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Symbols 

+ check 
++ double check 
# checkmate 
!! brilliant move 
I good move 

interesting move 
?I dubious move 
? bad move 
?? blunder 
+- White is winning 
± White is much better 
;;t; White is slightly better 
= equal position 

:j: Black is slightly better 
+ Black is much better 
-+ Black is winning 
Ch championship 
1-0 the game ends in a win for White 
112-112 the game ends in a draw 
0-1 the game ends in a win for Black 

(D) see next diagram 
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Extended Preface: The Map, 

But Not The Territory 

In chess, one realizes that all education is ulti­
mately self-education. 
GERALD ABRAHAMS, The Chess Mind 

This extended preface is useful background 
reading to help you to understand the chess sins 
that follow. It includes my thoughts on the na­
ture of chess and the sources of error, most of 
which, I think, are built in to the way the game 
is constituted. 

Of course, any sort of theorizing about chess 
is a sticky undertaking, and not really knowing 
where to start such a book, I begin with obscu­
rity. It is my hope, however, that she will be the 
midwife of clarity. Consider the following situ­
ation: 

There you are, writing down your moves, 
pressing your clock, moving your pieces. 

Or moving the pieces? 
Well there you are, your brains, your emo-

tions, and your entire nervous system. 
Your ego and your rating. 
And your opponent. 
The adrenaline rushes past; did you feel it? 
Was it just me? ... But didn't you see it, that 

line with ... 
And all these variations, tick tock, tock tick. 
It just doesn't feel right, but I know this mo­

ment will never come again. 
Now think, think, I've got to think, I think. I 

can count but that's never enough. 
The tide is turning and I'm losing it; I must 

try harder. 
Who's tocking? Who's in charge here? 
Really?- Does he know this? 
Oh he forgot! What do you mean he changes 

every day? So who took over? 
Oh they did, did they? Well we'll sort them 

out... 
What do you mean we can't? 

They're where? The nature of the game? But 
it's urgent; how can I reach them? 

What do you mean they are always present? 
Why can't I see them? 

I can? 
There you are again, writing down your moves, 

pressing your clock, moving your pieces. 
And so it goes on ... 

Chess Theology 
It is true that we cannot be free from sin, but at 
least let our sins not always be the same. 
ST TERESA OF A VILA 

Sin, and lots of it, that's where this book is 
heading, but how do you understand this word 
'sin' and which sort of sins do you think are 
most prevalent in chess? Well, all of the chess 
sins I have selected are implicit in the above 
outburst and I trust you will identify them once 
you've read the book. However, although I be­
lieve an understanding of each sin will illumi­
nate your understanding of your own mistakes, 
a prior understanding of what I mean by 'sin' in 
chess is perhaps even more important. 

It is tempting to delve into a protracted theo­
logical discussion at this stage, but I will spare 
your scruples and simply state my own inter­
pretation. (Chess) sin is a misreading (chess) 
reality. The following is not intended to be in 
any way religious, and is surprisingly useful for 
an understanding of chess. 

According to The Lutterworth Dictionary of 
the Bible: '"Sin' represents an intrusion into 
creation and into human experience. It does not 
belong; it is a surd in the human equation, it has 
no ground, no place, no rationale ... It is a cor­
ruption of the human condition and an impair­
ment of the human possibility ... It roots in 
prideful self-centredness and comes to expres­
sion through a misguided will and value system. 
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If affects all persons, individually and corpo­
rately ... " Also, the most common word for sin 
in the Old Testament carries the primary notion 
of "missing the mark or way or goal" Sin in 
this sense means 'failure', 'fault' and 'error'. In 
the Gospel of John, sin is the opposite of 
knowledge, and 'grace' is the remedy for sin. 
The use of the term 'sin' usually suggests a sin­
ful condition, not simply a sinful act. 

So from all this (and more) it seems that to 
use that gloomy shadow of a claim: 'we are all 
sinners' is not to say that we are all 'bad', 'im­
moral' and habitually evil but just that some­
how we 'don't get it'. Our relation to reality is 
one of fundamental ignorance rather than moral 
corruption. Our attitude to this predicament 
needn't be one of shame and guilt but an accep­
tance of our limitations and a desire to make the 
most of ourselves in spite of them. 

Much more could be said here, but let's 
imagine the reality under consideration is 'the 
reality of the chess game' Some may say that 
to 'misread' chess is to treat it as an art when it 
is really a game, or vice versa. Perhaps mis­
reading chess may also be playing much too 
quickly, because somehow the essence of the 
game is distorted if we don't think. However, 
the 'what is chess?' question is somewhat tire­
some and probably a complete waste of time. I 
suspect that there is little to be gained by seek­
ing a neat category of human experience where 
this pursuit could feel at home. I can't accept 
that chess has an 'essence' of any sort and think 
it is destined to remain slippery and nomadic if 
it is forced unwillingly into a cage of defini­
tions, which more often than not turns out to be 
a labyrinth in any case. That said, there is much 
to be gained by looking closely at why we are 
so fascinated by chess and why we keep com­
ing back for more. This approach may not tell 
us of 'the reality of the chess game' ,  assuming 
that there is such a thing, but it can tell us of our 
experience of this reality, which is at least the 
only reality we know, and maybe the only real­
ity there is. 

First of all, I think we all feel that chess 
somehow makes us happy or at least helps us to 
escape from suffering. So said Dr Tarrasch: 
"Chess, like love, like music, has the power to 
make men happy." However, few know of the 
context of this claim, which is much more 

helpful here: "Chess is a form of intellectual 
productiveness, therein lies its peculiar charm. 
Intellectual productiveness is one of the great­
est joys - if not the greatest - of human exis­
tence. It is not everyone who can write a play, 
or build a bridge, or even make a good joke. But 
in chess everyone can, indeed must, be intellec­
tually productive and so can share in this select 
delight." 

I'm not saying that chess is 'intellectual pro­
ductiveness', but don't you think there is some­
thing compelling about Tarrasch's claim? I 
mean we can be 'intellectually productive' in 
our pursuit of victory, in our love of chess beauty, 
in our devoted preparations, in our beery post­
mortems. And what are the normal prerequi­
sites for this intellectual productiveness to take 
place? A chess set, a clock, a score-sheet and a 
pen, an opponent and, primarily, ourselves. 
Ourselves. We are the main instruments of the 
chess reality. We make it happen. It is through 
our thoughts, emotions, nerves, hopes, fears, 
judgements, plans, vision and much more that 
chess affords us the opportunity to be intellec­
tually productive. 

And here is my point. If sin is a misreading 
of reality and we are the main instruments of 
the chess reality, it is through a better under­
standing of ourselves that we come to under­
stand 'sin' in chess. We create the game of 
chess through the process of playing but the 
process of playing calls upon, principally, our 
thoughts and our emotions. If we are to be less 
'sinful' in our chess games we need to watch 
our thoJights and emotions, their symptoms and 
their sources, very carefully indeed. Firstly, be­
cause thoughts and emotions by their very na­
ture are inclined to 'go by themselves' and 
secondly because when we are playing chess 
we are our thoughts and emotions. The quality 
of these, and their appropriateness, determines 
your chess strength on any given day. 

Given that this is a plausible account of the 
role of 'sin' in chess, what are we to make of the 
title of this book? Well, to be honest its main at­
traction is that it's quite catchy and hopefully 
appealing to a wide readership, but beyond that 
it's a bit misleading because the Christian tradi­
tion has tended to refer to the sins in question 
(pride, greed, lust, gluttony, envy, anger and 
sloth) as 'capital' rather than 'deadly' sins. In 
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this context, 'capital' does not imply 'mortal' 
sins worthy of death or capital punishment. 
Rather, as Thomas Aquinas suggested, its sense 
is "principal, leader, director" and the capital 
sins are sources or fountains of other sins, 
largely because their ends such as wealth are so 
attractive and require other sins for their real­
ization. 

OK, so how is this going to help your chess? 

The Seven Sins and What Makes them so 

Deadly 
Before proceeding, I recommend that you look 
at the beginning and end of the following seven 
chapters to have some idea of what each sin re­
fers to. 

I am quite sure that there are many ways in 
which chess-players can be considered sinful in 
the conventional usage of the term. For starters 
there's a fair amount of 'pride' and 'envy' re­
lated to a player's opinion of his playing strength 
with respect to others; this is related to Egoism. 
'Gluttony' is in evidence, if not in beer and 
curry consumption then only through Material­
ism on the chessboard. 'Greed' has similarities 
with Perfectionism, 'lust' in Wanting, and maybe 
'anger' when we lose the plot (Looseness), or 
perhaps just when we lose. 

