 

occurred several times, with ample 
compensation if the pawn is taken: 7 
dxe5 dxe5 8 lbxe5 'it'e7 9 f4 .!C!bd7 
I 0 lbxd7 ..txd7 I I  e5 lC!h5 I 2  "ii't3 
..tc6t) 7 e5 'ii'e7 8 'ife2 d3 9 'it'e3 
lbg4 IO 'ife4 f5 I I  exf6 lbxf6 I2  
"ii'xe7+ 'itxe7 I 3  ..txd3 d6=. 

6 ... lbxe4 
6 . . .  exd4 7 e5 
A) 7 . . .  'ife7 !? 
AI) 8 'ii'g5 lC!h5 (8 . . .  "ii'M+) 9 

'ifxe7+ 9;xe7 I O  lbxd4 
Ala) I O  . . .  l:le8 I I  ..te2 lbf4 I 2  g3 

lbxe2 13  lbxe2 lbc6 I4 f4 d6 I 5  
exd6+ 'itxd6 I 6  lbbc3 �c5 I 7  b3 
.!C!d4! ( I  7 . . .  ..tg4 1 8  0-0-0 ..txe2 I 9  
l:td5+ �b6 20 lba4+ �a6 2 I  
.!C!c5+=) I 8  'ifi>f2 lbxe2 I 9  lbxe2 
..tg4+; 

Alb) IO  . . .  lbc6 I I lbxc6+ dxc6 I2  
lbd2 l:te8 I 3  0-0-0 �f8 I4 l:te  I f6 
I 5  lbt3 ..tg4 I6 l:te3 ..txt3 I7 l:.xf3 
llxe5 I8 g4 lC!g7 I 9  llxf6+ �e7 20 
llf3 lbe6+; 

A2) 8 ..te2 lbh5 
A2a) 9 lba3 ! d6= (9 . . .  0-0? IO 

lbb5 d6 I I  exd6 cxd6 I2  0-0 .!C!c6 
1 3  lbfxd4±); 

A2b) 9 'ii'xd4 .!C!c6 I O  'it'e3 d6 1 1  
exd6 ( I I lbc3 dxe5 I2 .!C!d5 
lbb4! !=) I l . . .'ii'xe3 I2 fxe3 cxd6 I 3  
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ttlc3 i.e6 14 0-0-0 r:/;e7 1 5  ttld4 
ttlf6oo; 

B) 7 ... ttle4? Successful rubbish! 
There is still a _good move here: S 
'ii'xd4 ttlg5 9 tt:)xg5 'ii'xg5 1 0  f4 
ttlc6 

Bl) 1 1  'ii'f2!  'iVdS 12  ttlc3 0-0 1 3  
0-0-0 f6 ( l 3  . . .  d6 14 c5) 14 exf6 
'ii'xf6 1 5  ttld5 'iVdS 1 6  h4±; 

B2) 1 1  'ii'd2 'ii'dS 12  ttlc3± We 
had this position with the late Tony 
Miles (Hastings 1 976-77), and he 
managed to lose it as White! In the 
bulletin issued on the following day, 
the opening was named ' Irregular' 
Sulking, I went to the bulletin 
editor: what do you mean by 
irregular? This is my variation! My 
friend Peter Griffiths apologised 
with a smirk: 'You see, the whole 
thing looked so terrible that we 
couldn't presume it was worked out 
by you . .  .' 12 ... 0-0 1 3  0-0-0 d6 14 
exd6 cxd6 1 5  'ii'xd6?! ( 1 5  h3 ! i.e6 
16 g4t; 1 5  i.e2 i.e6 16 ttlb5±) 
1 5  . . .  'ifa5 16 'iVd5 'iVb6� 1 7  'iVd2 
i.e6 1S  ttld5 i.xd5 19  cxd5 ttlb4 20 
'itb 1 l:t.acS 

B2a) 2 1  a3 ttlc2 22 'ii'd3 llfdS 23 
lld2 ttle3 24 'iVd4 'iib3 25 d6 llc2 
(25 . . .  ttlc2 26 'iVxa7 liaS 27 'ii'xaS 
llxaS 2S llxc2 'ii'd5 29 i.c4 'ii'xd6 
30 g3=) 26 llxc2 'ii'xc2+ 27 ..ta2 
ttlxfl 2S llxfl l%xd6! 29 'ii'xd6 
'ii'c4+ 30 �bl 'iVxfl + 3 1  �a2 'ii'xg2 
32 'iVbS+ �g7 33 'ii'xa7 'iVd5+ 34 
..ta l '1tf6 35 'iVf2 �f5+ 36 'iVh4 
�e4; 

B2b) 2 1  d6 llfdS 22 d7 llc7 23 
'iVe2 'ii'c6 24 a3 ttld5 ! 25 g3 (25 
llxd5 'ii"xd5 26 'ireS+ r:/;g7 27 
'ii"xdS 'ii'd l +  2S ..ta2 l:tc l -+) 
25 . . .  1:tcxd7 26 i.g2 ttlc3+ 27 bxc3 
lhd1 +  2S l%xd1 l:txd1 +  29 'ifxd1 
'ii'xg2 30 'iVdS+ r:/;g7 3 1  'iVd4+ '1th6 
32 1fxa7 'ii'h l +  33 'ifi>c2 'ii"xh2+ 34 
'1tb3 'ii'xg3 35 'ii'xb7 'iVxf4 36 a4 
'ii'f5+; 

B2c) 21 'iVd4 llc5! Now this is no 
longer a joke. 

B2cl) 22 i.c4 llfcS 23 b3 (23 d6 
ttlc2! 24 'ifd3 llxc4 25 d7 lidS 26 
.l:.d2 l:lc7 27 llxc2 llcxd7 2S "ii'e2 
'ii'f6 29 .l:.fl lle7+) 23 ... ttlxd5! 24 
lld2 ttlc3+ 

B2cll) 25 �al ttlb5 26 i.xb5 (26 
'ifb2 ttld6+) 26 . . .  'ii'xb5+; 

B2c12) 25 'ii'xc3 .l:.xc4+; 
82c2) 22 i.e2 .l:.fcS 23 'ii'e5 

23 . . .  ttlxa2!-+ 24 l:td3 (24 'iti>xa2 
l:ta5+ 25 'itb l 'iib3) 24 ... ttlc3+ 25 
l%xc3 llxc3 26 d6 l%e3 27 d7 l%dS 
2S 'ifb5 'iVxb5 29 i.xb5 a6 30 l:c I 
�f8 0- 1 .  

7 'iVh6?!N 
'This move is the result of nearly 

one-hour's thought, aiming at the 
forced refutation of BLACK's 
seemingly inconsequent play (g6, 
i.b4). '  - I wrote in my analysis 
published in Hungarian chess 
monthly Magyar Sakkelet ( 1 979/3, 
p.5S). It's not so easy, though. 

7 'ii'e3 
A) 7 .. . f5 S dxe5 'ii'e7 9 ttlc3 (9 

ttlbd2!;!;) 9 . . .  'ii'b4! (9 . . .  ttlxc3 1 0  
'iVxc3 ttla6 1 1  i.e2 b6 12 0-0;!;) I 0 
0-0-0 ttlxc3 1 1  'ifxc3 'iVxc3+ 1 2  
bxc3 b6= ( 1 2  . . .  ttla6=); 

B) 7 . . .  d5 S dxe5 (S cxd5? 'ii"xd5 9 
i.d3 'ifa5+! 1 0  �e2 ttlf6 1 1  'ii'xe5+ 
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'ii'xe5+ 12 lDxe5 i.e6 1 3  lDc3 1;e7 
14 f4 l:.d8+ Ghitescu-Sax, one 
round later.) 8 . . .  lDc6 

B1) 9 lDc3 d4! 1 0  'ii'xe4 ( 1 0  
lDxd4 'ii'xd4 1 1  'ii'xe4 'ii'xe4+ 12  
lDxe4 lDxe5=) 10  . . .  i.f5�; 

82) 9 lDa3 !± Portisch-Sax, Rio de 
Janeiro Interzonal, 1 979. 

7 ... exd4 8 i.d3 
8 'ii'g7 'ii'f6 9 'ii'xf6 lDxf6 10 

lDxd4 lllc6+; 
8 lDxd4 fke7 9 'ii'e3 lDc6 10 

lDxc6 dxc6+. 
8 •.. lDc5 9 0-0 d6! 
9 ... lDxd3 10 'ii'g7 l:r.ffi 1 1  'ii'xd4 

d6 1 2  'ii'xd3�. 
10 l:r.el+ i.e6 11 'iVg7 l:r.f8 
l l . . .<i;d7! ?  1 2  'ii'xd4 lDc6 13 'ii'c3 

lDxd3 14 'ii'xd3 'itc8+. 
1 2 lDxd4 lDbd7! 
1 2  . . .  lDc6? 13 tDxc6 bxc6 14  

i.e2�. 
13 lDxe6?! 
The complications after the 

'Orang-utan' pawn move would 
have given me more of a headache. 
On the other hand, BLACK is fine 
after 13 i.c2 fif6 13 b4!?  lDxd3 1 4  
lDxe6 fif6 1 5  lDxc7+ <i;d8 1 6  
'ii'xf6+ lDxf6 1 7  l:.e3 ( 1 7  l:r.d I 
lDxf2! 1 8  l:r.xd6+ 'itxc 7 19  l:r.xf6 
lDe4 20 l:r.f3 a5+) 1 7  . . .  lDxb4! 1 8  
lDxa8 lDc2 1 9  l:r.b3 1;c8 20 lDa3 
lDxa1 21 l:r.bl 'it>b8 22 l:r.xa1 (22 
lDb6 axb6 23 l:r.xa l d5+) 22 . . .  �xa8 
23 lDb5 l:td8 24 l:r.d 1 d5 25 h3 (25 
lDc7+ 'itb8 26 lDxd5 lDxd5 27 cxd5 
'itc7+) 25 . . .  1;b8 26 lDc3 l:r.c8! 27 
lDxd5 lDxd5 28 cxd5 'itc7+; 

1 3  i.c2 'iff6 14 'ifxf6 lDxf6 1 5  b4 
lDa6! 16  a3 c5! 1 7  lDxe6 fxe6 1 8  
l:txe6+ �d7 1 9  l:r.e3 cxb4+. 

13 ... lDxe6 14 lDc3 lDe5+ 
1 4  . . ... f6? loses! This is how: 15  

'ii'xf6 lDxf6 16 lDd5+-. 

15 'ii'xh7 lDxd3 

16 l:r.xe6+C fxe6 17 'iVxg6+ 'it>d7 
18 fixd3 'ii'f6+ 19 l:r.fl l:r.ad8?! 

This is rather languid, even in 
mutual time trouble in an 
all-important battleZONAL! It's a 
rare sight indeed when you can 
attack the enemy king with both of 
your rooks along 2 open files. Such 
a chance must not be missed! 

1 9  . . .  l:r.h8!  20 .:tel l:tag8t. 
20 'fke3 'fkf4! 21 'fke2 
2 1  'ii'xf4 .lhf4 22 b3 l1d4! 23 l:r.d 1 

lhd I+ 24 lDxd I d5-+; 
2 1  'fkxa7 'fkxc4. 
21...l:r.f5! 22 f3� 'iVd4+ 23 'ith1 
23 'ii'f2 'fkxc4 24 'ii'xa7 b6+. 
23 ... l:r.h8t 
Threatening 24 l:txh2+ and 

mate in two 
24 g3?! 
24 h3+. 
24 ... l:r.fb5! 25 :a 
25 h4 l:r.xh4+ 26 gxh4 'fkxh4+ 27 

'it>g l l:r.g8+-+. 
25 ... l:r.c5-+ 26 lDe4 l:r.xc4 27 'ii'fl 

l:.b4 28 _.cl 'iVe5 29 l:tc2 c6 30 l:.e2 
'itc7 

30 . . .  l:r.xe4 3 1  fxe4 'ii'xg3-+. 
31 'ii'd2 l:.d4-+ 0-1 
White lost on time. 



BLACK to play and ... 

It really pleased me when a reader 
of my polemic article 'BLACK IS 
OK! or the Presumption of 
Innocence in Chess' pointed out the 
preposterous, not to say 
manipulative, practice of placing 
White closer to the reader I 
spectator ALL diagrams of chess 
magazines, books, and on all demo 
boards too. Moreover, the 
instructions of chess problems and 
studies always say 'White to 
play .. .'. Then he either wins or 
mates. It is a well-known discovery 
of advertising psychology and 
political demagoguery that a 
message repeated to the public 
many times gets through even if the 
subject was indifferent in the 
beginning, or even if he or she had 
definite misgivings! I have already 
mentioned elsewhere how I was 
shocked by a film that gave trivial 
examples of the inconveniences 
suffered by left-handed people, only 
because those who use their 'nicer' 
hand outnumber them by far, and 
hardly waste a moment's thought on 
them. The objectivity of chess 
players is also hampered badly by 
the intricate web of manipulation in 
White's favour. 

When I was young, my opening 
studies often reached well into the 
realm of the middlegame, even into 
the endgame (let alone my 
copybooks filled at the age of II or 
I2, where all the lines end with 
checkmate, and 3 exclamation 
marks to a move was not a rarity ... ). 

I remember clearly that the line 
leading to the following highly 
instructive endgame position started 
out as a Griinfeld. You can imagine 
what bloodshed it took to reach the 
diagrammed position! 

Jocha*, 1966 

(*my name till '67) 

Instruction: BLACK to move and 
win! 

For those who are erudite enough 
to know that this endgame is being 
published for the second time 
already, let me say that it comes out 
for the first time in its ORIGINAL 
form now! Peter Griffiths included 
it in his book 'The endings .. .' in 
I976, but he switched colours! 
However, even this did not spoil our 
friendship! 

Let's see the solution: 

I. f3+ 

A) 2 �hi? lbh3 winning 
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B) 2 �gi ltlh3+ 3 �fl ltlf4 4 
�g i (4 �ei?  �h3 5 lLlfl lLld3+ and 
BLACK wins) 4 . . .  ltle2+ 5 �hi (5 
�fl ? �h3-+) 5 �h3 6 lLlfl (the 
stalemate attempt 6 ltlxf3 is met by 
the elegant refutation ltlg3+!) 6 . . .  
g3 7 fxg3 f2 - zugzwang - (8 g4 
lDg3+) and BLACK wins 

So far so good. Now comes the 
difficult part: 

C) 2 CiPfl ltle4 
Cl) 3 'it>ei �h3 4 ltlfl g3 5 fxg3 

f2+! (5 .. . �g2 is met by 6 ltle3+ 
�gi 7 ltlg4!) 6 �e2 �g2 7 ltle3+ 
�fl 8 g4 ltlc3+! and White is 
helpless against the double threat of 
ltld5 and lDd I .  

C2) 3 'it>gl ltld2! (as the knight 
exchange is fatal for White, the 
'first player' is trapped in a cage. 
Now BLACK sails home with 
flying colours, all it takes is a little 
more caution and finesse) 4 �hi 
�h(g)5 5 �gl �g(h)5 6 �hl �h4! 
(BLACK deliberately lost a tempo, 
and now the moment has finally 
come) 7 �gi �h3 8 �hi g3(! )  9 
fxg3 (9 ltlxf3 g2+! )  f2 I O  g4 ltle4, 
forcing I I  ltlfl ltlg3+, winning as 
above. 

I believe the above example 
contained some really instructive 
motifs, especially in the field of 
stalemate and parrying stalemate 
threats. The reason why I keep 
avoiding the word 'study' is that it 
has another solution. To make 
things worse, it is shamelessly easy! 
Just have a look: 

In line C2): 4 �h l �g5 5 �gi 
�f4 6 �hi ltle4 7 �gl ,  and now 
ltlxf2! wins. 

Speaking of stalemate, those in 
doubt concerning the justice of the 
existing chess rules would usually 

abolish the SAVING effect of 
stalemate. My friend Lajos Portisch 
has been murmuring to everyone's 
ears for a long time that draw by 
stalemate is unfair if one of the 
players has a (large) material 
advantage. A classic example is 'a' 
or 'h' pawn + the wrong bishop vs 
lonely king in the comer. Some of 
you might remember how I failed to 
equalise in the World Championship 
Candidates' match against Hubner 
in. I 980 - playing BLACK in the 9'h 
(penultimate) game: 

In this position BLACK is totally 
winning. 

Any 'patzer' would take on h3 
winning with his 2 extra pawns. A 
true artist, however always wants to 
win in style . . .  So I played l . . .  .l::tc5?? 
carelessly, and was very much 
surprised when Robert continued 
with 2 'it>xh4 drawing! But I had an 
extra rook in the final position, 
didn't I? 

I presume you are surprised that I 
do not have anti-stalemate 
sentiments even after this fatal 
accident. (I can add that I also 
stalemated my Hungarian 
colleagues P.Szekely and Tolnai in 
completely winning positions in 
rapid games!)  I still think that 
stalemate is a wonderful moment of 
the royal game. It teaches us that it's 



never too late to make a mistake. At 
the same time, it can be a last resort 
(or a resort after the last) when you 
are losing. Some stalemate 
combinations are breathtakingly 
beautiful! 

Chess has seen plenty of 
proposals for reform ( cf. 
Capablanca's I Ox l O  board with 
additional pieces), but none of them 
gained ground. I first met Andor 
Lilienthal ('Uncle Lili'), who is the 
oldest grandmaster in the world, 
when I was 16. Bobby Fischer 
visited him quite often when he was 
staying in Hungary, and tried to 
persuade the old man to play shuffie 
chess, which he called 'reform 
chess' back then. Uncle Lili's reply 
was as follows: 'Look, Bobby, I am 
83 years old, and have been playing 
chess for nearly seven decades. This 
game still holds new miracles for 
me, don't you tell me it is dead ! '  
Agreed. If someone wishes to  play 
some other (board)game, whatever 
it should be, let him do so. But to 
create a new game because the well 
of OUR CHESS has dried out? 
Humbug! 

