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Pleasure before Work!

The majority of master games played today fol-
low standard and at least moderately well ana-
lysed openings. But it is instructive (and a lot of
fun!) to look at some of the many experimental
developmental ideas that have been played and
investigated recently. The last 10-15 years have
seen an explosion in the use of exotic irregular
openings, for example. I personally find it a
great delight when I see something new being
played within just the first few moves of the
game. One naturally thinks: how could this not
have occurred to anyone before? Or if the move
occurred once randomly in the past, why didn’t
it attract any interest then? Today’s players are
inclined to question everything and have few
inhibitions about playing superficially unprin-
cipled moves. This can lead to highly entertain-
ing play, as illustrated by the following game
fragments and the notes within them.

Gabriel – Korchnoi
Zurich tt 1999

1 Ìf3 d5 2 c4 d4 3 b4
A fairly normal move, but it introduces a

surprising idea. A related example is Stefan
Bücker’s 3 c5!? (D), which has a similarly ir-
reverent feel:

This looks more or less insane, using up a
tempo to expose the c-pawn to attack and give up
control of d5!. But there are some good points as
well; for one thing, White has the concrete idea
of 4 Ëa4+ Ìc6 5 b4!. M.Grünberg-Rahman,

Cairo 2000 continued 3...Ìc6 4 Ëa4 (still in-
tending b4-b5, followed by moves such as Íb2
and Ìa3-c4) 4...Ëd5 5 b4 e5 6 e3 Íd7 7 b5
Ìd8? (7...Ëxc5 8 Ìa3! Ìb4 9 Íb2 dxe3 10
fxe3 Íd6 11 d4 Ëd5 12 Íc4 Ëe4 13 0-0-0
gave White rapid development in M.Grünberg-
Popescu, Romanian Cht (Timisu de Sus) 1998)
8 Íc4 Ëe4 9 Ìc3! Ëf5 (9...dxc3?? 10 Íxf7+)
10 Ìd5 Ìe6 11 c6 bxc6 12 bxc6 Íc8 13 0-0
and Black’s position had fallen apart. In my da-
tabase White has scored 5Ó/6 after 3 c5, with a
performance rating of over 2700!

3...f6 4 e3 e5
So far, Black has played a normal solution to

3 b4, one which has discouraged players on the
white side of this line for years. But now:

5 c5!?
This extravagant move has suddenly received

some serious attention. It seems ridiculous to
use a whole tempo to give up the key d5-square
and expose oneself to a crippling ...a5. On the
positive side, White stops ...c5 at all costs and
temporarily prevents Black from castling after
Íc4 or Ëb3. At first thought, neither of these
are terribly impressive goals, but there are con-
crete features as well:

5...d3!?
This intends to cut off White’s f1-bishop and

hamper his development for a long time to come.
However, it’s awfully ambitious, and Korchnoi
himself (playing Black) was somewhat sceptical
after the game. Quite fascinating play can fol-
low the obvious 5...a5 after 6 Íb5+! c6 7 Íc4,
and here Nikolaevsky-Savchenko, Kiev Plat-
onov mem 1995 continued 7...Íg4! with un-
clear play. What good did White’s check on
move 6 do him? It turns out that, had Black
played the natural 7...axb4, White could have
played 8 Ìxe5!, intending 8...fxe5? (correct is
8...Ìh6! 9 Ìf3 Íxc5 10 0-0 with an unclear
game) 9 Ëh5+ Êd7 10 Ëf5+ Êc7 11 Ëxe5+
Êd7 (11...Íd6 12 cxd6+ Êb6 13 Íb2) 12
Íe6+ Êe8 13 Íxc8+, etc. Note that if White
had played 6 Íc4 instead, then after 6...axb4, 7
Ìxe5?! would be inferior due to 7...fxe5 8
Ëh5+ Êd7 (9 Ëf5+? Êc6!). Very devious!

6 Ëb3!?
6 Íb2 had been played before, so as to meet

6...a5 with 7 a3. The text-move is much more
interesting, allowing the queenside to be shat-
tered for the sake of concrete tactics.
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6...e4 7 Ìd4 a5 8 Ìc3
This game caught the attention of a number

of strong players. Here GM Pelletier gave 8
Ìe6 Ëe7 9 Ìxf8 Êxf8 10 b5 Íe6 11 Ëa4 f5
12 Ía3 c6 with an advantage for Black, al-
though Bücker then suggests 13 g4! to break up
the pawn-chain.

8...f5 (D)

Black has now made eight straight pawn
moves! Korchnoi demonstrates that there is
more than one creative player in this game.

9 Ìe6!
This move was condemned at the time on ac-

count of the course of the game, but turns out to
be correct.

9...Ëe7?!
None of the annotators liked 9...Íxe6, but

this is probably best. There could follow 10
Ëxe6+ Ìe7 11 b5 Ëd7 12 Ëc4 c6 13 f3! exf3
14 gxf3 Ìg6 15 f4 with a small edge for White.

10 Ìxf8?
Korchnoi recommended 10 Ëa4+!, which

is very strong. White may not seem to have
gained much after 10...Êf7 (10...c6? 11 Ìd5;
10...Íd7? 11 Ìxc7+ Êd8 12 b5 is winning for
White), but the queen belongs on a4 and the ex-
tra tempo makes a huge difference. Korchnoi
gave 11 Ìxf8 Êxf8 12 Ía3 Ìf6 13 f3 Êf7 14
fxe4 fxe4 15 g3 Ëe5 16 b5 Îe8 17 Íg2 Êg8 18
0-0 Íf5 19 Ëc4+ Êh8 20 Îxf5! Ëxf5 21 Îf1
followed by capturing on e4 with a clear advan-
tage for White.

10...Êxf8 11 b5?!
Korchnoi considered 11 Ëa4 better despite

the fact that 11...Ìa6! 12 Ëxa5 c6! gives Black
the initiative.

11...Íe6 12 Ëa4
A vital tempo lost by comparison with the

note to move 10.
12...Ìd7
After this move Black was clearly better and

went on to win. Such a game reminds us that
chess is still wide open to new approaches.

In the following game we see another bi-
zarre-looking idea that is rapidly becoming a
main line:

Zurek – Hra†ek
Czech Cht 2001/2

1 b3 e5 2 Íb2 Ìc6 3 e3 Ìf6 4 Íb5
White develops his bishops before his knights,

which tends to be an invitation to oddity. Now
the e5-pawn is threatened.

4...Íd6!? (D)
Doesn’t that block the d-pawn? There’s a

game Suhle-Anderssen, Breslau 1859 with this
move, and then nothing that I can find for almost
120 years! Instead, Black has played 4...d6 here
as a matter of course.

5 Ìa3!?
Knight to the rim! White answers claustro-

phobia with literal eccentricity, and would ob-
viously like to play Ìc4. Anderssen’s 1859
opponent played the drab 5 d3. Any such slow
move allows ...0-0, ...Îe8, ...Íf8, and ...d5.

In Arencibia-Efimov, Saint Vincent 2001,
White played 5 g4!?, which is quite in the spirit
of things so far! But g5 really isn’t much of a
threat, and after 5...0-0 6 Ìc3!? Íb4 7 g5
Íxc3! 8 Íxc3 Ìe4, Black was doing well.
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