However, this is not 'sin' as I understand it. 
Assuming we can make sense of a 'sinful con­
dition' in life then there should be way to apply 
this suitably to chess. My task is therefore to 
show the ways in which we are pathologically 

Sin Common Symptoms 

inclined to sin in chess, even if we don' t actu­
ally commit any sinful acts. The sins stem 
from a condition we are in, but they are 
the sources of error rather than errors as 

such. So the seven deadly chess sins, if I've 
selected them well, ought to be the types of 
psychological failings that lead to further er­
rors on the chessboard in the overwhelming 
majority of chess games. 

In any case, I have come to think that the 
seven 'sins' below have a lot to answer for. 

I don't think it's fully possible to trace all er­
ror in chess back to these serpentine seven, but I 
do think that the vast majority of mistakes, 
blunders and cases of erroneous reasoning stem 
from certain psychological pathologies that we 
are all prone to. You may immediately identify 
yourself with one or more of the sins in particu­
lar and this will be related to your particular 
personality and attitude to chess. However, I 
believe that the sins detailed below are con­
tained in the very nature of chess and the way 
we have come to understand it. Therefore my 
aim in this book is to suggest ways in which we 
can become more aware of our predicament, 
and take measures to prevent our sinful condi­
tion leading to mistakes. In other words, I be­
lieve that there is no way you can avoid these 
seven sins to some degree as long as you play 
competitive chess, but it's my job to give you a 
better understanding of precisely how such 
'sinful chess' comes about, and what you can 
do about it. 

Main Antidote 

1: Thinking 
Confusion, pattern limitations, lack of faith in intuition, 

Intuition 
'bureaucracy' 

Blinking 
Missing key moments, lack of 'trend sensitivity' and 

Sensitivity 
'moment sensitivity' 

3:Wanting 
Attachment to results, carelessness, 'chalking it up', 

Gumption 
expectation 

4: Materialism Misevaluating, lack of dynamism, oversights Pluralism 

5: Egoism 'Forgetting' the opponent, fear, impracticality Prophylaxis 

6: Perfectionism Time-trouble, 'jam lust', 'moralizing', 'copy-cat crime' Confidence 

7: Looseness 
'Losing the plot', drifting, 'neural hijackings', 'tension 

Concentration 
transference' 
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Finally, I should say that my main difficulty 
in writing this book has been trying to keep 
these sins distinctive. I think they are distinct, 
but it seems to me that chess errors rarely, if 
ever, occur for any single reason and so a single 
mistake can often be attributed to more than 
one sin. 

So, for example, too much Thinking may be 
seen as Perfectionism, missing key moments 
(Blinking) can lead to drifting (Looseness) and 
so on. Hopefully the examples and explana­
tions given will allow you to identify each sin 
clearly and distinctly but I'm sure you will also 
see that the sins are strangely complementary. 
Problems arising from your emotions and 
thought-processes seem to be rather incestu­
ous, and the births of many mistakes on the 
chessboard are delivered from an orgy of sin. 

Caissa's Grace 
Nothing happens. Nobody comes, nobody goes. 
It's awful. 
SAMUEL BECKETI, Waiting for Godot 

Look at that battle you are involved in; you are 
caught in it: you are it. 
J. KR!SHNAMURTI 

I. 
w 

I guess you've seen this position before. 
What do you think? Any thoughts? Does it 

strike you that nothing is happening, that the 
position is absolutely static? Nothing is hap­
pening! Of course if we move a few pieces and 
integrate the forces we can observe some 'ac­
tion' on the board. I don't know about you, but 
even then, when I strive to disentangle myself 

from the ideas and look at the board, there's a 
strange feeling of inertia. When I reach to make 
a move I feel there is a significant event taking 
place, but when I forget I'm a chess-player and 
just look there seems to be nothing more than a 
mere configuration of wood. All the action is 
created in my head by rules and judgements 
that have become habitual over the years . In 
making this realization I feel some emotion and, 
as usual, this emotion leads to further thought. 
What it r­t­t­଀ e r ᝱ 䀀thec 耀 t h e 9 䀀temi䀀 ads to �

�㘁r䂘䀀a n d ѐch�9弇erͱ䀀t e ဤ 怱 䐆 ⠀ t e 愶  䁢c h e r ࢄ thei᐀e­e�eࠔ­ ꨌ e ၓ 䀀 ਁЀ­oo t h e ᡀ n관c a n mt �mre䀀 a n � ЍԄḙe䀀c a d s  �
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you do. Computers have no sense of the signifi­
cance of the contest. You do. Computers don't 
have egos, don't feel fear, don't feel time­
pressure, but you do. Computers don't enjoy 
chess but, I hope, you do. 

So, back to the diagram, and the configura­
tion of wood it symbolizes. Let me borrow a 
Taoist idea to explain why this position is so 
fascinating. It is called 'the value of the indefi­
nite' and, suitably, is conveyed by considering 
an uncarved block of wood. Such a block has 
not been made into any particular object and 
serves no definite function. It has no distinctive 
shape and offers no obvious aesthetic value. So 
if it's useless and plain you might suppose it's 
not worth much, that it lacks value. The only 
way to make use of it is to carve it in a certain 
way, paint it, varnish it, make something of it, 
right? No. Give the matter further consideration 
and you see immense value in this uncarved 
block of wood. When you carve it, you gain 
something, but something else is lost. It may 
become one thing, but it loses its original po­
tential for being an infinite number of different 
things. So, as Santo and Steele put it, in their 
Guidebook to Zen and The Art of Motorcycle 
Maintenance: "A valuable actuality is gained, 
but an even more valuable reservoir of potenti­
ality is lost". 

Do you see where this is going? Think of the 
starting position, and think of yourself. What if 
the block of wood could be given a definite 
form and keep its infinite potentiality. Then you 
could have the value of both the chosen form 
and the limitless abundance of forms. Is this 
possible? 

With the block of wood? No. During a chess 
game? No. With the game of chess? Yes. With 
yourself? Yes. We will return to this idea, but 
for now just think of the many ways it applies to 
chess. Consider the condescending quip that 
"pawns don't move backwards", for example. 
When you play 1 e4 to improve the scope of 
your bishop and queen, you are irreparably 
weakening the e-pawn and the squares f3, f4, 
d3 and d4 (they lose the support of the e-pawn). 
Of course the ultimate agony for the would-be 
Taoist is zugzwang; the equivalent of an axe­
man forcing you, on pain of death, to carve the 
block of wood. What would you do in the cir­
cumstances? 

Putting that to one side, I think two main 
things would strike the alien who found himself 
observing a chess tournament. The first is that 
the output of every game is different because 
the input of the players varies every time. The 
second is that the external process seems ex­
actly the same. The astonishment is this: thou­
sands of earthlings spend thousands of hours 
toiling over this square board with carved 
blocks of wood and seemingly without reason, 
and, what's worse, j ust when it seems this fruit­
less task has been exhausted, they come back 
later, set up these pieces into what looks like a 
starting position, and do it all over again ! 

I trust a sympathetic alien would come to ap­
preciate the delights of such absurdity. They 
may also be touched by that aspect of the game 
which has become even more mesmerising in 
this computer age: the fact that chess, despite 
much fear to the contrary, appears to be inex­
haustible. This has always struck me as magical 
given the finite number of squares and pieces, 
and the fixed rules of chess. But think even 
more inspiring is the human dimension of the 
game- the way that we feel compelled to return 
to this 'uncarved' chessboard with the urge to 
give the game a definite form. Of course this 
analogy is not perfect - analogies never are -
but my answer to the axeman would be a care­
fully carved chessboard and pieces. 

More seriously, it is what we bring to the 
chess struggle that determines the outcome of 
the game, both in terms of the quality of the 
contest and the final result. The 'shape' you 
give to the chess position is an external mani­
festation of what is going on inside you. If you 
like, the starting position is your block of wood, 
a block that the game allows us to return to. 
Your thoughts and emotions are your scalpel 
and varnish. The dance of your pieces in front 
of you is your work in progress and you have a 
definite form to your wood when a result is 
agreed. What interests me, and what this book 
is about, is how we can make best use of our 
scalpel and varnish. Whatever your strength as 
a player, it is the way in which you harness your 
thoughts and emotions that matters. So forget, 
or rather put aside, the importance of tactical 
sharpness, opening preparation, 'pawn power' 
and all the technical ways of improving your 
chess. Of course there are limitless ways to 
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improve your understanding of the game, but 
this book is about helping you to recognize the 
sources of error as they arise in your thoughts 
and emotions. It is about promoting self­
awareness and challenging our conventional 
ways of thinking. So I am asking: how are we 
shaped by the chess struggle, and how should 
we shape the chess struggle in return? 

Chess and Personality 
Grandma to Grandson: "Why are you scratch­
ing yourself?" 
Grandson: "Because nobody else knows where 
I itch." 