I don't know whether you have 
ever written a book, or a lengthy 
paper at least. It's a nice thing to do 
- especially on your favourite topics 
- but not easy. I am always fretting 
about leaving out something 
important, for one. (This is not all 
that much better than seeing an error 
I intended to correct in print.. .) So 
let me tell you here that I asked 
Uncle Andor a few questions at 
roughly the same time as Fischer 
showed him his ' reform chess'. It 
was not only about BLACK IS OK! ,  
he didn't have much to say about 
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that one anyway: 'But of course you 
are right, my dear, BLACK has no 
problems at all. If, for example, 
White plays 1 c4, the position is 
already equal after e7-e5.' As a 
matter of fact, the dignified old man 
proved to be more radical than 
myself! The above-mentioned pair 
of moves leads us to the popular 
Sicilian Defence with an extra 
tempo for White. Called the 
English. Still, I dido 't get anything 
against those who knew the lesson, 
although I played it in several White 
games with g3 (a tempo up 
Dragon). This is, by the way, a 
recurrent bone of contention in 
chess theory and tournament 
practice. Once I complained to 
Hiibner about it in a post mortem. 
His reply was: 'Don't even mention 
it, I play this with both colours, and 
the more games I play, the less I 
understand of it! ' Obviously, it's 
something psychological again: a 
position that satisfies us as BLACK 
fails to please us with the White 
pieces, even with an extra tempo. 
Geza Mar6czy, the great Hungarian 
grandmaster of the early 20'h 
century, even said: ' if we play 
something with reversed colours, 
we keep looking for the move we 
would play on the opposite side if it 
was our tum, instead of thinking 
normally'. This may also be true, 
and this dilemma reminds me of the 
moments when we try to remember 
what - let me quote the late 
grandmaster Barcza - 'Oh yes! This 
is how GM Whoever played against 
Whatshisname... where was it 
anyway and when??' (Needless to 
say he showed me the thing in a 
minute after a joint laugh . . .  ) 



The Proof of the Pudding 

and the Practical Benefits 

The proof of the pudding - as we 
all know (one more saying!)  - is in 
the eating. We are all different: 
some of us are ready for 
experimenting, even for bluffing or 
taking chances, whereas others 
prefer to avoid risk in a cautious, 
comfort-loving way. Obviously, 
those who don't step aside when 
challenged by something new 
belong to the former group. People 
like this don't hesitate to take the 
trouble to try as many times as 
necessary. They are led by healthy 
curiosity, as well as by the hope of 
finding the right path, the right 
move, the right plan. Like any other 
categorisation, it's somewhat 
arbitrary if I say that representatives 
of the cautious attitude try to adapt 
to the existing state of affairs, 
whereas researchers, inventors and 
travellers strive for the reform of 
what we have. They are not afraid 
of expressing their doubts 
concerning teachings accepted as 
axioms or dogmas. This kind of 
behaviour was and still is 
considered heretical in all ages, only 
in different forms. Nowadays, an 
innovator has (hopefully) no reason 
to be afraid of physical damage, but 
he can still acquire enemies filling a 
whole town if he assigns to a certain 
company the sole rights to utilise his 
invention. Besides, it can take a 
whole lifetime to have an invention, 
developed through thousands of 
experiments (Edison: 'My 1000'11 

experiment was successful. . . '), 
officially recognised and actually 
utilised. Likewise, anyone can have 
an idea that never 'surfaces' in a 
tournament game. I still have shots 
here and there from the time of my 
active career myself, although my 
one-time protege Peter Lek6 used 
quite a few of them. In a game you 
can find elsewhere in this book 
(Dreev Adorjan, 1994), I 
unleashed a decisive improvement 
after 1 8( ! ! )  years. So why are 
people afraid of new things? Let me 
ignore the political, religious or 
business reasons for the moment, 
and quote my own personal 
example. As a human being, I have 
my own fears and anxieties in life, 
however ardently I have always 
searched for novel and exceptional 
things in chess. Take the computer, 
for one. In my age group (I was 
born in 1 950) those who have 
mastered it at more than just the 
average user level are exceptions to 
the rule. Now look at all those little 
kids . . .  ! My first computer set was in 
boxes for half a year. When I was 
moving about in the room, I went 
around it in a big semi-circle. Then 
our relationship improved some
what, but I' l l  never be a computer 
wiz. You will quite rightly laugh 
your head off if I confess that I 
actually said 'Hello, friend' to the 
thing before switching it on for 
quite some time. Yes, I know, I've 
always known that it is irrational, to 
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put it mildly, but. . .  Well, it is also 
true that no dog could be small and 
friendly enough for me not to be 
frightened by it until I reached the 
age of 40 (a dog got at me when I 
was a child). And then my two little 
daughters took home a stray dog the 
size of a calf. She (baptised Lady by 
little Anna however controversial 
was this name of her origin . . .  ) 
became the pet of the family, and 
cured me of my phobia. I got to like 
dogs. All of them! Perhaps these 
two examples will suffice. (Oh boy, 
how long I could go on . . .  ! )  

Those who claim not to have any 
inexplicable inhibitions, fears or 
anxieties, or at least a whole lot of 
weird automatic responses, are 
either extremely lucky or lying 
bastards. 

What does it have to do with 
innovative thinking? The thing is 
that these fears and reflexes may 
have a lot to do with early 
experiences. In chess, beginners -
typically children - are taught by 
people who don't know a whole lot 
more than their pupils. My brother, 
6 years my senior, taught me 
how the pieces move when I was 8 .  
Then he beat me constantly, and 
I cried a lot. But! Later I was given 
a book for beginners, which I 
studied carefully (I don't remember 
exactly, but it may have been done 
in secret!) .  Things changed 
completely. It mattered the world 
that I learnt some elementary 
principles of the game (develop
ment, centre, safety of the king etc.). 
Naturally, there was nothing 
innovative about it, as you have to 
teach a beginner, especially a child, 
'dogmatically' at first. Otherwise he 
will just get confused. When the 
time comes, you can - and you must 

- show him the unusually beautiful 
exceptions. 

Unfortunately, dogmas for 
beginners include the thesis that it is 
better to play with White because 
you can win more easily. Th�· 
dogma is, however, never modified 
later, and an incredible majority of 
players believe in White as a result. 
They build up an ambitious White 
repertoire, and presume that their 
opponents are frightened of BLACK 
games just like themselves. And it is 
generally true! White is confident, 
because he is White. And BLACK, 
who got the same education, also 
'knows' it is better to play with 
White. But he plays BLACK this 
time and his state of mind is close to 
schizoid. Suppose the 'right' result 
is born. The guy with White is 
happy, he won, improved his 
chances for whatever, and of course 
this point confirms his belief. The 
victim is naturally sad. On the other 
hand he would never blame himself, 
but the 'wrong' colour for the 
accident. And he can hardly wait to 
play with the White chessmen next 
round! All this is funny, but rather 
shamefully primitive. So much to 
paint this grotesque situation. 
Tournament statistics are influenced 
by this trend, giving the 'colour 
superstition' further support. It has 
been certainly going on for a few 
centuries, and it may also hold for 
the millennia when chess was 
played with the original ancient 
rules. It will be all the more 
shocking when the BLACK IS OK! 
theory will be officially tested some 
time in the future. There will be tens 
of thousands of 'test' games 
featuring the counterplay-centred 
opening weapons of well-prepared, 
unbiased second players. What a 
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pity I will be by all odds in a 
pulverised state by that time . . .  

CONFIDENTIAL! 

seek a partner for a rather 
morbid, but fruitful business. The 
thing is that after my death you can 
bum my body and put my noble 
dust into little-little sacks. Then sell 
it! If you run out of the original 
'raw material ' never mind! There is 
dust, sand and all that is needed 
everywhere by the tons. We all were 
made of dust, so it's all the same. 

Besides they usually mix up the 
'original ' ash already at the 
crematorium. The main thing: don't 
let anybody down! There is a 
danger that those tens of thousands 
who bought ' from me' organise a 
meeting, and a little sack is going to 
be a kind of entry card. They may 
start talking about cheating and 
things like that. Don't lose your 
temper! Just ask them: So you want 
to say he was not a Giant? If 
anybody's interested contact me 
please! Don't forget: discretion is 
needed! !  50-50%. 



My BLACK Army 

vs the ex-Champs 

Defeating the 'invincible' 
opponent ... 

This game took place a few 
months after the World Junior 
Championship in Stockholm, in the 
first round of the four-round 
international match between the 
USSR and Hungary. My opponent 
had won the World Junior 
Championship three points ahead of 
me. Some people thought that 
Karpov was simply an invincible 
player. However, I attempted the 
impossible . . .  

A.Karpov - A.Adorjan 
Hungary v USSR, Budapest I969 

1 d4 g6 2 c4 .i.g7 3 tllc3 d6 4 
lLltJ lLlf6 5 g3 0-0 6 .i.g2 lLlbd7 7 
0-0 a6!? 

An original and flexible move of 
IM Navarovszky 

8 e4 

8 a4 a5 ! is one of the points: with 
the ' loss' of one tempo BLACK has 
a chance to have an 'eternal' knight 
post on c5. Another plan is c6-1Wb6 
Actually the 'extra tempo' a2-a4 
rather reduces White's options and 
creates weaknesses. As was 
declared already by W.Steinitz, 
pawns are strongest on their original 
squares (but people will always like 
queening . . .  ! )  

A) 9 e4 e5 10  .i.e3 ( IO  d5 tt:lc5 I I  
'iVc2 tlle8 I 2  .i.g5 f6 I 3  .i.e3 f5�); 

B) 9 b3 e5 IO e3 !?  lle8 I I  .i.b2 
( I I .i.a3 exd4 I 2  exd4 tllb6=) 
I I  . . .  c6�; 

C) 9 .i.e3 tllg4 (9 . . .  c6) I O  .i.f4 e5 
I I  .i.g5 .i.f6 I2 .i.xf6 tllgxf6=; 

8 d5 !?  e5 (8 . . .  tllg4!?) 9 dxe6 (9 e4 
b5 IO cxb5 axb5 I I  b4 tllb6 I2  
'iVd3 'iVe8 I 3  lldi .i.d7 I4 tlld2 
tlla4 I S  tllb3 lLlxc3 I6 'iVxc3 c6�) 
9 . . .  fxe6 IO  tt:lg5 tlle5 I I  b3 llb8 
( I l . . .h6! I2 ll:lh3 'ii'e8 I 3  .i.b2 
l:tb81') 1 2  f4 tllfl I3 tt:lxfl l:txfl I4 
'iVd3 .i.d7 I5  .i.e3 'iVe7?! 
( l 5  ... 'iVe8!+) I6 llacl b6 I7 llfdi 
'iVe8 1/H� Flesch-Adorjan Hungar
ian ch. I969 ( I7  . . .  'ii'e8 I 8  b4 .i.c6 I 9  
.i.xc6 'ii'xc6 20 .i.d4 llbt�p); 

8 b3 l:lb8 (8 . . .  c5 !?  9 .i.b2 l:b8) 9 
a4 (9 .i.b2?! b5) 

A) 9 . . .  c5 !? also promises fine 
counter-chances: IO �b2 ( IO  a5 b6 
I I  axb6 'iVxb6 I 2  l:b I cxd4 I 3  
'iVxd4 .i.b7p) IO  . . .  b6 I I  'iVd2 ( I I 
d5 tlle4 I 2  'ii'd3 lLlxc3 I 3  .i.xc3 
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.ixc3 I4 'ii'xc3 lLlf6 I 5  ltJd2 b5) 
I I  ... ltJeS I 2  e4 ltJc7oo; 

B) 9 ... a5 10 ,.d2 e5 I I  .ib2 exd4 
( I I . . . c6!?) I 2  lLlxd4 lLlc5 1 3  ltJd5 
l:.eS=. 

8 •.. c5 

9 l:tel 
9 e5 
A) 9 . . .  lLleS? This was the original 

intention, having the variation 
beginning with I 0 exd6?! in mind. 
However: 

Al) IO exd6? ! lLlxd6 I I  dxc5 
lLlxc5 I2 .ie3 .ixc3 1 3  bxc3 ,.c7= 
( 13  . . .  b6=); 

A2) I 0 .if4! cxd4 I I  'ii'xd4 
A2a) l l . . .dxe5 I 2  .ixe5 !±; 
A2b) l l . . .b5 I2 cxb5 .ib7 I3 

bxa6 dxe5 ( 1 3  . . .  .ixf3? I4 .ixf3 
lLlxe5 I5 .ixe5 .ixe5 16 'ii'a4+-) I4  
lLlxe5 ( I4  axb7 exd4 I 5  bxaS='ii' 
'ii'xaS I6  lLlxd4 Wa6 I 7  lLlc6±) 
14 . . .  .ixg2 I 5  'ii'xd7 .ixfl I6  'ii'xdS 
l:.xdS 17 lLlc6 l:taS 1S  �xfl llxa6 
I 9 lLlxe7+ 'it>hS 20 a4±; 

A2c) 1 I . . .l:.bS 12 llad 1 b5 1 3  
cxb5 .ib7 I4 'ii'd2±; 

A2d) I I .. .lLlc7 I2 We4 dxe5 1 3  
lLlxe5 lLle6 I 4  l:tadi ltJxf4 I 5  gxf4 
'ii'eS ( I 5  . . .  :bs I6 'ii'd3 .ixe5 I 7  
fxe5 'ii'a5 I S ltJd5±) 16 lLlxd7 .ixd7 
1 7  ._,xb7 .ig4 I S  'ii'xaS ( IS  :d2 

l:tdS I 9  .ic6 l:txd2 20 .ixeS :xeS 
2 1  'ii'xa6 l:txb2 22 l:.b 1 .ixc3 23 
l:txb2 .ixb2 24 'ii'b5 :cs 25 Wxb2 
:xc4=) 1 S  . . .  'ii'xaS I9 .ixaS .ixdi 
20 l:txd I .ixc3 (20 ... l:txaS 2I ltJa4 
l:.cS 22 c5+-) 21 .ib7 .ixb2 22 
c5+-; 

B) 9 ... dxe5 !N 10 dxe5 lLlg4 1 1  e6 
fxe6 12  if e2 ltJde5 

Bl) I 3  ltJxe5 ltJxe5 14 .if4 ( 14 
l:td 1 'ii'b6; 14  .ie3 'ifd3 I 5  .ixc5 
'ii'xe2+ 1/2- 1/2 Tiller-Mokry 1 97S) 
14 . . .  'ii'd3+; 

B2) I3 ltJe I 'ii'd4 14 h3 lLlf6 I 5  
lLlc2 'ii'd6 1 6  .if4 lLlh5 17  .l:tad 1 
'ii'c7 IS  .ixe5 .ixe5 1 9  'ii'e3 ltJg7 
20 l:.fe I .id6 2 1  'ii' e4 lLlf5 22 l:.d2 
llbS As for this position: White may 
have some compensation for the 
pawn, but it does not seem to be 
enough - the e6 pawn is defending 
d5. And - as another great chess 
philosopher said - it's not necessary 
to use the pair of bishops so soon, 
but to HAVE them . . .  

Another topical example: 9 d5?! 
b5 10 lLld2 lLlb6! 1 1  cxb5 (1 1 'ifb3 
b4 I 2  lLla4 a5 1 3  e5 ltJg4+) 
1 l . ..axb5 1 2  lLlxb5 .ia6 13  lLlc3 ( 1 3  
'ii'e2? 'ii'd7-+) 13  . . .  .ixfl 14  lLlxfl 
'ii'd7+. 

9 ... cxd4 10 ltJxd4 ltJc5 
The structure reminds me of the 

Maroczy Bind variation of the 
Sicilian Dragon. Now, however, 
BLACK's queen's knight has 
reached c5 (instead of c6) and is 
ready to jump to a4, exchanging the 
'strongest' white piece, the c3 
knight. After this exchange the 
weakness of the square d5 would 
disappear, and both the doubling of 
the BLACK rooks on the c-file and 
later the powerful manoeuvre 
. . .  ltJd7-e5 would be feasible. 
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Naturally, I have only given a rough 
outline of BLACK's plan. 

1 1  h3 
Normal. The more aggressive 

alternative doesn't promise much: 
1 1  b4 !?  lL!e6 
A) I2  e5 dxe5 ! ( 12  . . .  lL!xd4 I 3  

exf6 �xf6 I 4  ltJd5 e5 I S  �b2�) I 3  
ltJxe6 �xe6 1 4  �xb 7 l:ta 7 I S  �d5 
l:td7 I6 'iVa4 �xd5 I 7  lL!xd5 lL!xd5 
I 8  cxd5 'iVc8+; 

B) I 2  �e3 ltJg4 I 3  'iVxg4 ( I3  
ltJxe6 lL!xe3) I 3  . . .  ltJxd4 I4 'iV d I 
lL!c6 ( I4 . . .  lL!b5 I S  lL!xb5 axb5 I 6  
cxb5 �xa I I 7  'iVxa 1 �) I S  'iVb3 aS 
16 b5 ltJd4�. 

l l  ... �d7 12 .teJ 
I 2  e5 dxe5 1 3  l:txe5 l:tc8 I4 l:te2 

b6=. 
12 ... l:tc8 13 l:tc1 
I 3  b4?! ltJe6 I4 'iid3 'iic7 1 5  

ltJd5 lL!xd5 I 6  cxd5 ( 16  exd5 lL!xd4 
I7  �xd4 �f5 I 8  'i'd2 �xd4 1 9  
'iVxd4 'iVxc4 2 0  1Vxc4 l:txc4 2 I  
l:txe7 l:xb4 2 2  l:.c I h5+) I 6  . . .  ltJxd4 
17 �xd4 1Vc4+; 

I 3  'iVd2!?  leads to a sharp and 
close fight: I3 . . .  l:te8 ( 1 3  . . .  1ia5? 14 
ltJd5) 14 l:taci 'iVa5 IS f4 lL!h5 I6  
g4 lL!xf4 I 7  �xf4 �xd4+ ( I 7  . . .  e5 
I 8  b4! )  I 8  'ii'xd4 e5 19  'ii'xd6 exf4 

A) 20 ltJd5 l:te6 2 1  lL!f6+ l:txf6 22 
'iVxf6 lL!d3 23 l:ted i (23 l:.cd1 lL!xei 
24 l:.xd7 lL!f3+! ! 25 �xf3 'iVei+ 26 
'it>h2 'ii'g3+ 27 �h i 'ii'xf3+-+) 
23 ... lL!xc i 24 l:.xd7 'iVe l+ 25 �h2 
'ii'g3+=; 

B) 20 b4!? 'ii'xb4 2 I ltJd5 l:.e6! 22 
'ii'xe6 'iVxe I+ 23 l:.xe I �xe6 24 
ltJe7+ 'it>f8 25 lL!xc8 �xc8 - the 
likely outcome is a draw. 

13 ... 'iVa5 
Preparing counterplay by . . .  b5, 

which would have been bad at once 

in view of 14 cxb5 axb5 15 b4! lL!a6 
I 6  a3. The following defensive 
move by White, however, allows 
the exchange of knights, with the 
consequences mentioned above. 

14 a3 
I 4  'ii'd2 l:tfe8 ! I S  a3 lL!e6 I6 

lL!xe6 �xe6 I7 ltJd5 'ii'xd2 18 
�xd2 lL!xd5 I 9  cxd5 (No better is 
1 9  exd5 �f5 20 g4 �d3 2I l:.e3 
�xb2 22 l:txd3 �xc I 23 �xc 1 
l:txc4+) I9 . . .  �d7+; 

A direct try is 14 l:tb 1 ! ? lL!a4 1 5  
lL!xa4 'ii'xa4 ( 15  . . .  �xa4? I 6  b4±) 16  
'iVxa4 �xa4 17  b3 �d7 1 8  f4! ?  
lL!h5 I 9  �h2 e5 20 lL!e2 exf4 2 1  
lL!xf4 lL!xf4 22 gxf4 (22 �xf4 it.e5 
23 l:tbd1 �c6= 24 l:txd6?! �xd6 25 
�xd6 l:tfe8 26 e5 �xg2 27 'it>xg2 
b6+) 22 . . .  b5 23 l:tbdi bxc4 24 l:txd6 
�e6=. 

14 ... lL!a4! 15 b4 
A consequent move, but it 

weakens the pawn on c4 and 
promotes BLACK's play on the 
queenside, although it i� only. by a 
hair's breadth that Wh1te falls to 
crush BLACK's defence on c5. 

On the other hand, after the 
modest I S  lL!xa4 �xa4 16 b3 �e8 ! 
I 7  'iVd3 ltJd7! BLACK has fine 
counterplay ( I 7  .. .'ii'xa3? 1 8  l:tai 
'ii'c5 19  ltJe6). 
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1S ..• lLlxc3 16 :xc3 Wi'a4! 17 .-.,1 
17 Wi'd3 :c7 IS :ee l :res 1 9  cS 

dxcS 20 :xeS :xeS 2 1  :xeS :xeS 
22 bxcS e6=; 

. 1 7  Wi'cl !? is very energetic: 
1 7  . . .  :c7 I S  eS !?  dxeS 1 9 lLlb3 e40 
20 lLlcS Wi'c6 21 �f4 :ccS 22 lLlxe4 
�xh3 ! Remember: God created 
counterblows as well, not only 
defensive moves! 23 lLlxf6+ Wi'xf6 
24 �eS Wi'xeS 2S :xeS �xg2 26 
:xe7 �xc3 27 Wi'xc3 �dS 2S cS 
:res� According to Fritz S White is 
winning! Yes, sometimes, but not in 
this game! There is no way here for 
BLACK to go down unless by a 
blunder. 