So if your chess moves are an external mani­
festation of who you are at a given point in 
time, there may be a useful relation between 
types of personality and types of chess mis­
takes. Moreover, since this book is about sin as 

the source of error, it would seem that different 
personality-types would be more inclined to 
certain sins. In this respect a 1400 player who 
tends to suffer from Perfectionism and Loose­
ness may have more in common with a 2400 
suffering from the same sins than with a fellow 
1400 who is constantly guilty of Blinking and 
Egoism. 

Me? - Kasparov? 
Daydream, Edinburgh 2000 

e4 c5 
8 

(D) 

.I 
B 

I reached this position while throwing around 
a few pieces in time to some music. I forget what 
I was listening to, but I'd guess it was fairly ran­
dom, probably some sort of jazz. In any case, I 
had just finished reading an interview with Da­
vid Bronstein in which he was talking of his 
sadness at the lack of creativity at the higher 
levels of chess these days. Having a great deal 
of respect for Bronstein's views, I began to day­
dream that I was beating Kasparov with Bron­
stein watching in approval, hailing the delights 
of my creative genius. However, I have perhaps 
even more respect for Kasparov's chess and so 
in a strange feat of simultaneity I somehow felt 
that I was also Kasparov, and that he would ap­
prove of my play too. Anyway, it's all a bit 
dreamy and confusing, but when I played the 
unusual and highly suspect 7 ... ltJg4 I was Black 
and Kasparov was pulling faces of amused con­
tempt, while I was pleased to be defying conven­
tional wisdom about controlling the d5-square. 
Then after 13 .i.xe6 (actually an error, as 13 
:Xf6 wins) I was definitely White and Kasparov 
looked confident that he had found and played 
White's idea while also looking distinctly wor­
ried that Black may soon be mated by a relative 
unknown like me. This train of thought was dis­
turbed by a phone call after White's 16th move, 
and 'Kasparov' was let off the hook. Dreams 
can be wonderfully obscure, but I digress. 

The main function of this little dream sce­
nario is to provoke a response from the reader, 
and consider what this response suggests about 
your personality and its relation to chess. Many 
would deem it irrelevant and unhelpful, others 
might find it vaguely amusing but rather con­
trived. In any case, your reaction will be a 
judgement based on your personality, so please 
take this chance to think of your chess judge­
ment in general, your attitude to the game, and 
how it is shaped by your personality. To make 
the most of this book, it will be helpful for you 
to take a while to consider whether you are in­
clined to 'think' or 'feel' your way to solutions 
in daily life. Do you take responsibility for your 
actions? In what ways are you self-deceptive? Do 
you generally get upset about details or obses­
sive about getting things right? Whatever your 
answers, the way you approach chess can tell you 
a lot about who you are, which is a good thing, 
assuming it's something you want to know. 



16 THE SEVEN DEADLY CHESS SINS 

Personally, I improved my chess a lot when I 
considered my personality and how it has 
changed. In general I am inquisitive, restless, 
idealistic and hopelessly impractical. In a chess 
sense this manifests itself in an acute sense of 
why I make the mistakes I do, but it also gives 
rise to a lack of competitive drive for I am often 
too interested in ideas to be a serious chess 
fighter. Moreover, when playing I have a very 
good sense of how the game might develop and 
thus evaluate well, but the result of the contest 
is not always my main concern so I often lack 
resoluteness at critical moments and ·am prone 
to losing the plot when the game ceases to fol­
low my idea of how it ought to be. 

Rethinking Chess Psychology 
We must begin with the subjective. 
J.P. SARTRE 

I must confess that I may be getting out of my 
depth in what follows. I have no formal training 
in psychology or neuroscience and the ideas I 
put forward here should be considered with due 
care. Nevertheless, I feel confident enough to 
share them, and hope the reader will be charita­
ble in his interpretation of what follows. 

Chess has long been of great interest to psy­
chologists because it provides a relatively fixed 
system in which to analyse human thought. 
However, as far as I can tell, most of the major 
academic studies of chess miss much that is es­
sential to the ways that a chess-player thinks 
and feels. The following make up a large part of 
the most widely documented psychological re­
search into chess: Djakov, Rud.ik and Petrovsky 
(1927), Abrahams (1951), De Groot (1966), 
Chase and Simon (1973), Holding and Rey­
nolds (1982) and Robbins et al. (1996). I don't 
intend to consider them as a group, nor to 
downplay some of the extremely valuable in­
sights into the chess mind that their work pro­
duced, but I think they are guilty of thinking of 
chess as an almost exclusively cognitive pur­
suit, where moves are chosen and positions un­
derstood only on the basis of mental patterns 
and inferences. Most of the work concerns the 
reconstruction of board positions, the role of 
memory, the importance of pattern-recognition 
and empirical considerations about the devel­
opment of intuition or 'vision' in chess. Much 

of this work is interesting and useful for under­
standing the workings of the human mind, but I 
feel that in neglecting to consider the ways in 
which participation in the human struggle in-· 
fluences cognitive function, these authors over­
look a most crucial feature of the chess contest: 
emotion. 

To be fair, they all make some mention of the 
role of emotion in chess; for example, the So­
viet study of 1927 includes 'disciplined emo­
tions', 'self-control' and 'strong nerves' in their 
list of 'Important Characteristics for Success at 
the Higher Levels of Chess'. Even so, emotion 
seems to be considered somehow separate from 
the way in which the chess mind functions. It is 
surprising that this has remained the case for so 
long because Blumenfeld's writings in the 
1930s showed that a chess-player's thinking 
has an exceptional emotional content compared 
to other types of thinking. Even Krogius's clas­
sic Psychology in Chess (1976), which makes 
considerable mention of emotion and devotes a 
chapter to 'Emotions in Chess' declines to de­
velop any systematic theory of the relationship 
between 'chess emotion' and 'chess thinking' . 
A few anecdotes are given, but it seems that 
emotion is assumed to be a temporary and fleet­
ing phenomenon that we should control when 
necessary, rather than something that is con­
stantly present and integrated with our thinking 
processes. 

In Chapter 5 of The Psychology of Chess, 
Hartston and Wason give an excellent overview 
of most of the psychological research given 
above �ut then make an important qualifica­
tion: "It seems to us that the theories associated 
with board reconstruction experiments repre­
sent an idealized picture of master chess which 
may be misleading. Playing chess (at any level) 
is not just the cerebral activity of unconscious 
search, guided by I 00,000 patterns in the long­
term memory. So often, as any player will 
agree, it is hopes and fears which seem to influ­
ence Lhe choice of a move. Notoriously, the 
weaker player will tend to exaggerate both his 
advantages and his disadvantages, thinking that 
he has a win in a good position, and a loss with 
a bad one. This emotional liability seems less 
obvious at higher levels ... " 

My first thought here is related to what this 
might mean for the abilities needed to play 
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chess well. With perhaps the same thought, 
GM Jonathan Levitt, in his original and engag­
ing book Genius in Chess, devises an equation: 
your chess rating, given many years of intense 
effort, will tend to approximate to ten times 
your IQ plus a thousand. This is nothing if not 
controversial, and if it's not fundamentally 
mistaken then it's at least incomplete. Like the 
above authors, Levitt acknowledges that some 
degree of emotional control is essential for 
chess success but then more or less ignores it in 
his equation. He does say that "Concentration 
and the ability to resist emotional forces are 
traits that are strongly linked to intelligence" 
but surely not IQ? I don't know of any IQ test 
where your ability to stay calm is measured. 
No, if the Levitt equation is to work at all, and 
we certainly shouldn't dismiss such a brave 
formulation out of hand, then other aspects of 
intelligence must be included, in particular, 

This term became widespread after the mas­
sive success of Daniel Goleman's book by the 
same name in 1995, with the subtitle Why it can 
matter more than IQ. Many know of the con­
cept of IQ, and have tried to link it to chess but 
'EQ', emotional intelligence, is a relatively 
new concept and one which has great value 
when we come to consider the common causes 
of chess error. In fact I have come to think that 
there probably is some sort of a link between 
chess ability and 'intelligence', but we need a 
much more inclusive and fluid idea of intelli­
gence if we are to make the notion plausible. 
Moreover, as I hope my illustration of the seven 
deadly chess sins will demonstrate, there is rea­
son to think not only that your ability to recog­
nize and utilize your emotions is every bit as 
important as the way you think, but that the 
two, thinking and feeling, are inextricably 
linked. 

As well as Goleman, Damasio (Descartes' 
Error, The Feeling of What Happens), Le Doux 
(The Emotional Brain), Greenfield (The Pri­
vate Life of the Brain) and many others have 
begun to argue that all has 

Dr Damasio, for example, pro­
poses that there is no single chemical for 
emotion, and that emotion is made up of a 
whole landscape of chemicals and processes 
lbroughout the physical body that mesh with 

associations laid down all over the brain. This 
proposal was based on a study of patients with a 
certain type of brain damage (prefrontal amyg­
dala circuit) that didn't directly affect cognitive 
abilities or IQ. These people were in some ways 
rather like Star Trek ' s Mr Spock, the ultra­
rational half-Vulcan, who could reason bril­
liantly, but suppressed all emotions. The curi­
ous thing suggested by Damasio's work is that 
the real life Spock would have problems mak­
ing decisions and might be a liability to the 
Starship Enterprise. 

Despite the intact intelligence of Damasio's 
patients, they made disastrous choices in their 
business and personal lives and would agonize 
unbearably over simple decisions like when to 
make an appointment. Dr Damasio argues that 
their decisions are so bad because they can no 
longer call upon their 'emotional learning' 
which is stored (largely) in the prefrontal amyg­
dala. Without this source of feeling, everything 
presented to consciousness takes on a sort of 
dull neutrality and we have no emotional 
prompts that allow us to feel preference or in­
clinations. Evidence along these lines led Dam­
asia (and others since) to the counter-intuitive 
position that 

These feelings 
point us in the proper direction, where dry logic 
can then take over. So the bottom line is that the 
emotional brain is every bit as involved in rea­
soning as the thinking brain. 

To reinforce this point, consider that experi­
ments have shown people to be utterly averse to 
drinking juice from a brand new sterilized urine 
collection bottle, that you couldn't pay people 
to eat fudge baked in the shape of dog faeces, 
and that although saliva is not disgusting as 
long as it is in our mouths, most people won't 
eat from a bowl of soup into which they have 
spat. We are not nearly as rational as we tend to 
think we are, and in general we are led by our 
feelings. Many of us invent rationalizations to 
explain our actions or decisions to ourselves or 
to others because we don't want to think of our­
set ves as being at the mercy of feelings. Indeed, 
we pejoratively refer to such people (which is, 
in fact, all of us) as 'irrational'. 

If this thinking is on the right tracks, it means 
that every time you think a thought over the 
chessboard you also feel some emotion, and 
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this shouldn't be surprising! Given that chess, 
we think, was devised to simulate warfare, it is 
entirely consistent that we should feel emo­
tional in the heat of battle. Indeed, I believe this 
gets to the heart of what's misguided about 
these psychological studies, which is that they 
are abstracted from this battle. A chess-player 
doesn't 'think' in the same way when he is re­
moved from the emotional strain of the contest 
because his circumstances do not compel him 
to 'feel' the same emotions. The mistake these 
psychologists made is to think that cognitive 
function operates entirely separately from emo­
tion, and therefore much the same in an experi­
ment as over the board, but in fact there is every 
reason to think that a chess-player's thinking is 
drenched in emotion. So, to whoever it was that 
depicted chess as a 'paradise of rationality', I 
would answer that such a utopia may exist, but 
it is built upon emotional foundations. 

Old Habits; New Solutions 
Everything in the universe is within you. Ask all 
from yourself 
RUMI 

We have come to the end of this preface, but we 
are just at the beginning of the chess book. 

I have suggested that a good way of thinking 
of the value of chess is as an opportunity to 

experience the pleasures of 'intellectual pro­
ductiveness'. I further suggested that we are the 
instruments of this productiveness and we 
bring character to the game of chess by our per­
sonal thoughts and emotions. Because of the 
complex nature of the game, and the even more 
complex nature of ourselves, we are all in a 
'sinful condition' in that we don't have a clear 
or conclusive conception of the game and how 
we should approach it. This condition gives rise 
to certain sins that are the sources of error in 
chess. Our relative liability to these sins is re­
lated to our personality, but we share the fact 
that we all have a mind/body constitution that 
reaches chess decisions on the basis of both 
thought and emotion. 

The following chapters are about these 
thoughts and emotions. For most, if not all, 
readers, decision-making processes will be 
largely habitual and resistant to change. So my 
emphasis will not just be on learning to think 
and feel differently, but on those 
processes that are clearly detrimental to playing 
good moves. To be effective, this will require an 
open mind and honesty on behalf of the reader. 
Consequently, I hope the following chapters 
will give you a good map to navigate your way 
through your thoughts and feelings as they re­
late to chess, but I do not know the territory, 
which of course is entirely your own. 



1 Th in king 

Modern man likes to pretend that his thinking is 
wide awake. But this wide-awake thinking has 
led us into the mazes of a nightmare in which 
the torture chambers are endlessly repeated in 
the mirrors of reason. 
0CfAVIO PAZ, The Labyrinth of Solitude 

Thinking is a very messy process, and it leads 
to all sorts of errors. Indeed this sin is the most 
fundamental of the seven, and the most impor­
tant to be aware of, but it's also the most diffi­
cult to explain. If your frrst reaction is to think 
that there is no way you can play this game 
without thinking and that to think can't possi­
bly be a sin, 1- refer you to my interpretation of 
sin in the Preface, without which the following 
might be rather confusing. I am not saying that 
it's 'wrong' or 'bad' or 'blameworthy' to think, 
rather it is because of the fact that we do think, 
and the way we do it, that error occurs. It is the 
nature of our thinking that leads to mistakes, 
and so it is well worth examining how we think, 
and the ways in which thinking might limit us. 

The most striking problem with 'thinking' is 
that it involves so many different things. You 
are thinking as you read this page, but you are 
also absorbing, considering and assessing. You 
are thinking when you cook, but you are also 
creating, inventing and experimenting. You are 
thinking when you walk, but not about your 
walking; you're more likely to be imagining, 
worrying, foreseeing and navigating. Basically 
you are thinking all the time, you can't stop; it's 
in your nature to think. 

You are thinking when you play chess too, 
but in doing so you are evaluating, remember­
ing, judging, analysing, comparing, intuiting, 
searching, doubting, timing, gauging, provok­
ing, understanding, orientating, complicating, 
simplifying, planning, pre-empting, wonder­
ing, wandering, and so on. As we saw in the 
Preface, thinking is also inextricably linked 
with emotion, in which case you may also be 
worrying, fearing, trusting, hoping, regretting, 

self-recriminating, panicking, over-heating, 
etc. 

So when you think in chess, what do you do? 
I think you do so many different things that we 
should be careful with our usage of this generic 
term. If this were just a semantic matter it 
would be incredibly tedious, but it's much more 
than that and has considerable practical value. 
When you realize that ' thinking' means so 
many different things, your ability to under­
stand your own thoughts is significantly en­
hanced. S o  the first aspect of this sin is the 
inclination to limit ourselves with the view that 
chess is all about 'thinking' ,  seen as a coldly ra­
tional and fairly simple process at which some 
are better than others. This mistaken view leads 
to a misunderstanding of why we err and a mis­
guided view of what we need to do to improve. 
Perhaps if we could somehow see the command 
'Think! '  as a command to choose a means of 
thinking, it would open up a world of possibili­
ties on and off the chessboard. 

This chapter will include a discussion of 
many different ways of thinking in chess, with 
primary reference to the role of pattern-recog­
nition in chess ability and the emotional aspects 
of thought. I will develop an argument to sug­
gest that although your store of chess patterns 
may largely determine your chess understand­
ing, your ability to ' think' in different ways can 
be significantly developed. Moreover, I will 
suggest that all chess thinking is ultimately 
evaluative and that we should therefore face up 
to the fact that we should be making more use 
of our intuition by 'thinking' less and 'feeling' 
more. This in turn involves trusting your un­
conscious mind. 

This chapter is a long and difficult journey. I 
must confess at the outset that clarity is not its 
defining feature and there are few easy answers 
or certainties here. I have done my best to keep 
the reader on board, but since I had difficulty 
understanding the subject matter myself, lucid­
ity was hard to come by. I can only hope that 



what follows remains interesting and instruc­
tive, given that it concerns a confusing, but vi­
tally significant subject. 

w 

Rozentalis - Appel 
Bundesliga 199314 

Think about this position. 
It's White to play; what comes immediately 

to mind? (White's e5-pawn? Black's bishop?) 
Why do you have those thoughts and not oth­

ers? (Pattern-recognition? Experience?) 
How are you thinking? (Passive absorption 

of whole position? Active search for ideas?) 
Where did you begin your thoughts? (As­

sessment? Search for imbalances? Look for 
tactics?) 

When Only joking; there is no relevant 
'when' question. 

Just take a few more moments to gather your 
thoughts, consider what White might do, and 
then consider this ... 