17  ... :c7 18 l:tec1 :res 19  Wi'd3 

19  ... �e8! !  
Probably the best move of the 

game, and one that arises from a 
difficult decision. It took me 1 0  
minutes to give up my romantic 
dreams of somehow combining 
certain pawn advances. When I 
realised the best would have been 
two of them at the same time, and 
reminded myself that it was illegal, I 
found the bishop retreat - which 
heralds the manoeuvre lLlf6-d7-eS, 
and White has no good way to 
prevent it. 

20 �tJ? 

o20 cS dxcS 2 1  AxeS l:lxcS 22 
AxeS l:txcS 23 bxcS lLld7 24 lLlc2 
e6=; 20 f4 lLlhS 2 1  g4 (2 1 �h2 eS 
22 fxeS �xeS) 2 l . . .tDxf4 22 �xf4 
eS 23 �e3 exd4 24 �xd4 �eS� 
(24 . . .  �xd4+ 2S Wi'xd4 bS 26 
�fl !±). 

20 •.. lLld7! 21 �dl? 
2 1  1i'fl might have been better, 

although after lLleS 22 �e2 1i'd7 23 
cS lLlc6 24 l:ld 1 lLlxd4 2S �xd4 
Wi'a4 BLACK's prospects are 
slightly preferable. 

21.  .. lLleS 22 Wi'fl 
22 �xa4 lLlxd3 23 .l:[xd3 i.xa4 24 

.J:[dc3 (24 cS b6) 24 . . .  fS ! (24 . . .  
�bS !?  2S cS �d7 26 'if.Jh2 fS 27 f3 
�f7+) 2S exfS (2S f3 fxe4 26 fxe4 
�c6; 2S lLle6 �xc3 26 lLlxc7 .l:.xc7 
27 .J:.xc3 fxe4+) 2S . . .  gxfS 26 lLle6 
�xc3 27 lLlxc7 ltxc7 2S lhc3 dS 
29 �b6 l:lcS 30 cS eS 3 1  l:ld3 �c6 
32 a4 d4 33 f4 �e4 34 l:ld2 exf4 3S 
gxf4 d3 36 �f2 �f7+. 

22 .•. 1i'd7 23 cS 
23 �e2 bS ! 24 cS dxcS 2S :xeS 

(2S bxcS lLlc6+) 2S ... :xcS 26 bxcS 
(26 :xeS :xeS 27 bxcS lLlc4 2S c6 
Wi'cS 29 �xc4 bxc4 30 Wi'xc4 eS 3 1  
lLlc2 1i'xc6+) 26 . . .  lLlc4 27 �xc4 
�xd4+. 

23 •.. b5! 
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Now White is in trouble. On the 
clock as well as on the board! 

24 ..tb3 dxeS 2S l:txeS AxeS 26 
bxeS 

26 llxc5 l:txc5 27 bxc5 'itc8=i= 28 
f4 lLld7+ (28 . . .  lLlc4 29 ..ixc4 
'ii'xc5+). 

26 ... lLle4! 
All this is forced and leads to an 

ending that is clearly advantageous 
for BLACK - this is how any 
reasonable player would see. I mean 
human. Fritz 8 made up 'his' mind 
immediately, and keeps stubbornly 
saying the opposite after 7 full 
minutes. A controversial character! 

26 . . .  lLlg4? 27 c6 'ii'd6 28 lLlxb5 
axb5 29 hxg4 ..ib2 30 l:tc2 ..ixa3 3 1  
'ii'xb5 ..ixc6 32 'ii'a6. 

27 ..ixe4 ..ixd4 28 l:ld1 eS 29 
..ixd4 exd4 30 .idS AxeS 31 l:txd4 
'ite8+ 32 h4 l:tc2? 

Stupid, but wins on the next. . .  
32 . . .  .:tc 1 !  33 l:.d 1 llc3 34 l:td3 

'itc5+. 
33 eS??Ee 
An awful blunder following 

BLACK's mistake. Objectively 
speaking, White could probably 
save his skin by 33 �g2 'itc5 34 
.l:td3 l:tc3 35 l:txc3 'itxc3 36 a4 ..ic6 
37 axb5 axb5 38 ,.d1=. 

33 ... 'ite3!-+ 34 l:.d3 •xeS 3S 
'ii'g2 

35 l:.e3 'itxd5 36 l:txe8+ <l;g7 3 7 
'ita I+  �h6-+. 

3S ... 'iti>g7 36 'itfJ?! 
The worst of all. 
36 'ite4 'itxe4 37 ..ixe4 ..ic6 38 

..ixc6 l:txc6-+; 36 l:.e3 'itxe3-+. 
36 ... 'itel+ 37 'it>g2 .:tel 38 g4 
38 �h2 'itg 1 +  39 �h3 ..td7+ 40 

g4 ..ixg4+! 4 1  'itxg4 'ii'fl+-+; 38 

�h3 'itfl+ 39 �g4 l:lc2 40 .l:td1 
'ifxf2-+. 

38 ... 'ii'hl+ 39 �g3 l:tgl+ 40 'iti>f4 
'ifh2+ 4 1  �e4 'ii'xh4 

In my next game against the 
future world champion I 'only' 
drew (I had to play with White ... ), 
but this was good enough to win our 
'mini-match'. Sadly, I have not had 
the opportunity to play any further 
matches with Karpov - which was 
certainly not his fault. 

0-1 

FACING THE TIGER ... 

It's always nice to play one's own 
variation. Especially against very 
strong opponents. If the result is 
fine, everything is OK and the game 
enriches theory. That's exactly what 
happens in this game. 

T.Petrosian - A.Adorjan 
Sochi, 1977 

1 e4 g6 2 e4 eS 3 lLlfJ ..tg7 4 d4 
exd4 S liJxd4 lLlf6! 

This is the key move born in 
1 970. Before (and even after!) that, 
misguided people played ltJe7 
followed by liJbc6, but the resulting 
positions always favour White. 
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6 llJc3 0-0 7 i.d3!? 

A logical try to speed up 
development and improving on 7 
i.e2 l:le8 8 f3 c6! where BLACK is 
(indeed) a tempo up compared to 
the King's Indian: he'll play . . .  d5 in 
ONE move! 

7 ••. dS! 
But stil l !  This logical reaction 

seemingly surprised 'the TIGER' 
8 cxdS c6!? 
Still in gambit style ! 
8 . . .  liJxd5 was not bad either. 9 

exd5 i.xd4 10  i.e2 i.e5 1 1  0-0 c6 
1 2  i.e3 l:le8=. 

9 0-0 
9 i.g5 would have been the only 

way to keep the pawn, but Petro 
called the resulting position 
'horrible' for White: 9 . . .  h6 1 0  i.xf6 
( 1 0  i.h4 cxd5 1 1  e5 lle8 12  f4 g5 
13 i.g3 gxf4 14 i.xf4 liJfd7 1 5  0-0 
llJxe5 16  i.b5 llJec6+) 1 0 . . .  'W'xf6 1 1  
liJde2 cxd5 12 exd5 liJd7� He 
meant this one ! .  

9 . . .  cxdS 10 exdS 
1 0  e5?! is even dangerous - White 

is taking chances for no good 
reason. 1 0  . . .  llJg4 1 1  f4 ( 1 1 e6 
llJxf2!+) 1 l . . .f6 1 2  'W'b3 ( 12  f5 
llJxe5 13  i.e3 liJbc6+) 1 2  . . .  fxe5 1 3  
liJxd5 �h8 14 llJe2 i.e6 1 5  i.c4 

llJc6 16 i.d2 liJf6! 1 7  llJxf6 i.xc4 
1 8  'ifxc4 'W'xd2+. 

lO ... liJxdS 1 1  i.e4 llJxc3 12 bxc3 
'ifaS 13 'ifb3 liJd7 14 'W'a3 'ifxa3 
IS i.xa3 1le8 16 .l:.fel 

16 ... i.f8! 
Neutralising everything White 

seemed to have. 
17 i.xf8 �xf8 18 i.f3 
1 8 liJb5 l:.e7! .  
18  ... l:lxel+ 19 llxel llJcS 20 

l:teS!? 
The best try. 
20 liJb3 liJxb3 2 1  axb3 i.e6 22 c4 

l:.d8=. 
20 ... llJe6 
Now it's even. And here you can 

observe the typical mistake White 
often makes: overdoing it. Not that 
he was better before. But he was, 
and still is, WHITE! Naturally, 
T.Petrosian also had another reason 
to play for a win against me - he 
was by far the better player, so he 
could hope for my mistake(s). 

21 h4?! 
21  l:.b5 lDxd4 22 cxd4 l:lb8 23 

llc5 i.e6 24 d5 ltc8 25 l:lxc8+ 
i.xc8 26 �fl q;e7 27 �e2 �d6 28 
c;Pd3 b5 29 �d4=; Consequent was 
21 l:.a5 !?  lDxd4 22 cxd4 �e7 23 a3 
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(23 l:r.cS �d6 24 lidS+ �c7 2S 
lieS+ �d6=) 23 . . .  a6 24 lieS+ �d8 
2S �fl but 2S .. . IIa7 != easily holds. 
There are too few pieces on the 
board anyway. 2 I  li:)xe6+ ..txe6 22 
liaS lieS 23 ..ixb7 llxc3 24 h3 
llc7=. 

2l .  .. llb8 22 li:)b5?! 

Overpressing. That's what often 
happens to 'Believers in White' 

o22 �fl . 
22 ... a6 23 li:)d6 b6 
Here the Great Man (I am NOT 

being ironic, I truly admired Tigran 
Vartanovich) offered a draw 
WITHOUT making a move. We 
both knew he was already a little 
worse. I politely asked him to make 
a move, but when he produced the 
one I expected all my courage went 
up in smoke . . .  

24 .tel 

Draw agreed. 
24 .. . aS=F as anyone can see! But 

the silly computer still kept saying 
'plus equal', (now it's even 
according to Fritz 8) I wonder if 3 
days would be enough for it to 
realise what is really going on? It is 
very likely that it's been 
programmed like: I .  Even position 
= White is better 2. BLACK IS 

BETTER = equal ! ! ! . Maybe White 
gets extra points? If it is so it 
should be called Hi-Tech 
DILETTANTI SM.. .  after all, the 
programmers received the same 
education as we did. 24 li:)xc8 llxc8 
2S ..tb7 lieS+. 

•A-•A 

Afingerfehler? 

The ORANGUTAN is surely not 
the best way to open a game. What 
is more, I daresay after that BLACK 
is already BETTER. And not just 
one way, as can be found in my 
BLACK repertoire book published 
simultaneously in English, German 
and French, called 'RARE 
Openings' (Everything but I e4, d4, 
c4 and I li:)f3). The Orang-utan is 
not THAT MUCH ridiculous 
nonsense as the 'Suicidal Grob' 
(which loses almost by force), but I 
still like to believe that a classical 
Champ like V.Smyslov could only 
lash it out due to a 'fingerfehler'. He 
intended to play I c4 !? I think . . .  

V.Smyslov - A.Adorjan 
Hoogovens, Wijk aan Zee I972 

l b4?! 

I g4? is the complete nightmare 
they call 'The killer Grob' Next you 
can see one of the refutations. Very 
simple. The thing is the 'g' pawn 
either disappears (then it's badly 
missed) or remains as a chronic 
weakness Apart from other 
problems for White of course. I can 
understand people who write books 
on garbage like this. But those who 
buy them?? 

l . ..dS 
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A) 2 h3 e5 3 .ig2 h5 ! ?  (3 . . .  .ic5+; 
3 . . .  c5+ or anything normal) 4 g5 (4 
gxh5 lDf6) 4 . . .  lDc6 5 d3 lDge7+; 

B) 2 .ig2 .ixg4! 3 c4 c6 4 'ifb3 
(4 cxd5 4Sf6) 4 . . .  'ii'd7 5 cxd5 lDf6 6 
lLlc3 (6 dxc6 lDxc6-+) 6 ... e5 
(6 ... cxd5 7 lDxd5 lDc6+) 7 h3 .ih5 
8 d3 cxd5 9 lDxd5 lLlxd5 10 'iVxd5 
'iVxd5 1 1  .ixd5 lDc6+. 

l •.. eS 2 .ib2 
2 a3 
A) 2 . . .  c5 !? 3 .ib2 f6 4 bxc5 .ixc5 
Al) 5 d4?! 'ifb6; 
A2) 5 lDc3 d5 (5 . . .  lDc6 6 lDa4 

.ie7 7 e4 d5 8 exd5 'ifxd5 9 lDc3 
'iVfl 10  lDb5 .Ub8""; 5 . . .  .ixf2+? 6 
'ifixf2 'ifb6+ 7 e3 'ii'xb2 8 lDa4+-); 

A3) 5 e3 lDc6�; 
B) 2 . . .  d5!+ 
2 b5 
A) 2 . . .  d5+ 
B) 2 ... a6! is absolutely fine, too: 3 

.ib2 (3 bxa6 lDxa6+; 3 c4 axb5 4 
cxb5 d5+) 3 . . .  axb5 ! (3 . . .  d6 4 a4 
lLlf6 5 lDf3 .ie7 6 e3"") 4 .ixe5 d5 
5 e3 c6 6 lDf3 lLlf6 7 .ie2 .ie7 8 
0-0 0-0 with a tremendous game for 
BLACK. Look at the 'orphan' on 
a2! .  

2 .•. .ixb4! 3 .ixeS lDf6 4 lDfJ 0-0 
5 e3 .ie7!? 

This move I thought to be simple 
and good. It is indeed. But is it the 

best? Some people would hurry to 
play d5, c5, lLlc6 and leave the 
bishop on b4. When the time comes, 
they would regroup it to c7 via a5. 
Good plan. Others would play lDc6, 
.:te8, d5 in the hope that after 8 cxd5 
lDxd5 they can sacrifice something 
on e3 . Like this: 5 . . .  d5 6 c4 lDc6 7 
.ib2 .Ue8 8 cxd5 lDxd5 9 .ie2 
ltxe3 ! ? 1 0 fxe3 lDxe3 - very 
romantic indeed, maybe even 
sound. But to work out 3 antidotes 
against something a serious player 
(like myself) faces 5 times in a 
lifetime may seem to be rather 
overdoing it. . .  

6 c4 

6 ... c5!?  
I don't know why I deviated from 

the move I played on two earlier 
occasions, which brought me the 
same number of points (2). 

6 . . .  d5 ! 
A) 7 .ib2 c5 8 .ie2 lDc6 9 cxd5 

lDxd5 1 0  0-0 .if6 1 1  'ifc 1 ( 1 1  d4 
Urzica-Adorjan, World Junior 
Championship, Stockholm 1 969. 
1 l . . ..ig4!+) 1 l . . ..if5 Szollosi
Adorjan, Hungarian Team Champ
ionship 1 97 1  ( 1 1 . . ..ie6!?) 1 2  lDa3 
'ife7 13 ltd1 ltac8 14 .ixf6 lLlxf6+; 

B) 7 lDc3 !?N 7 ... lDbd7 8 .i.g3 
lDb6! (8 ... dxc4 9 .ixc4 lDh5 10  
lDd5! ltJxg3 1 1  lDxe7+ '6'xe7 1 2  
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hxg3=) 9 cxd5 (9 ll:lb5 ll:le8) I 9  'ii'xe2 'ii'c7 ( 1 9  'ifc8 !?) 20 l:.fdi 
9 . . .  ll:lbxd5+ and BLACK is just b5 2 I  c5! l:.xc5 22 'ii'xb5 D l:.xc i 23 
BETTER after 9 moves! 'ii'xe8+ �h7 24 'it'e4+ g6 25 'ifd5=. 

7 ll:lc3 ll:lc6 8 ..txf6 14 d3?!  
Forced. 8 ..tg3 d5+ 9 cxd5 ll:lxd5 

IO  ll:lxd5 'ifxd5 I I  'ifb3 'ifxb3 I2  
axb3 ll:lb4 1 3  l:lc i ..tf5 I4 d4 l:r.ac8 
IS 'it>d2 l:.fd8+. 

8 ... ..txf6 9 l:.cl d6 
Patient. More ambitious is 

9 . . .  ..txc3 !? IO .:t.xc3 ( 10  dxc3?! b6 
I I  ..td3 ..tb7+) I O  . . .  b6 ( I O  . . .  d6 I I  
..te2 'iff6 I 2  0-0 l:r.e8 1 3  'it'b i l:r.b8 
I4 ..td3 h6 I S  ..th7+ �h8 I6 ..te4 
..te6 I 7  l::tfc I ll:la5 I S  d4 ..tg4 I 9  
l:r.a3 b6oo) I I  d4 'iff6 I 2  ..te2 ..tb7 
I 3  0-0 l:.ac8 I4 'it'd2 cxd4 I S  ll:lxd4 
( IS  exd4 d5 !+) 

A) I5 ... d5 I6 ll:lxc6 ( I6  c5=) 
I6 . . .  l:lxc6 I7 ..tf3 l:tc7 IS l:.fc I 
l:.fc8 I 9  'ii'd4 'ii'xd4 20 exd4 dxc4 
2 I  ..txb7 l:lxb7 22 l:lxc4 l:lxc4 23 
l::txc4 �ffloo; 

B) I 5  . . .  ll:lxd4 I 6  'ii'xd4 'ii'xd4 I 7  
exd4 l:tfe8 I S  l:r.e I 

Bl) I 8  . . .  ..ta6 I 9  �fl d5 20 c5 
l:.xe2 2 1  l:txe2 l:.e8 (2 l . ..bxc5 22 
dxc5) 22 l:lce3 l:lxe3 23 fxe3 �ffl 
24 �f2 ..txe2 25 'itxe2 �e7 26 �d3 
'itd7 27 cxb6 axb6 28 e4 'ite6 29 a4 
h5 30 h4 f6 3 I  �e3 g6 32 'itd3 'itd6 
33 �e3 �e6=; 

B2) I 8  . . .  l::te4 I 9  l:ta3 aS= 
( 1 9  ... l:txc4? 20 f3;!;). 

10 ..te2 
I 0 ll:ld5 ..te6+. 
10  ... ..te6 1 1  0-0 l:tc8 12  'ifc2 h6? ! 
12  ... g6! looks much better 8 I3  

ll:ld5 ..tg7. 
13 a3 
I 3 ll:ld5 was called for. 
I3 ... :es 
1 3  . . .  ..txc3 !?  I 4  'ii'xc3 l:r.e8 I S  d4 

.ig4! I6 'ifb2! cxd4 I 7  ll:lxd4 ..txe2 
1 8  ll:lxc6 ( 1 8  ll:lxe2 ll:la5) I S  . . .  .:.xc6 

Again I4 ll:ld5 ! was the equaliser. 
14 ... .ixc3! 15 'ifxc3 b6 16 l:tfdl 

dS+ 

Draw agreed - the position looks 
better for BLACK. But it is 
probably just a case of 'a draw from 
above' 

I 6  . . .  d5 
A) I 7  d4?! is surprisingly wrong 

I 7  . . .  cxd4 IS  ll:lxd4 ll:lxd4 I 9  l:txd4 
'ii'g5 20 h4 'ii'e5 2 I  'ii'd2 (2 1 l:td3 
'iib8+) 2 I  . . .  dxc4 22 ..txc4 'ii'c5 23 
l:tc3 ..txc4 24 l:tdxc4 'ii'xc4 25 l:.xc4 
l:.xc4 26 'ii'd7 l:r.ec8 27 'ii'xa7 l:.xh4 
28 f4 l:r.h5 29 'ifxb6 l:r.a8+; 

B) 1 7 cxd5 ! .ixd5 I S  'iib2 'if d6 
I9 d4 cxd4 20 ll:lxd4 'ii'f6 2 I  l::tc3=. 