This move looks a bit strange but all  will be 
revealed. Were you looking for tactics on the 
kingside? Perhaps there are ways to make g4 
work; maybe play 25 �h3 hoping for (expect­
ing? anticipating?) 25 ... g6. But what about 
25 . . .  'il'd7 - then what? If d5 is the only signifi­
cant permanent weakness, you may need to 
look for ways to create a second one (the 'prin­
ciple of two weaknesses • :  you try to tickle their 
left rib and they cover, still with a hand to spare; 
so you go for the right rib and they cover that 
too, but by then they are so rigidly defensive 
that you can do whatever you want; if you felt 

like it you might even punch them on the nose ­
that would surprise them) - but is f5 really the 
second soft spot you're looking for? 

••. 

Black is unsuspecting and remains so for the 
next few moves. 

Did you think the queen was well placed on 
h5? Why? Maybe it could be of more use else­
where . . .  

• • •  

Looks like a bit of a lone ranger, but Black's 
b-pawn is a little nervous. 

•.• 

The lone ranger gets a telegram from his 
queen, telling him he's not alone. But why the 
exclamation marks? 

28 ... 'il'e7 
Just in case he wants to play 29 'il'a3. I sup­

pose Black's dark squares would look a little 
weak then. 

(D) 

B 

White's queen is a very considerate lady. Not 
only did she look after the a-pawn from afar but 
now also tries to remove Black's most threaten­
ing piece. In the process she is working for the 
rooks, granting them the b-file, which can be 
used to create new possibilities for the king and 
bishop as well. 

. . .  'il'xa3 
This looks extremely cooperative but other­

wise White's new-found control of the f8-square 
would create tricks based on g4 and there are 
also ideas of 'ii'd6 and 'il'c5 to be considered. 
Even so, 29 ... l:td8 l looks more tenacious, when 
White may consider 30 :ta l, intending b3. 
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30 
If you look at just the a-pawns you won't see 

their value. You need to see the a-pawns as part 
of White's position. You can only make sense 
of the merits of a pawn-structure with reference 
to the pieces. The a-pawns are not weak, be­
cause Black has no means of showing that they 
are. Black may point to them and say : .. Look! 
Weak pawns; doubled and isolated!" but this is 
a bit like pointing to a mole on Cindy Craw­
ford's face and saying "Look! Black spot; obvi­
ous and protruding !" As with any face, you 
miss much if you look at the parts as separate 
from the whole. 

JO •.• 

You see, d5 and b7 are vulnerable but the a-
pawns are completely safe. 

Where's he off to? 
..• <J;g7 

The white king is very grateful and the 
pawns are happy to oblige. 

I've seen weaker pawns . . .  

B 

. . 

Superlative, mind-expanding play from Roz­
entalis. The idea of exchanging queens g5? ­
doesn't seem to help as Black takes and may 
then find counterplay with .. .  g6, and . . .  h6 when 
his king could become active via h6 and g5) and 
opening the queenside (b3? - OK, we may need 
to open the queenside because we seem to have 
reached a dead end on the kingside, but at the 

moment the weaknesses created on c3 and .a3 
will be just as significant as those on b7 and 
d5), the willingness to 'weaken' his queens ide 
pawns ('ii'h5-dl-where?-to a l  . . .  and then?), the 
timing of the a-pawn pushes (25 a4 ! - other­
wise 25 . . .  b5 would short-circuit the plan; 27 
a5 ! - b7 is the target weakness; a6 ! -just be­
fore . .  5/;c7 plugs the gaps), the involvement of 
the king and 34 �e3 - what' s it doing 
there? Heading to f4 and g5? But . . .  h6 will stop 
that . . . 38 dxc5 ! - aha) and the transformation 
of static to dynamic advantages (29 'ifa3 ! ,  36 
:.cs ! ! ,  40 :b6 ! !) persist in making a profound 
impression on me, however many times I see 

this game. 
How can we explain how he found these 

ideas? Perhaps we can' t, but this example is a 
good testing-ground for examining the variety 
of ways that we can approach a position and 
how much of our thinking is consciously in our 
control. 

I asked Rozentalis to explain how he devised 
this conception and it's very instructive to hear 
his account: "I was thinking, how to use my 
strategic advantage and penetrate into Black's 
position. Position was closed, so I wanted to 
open the queenside. That's why I put my queen 
back to dl .  I played a2-a4 in order to win some 
space. My first plan was to imply b2-b3. But I 
decided that could give Black good counterplay 
on the c-file. So I changed my plan and tried to 
penetrate with my queen. I think that the swap 
of the queens on a3 was the decisive mistake, as 
White gained the open b-file. The a-pawns 
could never be attacked and moreover they 
could attack the black b-pawn. Black should re­
frain from . . .  'ifxa3. However, White could try 
to play further 'ifc5, or even 'ifd6. Playing 29 
'ifa3, I had in my mind the game Smyslov­
Reshevsky, World Ch, The Hague/Moscow 
1948 (26 'irh4! )." 

Note that Rozentalis immediately saw the 
main issue. White has strategic advantages but 
has to open the position to demonstrate them. If 
you began by looking for combinational break­
throughs on the kingside, you made it much 
more difficult for yourself to see the position as 

a whole. This type of problem, where our mind 
fixes on something and can't get past it, is very 
typical of the way we think. We are attracted to 
something and then it pulls us in like a magnet 
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before we can think of anything else. The only 
solution for this is self-control. Before you look 
deeply at one line or idea, ask yourself if there 
are other features of the position which you 
should be aware of. This is similar to Kotov' s  
idea of selecting candidate moves, but it works 
less formally in most positions and is usually 
just a question of getting your bearings in the 
position from a macroscopic perspective, be­
fore delving into any micro-lines. This is an as­
pect of intuition, and I thank Jonathan Grant for 
verbalizing it in this way. 

Rozentalis 's last point is particularly impor­
tant because it points to the importance of pat­
tern-recognition and it so happens that Garry 

Kasparov has made some instructive comments 
on the classic game to which Rozentalis re­
ferred. Note how different the two games are 
and yet how Rozentalis recognized the com­
mon theme. This suggests that finding interest­
ing ideas should not just be restricted to your 
openings because there are many important 
middlegame ideas which defy ECO-type cate­
gorization and will only be seen if you look be­
yond games played within your own opening 
systems. 

Quotations from Kasparov are taken from 
ChessBase Magazine. 

Smyslov - Reshevsky 
World Ch, The Hague/Moscow 1948 

1 e4 e5 2 tLlf3 lt)c6 3 i.b5 a6 4 i.a4 d6 5 c3 
tLlge7 6 d4 i.d7 7 i.b3 h6 8 tLlbd2 tLlg6 9 lt)c4 
i.e7 1 11 liJe3 i.f6 12 lt)dS :e8? 13 
dxe5! i.xe5 14 tLlxeS dxe5 15 ..Wf3 i.e6 16 
:d1 i.xd5 17 :xd5 

"The centralized rook feels good because it 
cannot be pushed away" - Garry Kasparov. 
Note the way Kasparov describes the position 
of the rook : it 'feels' (intuitive) ' good' (evalu­
ative). The note could also be read as saying 
that the rook itself feels good (see later idea of 
'talking with your pieces' ) .  The explanation: 
"because it cannot be pushed away" relates to 
the idea that thinking comes together with feel­
ing, but that somehow the explanation, based 
on thought, follows rather than leads the feel­
ing. Moreover, Kasparov's  note assumes that 
Black will now play 17 . . .  ..We7 - relating to the 
idea that the strongest players always focus on 
the strongest moves (see 'Vision' on page 34 
and 'Evaluating Value' on page 36). 

17 • . •  ..We7 18 ..Wf5! tLlf8 19 i.e3 tLle6 20 
:ad1 l%ed8 21 g3 :d6 22 :xd6 cxd6 23 •g4! 
�h8 

"The black king wouldn ' t/eel comfortable 
[italics mine] on the other side: 23 . . .  �f8 24 
i.b6 :e8 25 h4 and what next?" - Kasparov. 
Note again the way Kasparov seems to consider 
the king as a piece with personality. 

24 i.b6! lt)b8 
24 . . .  :c8 25 l:td2 ! tLlb8 26 'ii'dl :c6 (26 . . .  ltlc5 

27 i.c2 :c6? 28 i.xc5 dxc5 29 l:td8+) 27 i.a7 
tLld7 28 .id5 :c7 29 .ixe6, etc. - Kasparov. 

25 i.xe6! fxe6 26 'tWh4! (D) 

The breakthrough. Black loses a pawn and 
White wins an instructive rook ending. Note the 
similarities and differences with Rozentalis's 
29 ..Wa3.  This is how pattern-recognition 
works: the pattern is absorbed and becomes 

familiar, and then the main theme of the pat­
tern can be seen in an unfamiliar position. 
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26 • . •  28 

aS 
a3 

'iiif8 46 
:n 

These two games have shown the thoughts 
and moves of strong grandmTⅰ

of ptth o f  
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responsibility is to suggest what this 'some­
how' is in a chess context. Perhaps we do have 
freedom to choose a way of thinking on the 
chessboard. My first step towards showing this 
is by an exploration of that elusive concept: in­
tuition. 