1/z-1/z 

The case is CLOSED ... 
(Boris Spassky enclosed !) 

M.Todorcevic - A.Adorjan 
Lugano I 983 

I e4 c5 2 ll:lc3 ll:lc6 3 g3 
Everybody deviates from the 

main lines sometimes. But I could 
never understand what kind of fun a 
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CLOSED Sicilian promises (for 
White.) I mean if regularly played? 

3 •.• g6 4 .i.g2 .i.g7 S d3 d6 6 f4 e6 
7 lL!fJ lLlge7 8 0-0 0-0 9 .i.e3 

9 •.. ll:ld4 
Another less frequently played, 

but decent possibility is 9 . . .  b6! ?  1 0  
d4 

A) 10 .. . .i.b7 1 1  dxc5 dxc5 
( l l . . .bxc5 1 2 lLlb5 !;!;) 12 'ife2 ... c8; 

B) 1 0  . . .  .i.a6 1 1  lte 1 ltc8 12 a3 
cxd4 13  ll:lxd4 lLlxd4 14 .i.xd4 e5 
15 .i.e3 ( 15  fxe5 lLlc6) 1 5  ... exf4 16  
.i.xf4 .i.e5�; 

C) 1 0  ... ll:lxd4 1 1  lLlxd4 cxd4 12  
.i.xd4 e5 1 3  fxe5 ( 1 3  .i.e3 exf4 14 
·.i.xf4 .i.e5=) 13  . . .  lLlc6 14 lLld5 
ll:lxd4 1 5  ... xd4 .i.xe5 1 6  'ii'b4 .i.e6 
1 7  llad 1 = ( 17  c3?! .i.xd5 1 8  exd5 
... g5 1 9  l:ae1 f5+). 

10 .i.fl 
This has been played a lot. I 

wonder what people expect from 
such setups? 

1 0  g4 f5 1 1  gxf5 exf5 12 e5?! 
lLlec6+; 

1 0  e5 ! ?  was invented by Spassky. 
At first, in some games the reaction 
was 10  . . . .  �6. I wrote a long article 
in EUROPE ROCHADE about it 
titled 'BLACK Magic in the 
Bundesliga', since Olaf Muller, my 
teammate in Kirchheim beat 

specialist Bastian in a game that 
followed our analysis virtually till 
the very end. True, it continued with 
1 1  llb1 IDE A PARTIT! ! !  On the 
other hand, thin_gs are not all that 
simple after 1 1  llle4! .  My proposed 
move is not anything fancy - it's 
just healthy! 10 ... .i.d7!?N AA 1 1  
ll:lxd4 cxd4 12  .i.xd4 .i.c6!;5 

This is where we start. Even 
though you will see some longish 
l ines, they are all based on the same 
idea. BLACK has finished his 
development, has a better structure 
and all this for a temporary pawn 
sac! 

13 lLle4 ll:lf5 
A) 1 4  c3 dxe5 1 5  .i.c5 ( 1 5  .i.xe5? 

f6) 1 5  ... exf4!  1 6  .i.xffi ltle3 1 7  ... e2 
( 17  •n ,..xffi+ � 1 8  ,..xf4 lLlxg2 
1 9  �xg2 f5) 1 7  . . .  .i.xffi! 1 8  ltlf6+ 
... xf6 1 9  ... xe3 'ifxc3 ! 20 bxc3 (20 
... xf4 .i.c5+ 2 1  �h 1 .i.xg2+ 22 
�xg2 ... xb2+ 23 �h1 llffi 24 llab1 
... xa2 25 llxb7 ... d5+ 26 ... e4 ... d6 
27 g4 f5+) 20 . . .  fxe3 

AI) 2 1  .i.xc6 doesn't help either: 
2 l ...bxc6 22 llf3 .i.g7! 23 llcl llb8 
24 llc2 (24 llxe3? .i.h6) 24 . . .  1lb l+ 
25 �g2 .i.xc3! 26 llxe3 .i.d4+; 

A2) 21 llab1 lld8 22 d4 e5! 23 
.i.xc6 (23 d5 .i.c5!)  23 . . .  bxc6 24 
dxe5 .i.c5 25 �g2 lld2+ 26 �f3 (26 
�h3? e2) 26 . . .  1lxa2 27 llb8+ (27 h4 
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i.b6) 27 .. .'j;g7 28 llb7 llxh2 29 e6 
'itf6 30 exf7 'itg7 3 1  g4 l:r.fl+ 32 
l:.x£2 exfl 33 �g2 h5 34 gxh5 gxh5 
35 f8='if+ 'itxf8 36 l:.h7 i.b6 37 
llxh5 'iti>e7-+ Naturally, it's all 
forced ... a 38 c4 'it>d6 39 �fl a5; 

B) 14 i.fl dxe5 15 fxe5 ( 1 5  i.c5? 
exf4 16 i.xf8 i.d4+ 1 7  'i1i>h 1 ltJe3+) 
1 5  . . .  i.xe5 16 c3!=. 

lO ... ltJec6 

l l liJd2 
Nothing came out of 1 1  ltJxd4 

ltJxd4 1 2  l:.b1 i.d7 1 3 ltJe2 Wi'a5! 
A) 14  ltJc 1 i.a4! 15 b3 ( 1 5  ltJb3 

ltJxb3 16 axb3 i.c6=) 1 5  . . .  i.c6 16 
i.e1 Wi'a3 1 7  c3 ltJb5 18 ltJe2 f5!?  
( 18  . . .  Wi'xa2 1 9  l:.a l Wi'b2 20 l:.b1=) 
19 'ifc2 ltae8 20 l:.d1 

AI) 20 . . .  l:.f7 2 1  c4 ltJd4 22 ltJxd4 
i.xd4+ 23 i.fl i.g7 (23 ... e5! ?�) 
24 d4!?  cxd4 25 i.xd4 i.xd4+ 26 
l:.xd4 e5 27 fxe5 'ifc5 (27 ... dxe5 28 
lldd1 'ifc5+ 29 �h1 f4) 28 'iffl 
llxe5 29 exf5 l:.exf5 30 Wi'd2 ltxfl + 
3 1  i.xfl 1Vf5 32 l:.f4 1Vc5+=; 

A2) 20 . . .  l:.f7= 
B) Another way of mud wrestling 

was 14 a3 'ifa4 1 5 ltJxd4 cxd4 1 6  c3 
dxc3 1 7  1Vxa4 i.xa4 1 8  bxc3 b6 1 9  
l:r.fc l  llac8 2 0  c 4  i.c6 2 1  l:r.e 1 e5 !?  
(2 1 . . .l:.fe8 22 g4 f5 ; 2 l . . .f5 22 exf5 
i.xg2 23 'iti>xg2 exf5 24 l:.e7 l:.f7=) 
22 f5 gxf5 23 exf5 (23 i.h3?! fxe4! 

24 i.xc8 llxc8 25 dxe4 �f8+) 
23 ... i.xg2 24 �xg2 d5! 25 cxd5 
llfd8 26 l:.bc1 (26 l:.b5 l:.c3) 
26 ... l:.a8=; Spassky-Adorjan Ih-Ih 
Gjovik' 83 - The thing is Boris took 
this tournament a bit lazy while I 
was doing fine winning it at the end 
in a triple tie with Browne and the 
good doctor Nunn. But a lion is a 
lion, and if you disturb his nap he 
may bite . . .  

1 1  e5 !?  i s  interesting. l l . . .dxe5 1 2  
ltJxe5 ltJxe5 1 3  fxe5 �xe5 14 ltJe4 

A) 14 . . .  b6! ?  1 5  c3 ( 1 5 ltJxc5 l:.b8; 
15 ltJf6+ i.xf6 16 i.xa8 i.d7 1 7  
i.e4 i.a4! 1 8  b3 i.c6�) 1 5  . . .  ltJf5 16  
ltJf6+ i.xf6 17  i.xa8 i.a6 1 8  i.e4 
ltJd6 19 i.f3 1Vd7�; 

B) 14  . . .  f5 Ugly but it does the job: 
1 5 lLixc5 1Vd6 16 b4 ltJb5 1 7  .!Dxb7 
i.xb7 1 8  i.xb7 l:r.ab8 19 i.c5 i.d4+ 
20 �g2 i.xc5 2 1  bxc5 'ifxc5 22 
i.f3 ltJd4+. 

l l  ... llb8 
1 l . . .b6!?  1 2  ltJcb 1 This is the big, 

point of return... The IDEA. . .  
1 2  . . .  ltJe7 13  c3 ltJdc6 14 ltJ f3  e5 
( l4 . . .  i.a6 1 5  lle l 1Vd7) 1 5  ltJbd2 
( 1 5  d4? exd4 16 cxd4 i.g4+) 
1 5  . . .  h6 ( 1 5  . . .  .ia6) 16 i.e3 i.e6=. 

12 ltJcbl b6!?  
Now it really gets strange. 

Instead, the orthodox 12 . . .  ltJe7 13  
c3 ltJdc6 14 ltJf3 e5 1 5  fxe5 ltJxe5 
16 ltJxe5 i.xe5 1 7 d4 cxd4 1 8  
i.xd4 ( 1 8  cxd4 i.g7 1 9  ltJc3 b5) 
1 8  . . .  ltJc6= led to still waters. 

13 c3 ltJb5 14 a4 ltJc7 15 ltJaJ 
'ifd7 16 ltJc2 

16 ltJf3 e5 1 7  f5 !?  (Wrong! 1 7  
ltJc4 exf4 1 8  gxf4 l:.e8 1 9  i.g3 i.a6 
20 f5 i.xc4 2 1  dxc4 ltJe5 22 ltJxe5 
i.xe5=) 17 . . .  gxf5 18 i.h3 ltJe7 19 
ltJh4 'i'c6 20 ltJxf5 ltJxf5 2 1  i.xf5 
i.xf5 22 exf5 d5+. 

16 ... i.a6 17 ltJf3 f5! 18 ltel e5+ 
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. . .  and BLACK is getting better 
just by playing natural moves. 

19  exfS 
1 9  b4 cxb4 20 cxb4 ..ib7 2 1  b5 

0Je7 22 fxe5 dxe5+. 
19  ... '6'xf5 20 0Je3 '6'd7 
20 . . .  'ii'xd3? 2 1  0Jd2 ! .  
2 1  �gS 
2 1  fxe5 0Jxe5 22 0Jxe5 ..ixe5+ -

look at the f2-bishop! 
21 .  .. exf4 22 gxf4 

22 ... dS!? 
Nobody is perfect. It was a bit 

silly of me that, instead of going for 
�aterial (which is no shame 
normally), I always preferred to 
sacrifice pieces 'with both hands' 
On the other hand, this attitude 
brought me 8(! !) brilliancy prizes, 
too, besides painful disappoint
ments. Did I want to 'kill' or 
'humiliate' my opponents? 
NEVER! I only tried to create a 
Masterpiece with the 'help' of the 
hardest opposition that I could still 
overcome - YES! The world needs 
humble priests as well, not only 
'Supermen' 

22 . . .  .l:r.xf4 23 ..ig3 .l:r.ff8 24 0Jd5 
0Jxd5 25 ..ixd5+ 'it>h8 26 .l:r.fl 0Je5 
27 ..ixe5 ..ixe5 28 �f7+ �g7+. 

23 ..ig3 

23 'ii'h3 ..ixd3 (23 . . .  l:.bd8+) 24 
..ixd5+ 0Jxd5 25 'ifxd5+ 'ifxd5 26 
�xd5 l:.bd8+. 

23 ... l:.be8 24 fS d4 25 'ii'b3+ �h8 
26 fxg6 hxg6!? 

26 . . .  dxe3 ! was not so bad either. 
27 0Jf7+ .l:r.xf7 
A) 28 'ii'xf7 l:.e7 29 'ii'f4 lt:Je5 

(29 . . .  ..ixd3 30 lhe3 .l:r.xe3 3 1  'ii'xe3 
..ixg6 32 .l:r.e1 +) 30 .l:r.xe3 �d5 3 1  
..ixd5 'ifxd5 32 .l:r.ael ..ib7 33 .l:r.e4 
c4!+; 

B) 28 gxf7 .l:r.e7 29 ..ih4 .l:r.xf7 30 
.l:r.xe3 �a5 3 1  'ii'c2 ..ih6+. 

27 ..ih3 
White tries to organise some 

COUNTERplay but there is no 
harmony in his camp. 

27 ..ixc6 'ifxc6 28 �f7+ ltxf7 29 
'ifxf7 ..ib7-+. 
27 ... 'ilt'e7! 28 �dS 'ifxgS 29 �xc7 

29 ... .l:r.e3! !-+ 
The whole combination looks like 

one of those which are 'too good to 
be true' However, this one is true, 
too . . .  

30 ..ig2 
30 lt:Jxa6 .l:r.xg3+ 3 1  hxg3 'ii'xg3+ 

32 ..ig2 dxc3 33 bxc3 (33 'ifd5 
..id4+-+; 33 'ii'e6 ..id4+ 34 'ifr>h1 
.l:r.f5) 33 . . .  �d4 ! ! ;  30 lt:Je6 l:.xg3+ 3 1  
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hxg3 'ifxg3+ 32 .ig2 l:tt2 33 'ifd5 
l:tf5 ! -+. 

30 ..• l:txg3 31 hxg3 1i'xg3 
Among other things: c7 is 

hanging! 
32 'ii'e6 
32 ltJxa6 .ie5 33 l:r.xe5 ltJxe5 34 

l:r.fl l:txfl + 35 �xfl ltJg4 36 'ikf7 
ltJe3+ 37 'ite2 'ikxg2+ 38 'ikf2 
1i'xf2+ 39 �xf2 dxc3-+. 

32 ... .ieS 33 .t:txeS D ltJxeS 34 
'ikh3+ 

It's all the same - White is lost. 
34 l:tfl l:r.xfl + 35 �xfl .ixd3+ 36 

�gl ltJf3+ 37 �hi 1i'h2 mate. 
34 ... 'ii'xh3 3S .ixh3 .ixd3-+ 36 

cxd4 ltJO+ 37 �g2 ltJxd4 38 ..ig4 
:n 39 ltJe8 l:le7 40 ltJd6 'itg7 41 
aS ltJc2 

. . . well, ' it's all over now, Baby 
Blue . . .  ' 

0-1 

My 'highest peak' performance 

There are unforgettably nice 
moments in everyone's life. It is all 
the more memorable if you perform 
brilliantly at a time when you aren't 
really counting on it. At the Riga 
Interzonal, I was seeded l l 'h- 12'h by 
ELO (out of 1 8). I still wanted to 
finish a little more 'upmarket',  in 
the top half of the tournament table. 
Well, I made it! To everyone's 
surprise, I started out with 5 I/z/7 
(my game against Ljubojevic was 
also published in the 'original' 
BLACK IS OK!). However, this 
brave start could only be tracked 
down afterwards, from the 
tournament book, as adjournment 
days made things slightly chaotic! 
Then Gheorghiu and Romanishin 
'showed me where my place was', 

and it looked like I would have to 
stick to the original plan. Well, it 
turned out differently! Still, with 
three rounds to go, my chances 
for qualification were more 
mathematical than realistic. But, 
when the day of my game with 
Mikhail Tal came, I ran into Tamaz 
Georgadze on the hotel stairs. 
'Nothing is lost! ' - he said. 'Two 
and a half out of three, and you are 
in. ' (the happy qualifying trio, that 
is). 'And who am I supposed to 
beat, my dear, Tal, today perhaps?' 
'No, you must draw with Tal, and 
beat the other two.' And he was as 
serious as appendicitis! (The 'other 
two' were Larsen and Miles! - the 
latter game is included in 'BLACK 
IS still OK! '  with great big 
analysis). Now I know, of course, 
that T.Georgadze had supernatural 
abilities! He probably hypnotised 
me, and I obeyed him. How he 
arranged the desired result in the 
last round (Romanishin beat Ribli 
with whom I caught up) I have no 
idea. But I can imagine his 
witchcraft: he snapped his fingers 
three times in the dark forest, 
whistled 19 times under the big oak, 
let out a hideous scream into its 
cavity, and ate two pounds of 
littered leaves. He also drank a little 
bat blood - so there was really 
almost nothing left for me to do. I 
only had to sit down and play . . .  ! 

M.Tal - A.Adorjan 
Riga Interzonal 1979 

1 ltJO ltJf6 2 c4 cS 3 d4 cxd4 4 
ltJxd4 b6!?  

Going for something sharp. The 
choice you make is always difficult. 
If the weapon works, you're a 
genius. If not, an idiot. 
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More frequently played is 4 . . .  e6 5 
g3 (5 lDc3 �b4 6 g3 0-0 7 i.g2 d5) 
5 . . .  i.b4+ 6 i.d2 'ii'b6 7 i.xb4 
'iWxb4+ 8 lDc3 lDc6 9 a3 (9 lDdb5 
0-0 10  e3 d5 1 1  a3 'iWa5! 12  b4 'iWd8 
13  cxd5 exd5�) 9 . . .  'iWxc4 10 lDdb5 
0-0 I I  lDd6 'iWc5 12  .:c1 lDe8 1 3  
lDxc8 l:txc8 14 'iWxd7 l:tc7 1 5  'iWd1 
lDf6 16 i.g2 l:td8+. 

5 ltJc3 i.b7 6 i.g5 ltJc6 7 e4 
7 lLlf5 'ii'b8=; 7 i.xf6 gxf6=. 
7 ... e6! 
Right! 
Interesting is 7 . . .  'iib8!? � 8 i.e2 

e6 9 'Wd2 tt:lxd4 10  'Wxd4 i.c5 1 1  
'Wd3 i.c6�. 

8 lLlxc6 
Not very ambitious. The 'Wizard 

of Riga' got a little tired by the end 
of his countless victories. It was 
Round 1 5, and Misha finished with 
14'h out of 1 7 ! !  It may sound silly, 
but through all the years we knew 
each other and were on friendly 
terms (making 6 draws in the 
process - all serious !) I never dared 
to call him Misha. I was not 
pretending to be modest, I just felt 
like a humble pupil of his. I still 
shed some tears for him from time 
to time. Don't you? 

8 lL!db5 'ii'b8! 9 i.xf6 gxf6 1 0 
'Wd2 a6 1 1  l:.d 1 i.c8 D 12 liJd6+ 

i.xd6 13 'ii'xd6 'Wxd6 14 l:.xd6 
ri;e7=. 

8 ... dxc6! 
That's it! 
8 . . .  i.xc6 9 e5 h6 10 i.h4 _g5 1 1  

i.g3 lLle4 12  lLlxe4 i.xe4 1 3  'Wd2;!;. 
9 'ii'f3 i.d6 10 l:[d1 'We7 1 1  i.e2 
1 1  i.xf6 gxf6 12 l:txd6? 'ii'xd6 13  

'ii'xf6 l:tg8+. 
l l  .. Jld8 
1 l . . .i.e5 1 2  0-0 ( 12  i.f4 i.xf4 13  

'iWxf4 e5  1 4  'ii'g5 0-0=) 12  . . .  0-0 1 3  
l:td2 'Wc7=. 

12 0-0 h6 
Playing for an advantage, but 

there was a better try: 12 . . .  0-0 1 3  
l:td3 i.e5 14 l:tfd1  ( 1 4  i.f4 'ii'c7) 
14 . . .  c5+. 

13 i.f4 
1 3  i.h4 0-0 1 4  l:td3 i.e5+. 
13 ... e5 14 i.e3 0-0 15 a3 i.c5 16 

..ixc5 'ii'xc5 ?!  
I think it  was here that I rejected a 

draw offer. On the other hand, if 
there is any justification for this, it 
could only be connected with 
16 ... bxc5 !?  1 7  b3 l:td4� 

The more I look at it the more I'm 
convinced that BLACK is better. 
This is not only due to the 
'unbeatable' rook on d4, but also 
because it's quite easy to bring the 
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knight to e6. Then at some 
appropriate moment you exchange 
the d4 rook and jump in with the 
knight to its place. Let me draw 
your attention to the fact that my old 
friend, a certain gentle German 
program, still talks about White's 
advantage. I'm proud to announce 
that I 've found out the secret: 
BLACK has a double pawn ! !  Do 
you think the guy would have 
derived the same degree of 
optimism from this fact two moves 
before checkmate??. 

17 b4 'ii'e7 18 'ii'e3 

Here I offered peace without 
making my move. Misha asked me 
to play it. 'But if I make a move it's 
not going to be a draw! '  I said, 

almost like a threat and I was dead 
serious. He did not look scared. -
Pleeease! - he encouraged me with 
a smile. After thinking for a couple 
of minutes, I produced my next 
move with the following line: I offer 
a draw and my apologies. . .  Both 
were accepted. 

18  •.• .ia6?! 
Now I9 b5 ! ?  cxb5 ( I9  ... .ib7 20 

bxc6 .ixc6 2 I  ll'ld5 'ii'e6 22 l:.d3 
l:.d6 23 l:.fd I l:.fd8 24 h3;t) 20 ll'ld5 
(20 cxb5 .ib7=) 20 . . .  ll'lxd5 2 1  
cxd5� f5 ! 22 a4 (22 f3 ?  'ii'c5+) 
22 . . .  fxe4 23 axb5 .ib7 24 ..i.c4 'ii'b4 
(24 .. . 'ii'd6=) 25 'ii'xe4 l:.f4 26 d6+ 
'ii'xc4 27 'ii'xb7 l:td4 28 l::tc l  'ii'd5 
29 'ii'xa7 l:lxd6 is equal. 

Also insufficient: 1 8  . . . c5?! 1 9  
bxc5 'ii'xc5 20 'ii'xc5 bxc5 2 I  f3 
l:ld4 22 ll'lb5 l:lxd I 23 l:lxd I ;t and 
18 . . .  l:ld4?! 19 l:lxd4 exd4 20 'ii'xd4 
c5 2 I  bxc5 bxc5 22 'iVe3 ll'lxe4 23 
.to f5 24 .ixe4 fxe4 25 l:td I ;t. 

However it was not really 
necessary to complicate matters. 
The other modest bishop move 
18 . . .  .ic8 hit the target, e.g. 1 9  b5?! 
cxb5 20 ll'ld5 ll'lxd5 2I cxd5 a6=F; 

lA-lA 



Is BLACK OK? 
, 

Arpad Foldeak 

Statistics is said to be the most 
reliable branch of science. Numbers 
reflect reality, they are infallible. 

We must admit that this is 
also true for chess, especially 
tournament results. Statistics show 
that White wins the majority of 
games, and few tournaments are 
exceptions to this rule. It follows 
clearly from this that we have a 
better chance to win if we have the 
White pieces. 

So why do the odds favour 
White? The strength and deploy
ment of the two camps is identical. 
The only difference is that White 
has the right to move first. Is this 
the reason for the first player's 
advantage? As there appears to be 
no other explanation, we have to 
make do with this. 

White's superiority is indisput
able. Still, there are some stubborn 
people who challenge this view, and 
stick to the opposite. Their 
standpoint could be accepted if they 
prophesied only equal chances for 
both sides. However, some of them 
consider the starting position to be 
advantageous for BLACK. (This is 
a misunder- standing. "BLACK Is 
OK" naturally means exactly that it 
is good to play with the BLACK 
pieces, no more, no less! I do prefer 
playing with BLACK, that's what 
Arpad Foldeak may have 
misunderstood. A.A.) They are also 
ready to defend their views. 

One of them (or the only one?) is 
the Hungarian grandmaster Andras 
Adorjan. He chose the brief and 
to-the-point slogan 'BLACK is OK' 
as the motto of his books, articles 
and other writings. 

Let GM Adorjan find his own 
arguments to defend and justify his 
views. I will mention only two 
things that I would accept as an 
explanation myself. 

Both chess composers and 
tournament players know the 
concept of zugzwang. This is a 
position where the party to play has 
no 'healthy' moves, and any 
possible move makes his position 
worse. 

There may be players who feel 
awkward if they have to play first 
because they find it difficult to 
choose from numerous possibilities 
and, so to speak, lay their cards on 
the table. Perhaps they feel that they 
make life easier for BLACK, as the 
second player's choice is much 
more limited. 

When he has BLACK, the same 
person may wait with malicious joy 
to see how White solves this 
unpleasant problem (or considered 
unpleasant by him at least!). 

In this case, it is for psychological 
reasons that BLACK finds his own 
chances better than it would follow 
from the statistics. He feels 
encouraged, and thinks that the 
'BLACK is OK' slogan is justified. 



The second explanation is much 
more 'down-to-earth' 

Let's start with a little story from 
World War I. The troops in the 
trenches were ready for the 
upcoming assault. Then came the 
command: 'Fix bayonets ! '  And so 
did all the soldiers, except for one 
lad, who was gripping it firmly in 
his right hand. 'Are you crazy?' the 
commander yelled. 'It's better this 
way, Lieutenant' - the soldier 
answered. 'It fits in my hand more 
easily, just like the jack-knife back 
in my village, at the Sunday 
afternoon fights in the pub. The 
only difference is that back at home 
I end up at the police station, but 
here I might even get a medal ! '  

Some people see it the same way 
in chess. They are not afraid of 
dubious variations, perhaps they 
even feel better in double-edged 
positions, or simply in the role of 
the attacked. The weapon that is 
objectively not the most suitable 
one for such situations may tum out 
to be very adequate and successful 
in their hands. 

In the second case, BLACK's 
optimism can only be explained by 
the logic of the 'village bully' at the 
battlefield. There are numerous 
examples for this mentality in chess 
history, let's see one from Hungary. 

Master Arpad Vajda, one of the 
heroes of Hungary's two gold 
medals at the early Chess Olympics 
( 1927-28). To help the team, he 
agreed to have BLACK in most of 
his games. He was very successful, 
scoring 8 points out of 1 0  BLACK 
games in The Hague (six wins, four 
draws. Four of his wins were King's 
Indian games, and he deviated from 
the theory of those days in two of 
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these (against Sacconi and 
Schelfhout). Instead of the well
known lines, he complicated matters 
with two interesting queenside pawn 
sacrifices. In other words, he fought 
much like the village lad in the story 
above. His tactics paid off 
beautifully, as the opponents' 
positions were in ruins after 
twenty-something moves in both 
games. 

As I have already mentioned, 
statistical data shows White's 
advantage. However, some 
tournaments which are statistically 
more relevant (many participants, or 
double round robins) produce 
surprising results. For example, the 
players had the following scores at 
the 1 895 Hastings tournament, 
where the participants played 2 1  
games: 

Name White BLACK 

Chigorin 7 /1 0  9 /1 1  
Lasker 6 1 10 71/2/1 1 
Steinitz 61/2/1 1  61/2/1 0  
Teichmann 41/2/1 0  7 /1 1 
Schlechter 5 /1 1  6 /1 0  
Blackbume 5 11 1  5 1/2/1 0  
Bird 31/2/10 5 1/2/1 1 

No general conclusion can be 
drawn from these figures, of course, 
but they definitely provide some 
food for thought. It comes to one's 
mind in any case that most of the 
listed players preferred solid 
positional play. 

There are more examples, but let 
me finish with my best wishes to 
Andras: 
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Keep up the good work, Andras! 
BLACK is OK indeed! Remember 
the German saying: 'Sei deines 
Strebens dir bewusst und du birgst 
Gott in deiner Brust.' (which means 
roughly: 'Be aware of your 
endeavour I And God upon your 
chest you shall bear') 

Published in the Hungarian chess 
monthly 'Sakkelet' (1995/1-3). 

Mr. F oldeak 's article struck me as 
a pleasant surprise 'out of the blue ', 
as I saw it in print for the first time, 
just like the other 'Sakkelet '  
readers. It was like a precious 
present to receive such a nice 
gesture from a renowned chess 

historian of my father 's age. I had 
the chance to say 'thank you ' face 
to face only years later. And let me 
repeat it now! 

Arpad Foldeak (191 7-2004) has 
died since I sent the manuscript. He 
was a leading chess historian whose 
works appeared not only in 
Hungarian, but also in English and 
German. (I have the feeling that he 
has published more books in foreign 
languages than in Hungarian, just 
like me) He was born in an 
aristocratic family, and had the title 
'Knight ' Indeed he was a noble 

person and a Knight by character as 
well. Rest In Peace! 



Beauties in BLACK 

The wonder weapon backfires ... 

When a chess player is caught in 
the opponent's 'home variation', it 
feels like being locked up in a room 
with a time bomb. It's a desperate 
race against time (you may not even 
know when it is going to 
explode . . .  ). Who knows, maybe you 
will manage to defuse the bomb!? 

M.Diugy - A.Adorjan 
New York Open 1987 

1 d4 tt:lf6 2 c4 e6 3 tt:lfJ b6 4 g3 
i.a6 S 'ii'a4 

Dlugy kept playing this move for 
years on end with an almost 
religious zeal (and with surprisingly 
good results!). It is not very 
ambitious, though, if you ask me 
(and especially harmless with the 
plan 7 dxc5). 

S ... i.b7 6 i.g2 cS 7 dxcS i.xcS 8 
0-0 0-0 9 tt:lc3 i.e7 10 i.f4 tt:la6 1 1  
ltad1 

When we met for the first time 
(New York, 1984), he played 1 1  
llac I ,  although with no sweeping 
success. In fact, he was KO'd in 28 
moves. 

1 1  llac l ?! tt:lc5 1 2  'ii'c2 'ifc8 1 3  
ltfd 1 tt:lce4 14 tt:lxe4 i.xe4 1 5  'ii'b3 
'ii'b7+ 16 i.d6 i.xd6 1 7  .l:.xd6 ltac8 
1 8  ltcdl h6 19 'ifa4? .l:.c5 ! 20 .1:.6d2 
l:a5 ! (20 . . .  ltfc8 2 1  b3 d5) 2 1  'ii'b3 
.l:.c8 22 a3 .l:.ac5 23 'ii'e3 (23 l:d4 b5 
24 cxb5 i.c2) 23 . . .  .l:r.xc4 24 tt:le5 

i.xg2 25 tt:lxc4 lhc4 26 f3 i.h3 27 
'ii'd3 'fic7 28 e4 d5. 

l l  . . .  tt:lcs 12 'ifc2 

12  ... 'ii'c8 
For quite a long time, I was under 

the delusion (without taking the line 
very seriously), that 12 . . . .  tt:lce4 is 
quite playable here, as the pin 
arising after 13 tt:le5 seemed to be 
easy to neutralise, thanks to the 
position of White's queen's rook on 
d l .  I was mistaken! Luckily, I had 
discovered this on the evening 
before, so I did not have to realise it 
during the game, as happened to 
Gyula Sax against Gyimesi at last 
year's 2002 invitational-KO 
Hungarian Championship. The 
memory of chess players has a 
well-deserved reputation. Sax also 
played in this tournament (N.Y. '87), 
which I commemorated in an 
exhaustive article in two parts, with 
a detailed analysis of all my games, 
titled "A DIARY FOR MY LOVED 
ONES . . .  ". A few years later, my 
book called BLACK IS OK! (what 
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else?) was published after( ! )  the 
English edition. That book also 
contains a shorter, but correct, 
analyses of the battle with Dlugy. I 
could blame Gyula for this lapse of 
memory, if I hadn't forgotten some 
of my own analyses myself. . .  

12  . . .  lLlce4? 1 3  lLle5 lLlxc3 14 
..ixb7 lLlxd l 15 lhd l !± 

1 5  . . .  d5 ( 1 5  . . .  l:tb8 16  lLlc6; 1 5  . . .  
l:tc8 16  ..ixc8 'Wxc8 1 7  'ii'a4) 16  
cxd5 exd5 ( 16  . . .  lLlxd5 1 7  lLlc6 'ii'd7 
1 8  ..ixa8 l:txa8 1 9  e4+-) 

A) 1 7  ..ixa8 'Wxa8 1 8  'ii'c7 ..ic5 
19 e3 h6 20 lLld7 lLlxd7 2 1  'ii'xd7 
.l:td8 22 'ifc7 d4= 23 b4 ..ixb4 24 
exd4 ..ic5 25 ..ie3 ..id6 26 'ii'c2=; 

B) 17 e4! 
Bl) 17  ... 'ifb8 1 8  'ii'c6 lLlxe4 1 9  

'ii'xd5 lLlf6 20 'ii'f3 'ii'e8 
Bla) 2 1  lLlc6 .l:td8 (2 I . ....ic5 22 

b4) 22 lLlxd8 ..ixd8 23 'Wa3 'ii'b5 24 
l:tc I lLlg4 25 ..id6 l:te8 26 ..ic6 'ii'h5 
27 h4 'i'i'f5 28 •n _.xf3 29 ..ixf3 
ltJe5 30 ..id5 ..if6 3 1  llc7 l:td8 32 
..ie7 ..ixe7 33 .lhe7+-; 

Bib) 2 1  ..ic6 'ii'c8 22 g4 h6 23 h4 
.l:tb8 24 g5 hxg5 25 hxg5 lLlh7 26 
g6+-; 

B2) 1 7  . . .  l:.e8 1 8  lLlc6 'ii'd7 19 
..ixa8 l:txa8 20 exd5 lLlxd5 2 1  
l:txd5; 

B3) 17 ... .1:tb8 1 8  lLlc6 'ii'd7 1 9  
i.xb8 'ii'xb7 20 ..ixa7 

B3a) 20 . . .  dxe4 2 1  ..ixb6 'Wxb6 22 
lLlxe7+ �h8 23 ltJd5 (23 lLlf5 _.a5) 
23 . . .  lLlxd5 24 .l:txd5 e3 25 .l:te5 
exf2+ 26 _.xf2+-; 

B3b) 20 . . .  lLlxe4 2 1  lLlxe7+ _.xe7 
22 ..ixb6; 

B4) 1 7  . . .  ..ic5 
B4a) 1 8  lLlc6? 'ii'd7 19 ..ixa8 

l:ha8 20 exd5 lLlxd5 2 1  lLlb8! 'ii'e6 
22 'ii'c4 lLlxf4 23 l:td8+ ..iffl 24 
'ii'xf4 _.e7 ! 25 .l:tc8 (25 'iVd4? 'Wc7) 
25 . .  ."ii'e6 26 'ii'c l  'ii'd6 27 lLld7 
llxc8 28 'iixc8 g6=; 

B4b) 1 8  exd5 ..id6 1 9  lLlc6 'ii'd7 
20 ..ixd6 'ifxd6 2 1  ..ixa8 l:lxa8 22 
'ii'a4+-; 

B4c) 1 8  b4! ..ixb4 19 lLlc6 l:.c8 
20 ..ixc8 'ii'xc8 2 1  lLlxb4+-; 

C) 1 7 lLlc6! 

This move leads to victory via a 
long but straight path. All other tries 
are mistaken, although illustrative 
of the complications in the position. 
Even line B3), the 'punchline' of 
which is the beautiful ..ixb8! ,  can be 
parried, although I thought it was a 
fast and nice win. Yes, man tends to 
be subjective. 1 7  . .  ."ifd7 1 8  ..ixa8 
l:.xa8 19 lLlxe7+ 'ifxe7 20 ..ig5 :d8 
2 1  :d4!± h6 22 ..ixf6 'ifxf6 23 
'ifd2 'iig6 



C1) 24 a3 1i'h l +  25 �g2 l%e8 26 
e3 lle5 27 'ii'c3 (27 h4 h5) 27 . . .  f6 
28 h4 'it>h7 29 'ii'd3+ 'ii'xd3 30 llxd3 
�g6 

C1a) 3 1  a4 �f5 (3 I . ..l%e4!) 32 a5 
(32 b4 r,t>e6; 32 l:.b3 l:le4 33 a5 
bxa5 34 l:lb7 l:lb4 35 l:lxg7 l:lxb2 36 
l:txa7 l:.b5 37 h5 d4 38 exd4 �e4 39 
l:lf7 �xd4 40 g4 'iti>e5 41 �g3 a4 42 
f4+ �e6 43 .:a7 llb3+ 44 �h4 a3) 
32 ... bxa5 33 lla3 g5 34 hxg5 fxg5 
35 l:lxa5 d4 36 g4+ �f6 37 fl.a6+ 
l:le6 38 l:.a3 dxe3 39 fxe3 a5 40 
�f3 l:tb6=; 

C1b) 3 1  l:r.c3 l:r.e7 32 a4 �f5 33 
l:.b3 h5 34 a5 bxa5 35 l:lb5 'it>e5=; 

C1c) 3 1  f4 lle7 
C1c1) 32 g4 h5 33 'iti>g3 hxg4 34 

�xg4 f5+ 35 �f3 l:.d7 36 l%d2 
C1cll) 36 .. .'it>h5 37 llg2 d4 38 

exd4 (38 lld2 d3) 38 . . .  llxd4 39 
llg5+ �xh4 40 llxf5 l:.d3+ 41 �e4 
l:.d7 42 b4 l:.c7 43 l:.g5 l:e7+ 44 
cit>d5± l:.c7 45 llgl a5 46 'it>d6 l:.c4 
47 b5 l:r.xf4 48 l:lxg7 a4 49 'it>c6 
l:f6+ 50 'it>b7 l:[f3 5 1  'it>xb6 l:.xa3 
52 �a5 l:lal 53 b6 a3 54 l:tg2 l:r.b l 
55 l:la2 llb3 56 �a6+-; 

C1c12) 36 .. 5oPh6! 37 b4 b5 38 
l:.c2 d4=; 

C1c2) 32 'it>f3 l:d7 33 g4 
C1c21) 33 .. . f5? 34 h5+! (34 g5 

'it>h5 35 lld2 b5=) 34 . . .  'it>f6 35 a4 
fxg4+ 36 �xg4 a5 37 e4 'it>e6 38 
llxd5 llxd5 39 exd5+ 'it>xd5 40 
�f5+-; 

C1c22) 33 . . .  h5 34 f5+ �h6 35 
gxh5 'it>xh5 36 'it>f4 'it>xh4 37 lld4 
l%e7 38 llxd5 'it>h5 39 lld6! <it>h6 40 
e4 fl.c7;!; 4 1  lld8; 

C1c3) 32 'iti>f2 l:.d7 33 e4 d4 
C1c31) 34 <it>f3 h5 
C1c3 1 1) 35 a4 f5 36 l:r.d2 <it>f6 37 

b4 a6 38 a5 b5 39 lldl fxe4+ 40 
�xe4 l:le7+ 41 'it>d5 �f5 42 l:r.xd4 

Beauties in BLA CK 1 77 

�g4 43 f5+ <it>xg3 44 <it>c6 llf7 45 
lld6 l:xf5 46 <it>b6 llf4 4 7 <it>xa6 
l:r.xb4 48 l:r.g6+ <it>xh4 49 <it>b7 l:r.e4 
(49 . . .  l:r.g4 50 a6 l:r.xg6 5 1  a7;!;) 50 a6 
lle7+ 5 1  <it>b6 b4 52 a7 l:te8 53 
l:r.xg7 b3 54 l:r.b7 b2 55 'it>a6 l:r.e6+ 
56 �a5 l:r.e5+ 57 �a4 fl.e8 58 l%xb2 
l:ta8 59 llb7 <it>g3 60 l:r.g7+ <it>f2 61  
<it>b5 h4 62 �b6 h3=; 

C1c312) 35 g4 hxg4+ 36 <it>xg4 
<it>f7 37 f5 g6 38 'it>f4 b5 39 b4 a6 
40 fxg6+ 'it>xg6 4 1  e5 llh7 42 llh3 
fxe5+ 43 �xe5 d3 44 l:txd3 llh5+ 
45 �d6 llxh4 46 'it>c7 �f5 47 lld6 
llh7+ 48 'it>b6+-; 

C1c32) 34 f5+! ci;t7 35 g4 g5 36 
fxg6+ 'iti>xg6 37 <it>f3 h5 38 'it>f4 
hxg4 39 �xg4 a5 40 a4 .:d6 41 h5+ 
'it>h6 42 'it>f5 'it>g7 43 h6+ 'it>xh6 44 
e5 fxe5 45 <it>xe5 l:tc6 46 l:r.xd4 �g5 
47 �d5 llc2 48 b3 'it>f5 49 l:r.c4 llb2 
50 l:r.c3 l:te2 5 1  <it>c6+-; 

C2) 24 e4! llc8 25 exd5 1i'bl +  26 
�g2 lie I (26 . . .  'fi'xa2 27 d6 lld8 28 
d7 'fi'e6 29 h4+-) 27 'fi'd3 llgl +  28 
'it>h3 'fi'xb2 29 l:c4 llcl 30 l:r.xc l 
(30 l:te4! g6 3 1  d6 'fi'xf2 32 d7+-) 
30 . . .  'ii'xc l 3 1  d6 'ii'g5 32 d7 'ii'd8 33 
'fi'd6+- h5 34 g4 ! .  