I ntroducing I ntu ition 

Don't think. Feel. 
BRUCE LEE 

That last section may have seemed a little 
pessimistic so I will begin this one on a more 
positive footing. I want to show how 

can lead to improvements in your 
play in a conventional manner, but in the pro­
cess I aim to introduce the jovial but entirely se­
rious notion of I have 
come to think of it as an exemplar of the type of 
thinking that can help to override existing pat­
terns. These next two games should be consid­
ered as a pair. I trust my notes will explain why. 

Karpov - Spassky 
Candidates match (game 9), Leningrad 1974 

1 

This is now standard theory, but it's worth 
saying that this is also simple prophylaxis. The 
intention behind Black's last move was to take 
on d4 and put the bishop on c6, thus relieving 
some of Black's congestion. Then there would 
also be pressure on White's e4-pawn and Black 
needn't fear the push e4-e5 because he would 
have a choice of squares for his knight. 

... aS 
Again this seems obvious in some ways, but 

having played over this game several times I 
begin to feel that Black is already struggling 
here. Karpov doesn't give Spassky any oppor­
tunity for active play. 

. .. 

It is very likely that Karpov was aware of the 
way that Geller handled these positions with 
White and in considering two of Geller's games 
we can see a close connection to the patterns in 
the present game: 1 l . . .e5 12 �h 1 ltlb4 1 3  �f3 
:c8 14 .l:r.c4 15 fxe5 dxe5 16 .l:r.d2 'ikc7 17 

'ik g 1 ! .idS 18 .l:r.ad 1 .ic6 19 �c5 l:le8 20 'ii'f1 ! 
won the exchange in Geller-Reshevsky, 
Interzonal tournament, Palma de Mallorca 
1970. Note the moves 14 l:lf2 and 17 'i'g 1 ,  with 
reference to our current game. 

12  . . .  e5 1 3  �h 1  i.c6 1 4  fxe5 dxe5 15  'ili'e2 
'ili'c7 1 6  'ii'f2 tbd7 1 7  l:lad1 �h8 1 8  .ig4 gave 
White a slight advantage in Geller-Polugaevsky, 
Portoroz 1973. Note the .ig4 theme, which oc­

curs in the main game too. 

Mainly just improving the knight, but also 
directed against the idea of . . . d5 and . . .  tbe4. 

••• (D) 

What does this move suggest? Black wants 
to play . . .  e5 without allowing ltlf5. Now, given 
that . . .  e5 is likely to be Black's next move, what 
should we play? 

.l:r.

A wonderful move which is also common­
place these days. Karpov has foreseen the likely 
structure arising out of . . .  e5 and sees that in the 
resulting position the c4-square will be a useful 
square for the queen; it can now get there via fl . 
Moreover, the rook does a splendid job of de­
fending c2 on the second rank and White will 
have the opportunity to double rooks, on the d­
or f-file, depending on which is the more im­
portant. 

When I demonstrated this game in a lecture to 
Edinburgh Chess Club, many members wanted 
to play 14 f5, which does make a certain 
amount of sense: e6 is attacked and the fl -rook 
and e3-bishop are given a new lease of life. 
However, such a push does not consult the white 
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position as a whole. The fl -rook would want 
the f3-bishop out of the way, but the e4-pawn 
would want it to stay put. Furthermore, the a1-
rook isn ' t  ready and the queen is also a little be­
mused, not really knowing what role she is sup­
posed to play in this 'attack' . Hence I believe 
that ' talking to your pieces' would lead to the 
feeling that the position isn ' t  ripe for f5 . To 
confirm this feeling, the variation l 4  . . .  e5 1 5  
tbxc6 bxc6 1 6  g4 d5 may come to mind - then 
whose king is the more vulnerable? 

(D) 

The strategic scene is set. Basically White 
wants to attack f7, perhaps by re-routing his 
light-squared bishop to c4 while Black wants to 
exchange dark-squared bishops. 

b3! ?  
An important moment. In The Art of Chess 

Analysis Timman says this: "A typical Karpov 
move. There was no actual threat of 1 8  . . .  tbg4 
because of the reply 19 ..i.xg4 'i'xg4 20 'ii'c4, 
but, just to be sure, he removes any possibility 
of it. Perhaps he is dreaming of getting his 
bishop to c4 and doesn't want to have to ex­
change it on g4. 1 8 ltd1 should also be consid­
ered." 

Karpov may also have felt that his king was 
a little uncomfortable on g I .  Many of the play­
ers at Edinburgh Chess Club, when seeing that 
there was little concrete reason for playing 1 8  
h3, couldn't  understand why Karpov would 
'weaken' g3 like this. I had already explained 
that Karpov's earlier f4 had slightly weakened 
the king because it now had only two pawns to 
shield it, while Black's king has three. Given 

this, it was hard to explain why Karpov would 
'weaken' his king's position further. This is cu­
rious because I think a lot of players have diffi­
culty with the idea of 'weaknesses' ;  g3 is only 
theoretically weakened here. Not only can 
Black do nothing about it, but in a moment Kar­
pov covers this square with his king. It is im­
portant to understand that weaknesses, like 
pawn-structures, should not be considered in 
abstract. In this position, g3 and b6 are 'weak­
nesses' of sorts but they are largely irrelevant to 
proceedings. On the other hand c2 and f7 are 
very relevant weaknesses, even though they are 
both covered. However, when all is said and 
done, 1 8  h3 may not be objectively best, given 
that Spassky missed an opportunity on the next 
move. Even so, I 'm not at all sure there is any­
thing objective about a chess struggle. 1 8  h3 
proved to be the right move at the right time. 
The fact that it may not have been the right 
move at another time need not detract from its 
value in this given instance. 

tb ? 
A big mistake. Spassky wants to play . . .  i.c5 

but Karpov's next move prevents this and the 
exchange of White's  relatively bad bishop for 
this knight leaves Black with no plan and, as 
Timman puts it, "a strategically ruinous posi­
tion". Spassky seems to be guilty of Blinking 
here and perhaps also shows a bit of Looseness. 
He had to dig deep and formulate a workable 
strategic operation. Exchanging dark-squared 
bishops would take a lot of pressure off, so the 
idea of . . .  h5, . . .  tbh7 and . . .  i.g5 should have 
been preferred. 

Timman implies that Black is OK after 
1 8  . . .  �g7 ! ?  19 l:cl !?  (intending i.e2-c4) 19  . . .  h5 
20 i.e2 tbh7 2 1  i.c4 f5 !?,  but 22 exf5 gxf5 23 
J:[d2 still looks good for White to me. However, 
l 8  . . .  h5 ! ?, with the same idea, may well be ade­
quate for Black. 

Preventing . . .  'ii'e6, after which Black would 
have no problems. Now it is difficult for him to 
find a role for the major pieces. Again a small 
question of patterns is raised here because there 
are many instructive examples of doubled iso­
lated e-pawns being very valuable in Sicilian 
positions and so it may not be so obvious to 
some that 2 1 . . .'ii'e6 22 'ii'xe6 fxe6 is entirely 
bad for Black. It is, and mainly because these 
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pawns do almost nothing to restrict the scope of 
the white pieces, while they are vulnerable to 
attack. If the black c-pawn were on b7 this may 
be slightly different because the extra control 
of d5 would be a relevant factor, but given that 
c6 controls d5 w,yway and the f5-square is not 
so relevant, having a doubled pawn on e6 is no 
great achievement and a rather significant vul­
nerability. 

. • .  J..h4 l:. (D) 
Using all his pieces .  23 J..c5 obviously has to 

be considered but before calculating variations, 
it would be worth consulting the al -rook about 
this operation; he may well feel a little left out. 
After 23 . . .  'ii'g5 24 l:[d7 tt:Jxc2 25 :n tbe3 26 
.i.xe3 'ii'xe3+ 27 �hl �h8 ! 28 l:ldxf7 29 
'itxf7 ltg8 !  Black is OK. The question is, 
would you look for this line before rejecting 23 
.i.c5 or would you stay away from it on intu­
itive grounds? I suspect Karpov just ' felt' that 
this line wouldn't be favourable for him. Few of 
us are blessed with Karpov's ' feeling' a㜀Tleg'i

' would­

y o u ­
'T h e  ᐀ i t  i t rr� f j r � .瀁 耀䀀y o u ­ l 2 4    bing l i t  
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because it can later go to or d2. That's  why 
Karpov put it there, I think. 