13 tiJbS tL!ce4 
1 3  . . .  tL!fe4 N 
14 tiJfd4?! 
14  tLlc7=. 
14 ... a6 15 tLlc7 lla7 16 f3 
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16 ... g5!? 
This is  what I came up with, as 

played in Dlugy-Browne earlier in 
1 984. After 1 7  �c 1 ,  BLACK had 
the upper hand (see the moves after 
1 7  fxe4). Of course, I could not 
hope that he had failed to find an 
improvement, but I thought I would 
be able to fight back. During the 
game, the possibility of 1 6  . . .  liJg5, 
analysed in detail below, also 
crossed my mind, but I did not dare 
to improvise. Losing is not very 
nice in any case, but it is 
particularly annoying when your 
opponent plays his music 'from the 
score' without thinking! 

1 6  . . .  lt:Jg5 !?  
A) 1 7  'ifb3 
AI) 1 7  . . .  lLlh5 1 8  1Vxb6 lLlxf4 

( 1 8  . . .  'ifb8) 1 9  gxf4 'iVb8 20 fxg5 
�d8 2 1 lLldxe6 dxe6 22 l:ld7; 

A2) 1 7  . . .  b5 1 8  cxb5 axb5; 
A3) 1 7  . . .  .i.c5 D 1 8  e4 lt:Jh5 1 9  

�xg5 1Vxc7 2 0  �e3 lLlf6=; 
B) 1 7  h4? lLlh5; 
C) 17 'ii'a4 h6 1 8  lt:Jcb5 axb5 1 9  

'ii'xa7 bxc4 
Cl) 20 e4?! �c5 2 1 1Va4 
Cia) 2 l . . .d5 22 b4 �xd4+ 23 

l:[xd4 dxe4 24 �xg5 hxg5 25 'iVb5 
exf3 26 �xf3 �xf3 27 Axf3 'ii'a8 
(27 . . .  c3 28 Ac4 'ii'a8 29 l:tfxc3 lt:Jd5 
30 l:tf3 1Vxa2+) 28 l:tf2 c3 29 'ii'xb6 
l:tc8 30 Ac2 lt:Jd5 3 1  'ii'a5 'ii'b7 32 
�f2 .l:[b8; 

Clb) 2 1 . . .'ii'a8 ! 22 'ii'xc4 (22 
'ii'xa8 l:txa8 23 h4 lt:Jgh7 24 a3 c3 
25 bxc3 .l:lxa3+) 22 . . .  �a6 23 'iVb3 
�xfl 24 �xfl lLlfxe4! 25 fxe4 
'ii'xe4 26 �g2 (26 'ii'e3 �xd4 27 
l:txd4 'ii'xd4 28 �xg5 1Vxb2-+) 
26 . . .  �xd4+ 27 �h1 'ife2 28 h4 
�c5!-+; 

C2) 20 'ii'xb6 �c5 21 'ii'a5 lt:Jd5 
22 'ii'd2 'ii'a8 23 a3 (23 �h 1 �xd4 

24 1Vxd4 'ii'xa2 25 �xg5 hxg5 26 
e4 lLlf6;5) 

C2a) 23 . . .  e5 24 .i.xe5 l:te8 25 h4 
(25 f4 lLlxf4 26 .i.xf4 .ixg2 27 
.i.xg5 .ixfl +; 25 .if4 lLle6 26 e3 
lLlexf4 27 exf4 lLle3+) 25 . . .  .:.xe5 26 
hxg5 lt:Je3 27 _gxh6 gxh6 28 l:tfe1  
'ii'a7 29 �h2 'ifb8! 30 .ih3 lt:Jxd1 
3 1  'ii'xd 1 'ii'd6 32 e3=; 

C2b) 23 ... c3 24 bxc3 'ii'xa3 25 
l:tc 1 +-; 

16 ... lt:Jc5 !?  A ' last minute' idea. 
17 b4 lLlh5 1 8  lt:Jcb5 axb5 19 lLlxb5 
l:la8 20 �d6 .ixd6 2 1  lt:Jxd6 1i'c7 
22 bxc5 'ii'xc5+ 23 �h 1 �c6+. 

17 fxe4 N; 
1 7  �c 1 lLlxg3 ( 1 7  . . .  'ii'xc7 1 8  fxe4 

lt:Jg4+) 1 8  .!tScxe6 fxe6 1 9  hxg3 
lt:Jh5+. 

17 ... gxf4 18 lt:Jd5 exdS 

19 exdS!?  
Ah so! This i s  what he had up his 

sleeve! The piece sac, for just one 
pawn for the time being, is 
extremely dangerous. My kingside 
is tom up, my pieces are squashed 
on the queenside, the board is cut 
into two - oh, Holy Jesus! I have 
never been concerned about 
material too much, but I find it very 
irritating when someone is fiddling 
about around my king. I preferred to 
sacrifice whatever was at hand for 
the initiative. No wonder this shock 



gave way to quite some brooding, 
costing me more than a full hour for 
the next 3 moves. But it was worth 
the effort, as I managed to come up 
with a plan securing the BLACK 
monarch and restoring the 
harmonious co-operation of my 
pieces at the same time. 

1 9 lDfS 1WcS+ ( 1 9  . . .  ..tcS+ 20 �hl 
dxe4 2 1  1i'c3 ..,dS 22 .l:lxd7!+-) 20 
<it'h l 

A) 20 . . .  !Dxe4 2 1  b4 lDf2+ 22 
.l:lxf2 'ifxf2 23 Afl 'ifxfl + 24 .ixfl 
dxc4+ 2S ..ig2 .ixg2+ 26 <it'xg2 dS 
27 'ifc3 f6 2S 1i'd4±; 

B) 20 . . .  d4 2 1  lhf4 lieS 22 e3 d3 
23 'ifc3 .idS 24 lDh6+ <J;g7 
(24 . . .  �f8 2S ltxf6+-) 2S lDg4 .l:le6 
26 .l:ldfl 'ii'c6 27 ll l f2  (27 .l:l4f2 hS! 
2S lDxf6 l:r.xf6 29 eS 1i'xg2+-+) 
27 . . .  <it'gS 2S eS (2S lDxf6+ ..ixf6 29 
.l:lxf6 d2-+; 2S .l:lxf6!+-) 2S . . .  !Dxg4 
29 .l:lxg4+ l:r.g6 30 ..ixc6 .ixc6+ 3 1  
�g l l:r.xg4oo; 

C) 20 . . .  dxe4-+. 
19  ... lDh5!+ 
The first key move! 
20 !Drs 
20 'iffS lDg7 2 1  'ifxf4 'ifxc4 22 

d6 .idS-+; 
20 gxf4 bS+. 
20 ... �h8! !� 
And the second one! 
21 �hl 
2 1  !Dxe7 WcS+; 
2 1  'ifc3+ f6 22 b4 'ireS+. 
21...'ife8 22 gxf4? 
22 l:r.d4D d6 (22 . . .  ..if6!? 23 .l:le4 

'ifbs 24 ..tn lDg7+) 23 .l:le4 ..tcs 24 
!Dxd6 

A) 24 . . .  'ii'dS 2S lDxcS 'ifxcS 26 
gxf4 (26 'ifc3+ f6 27 'iff3 lDg7 2S 
1fxf4 'ireS+) 26 . . .  'iff5oo; 
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B) 24 . . .  ..ixd6!� 2S 'ii'c3+ lDg7 26 
AxeS AxeS 27 'iff6 .icS 2S 'ifxf4 
..tfS ! 29 e4 .ig6 30 b3 l:.ae7 3 1  l:.e I 
lDhS! 32 'ifh4 lieS-+. 

22 ... d6 23 e4 f6! 
23 . . .  ..tcS !?  24 eS .ixf5 2S 'ii'xf5 

lDg7 26 'ifh3 fS ! (26 . . .  'ii'a4) 27 b3 
(27 .in 'ifa4!)  27 . . .  'ifhS+ 2S 'ii'xhS 
(2S 'ife3oo) 2S ... lDxhS 29 .ih3 aS 30 
<it'g2 a4+ lDg7 would be 
inconsequent, as White's kingside 
initiative would come to life again; 

23 . . .  lDg7?! 24 lDxg7 c;fr>xg7 2S 
Agl t. 

24 Wc3 .ic8! 25 lDd4 
2S .ih3 l:tgS 26 eS i.xfS 27 ..ixf5 

lDg3+ 2S hxg3 'ifhs+ 29 �g2 
'ii'xfS-+. 

25 ... ..id8! 

26 .l:.del 
The guy, who had presented 

himself everywhere in the 
tournament room during my lengthy 
meditation, breaking the news to 
everyone that I 'fell for it', now 
spent more and more time at the 
board, getting short of both time and 
'winning' moves. 

26 !Dc6 .l:lg7 27 lDxdS ..,xdS 
(27 .. J:hg2! 28 �xg2 'ifxe4+) 2S eS 
fxeS 29 fxeS dxeS 30 'ii'xeS (30 
ltxf8+ 'ii'xf8 31 'ii'xeS ..ih3 ! 32 ..ie4 
..tg4-+) 30 . . .  !Df6+. 
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26 ... l:.g7+ 27 lLlfS? 
And he had the nerve to offer a 

draw here! Besides, other tries were 
also losing completely. 

27 ..ih3 lt:\g3+!-+ 28 hxg3 ..ixh3; 
27 'ir'd2 Afg8+. 
27 ... .txf5 28 exfS 'ir'ti-+ 29 .!:.fl 

llfg8 30 'ife3 bS 31 cS .tas 32 .l:.c1 
i.b4! 33 c6 i.cS 34 AxeS dxcS 35 
'ir'e6 'ir'a7! 

35 . . .  'ir'xe6 36 fxe6 lt:\xf4 37 c7 
lt:\xg2 38 d6 lLlf4 39 h4 lt:\xe6 40 
l:txf6 .l:.g4 41 .l:.h6 lt:\f4-+. 

36 d6 c4 37 'ir'e2 'ir'd4 38 'ir'd2 
'ir'e4! 39 d7 

39 h3 llxg2; 39 .l:.e2 l:hg2. 
39 ... 'ir'b1+ 0-1 
Well, life's great, isn't it? It felt 

definitely OK at this moment, 
although after Round 5 I had a hell 
of a fit of depression. I survived it 
with two quick draws (Smyslov and 
Sax - neither of which was 
prearranged! ), but on the day when 
young Dlugy got at me like this, I 
still woke up in the small hours. 
However, when I managed to solve 
this · far from easy task successfully, 
my lust for life came back 
immediately, as upon the wave of 
some magic wand. Who was that 
god-damned fool who said that 
chess is a safe and easy way of 
making a living . . .  ? And how can 
hundreds of apparently intelligent 
and loving parents believe this 
nonsense only in Hungary??? 

Y.Murey - A.Adorjan 
New York Open 1 987 

1 e4 cS 2 lt:\f3 e6 3 d4 cxd4 4 
lt:\xd4 lLlf6 5 lt:\c3 d6 6 i.gS 

Not really dangerous, even as a 
surprise. White offers a shift to the 

Najdorf, but BLACK has a more 
energetic way to seek counterplay. 

6 ... ..ie7 7 lt:\db5?! 0-0 

8 i.xf6 
Consequent but wrong. One is all 

too ready to part with a pawn for 
such a strong initiative. The more 
sober 8 'ir'd2 at least would not have 
been asking for trouble. 

8 'ir'd2 
A) 8 . . .  a6!?  9 i.xf6 gxf6 1 0  lt:\d4 

lt:\c6 1 1  0-0-0 ....,6 12 lLlb3 'ifc7 1 3  
'ir'h6 �h8 14 Ad3 .l:.g8 1 5  llh3 .l:.g7 
16  i.d3 ( 16  l:tg3 llg6) 16  . . .  b5�; 

B) 8 ... d5 9 exd5 (9 e5 lt:\e8 10  
i.xe7 'ifxe7 I I  f4 lt:\c6 1 2  .te2 a6! 
1 3  lt:\d4 f6 14 exf6 'ir'xf6 15 lt:\xc6 
bxc6 1 6  0-0 lt:\d6=i=) 9 . . .  lt:\xd5 10  
i.xe7 'ir'xe7 1 1  lt:\xd5 exd5+ 12  
i.e2 i.g4 ( l 2  . . .  .!:.e8? 1 3  0-0-0 lt:\c6 
14 .tn ..if5 15 .txd5 lLlb4 1 6  llhe 1 
'ifc5 1 7  i.xf7+ ..txf7 1 8  lt:\d6+ �g8 
1 9  lt:\xf5 lt:\xa2+ 20 �b 1 'ifxf5 2 1  
'it'xa2±) 1 3  f3 i.e6 1 4  0-0 lt:\c6=. 

8 .•. ..ixf6! 9 'ir'xd6 
Perhaps 9 lt:\xd6 would have been 

the lesser evil, although those who 
go for such a position on purpose 
deserve to be punished (falling into 
some trap accidentally is a different 
thing). Let me draw your attention 
to the possibility 9 . . .  'ir'b6 10 lbc4 
'ir'xb2 ! !  which is not only beautiful, 



it might bring the full point as 
well(?). 

Also 9 lL!xd6 �xc3+ (9 .. .'ii'b6!? 
10 lL!c4 'ii'xb2! ! 1 1  lL!xb2 �xc3+ 1 2  
'iti>e2 �xb2 1 3  .l:b 1 �f6ii5) 1 0  bxc3 
'ii'a5t. 

9 • . .  a6! 10 'ii'xd8 .l:xd8 l l lL!a3 b5 
12 lLid1 

12 lL!ab 1 b4 13 lL!a4 ( 1 3  lL!d1 
l:.xd1+-+) 13 . . .  �d7 14 lL!b6 �xb2 
1 5 lLixa8 �xa1 16 lL!b6 �b5 !-+. 

12 ..• �b7 13 f3 lL!d7! 
Even better than the other knight 

move, as it is more flexible. 
1 3  . . .  lL!c6 14 c3 .l:d7ii5. 
14 c3 lL!c5 15 .:tel 
1 5  �e2 �g5 ! 1 6  0-0 ( 16  lL!b1 

�cl+) 1 6  . . .  l:.d2t. 
15 ... �h4+! 16 lL!f2 
1 6  g3 �g5 17 .l:c2 f5+. 
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16 ... f5!t 
Winning the pawn back would 

have been advantageous as well, but 
I thought it would be a shame not to 
play for checkmate in such a 
position. I think I have always been 
quite realistic as regards my place in 
the chess world. I 've never taken 
myself for anyone else, but I must 
remark that Karpov once said in an 
interview: 'If I can choose between 
a flashy combination which must be 
good, but I can't see the end quite 
clearly, and squeezing out a win 
from the slight positional advantage 
in the same position, I choose the 
latter 1 0  times out of 10 . '  With this 
mentality, he won tournament after 
tournament - and made the world a 
dull place. So is it only about the 
result, be it in chess, dominoes, or 
beach volleyball? 

1 6  . . .  �xf2+ 1 7  �xf2 .l:d2+ 1 8  
�e2 l:.xb2 1 9  l:.c2 .l:xc2 20 lL!xc2 
l:tc8+. 

17 g3 
1 7  exf5 exf5 1 8  �e2 l:.e8 19 l:.d 1 
A) 19 . . .  lL!a4 20 l:.d2 l:.ad8 2 1  .l:c2 

l:.e3 (2 1 . . .�d5 22 b3 lL!xc3 23 .l:xc3 
b4 24 l:.c4 �f6! 25 lL!b 1 �xc4 26 
bxc4 l:.d7-+) 22 0-0 l:.de8 23 .i.d l 
�e7 24 lL!bl �c5 25 lld2 l:.e1 26 
b4 �b6 27 �c2 g6 28 c4oc; 

B) 1 9  . . .  1le7 20 lL!c2 llae8 2 1 lL!d4 
�f6 22 l:.d2 �xd4 23 cxd4 lL!e6 24 
0-0 

B1) 24 . . .  �d5 25 b4 lL!f4 26 �d3 
l:.e3 (26 . . .  g6 !) 27 �xf5 lL!xg2 28 
lL!d1 ! ; 

B2) 24 . . .  lL!xd4+ 25 .l:xd4 llxe2 26 
lL!d3 lld2 27 llf2 llel +  28 lL!xe1 
l:txd4+. 

17  ... �e7! 
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Keeping an eye on a3 as well. 
Therefore the ensuing chaos is 
forced. 

1 7  . . .  i.g5 1 8  %tc2 fxe4 1 9  fxe4 
lLlxe4 20 i.g2 lLlxf2 2 1  �xf2 AfB+ 
22 �e l=. 

18 b4 
1 8  i.g2 fxe4 19  fxe4 lLla4+. 

18  ... fxe4! !  19 bxc5 
1 9  fxe4 lLlxe4 20 i.g2 lLlxf2 21  

i.xb7 lLld3+-+. 
19  ... exf3! 
1 9  ... i.xc5 Once you have said 'a', 

you have to say 'b' as well! White 
could still 'kick about' by returning 
the piece. 20 lLlxe4! i.xa3 2 1  Ac2+. 

20 lLlc2 
20 lLld3? f2+ 2 1  lLlxf2 i.xc5-+; 

20 c6 i.xc6 2 1  lLlc2 e5 22 i.d3 (22 
i.h3 i.g5+) 22 ... i.c5+. 