• . •  

For a while I wondered why Spassky didn't 
set up a more active defence with 27 . . .  l:td7 but 
then I realized that after 28 tLxl2 l:tad8 (bad, but 
nothing else makes much sense) 29 lbb3 ! Black 
faces an immediate catastrophe. 

28 . . .  .ie7 may have been slightly better. Then 
White has various ways to improve the posi­
tion, but I have a penchant for 29 lbb3 1i'c7 30 
lbc l !? followed by lbd3 and maybe b4. I don't 
see a plan for Black. 

Karpov's subtle rook switching makes a 
profound impression. Such a comment usually 
indicates that the author doesn't really under­
stand what's happening but in the given in­
stance I suppose this is just a fairly obvious 
move which is better than 30 lid 1 because now 
White has pressure on the d- and f-files. 

With all his pieces where he wants them, the 
tactics begin. 

32 . . .  l:txd8 33 lbxe5 'iic7 34 'iif7+ �h8 35 
1i'xe7 ! .  

Black's rook is  tied to the d8-bishop, the 
knight was forced to the rim and the queen had 
to defend it. White's pieces, however, have re­
tained their flexibility and now Black is help­
less against their unstoppable momentum. 

(D) 

w 

A crisp finish. After 35 . . .  l:txd8, 36 .ie7 de­
cides. If you this is not immediately clear to 
you, Tartakower's claim that 

may be a helpful consideration. It is a 
rare king indeed who can withstand three at­
tacking pieces by itself. Note, however, the fol­
lowing point: this final combination only works 
because of the position of White's king. If it 
were still on gl Black could play . .  .ltdl + and 
. ..liJd7. For some reason this gives me a chill up 
my back, as it were a revelation of true genius. 
But of course it might just be good luck. 

Rowson - Kulaots 
Danish open junior Ch, Lyngby 1996 

1 

I suspect that 6 . . .  e5 is the most accurate 
move here. 

The exclam is for the anticipation of what 
was to come. I think this was a novelty at the 
time. White had previously tried something 
with b3, .ib2 and 0-0-0 but White's king is not 
so comfortable on the queenside because of the 
half-open b-file and watchful a-pawn. 

Otherwise Black may take on f4 and make 
use of the e5-square. 

lO ... i.e6 (D) 

w 

Do you see the pattern? Although the open­
ing was rather different. we have the same 
structure as in the previous game and many 
similar piece relationships. While playing, I had 
no conscious memory of the Karpov-Spassky 
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game, but somehow I had a strong feeling for 
the most important factors in the position: the 
c4-square, the placement of the white king, 
Black' s plan to exchange dark-squared bish­
ops, and the role of the major pieces on the f­
and d-files. I think this is a good example of 
pattern-recognition in action and I think I 
would have played much less well had the 
above game not been part of my chess experi­
ence. 

My king wasn't  comfortable on g1 and my 
other pieces were happy to wait for the oppo­
nent to provide suggestive signals for where 
they should go. 

i.
GM Paul Motwani suggests that Black had to 

try something more active here, viz. 12 . . .  �g4 ! ?  
1 3  h3 h 5 .  This shows a good sense o f  timing 
and an awareness of the dangers of Blinking by 
striving to halt the unfavourable trend. Black's 
problem in this game was that his activity came 
too late. All the same, White seems to be better 
here. Perhaps just 14 �4 and b3, intending an 
eventual exchange of light-squared bishops. 
Black's pieces are more active, but I don't see 
any constructive plan. 

Controlling c4 and pre-empting any hassle 
on the b-file. 

.

This seemed like 'home' for the knight. It 
eyes b6, controls c5 and may later come to c4 
via b2. It is useful to play this before develop­
ing the c 1 -bishop because although I was al­
most certain where my knight would go, the 
development of my bishop will be 'reactive' to 
his plan. 

Other moves are less effective: 1 4  i.b2?! 
0tJ7; 14 i.e3 l:tfd8 15 tLla4 c5 16  tLlb2 'ii'c6. 

. • .  

14 . . .  c5 can be met by 15  c4!?. This looks bad 
until you see the idea of tbc3-d5, which will 
happen before Black can exploit the weak­
nesses on the d-file. 

Preventing . . .  tDc5. 

I showed this position to a promising Scot­
tish junior after demonstrating the main ideas 
of Karpov-Spassky. He saw that Black wanted 

to play . . .  tLlc5 and looked for ways to prevent 
it. 

1 6  'ii'g3 !?  was his first idea. But I think Kar­
pov wouldn't  like this because it upsets the 
'wholeness' of his position. Once the threat of 
i.h6 is parried the queen has no role on g3 and 
there is no kingside attack. 1 6  . . .  �h8 !? - then 
what? 

16 'ii'f2 was then suggested; this very clearly 
prevents . . .  ltJc5. However, it's not clear what 
White's plan then is, and 1 6  . . .  'ii'b4 !?, 1 6  . . .  i.b4 
and 16 . . .  l:.fd8 all leave White with no particular 
place to go. 

(D) 
What we need is a move that both prevents 

Black's strategic operation and instigates one of 
our own. This move prevents . .. �c5 and in­
tends i.c4: prophylaxis in action. 

.I 
B 

This looks a bit obtuse but it  came after a 
deep think and is actually quite clever. Black 
wants to meet J.c4 by capturing and then play­
ing .. . 'ii'b5. In the present position this would be 
fully adequate so the question is what White 
can do to improve the position before playing 
i.c4. 17 l:.ad 1 suggests itself but then the a­
pawn is weakened. It took me a few minutes to 
see my opponent's idea but I didn't dwell on my 
response. If you talk to the white pieces here, 
there is clearly one piece screaming for atten­
tion. So I reassured the a2-pawn and went about 
my business. 

Instead, 16 . . .  lDc5 can be answered by 17 
i.xc5 i.xc5 1 8  tLlxc5 (or 18 i.c4!?) 18 . . .  'ii'xc5 
19 i.xa6. 
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Just as with the Karpov game, my positional 
superiority is largely a result of the relative ac­
tivity of my rooks. 

17 . . .  

Consistent, and the speed at which it was 
played suggested that my opponent had seen 
quite deeply into the position. Now I have a 
choice of winning the a-pawn but losing certain 
positional advantages and swapping some 
pieces off while keeping the initiative. 

1 8  a3 i.xa3 1 9  l:.al wins material , but I 'm 
not sure it  promises more than the move played. 

• . .  

1 9 lDxc5 'ifxc5 20 i.xa6 would be Material­
ism in broad daylight. Like Karpov in the above 
game, I didn't  look too deeply at lines where 
my opponent had counterplay as long as I had 
an alternative where I kept a significant advan­
tage. This does win a clear pawn but it also 
gives Black something he hasn' t  had so far in 
this game: a huge amount of Alekhine 
once observed that when the world's best play­
ers win a pawn they invariably look for the first 
opportunity to convert it into a positional ad­
vantage which is much easier to play with than 
an extra pawn. Given that I already had the po­
sitional advantage, it didn't seem that winning a 
pawn but damaging my position was the correct 
way to proceed. This :will hopefully be clearer 
once you've read my thoughts on Materialism. 
For those of you who like variations to justify 
such comments, I suppose the following may 
be of interest: 20 . . .  1i'a5 ! ?  2 1  i.c4 i.xc4 22 
'ifxc4 'l'b5! 23 'iixb5 cxb5 24 l:.d5 and now 
24 . . .  b4 !?  and 24 . . .  l:.xa2 both look annoyingly 
active. Of course White is better here, but Black 
has good drawing chances and a familiar type 
of position, whereas before he had a difficult 
and passive position which was much more dif­
ficult to play. I didn't see these lines at the time, 
but I decided against 20 i.xa6 on intuitive 
grounds, by which I mean that the patterns to 
which it gave rise didn't  meet with my sense of 
what the position demanded. 

. • .  (D) 
The key moment of the game. I thought for 

about twenty minutes here because I knew that 
this decision would be pivotal for the game's 
outcome. It  is hard to retrace my thoughts ex­
actly but they went something like this :  

The exchange of light-squared bishops is al­
most inevitable. In principle my knight should 
be better than his remaining dark-squared 
bishop because it has nothing to attack on the 
dark squares while my knight can probe his 
queenside pawns. However, whether I take on 
e6 or he takes on c4, he has the move . . .  1i'b5, 
which is likely to be quite awkward in both 
cases: in the first case my back rank is weak and 
in the second he threatens to mess up my pawns 
by taking on c4. 