20 ... i.xc5 21 i.h3 
An obvious try. Other moves did 

not help, either 
2 1  lLld4 i.a3 ! 22 l:ld 1 (22 Ab 1 

e5+) 22 . . .  e5-+; 2 1  h4 l:tac8 22 l:lh2 
i.d6 23 lLlh 1 (23 i.h3 %txc3) 
23 . . .  f2+! 24 lLlxf2 (24 'it>xf2 l:lxc3+) 
24 . . .  i.xg3 25 l:h3 (25 i.g2 Axc3 
26 i.xb7 i.xh2-+) 25 . . .  Axc3-+. 

2l ... i.xf2+! 
I was reluctant to 'sacrifice' my 

bishop, but I could not see the 

consequences of 2 1 . . .. e5 22 i.fl 
quite clearly. The rest is almost 
forced, and beauty is not everything 
after all. The result also matters . . .  

2 l . . .e5 22 :n «>. 

22 'it>xf2 l:td2+ 23 ..t?n 
23 'it>e3 Ae2+ 24 'ittf4 (24 'it>d4 

l:lc8-+) 24 . . .  l:e4+! 25 �g5 h6+ 26 
�h5 Ac8 27 g4 .U.xc3 28 l:lhd 1 
.U.e5+ 29 �h4 l:lec5-+; 

23 'it>e 1 Ae2+ 24 Wfl e5-+ 25 
i.e6+ 'it>f8 26 i.fS l:.d8-+. 

23 ... e5 24 lLle3 Aad8 25 c4 
25 i.f5 f2 26 lLlg2 i.d5!-+. 

25 ... i.e4! 26 i.f5 i.xf5 27 lLlxf5 
bxc4-+ 28 lLle7+ �f8 29 lLlc6 l:8d5 
30 h4 

30 Ae 1 c3. 
30 ... e4 31 lLlb4 l:td6 32 l:h3 e3 

33 l:tel l:.dl� 
There was an easier win now and 

in the next note. Luckily, the game 
has long been decided. 

33 . . .  l:tf2+ 34 �gl Ag2+ 35 �h l 
e2. 

34 lLlc2 f2 35 g4 fxel='ii'+ 36 
lLlxel Af6+ 

36 . . .  c3 ! .  
37 'it>e2 l:ld2+ 3 8  'it>xe3 l:lxa2 39 

<t>d4 l:te2 40 Ahl %tf4+ 
0-1 



It's very true that the best 
tournament tactic is to win as many 
games as we can, no matter what 
our rivals do. We finished, I looked 
around and saw that the games of 
my immediate rivals brought ideal 
results. Before the last round, I was 
sole leader by half a point! A draw 
against Christiansen's languid 
Bogo-Indian, and only Seirawan 
could catch up with me. We won the 
NY Open '87. In a tie ! ! And the 
game was not so bad, either, was it? 
Of course it wasn't! 

I.Csom - A.Adorjan 
Hungarian Championship 1993 

In chess, the result can also be 
influenced by luck. I don't mean the 
luck our opponents have! According 
to Lajos Portisch, so-called ' luck' 
levels off in a year's time. Once I 
heard it, I immediately started to 
check out the tournaments from this 
point of view. And I can tell you, 
my good and bad luck were mostly 
balanced. It's only that you must 
keep your self-discipline and 
objectivity, for we may take ' luck' 
for granted, but raise hell if we 
blunder a mere pawn! The reason 
I'm telling you all this is that in the 
previous round I suffered against 
Gr6szpeter, and my escape was 
mostly thanks to his time trouble. 
Csom, on the other hand, was 
torturing little Lek6 (whose ELO 
was much 'taller' than himself), and 
could have finished him off at least 
three times in a rook ending. But he 
didn't. Another issue, strictly 
professional this time: when I was 
already a fairly strong master, and I 
knew (and shaped .. . ) theory all 
right, the only thing I couldn't 
handle was the English. Until IM Dr 
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Laszlo Liptay showed me the setup 
you will see below. From that 
moment on, the English was a piece 
of cake for me, for decades. I 'm not 
saying that I did not lose with it, but 
that was always my own fault. I can 
warmly recommend it to you! (No 
money back guarantee, sorry.) 

1 c4 c5 2 g3 g6 3 ..ig2 ..ig7 4 
lt::lc3 lt::lc6 5 lt::lt3 e6 5 . . .  a6. 6 0-0 
lt::lge7 7 d3 0-0 8 l:tb1 b6 OK 9 ..id2 
..ib7 10 a3 d5 11 cxd5 exd5 12 b4 
cxb4 13 axb4 d4 14 lt::la4 lt::ld5 

This constellation is rather typical 
of the variation. 

15 .. b3!? N 
1 5  b5. 
15 ... l:te8 
15 ... l:tc8 !?  This is cooler than the 

text. We won't forget about the e2 
pawn, but first let's reduce the 
potential danger of any aggressive 
action on the f-file. 

16 lt::lg5 
16 b5 lt::lce7?! ( 16  . . .  lt::lb8 !) 1 7  e4 

dxe3 1 8  fxe3 lt::lf6 19 lt::lg5 .idS 20 
..ixd5 lt::lexd5 2 1  e4 h6 22 lt::lxf7 
<3;;xf7 23 lt::lc3 �g8 24 exd5 c3i;h7�. 

16 ... lt::le5! 
1 6  . . .  lt::lce7 17 e4! dxe3 1 8  fxe3 

l:tf8 19 e4 ..id4+!?  ( 19  . . .  lt::lf6 20 
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.i.c3±) 20 �hi itlf6 2 1  .i.c3 !?± (21 
itlf3 ttlg4oo ); 

16 .. . ttlcxb4? 1 7  ttlxf7 ( 1 7  e4 dxe3 
1 8  ttlxf7 1i>xf7 1 9  fxe3+ �g8 20 e4 
a5 2 1  .i.xb4 axb4 22 exd5 'ii'd7 23 
ttlb2 l:te2+) 1 7  . . .  �xf7 1 8  .i.xb4 
l:txe2 1 9  ttlc5! .i.c6 ( 19  . . .  bxc5 20 
.i.a5) 20 ttle4+-. 

17 bS 'iVd7 18 ttle4 
6. ttlac5. 
1 8  ... l:tad8 
1 8  . . .  l:tac8. 
19 .i.gS l:tc8 20 l:tfc l  �h8! 
'Doing nothing' is hard! This king 

move looks quite typical. Especially 
when you see it return to g8 after 5 
more moves! But White had 
concrete threats to meet. As for the 
'comeback' to g8: one has to be 
careful in planning and flexible in 
execution. 

20 . . .  f5? 2 1  ttlec5 ! bxc5 22 ttlxc5 
l:txc5 23 l:txc5+-; 

20 . . .  h6? 2 1  l:txc8 l:txc8 22 .i.xh6! 
.i.xh6 23 'ii'xd5 .i.xd5 24 itlf6+ 
�g7 25 itlxd7 .i.xg2 26 ttlxe5 .i.d5 
27 f4 l:tc2 28 �f2 g5 29 ttlg4 gxf4 
.30 ttlxh6 fxg3+ 3 1  hxg3 1i>xh6 32 
l:tb4±. 

2 1  .i.d2 
2 1  ttlec5 bxc5 22 ttlxc5 l:lxc5 23 

l:txc5 ttlc3+. 
2 1 .. • .i.a8! 
2 l . . .f5!? 22 ttlec5 bxc5 23 ttlxc5 

ltxc5 24 l:txc5 ttlf6 (24 ... l:td8? 25 
.i.g5+-) 25 .i.xb7 'ii'xb7 26 l:.bc l 
a6+. 

22 ttlgS h6 23 itltJ itlxtJ+ 24 
.i.xf3 .i.b7! 25 ltc4 

25 ltxc8 l:txc8 26 ltc1 ltxc 1+ 27 
.i.xc 1 ttlc3 !+. 

2S ... �g8! 26 .:.bel$ 
26 �g2 l:txe2! ! 27 ltxc8+ 'iVxc8 

28 .i.xe2 ttle3+ 29 �g 1 'ii'h3-+. 

26 ... ttlc3! 
Very unpleasant! Not that such a 

move is unusual in this line, on the 
contrary. Taking advantage of the 
weakness of c3 combined with other 
elements of the position is 'hanging 
in the air' 

27 ttlxc3? 
Wrong! The surprise effect and 

the shortage of time paralysed 
Csom. 

Also bad was 27 .i.xb7? ttlxe2+ 
28 'it>fl 'ii'xb7-+; 

The only way to offer serious 
resistance was by 27 .i.xc3 .i.xf3 

A) 28 exf3 dxc3 29 ttlxc3 l:lxc4! 
(29 . . .  'ii'xd3 30 l:lc6! 'iVxf3 3 1  
'ii'd5�) 30 dxc4 (30 'ifxc4 ltc8-+) 
30 . . .  'iVd2! 3 1  ttla2 (3 1 'iVc2 l:le1+-+; 
31 l:tc2 l:le1 +  32 'it>g2 'ifd3-+) 
3 l . . ..i.d4-+ (3 l . . .l:le2-+); 

B) 28 .i.xd4 .i.d5 29 .i.xg7 .i.xc4 
30 'ii'b2 (30 l:txc4 �xg7 3 1  ttlc3 
'ife6!+) 

B1) 30 . . .  'iVxb5?! 3 1  l:lxc4 (3 1 
'Wal !  .i.e6 32 AxeS .i.xc8 33 .i.h8 
f6 34 .i.xf6 'iVc6 35 .i.h8 .l:r.e7-+) 
3 1  . . .  'ifxb2 32 .i.xb2 l:lxc4 33 dxc4 
ltxe2=; 

B2) 30 . . .  .i.xb5 3 1  l:lxc8 (3 1 
.i.xh6? l:lxc 1+-+) 3 I . . ..:.xc8 32 
.i.xh6 (32 .i.h8 f6) 32 . . .  f5 33 ttlc3 
.i.c6 34 .i.e3� Strange position. 
BLACK is surely better, but at least 



White has a pawn for the exchange, 
it's not so easy to mobilise the 
passed pawns while White has some 
- at the moment a little abstract -
attacking dreams against the rather 
exposed king's position. 

27 ... -txO 28 llxc8 llxc8 29 tbe4 
l:bc1+ 

29 . . .  �xe2!?  30 l:lxc8+ (30 ..txh6 
Axe 1 + 3 1  ..txc 1 'ii'h3 32 tbd2+) 
30 . . .  'ii'xc8 3 1  'Wxf7+ �xf7 32 
tbd6+ �e6 33 tbxc8 ..txd3 34 
tbxa7 �d5-+. 

30 ..txcl ..txe2-+ 31 ..txh6? 

A blunder of course, but the game 
was over anyhow. This way the end 
comes a little faster. 

31 ... 'ii'h3 0-1 
And you know what happened? 

Poor Csom lost no less than 4 more 
games after this, and dropped to the 
bottom of the table. Me? I won 3 of 
the next 4 and defended my 
Hungarian Champion title. But I tell 
you again while there is no such 
thing as 'unjust' luck, things depend 
on nuances quite often. 

I.Borocz - A.Adorjan 
Balatonbereny, 1 996 

You go through a lot of things in 
a game, let alone your entire life. I 
was even suspended by the 
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Hungarian Chess Federation in 
January 1 995 for ridiculous reasons, 
using a witness who could travel 
to the zonal tournament soon after 
that - TO FILL THE VACANCY 
CREATED BY MY SUSPENSION 

I sued them later of course, and 
received moral and financial 
compensation as a result. One of 
their charges happened to be true: I 
did name my dog after Gyula Hom, 
who was Prime Minister at that 
time. After the Hungarian uprising 
of 1 956 was suppressed by the 
Russians, Hom was in a Communist 
detachment hunting for people who 
were still fighting for freedom 
against all odds. He's dead now. My 
dog, I mean, not the one-time Prime 
Minister. I was forbidden to play in 
tournaments for a year and a half. 
There is no reason to complain, 
though, worse things happen at sea. 
My father, for one, enjoyed Russian 
hospitality in Siberia for 3 years 
after the world war.. .  The game 
below was played in my 
'comeback' tournament, the 
Hungarian International Open 
Championship. My opponent is an 
IM, an attacking player himself. 

1 e4 c5 2 ttJo d6 3 d4 cxd4 4 
tbxd4 tbf6 5 tbc3 a6 6 ..te2 e6 7 
0-0 ..te7 8 f4 0-0 9 'it>h1 'ii'c7 10 
'ii'e1 b5 1 1  .to ..tb7 12 a3?!N 

A bit slow. 
1 2  e5 tbe8 13 f5 dxe5 14 fXe6 

..txf3 1 5  exf7+ llxf7 1 6  tbxf3 
t2Jd7+. 

12  ... 1le8 
12 . . .  tbc6 tbbd7 1 3  g4 ( 13  .. g3 

tbc5 1 4  f5 e5 1 5  ..th6 tbe8 16  tbde2 
�h8 1 7  .i.g5 ..txg5 1 8  •xg5 tbf6+) 
1 3  . . .  h6 1 4  h4 d5 1 5  exd5 ( 1 5  e5 
tbe4!)  1 5  . . .  ..tc5 16  .i.e3 exd5 17  
lid 1 llfe8 18  g5 hxg5 1 9  fXg5 
tbe4+. 
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13  .te3 
Instead, he could have gone for a 

direct attack, but at the end of the 
whole mass of variations the 
conclusion is once again: BLACK 
IS OK! 

13 e5 !? dxe5 ( 1 3  ... lLJfd7?? 14 
exd6 .txd6 1 5  lLJdxb5!+-) 14  fxe5 
�fd7 1 5  .txb7 'ii'xb7 16 'ii'g3 lLJc6 
1 7  �xc6 'ii'xc6 1 8  .th6 .tf8 

A) 19 lhf7?! 'it>xf7 20 .l:tfl+ lLJf6 
2 1  .tg5 (2 1 'ii'd3 'ii'c4! 22 .l:txf6+ 
�g8 23 'ii'g3 l:.a7+) 2 l . . ..te7 22 
'ii'h4 lt>g8 23 exf6 gxf6 24 l:.xf6! d 
.l:tf7!+- 24 . . .  .txf6 25 .txf6 e5 ! 
(25 . . .  l:.a7 26 'ii'g5+ �f8 27 'ii'h6+=) 
26 'ii'g4+ �f7 27 lLJe4 .l:!e6 28 
'ii'g7+ lt>e8 29 'ii'g8+ �d7 30 
'ii'xh7+ �c8 3 1  'ii'g8+ l:.e8 32 
�6+ 'ii'xd6 33 'ii'xe8+ �b7 34 
'ii'e7+ 'ii'xe7 35 .txe7 e4+; 

B) 19 .l:tael ! d 20 lLJe4, 20 l:.e4 
l 9  . . .  'ii'c7! 20 lLJe4 ..,xe5 2 1  lLJf6+ 
'ii'xf6 22 l:.xf6 lLJxf6 23 .tg5 lLJd5+. 

13 ... lLJc6 14 l:tdl l:tac8 15 'ii'g3 
l:.ed8! 16 'ii'f2 

1 6  e5 lLJxd4! 1 7  i.xd4 ( 17  exf6? 
lLJf5) l 7  . . .  lLJe8 1 8  .txb7 'ii'xb7 1 9  
f5 exf5 ( l 9  . . .  dxe5 20 'ii'xe5 .tf6 2 1  
'ii'e3 exf5 22 l:txf5 'fkc7 23 .:.m =) 
20 l:.xf5 dxe5 2 1  l:.xe5 .tf8 d b4 
(2 l .. ..tf6? 22 l:.xe8++-; 2 l . . ..td6? 
22 l:.xe8++-) 22 lLJe4 'ii'c6co. 

16 ... 'ii'b8 

17 lLJde2?! 
Backing up with one more piece 

before the attack, but it will be not 
him who does the 'shaving' after the 
lengthy 'lathering' !  

1 7  g4 lLJxd4 
A) 1 8  l:.xd4 
AI) l 8  . . .  e5?! 1 9  fxe5 dxe5 20 

.!:txd8+ l:.xd8 2 1  g5 lLJe8 22 .th5 
f6co; 

A2) l8 . . .  d5 1 9  e5 ( 19  exd5? 
.txa3 ! 20 dxe6 lLJxg4-+) 

A2a) l9 . . .  lLJe4 20 lLJxe4 dxe4 
A2al) 21  .!:txe4?! .txe4 22 .txe4 

'flc7 23 .tb6 (23 .td4 'flc4 24 c3 
.tc5+) 23 . . .  'ii'c4 24 .!:te l .tc5+; 

A2a2) 21 i.g2 'ilc7 22 c3 .td5 23 
.!:td2 'ii'c6 24 .td4=; 

A2b) l 9  . . .  lLJd7 20 .l:td3 .ta8 2 1  
.td4 a5 22 .!:td2 b4 2 3  axb4 axb4 24 
lLJe2 lLJc5+; 

A3) l 8  . . .  lLJd7 ! ;  
B) 1 8  .txd4 
Bl) l8  .. . .ta8?! 19 g5 lLJd7 20 

.tg2 a5 2 1  f5 !t;  
B2) l8  . . .  e5 1 9  .tb6 l:.xc3 !? 20 

bxc3 (20 .txd8? .!:txf3) 20 . . .  .!:tc8 
(20 .. . lLJxe4 21 'ii'g2 l:.c8) 21 fxe5 
lLJxe4 22 .txe4 (22 'ii'g2 d5) 
22 ... .txe4+ 23 �g l .tg6 24 exd6 
.txd6 25 .td4 (25 .ta7 .txh2+ 26 
lt>g2 'ii'c7 27 .tb6 'ii'e5 28 .td4=) 



2S . . .  ..ixa3 26 h4 hS (26 . . .  f6 27 hS 
..if7 28 h6 i..c4 29 l:.fe i ..id6 30 
'iff3=) 27 gxhS ..ixhS 28 .l:la i lhc3 ! 
(28 . . .  ..ib2 29 'ii'g2+-) 29 ..ixc3 
..icS=; 

B3) I 8  . . .  dS I 9  eS ille4 ( I 9  . . .  llld7) 
20 lllxe4 dxe4 2 I  ..ig2 .l:r.d7 22 c3 
'ii'a8 23 l:ld2 .l:r.cd8 24 l:.fdi aS=; 

B4) I 8  ... 'ifa8! I9 'ii'g2 illd7! 
(I9 ... dS 20 exdS illxdS 2I fS ! ..ic6 
22 illxdS .ixdS 23 fxe6 fxe6 24 
..ixdS .l:r.xdS 2S c3=) 20 gS eS 2 I  
..ie3 exf4 22 ..ixf4 lllb6 2 3  illdS 
i..xdS 24 exdS lllc4 2S .l:r.fe I .if'S 26 
c3 g6 27 .l:r.e2 ..ig7+; 

I 7  fS lllxd4 I 8  ..ixd4 eS I 9  ..ib6 
l:.xc3! 20 bxc3 l:.c8+. 

17 ..• .ia8 18 g4 

I couldn't resist the next move, 
and the following "fairy tale" lines, 
which are impossible to calculate in 
a practical game. Winning tastes 
sweet, doesn't it? Now what about 
winning brilliantly? 

1 8  ... b4!? 
I 8  . . .  aS 
A) I9 ..ib6 b4!?  (I9 . . .  :e8 20 gS 

illd7 2 I  ..ie3 b4+) 20 ..ixd8 illxd8 
2 I  gS 

Al) 2 I . . .illg�!? The magical 
'g4'square! 22 wt'gi (22 i..xg4 bxc3 
23 lbxc3 Wxb2 24 illdS ..if8 2S 
lltb i 'ifa2 26 c3 ..ixdS 27 exdS 
WxdS++) 22 . . .  bxc3 23 bxc3 
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Ala) 23 .. . fS 24 h3 dS; 
Alb) 23 . . .  illxh2 24 'it>xh2 1i'h2 2S 

l:ld2 'Wxa3 26 l:la I 'WcS 27 WxcS 
.:.xeS 28 .:.d4 g6 29 .l:r.da4 lllc6 30 
eS dxeS 3I ..ixc6 ..ixc6 32 l:lxaS 
lltxaS (32 . . .  exf4 33 lltxcS ..ixcS 34 
illxf4 ..ie3 3S 'iti>g3 eS 36 illd3 
..ixgS 37 lllxeS ..ie4) 33 l:lxaS exf4 
34 lllxf4 ..id6 3S 'iti>g3 h6 !?  36 gxh6 
'iti>h7 37 .l:r.a6 gS 38 .:.xc6 ..ixf4+ 39 
'iti>f3 'ifi>xh6oo; 

Ale) 23 . . .  dS� 24 'Wxg4 dxe4 2S 
..ig2 g6; 

A2) 2 I . . .illd7 22 axb4 axb4 23 
llla4 ..ic6 (23 .. .1hc2 24 We3 .ic6 
2S 'ifb3 l1xe2 26 ..ixe2 1ib7 27 .in 
..ixe4 28 ..ixe4 'Wxe4+ 29 Wf3+-) 
24 b3 ..ixa4 2S bxa4 l1xc2oo; 

B) I 9  gS illd7+. 
19 axb4 

19 • . •  d5!1' 
Carrying on in the sumc vein. 

Less romantic spmt11 play 
differently. Let them do No! Allow 
me to quote the great l lungarian 
writer Zsigmond Moricl. here. 
When he was asked what ho liked to 
read, he replied: 'To read'! Well, if I 
want to read something ronl ly good, 
I sit down and write something! ' 

I9 .. . illxb4 20 ..ia7 (20 Q�J d5 !+; 
20 illd4 .l:r.xc3 ! 2I bxd ll'lxe4 22 
Wei illa2 23 i..d2 lllxd2 24 'Wxd2 
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'ii'c8 25 .txa8 'ii'xa8+ 26 �g 1 
ltc8+) 20 . . .  'iib7 2 1  .i.b6 lieS+ L1 d5. 

20 exdS 
20 e5? lLlxg4! 2 1  .txg4 d4 22 

.tf3 dxe3 23 'ifxe3 lLlxb4-+ Simple 
but aesthetic twists and turns like 
this support your strategy and make 
your life much nicer .. 

20 ... lLlxb4 

21 .ta7 
2 1  dxe6 lLlxg4 Another point of 

the whole concept. Would you have 
believed that the g4 square gets as 
busy as this? 22 exfl+ 

A) 22 . . .  �ffi 23 'iig 1  
Al) 23 . . .  11xd1 24 lLlxd 1 lLlxe3 25 

'ihe3 (25 lLlxe3 lLlxc2 26 lLlxc2 
l:lxc2 27 lLld4 .txf3+ 28 l:txf3 
�7+) 25 . . .  lLlxc2 26 'ii'd3 .txf3+ 
27 'ii'xf3 �xfl 28 'ii'd5+ �ffi 29 
'ii'f5+=; 

A2) 23 . . .  lLlxe3 24 'ii'xe3 lLlxc2 25 
l:txd8+ (25 'ii'e6? .txf3+ 26 l:txf3 
ltxdl+ 27 lLlxd1 'iia8 L1 28 . . .  lLle 1 ,  
2 8  . . .  lLld4) 2 5  . . .  ltxd8 2 6  'ii'e6 .txf3+ 
27 l:xf3 'ii'xb2 28 ltJd5 'ifb7 
(28 ... .tc5? 29 ltc3 ! lLld4 30 lLlxd4 
'ii'f2 3 1  lie 1 'ii'xd4 32 lLlc7) 29 
'ii'xe7+ 'ii'xe7 30 lLlxe7 �xe7 3 1  
llc3 ! lLlb4 3 2  llc7+ 'ittffi 33 lLlg3+; 

B) 22 . . .  'ittxf7 23 'ii'g 1  lLlxe3 24 
'ii'xe3 lLlxc2 25 'iVe5 .txf3+ 26 
l:txf3 l:txd1 +  27 lLlxd1 �7 28 

'ii'h5+ �g_8 29 lLlec3 .:.ds 30 ..tg 1 
.tc5+ 3 1  lllf2 g6 32 'ifg5 l:td2-+. 

21.  •• 'ifb7 

22 .tb6 
22 dxe6 lLlxg4. Is there anybody 

counting the lLlg4s? 23 exfl+ 
A) 23 . . .  �ffi 24 'ii'g3 (24 .txb7 

lLlxf2+ 25 .txf2 .txb7+ 26 'ittg 1  
lLlxc2 27  lLld4 lLlxd4 28  llxd4+) 
24 . . .  'iVxa7 25 'ifxg4 lLlxc2 

Al) 26 'ii'f5? l:lxd1 27 lLlxd1 
.txf3+ 28 l:txf3 'iVa8 29 �g1 (29 
lLlg 1 lLle 1 )  29 . . .  l:td8 30 ltfl (30 l:td3 
ltxd3 3 1  'iVxd3 lLle1 32 'ii'h3 .tc5+ 
33 lLlf2 'ifd5+) 30 . . .  l:txdl ! 3 1  
'iVxc2 D +; 

A2) 26 'iVh5 ! lLle3 27 l:txd8+ 
l:txd8 28 'ii'xh7 ri;xfl 29 llf2 

A2a) 29 ... lLlc4? 30 .:.g2!  (30 
'ii'h5+=) 30 ... .tf6 3 1  .txa8 'ifxa8 32 
lLle4±; 

A2b) 29 . . .  lLlg4! You missed this! 
30 l:tfl lLle3=; 

B) 23 . . .  �xf7! 24 'ii'g2 'ii'xa7 25 
llxd8 l:txd8 26 'iVxg4 .txf3+ 
(26 ... lLlxc2?? 27 'itf5+) 27 l:txf3 
'ii'b7 28 'iff5+ .tf6 29 lLle4 lLlxc2 
30 lLlg5+ 'ittffi 3 1  lLlxh7+ ri;e7 32 
'ifc5+ l:td6 33 lLlg5 .txg5 34 
'itxg5+ 'ittffi 35 lLlg1 lld5 ! 36 f5 
lLle1 -+. 

22 •• .lhdS!? 



22 . . .  l:td6! This fantastic move was 
later found by IM Gyula Feher, my 
longtime trainer and second (and 
still friend!). 

A) 23 ..ic5 lDxg4! Sorry! 
Al) 24 ..ixg4? l:txc5 25 ..if3 (25 

_.xc5 l:lxd5-+) 25 .. J:lc8 26 dxe6 
'ifxf3+ 27 _.xf3 ..ixf3+ 28 l:txf3 
l:lxd1 +  29 lDxd1 llxc2 30 exf7+ 
'iti>xf7 3 1  lDec3 ..if6-+; 

A2) 24 _.g1 .l:.xc5 25 'ifxc5 l:txd5 
26 l:lxd5 exd5 27 _.g1 lDf6+; 

B) 23 ..id4 lDbxd5 
Bl) 24 g5 lDxc3 25 lDxc3 _.xf3+ 

26 _.xf3 ..ixf3+ 27 llxf3 lDh5 28 
lldd3 l:tc4 29 ..ie5 llxd3 30 cxd3 
llb4 (30 .. . llc6 3 1  llh3 g6 32 lDe4 
.idS 33 �g2 ..ic7 34 �f3 llc2=) 3 1  
lDe4 f6 32 ..ic3 llb5 (32 . . .  f5? 33 
..ixb4 fxe4 34 ..ixe7 exf3 35 ..id6±) 
33 gxf6 gxf6+; 

B2) 24 h3 
B2a) 24 ... 'ifb4! ?  25 g5 (25 ..ie5 

l:tdd8+ � i.c5) 25 . . .  'Dd7 26 f5 
lDxc3 (26 . . .  e5 27 f6 gx.f6 28 lDxd5 
..ixd5 29 ..ixd5 llxd5 30 'ii'g2+-) 27 
..ixc3 'ii'c5 28 l:txd6 Wxf2 29 l:txf2 
..ixd6 30 ..ixa8 llxa8 3 1  fxe6 
fxe6=; 

B2b) 24 . . .  -.d7! 25 ..ie5 lDxc3 26 
lDxc3 llxc3 ! ?  27 ..ixc3 lDe4 
(27 . . .  llxd1 28 ..ixa8 ..ic5 29 -.n 
l:txfl + 30 -.xn lDd5 3 1  'ii'd 1 �5 
32 ..ixd5 exd5 33 ..id4=) 28 'ii'g 1  
lDg3+!  (28 . . .  llxd1 29 l:txd1 lDf2+ 
30 'iti>h2 lDxd1 3 1  'ii'xd1 'ii'xd1 32 
..ixd1 g5 33 fxg5 ..ixg5 34 �g3 
..ie4 35 ..ie2 ..ixc2 36 b4 f5=) 29 
_.xg3 l:txd1 30 'ii'g2 ..ixf3 
(30 .. Jlxfl + 3 1  -.xn �5 32 'ii'g2 
..ixf3 33 _.xf3=) 3 1  'ifxf3 l:txfl + 32 
-.xn 'ii'a4 33 _.f2 -.e4++. 

23 lDxd5 
23 g5? lDg4!+ I don't always 

keep my promises, but this is one of 
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the cases when I do. 24 'ii'h4 'ii'xb6 
25 lDxd5 lDxd5 26 _.xg4 lDe3 27 
_.g 1 ..ic5!-+ (27 . . .  lDxfl ? 28 _.xb6 
..ixf3+ 29 �gl ..ixe2 30 l:td7 ..if8 
31  .!:.dB llxd8 32 _.xd8 g6 33  b3+-). 

23 ... lDbxd5 

24 g5?$ 
Did you notice that tacticians are 

rather prone to overlook such 
threats themselves? This rushed (in 
every respect) move forces my 
knight to jump to a certain square 
(which one do you think it is?) 

24 ..id4 llxc2! (24 . . .  lDxg4? 25 
_.g3 lDgf6 26 lDc3 g6 27 f5 ! lDh5 
28 .. f2±) 

A) 25 ..ixf6? ..ixf6 26 g5 (26 
..ixd5? exd5-+) 26 . . .  ..ixb2+; 

B) 25 _.g3 .l:lxe2! 26 ..ixe2 lDe3+ 
27 ..if3 lDe4! 28 _.e1 lDxfl 29 
'iti>gl !  (29 'ifxfl lDf2+ 30 'ii'xf2 
_.xf3+-+) 29 ... lDxh2 30 �xh2 
�8! 3 1  ..ie5 'ifb3 32 .l:lc l 0 Wxf3 
33 l:tc8+ ..if8 34 l:lxf8+ �xf8 35 
'ii'M+ �e8 36 �8+=; 

C) 25 llc 1 
Cl) 25 . . .  lDxg4!? 26 'ii'g2 .l:.xc 1 27 

l:txc 1 lDgf6 28 llgl g6 29 f5 �3 
30 fxg6 (30 fxe6 ltJf4!-+) 30 . . .  hxg6 
3 1  .. f2 ..ib7+; 

C2) 25 . . .  llxc l 
C2a) 26 lDxc 1 
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C2al) 26 .. . 'ii'b5 ! ?  27 'ii'e2! (27 
.l:e 1 ..tb7�); 

C2a2) 26 ... .!Dxf4! 27 ..txb7 
..ixb7+ 28 'ii'f3 ..ixf3+ 29 Axf3 
o!LI4d5+; 

C2b) 26 .l:.xc 1 26 . . .  .!Dxf4! 27 
..txb7 ..txb7+ 28 �g1 o!Lih3+ 29 
�fl o!Lixf2 30 ..txf2 lL!d5 3 1  o!Lic3 
f6+; 

D) 25 h3 25 . . .  .!Dxf4! 26 o!Lixf4 
.l:xf2 27 ..txb7 llxfl + 28 Axfl 
..txb7+ 29 �g1 o!Lie4+ 30 Ad I g5. 

24 .•. o!Lig4! 25 'ifgl 
25 ..txg4 o!Lie3+ 26 ..tf3 o!Lixd 1-+. 

25 ... o!Lide3! !  
Believe i t  or  not, I 'only' saw this, 

but missed 25 . . .  'ii'xb6 which would 
lead to the same position . . .  

25 . . .  'ifxb6 26 'ii'xg4 o!Lie3-+ 
(26 . . .  .l:xc2+). 

26 'ii'xg4 'ii'xb6 27 'ii'gl ..tcs 28 
b4 

28 .l:.b l 

A) 28 . . .  ..txf3+ 29 l:.xf3 'ifc6 30 
'ii'g3 .!Df5 3 1  'ifh3 Ad8! (3 I . . .o!Lih4+) 
32 o!Lig1 .l:d2 33 b4 (33 c3 ..id6 34 
'ifg4 o!Lid4! !-+ 35 cxd4 'ii'c2) 
33 . . .  ..te3 ! 34 lle l ..txf4 35 Ae2 
o!Lid4-+; 

B) 28 .. .' .. b7! ! -+ 

Isn't it beautiful? And a little 
shame on me who found it only 
after quite some time, first fiddling 
about with all the prosaic variations 
above. I was then able to leave out 
the whole lot - one win is usually 
enough. On the other hand, a 
number of the motifs are quite 
extraordinary, so some may like 
them. 

28 ... 'ifxb4 29 c3 'ii'e4! 30 h4 
.!Dxfl 31 'ii'xcS 'ii'xt3+ 

And White resigns as it is mate on 
the next move. 

0-l 
I hope you liked the game. Now 

do some good! When was the last 
time you called your mother? 



The Giant Third 

I borrowed the title from a great 
Hungarian writer, Geza Gardonyi 
(who, in his tum, borrowed it from 
Schopenhauer) - but only the title 
and nothing else! In his novel, the 
'giant third' is the new life that 
wants to come into this world, and 
makes two people attracted to each 
other in order to be born by their 
love. In a lengthy essay (with the 
same title) I pondered why 
innovators, explorers and inventors 
are ready to face the hostility and 
segregation imposed on them by the 
outside world. They get this 
'reward' for work done to the 
benefit of others, and they might 
even be burnt as heretics just 
because they are ahead of their own 
time. History hasn't seen too many 
scientists or artists who created 
something new by daringly 
throwing away (or improving on) 
tradition and dogmas AND made 
fortunes or were recognised 
authorities in their own time. 
Galileo, for example, just about 
managed to avoid the 'sacred' fire 
of Inquisition by withdrawing his 
teachings, but now he is doing well, 
thanks. After 400 years, the 
Catholic Church resigned to the fact 
that it's the Earth that revolves 
around the Sun, and not vice versa. 
Even the clergy admits now that he 
was right. 

Reproach, persecution, neglect 
and exclusion fall to the share of 
those who serve progress in its pure, 
original sense. They are also 'free' 
to starve to death sometimes. Jesus 
said: 'Nobody can be a prophet in 

his own land' I'm sure he was not 
the first one actually experiencing it. 

Well, why then? What motivates 
these people? If they were clever 
enough to make a great discovery, 
they are obviously also clever 
enough not to cherish illusions of 
celebration and fame. 

Let me tell you: it is the Giant 
Third that makes them do it. God 
Himself! He selects them, endows 
them with extraordinary abilities, 
sends them down to Earth, and 
never lets them get rid of their 
mission, whatever happens. As a 
great Hungarian poet put it: 'It 
bums like Nessus' blood' 

When I meet my Lord, I will ask 
Him why He chose me to discover 
the theorem that is to renew the 
whole science of chess: BLACK IS 
OK!? And why did so many 
wonderful chess thinkers simply 
pass it by? After all, it could even 
have been discovered from sheer 
practical need, asking an obvious 
question: 'Is it OK that BLACK is 
beaten so badly?' Shouldn't we do 
something against it? Not just 
sheepishly wait for tomorrow's 
White game? 

White to move and BLACK to 
suffer!? Only collective intellectual 
laziness could raise an empty 
dogma like this to the level of 
axiom! People do sometimes get 
knocked out by diseases, sorrows, 
all kinds of hardships. We must 
simply endure it. But the fact that 
tens of millions only want to 
somehow 'survive' EVERY 
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SECOND DAY is - forgive me -
INSTITUTIONALISED IDIOCY. 
The FIDE KO World Championship 
final of 2004 saw White beat 
BLACK 4-0 in serious games (with 
2 draws). IS IT NORMAL?? Well, 
if it is, then I am an idiot. (Which I 
am, but not because of this.) 

The CONSCIOUS research I 've 
been doing for 1 9  years (before that, 
I had produced a 'plus' score with 
BLACK simply INSTINCTIVELY) 
failed to reveal any strictly 
chess-related arguments for ANY 
initial advantage for White. The 
only exception is that the 'first' 
player can play for a draw more 
easily than BLACK. All the other 
obvious arguments can be easily 
neutralised, even refuted. People 
live under the rule of 
NOTHINGNESS, that is, mass 
psychosis based on hardened, stupid 
presuppositions! Those who have 
read my polemical essay called 'The 
Presumption of Innocence in the 
Game of Chess' (and the 
contributions of no Jess than 29 
readers, plus my replies to them), 
published in 2004 in my book 
'BLACK IS Still OK! ', are not 
likely to need too much further 
persuasion. I am not trying to 
persuade anyone else, either! The 
force of scientific TRUTH makes its 
impact in itself. An ancient 
philosopher had been asked several 
times by his pupils to write down 
his teachings, because his language 
was so special that nobody could 
recite it. One day he showed up 
smiling: I did it! So where is it? I've 
hidden it! But where? I won't tell 
you! But then nobody will ever find 
it! No, it's not like that. If there is 
anything worthy to be found they 
surely will find it! I regret I don't 
remember his name, but this story 
by itself is a teaching full of 

wisdom, humility and faith. Or isn't 
it? 

I am well aware that I won't live 
to see world-wide recognition. It 
falls to the innovator's Jot to 
discover and improve things, and 
then die in due course, as good boys 
do. By decently passing away, he 
enables the 'official' geniuses to 
finally pay attention to his invention 
itself! If the original inventor is 
lucky enough, one of these 
'geniuses' even steals the idea, but it 
is not a bad thing at all. This way it 
is put into practice at least ! ! ( cf. 
Parkinson's Law!)  

Dear Chessfriends! I had some 
successes as a tournament player 
(interchanged with fiascos, of 
course). I was Olympic Champion 
in 1 978, World Championship 
Candidate in '79-80, three-time 
Hungarian Champion (as you must 
know, it is far from easy in our 
country). I could list some more 
'highlights' .  But the whole point I 
want to make here is that if I am 
asked to name the single most 
valuable part of my life's work, it's 
unquestionably 'BLACK IS OK' ! 
Thanks to this theory, the quality of 
the royal game and the objectivity 
of tournament results will improve. 
The enormous psychological 
pressure that players experience 
during their preparations and 
especially during tournaments will 
certainly subside to a great extent! 
The wizards and fans of the GAME 
will fight EACH OTHER, not 
phantoms. Their creative imagin
ation will not be shackled by 
fallacies. This will please all chess 
lovers, and my life of many ups and 
downs will become meaningful.. .  

AMEN 