Of course, before these thoughts I had an 
emotional 'tug' telling me to take on e6 and 
mess up his pawns but then my king gave me a 
nudge and reminded me that he wasn't back­
rank proof. However, it was hard to stop my 
brain going 20 i.xe6 fxe6 2 1  1i'c4 hitting e6 
and c6. I quickly realized that he would then 
play 2 1 . . .  1i'b5 as I had foreseen, and what 
struck me more than anything was that regard­
less of the pawns I might munch, his bishop 
was clearly dominating my knight on the rim, 
which played no real part in my escapades on 
the kingside. However, my brain still pulled me 
into 22 'it'xe6+ �h8, when the materialist 
wanted to play 23 c4. I'd imagine most readers 
would have reached this position quite quickly. 
In some ways this position is what Harts ton and 
Wason refer to as 'quiescent' You can stop here 
as White has won a pawn and there are no threats 
to the back rank. But stopping here would be a 
mistake because the pawn is actually not so rel­
evant. Ask the guy on b3 if he feels proud of 
himself and he ' ll be drowned out by the dis­
gruntled knight and neglected king. 

However, this variation gave me a sense of 
what I wanted to achieve: freedom for my knight 
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and safety for my king. I looked at various com­
binations of c3, i.xe6 and 'if'c4 but I kept com­
ing back to the same problem - my king. He 
was clearly, to borrow a Scottish expression, 
'the dude in the chair' . I don' t  know if my fol­
lowing move is necessarily best, and I'm sure 
there are other ways to retain the advantage, but 
what I liked about it was the gestalt factor - that 
I treated my position as a whole. I can ' t  be sure 
of the influence of Karpov-Spassky on this de­
cision but looking at h3 and �h2 in the previous 
game suggests there was some pattern-recogni­
tion going on too. So it seems I found this move 
both on the basis of previous experience and 
my ability to think in certain non-conventional 
ways. 

20 
Improving my king, so that my other pieces 

can make the most of themselves. If I used 'in­
tuition' to find 20 g3, then there were two as­
pects of intuition involved: the first was a 
general appraisal of the position as a whole 
based on the chess patterns I have available 
(bishop dominating knight, back-rank tricks, 
wandering queen) and the second was a more 
active search for the key to the position (what 
feels most important). It might be said that in 
the former case I was 'seeing' and in the latter 
case I was ' thinking' ; an important distinction 
which we' ll return to. 

Let's consider the position after 20 i.xe6 
fxe6 21 ii'c4 'iib5 22 'iixe6+ �h8 (D) in more 
detail. 

,' ' 

'itt 
23 c4? is indeed dangerous for White after 

23 . . . ii'b4 24 'if'xc6 Ilxfl+! (24 . . .  'ir'd2 25 Wxa8) 
2S :xn Ilf8 26 Ilbl 'ir'd2 27 'iid6 'if'f2 28 h3 

h6. I think I'd rather be Black here, despite 
White's extra pawns. Partly because of this line, 
I originally gave 20 g3 two exclamation marks, 
and wondered if it may be the best move I 'd  
e ver played, but then when I showed i t  to 
Dvoretsky, he helped to prune my appraisal be­
cause when viewed dispassionately, it seems 
that in the diagram position 23 'if'c4! gives me a 
better ending than the one I would have reached 
in the game had my opponent not let me ex­
change on e6. Black has to take on c4 and then 
White has an extra pawn as well as all the posi­
tional advantages described in the note to 
Black' s 20th move. I simply didn't  see this re­
treat, which may have something to do with as­

sociating the capture on e6 as the alternative to 
the endgame after . . .  'iixc4 in general. Nonethe­
less, I don' t  think this detracts too much from 
the value of 20 g3, of which I am still proud, 
and it may even have been strongest from a 
practical point of view because I could sense 
that my opponent wanted me to take on e6 and 
wouldn' t  play into the ending after 20 ... i.xc4. 

... 

20 . . .  i.h3 2 1  :xn :xn 22 'if'h5 was 'a good 
omen' When trying to play intuitively (though 
it's better not to try if possible; just play if you 
can) you should also look out for 'omens' which 
usually manifest themselves as surprising tacti­
cal variations that work in your favour. Of 
course you don' t play 20 g3 just because 
20 . . .  i.h3 doesn't  work but if it's the move you 
want to play anyway, and such a variation is 
there, it often means you are on the right lines 
and should support faith in your judgement. 

20 . . .  i.xc4 2 1  'if'xc4 'if'b5 is critical. This is 
the line which may initially make you feel that 
you missed the boat by not taking on e6 but 
looking more closely suggests that White may 
be better. Just as it was in the Karpov game at a 
similar stage, superior mobilization is the key 
factor. I have two rooks in the game and Black's 
bishop has nothing to attack. Play could then 
continue 22 c3 'if'xc4 (22 . . .  i.e3 ! ?) 23 bxc4 i.e3 
(D). 

My feeling was that White would be better 
here and I also felt that my opponent wouldn't 
be too comfortable with such a line (he wanted 
me to take on e6 to let his f8-rook breathe !) .  If 
you don't agree that White is better here, there 
are ways of thinking which might lead you to 
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that conclusion. Jeremy Silman' s notion of 
is perhaps the most helpful think­

ing technique in this respect. For a full explana­
tion of this idea see The Amateur's Mind, which 
is a wonderful book for anyone under 2000 
(Elo) strength, but I myself learned a great deal 
from it. The most important imbalance here is 
the scope of the rooks, which is clearly in 
White's  favour. There is, however, a question 
of pawn-structure, which would seem to favour 
Black, but then when we consider the knight vs 
bishop imbalance this may not be so clear. The 
c-pawns are actually very useful for limiting 
the bishop and my knight has plenty of scope to 
come to cS and b6 because I use my develop­
ment to divert the bishop off the g l -a7 diago­
nal, or if necessary I can play c5. 

From my point of view, the interesting thing 
about the way I assessed this position was that I 
used an idea by Aleksei Kosikov, which I read 
in Opening Preparation by Dvoretsky and Yu­
supov (page 248): .. In an open position where 
both sides have weaknesses, the knight may 
prove stronger than the bishop Imagine an 
endgame without kings; White has a knight, 
and pawns on a2, c2, e2 and g2; Black has a 
dark-squared bishop, and pawns on b7, d7, f7 
and h7. By attacking the enemy pawns, the 
knight will most probably drive them onto the 
same colour squares as the bishop, which will 
thus become a 'bad' one." I had read about this 
idea a few weeks before playing this game and 
it made quite a profound impression. The curi­
ous thing is just how seemingly unrelated this 
position is to that abstract idea. But this is an 
open position and Black does have weaknesses 
so maybe it's not so strange. Perhaps it is through 

such subtle connections that patterns are devel­
oped and strengthened. 

When all is said and done though, it turns out 
that this position is probably not better for 
White after all. This was a bit of a blow for me 
to discover, because it undermined the value of 
the 20 g3 idea, but the following variations sug­
gest that Kosikov's wisdom may be mistaken 
when there are rooks on the board: 

a) 24 :d3 �g5 (24 . . .  �a7 25 ltd7 !) 25 :d6!? 
looks promising but then a little temporary pas­
sivity doesn ' t  seem to harm Black: 25 . . .  :ac8 
26 lLlb6 ltc7 27 �d7 :es and the trend may 
soon turn in Black's favour. 

b) 24 :d7 :ad8 ! 25 :fxf7? (during the 
game this idea gave both players the impression 
that White would be better, but that's probably 
just because of 'role play' - until now White 
has been applying pressure so when such a su­
perficially attractive idea appears we assume it 
favours the side with the initiative) 25 . . .  ltxd7 
26 ltxd7 :n + 27 �g2 :n+ 28 �h3 ltxa2 and 
Black wins. 

The truth hurts, and all the more so since I 
had written the long explanation above before I 
discovered it. I don't see a significant improve­
ment for White here but all the same I kept the 
annotation, which has some educational value 
regardless of its relevance. A further curiosity 
is how this relates to the section on 'The Trap­
pings of Analogy' below because in so far as I 
was mistaken, the mistake was that I consciously 
applied Kosikov's reasoning in the wrong cir­
cumstances, rather than just take the given posi­
tion at face value and trust my unconscious, 
which included the knowledge of Kosikov's 
idea. 

2 1  i.xa6 is met by 2 l . . .h5 ! 22 �c4 �g4 23 
'ii'd2 �b6 24 'ii'xa5 i.f3+. OK, I admit it, that 
one is Fritz's, but I didn' t  even think about 2 1  
i.xa6 because I already had a good idea behind 
20 g3, and when you have a good idea you 
should often just play it (see 'Bread, Butter, and 
Jam' in Chapter 6). 

. . .  (D) 
Now I have it all. The better structure, a safe 

king, the prospect of pawn-hunting with my 
queen and the idea of freeing my knight with c3 
if and when the time comes. 

.•• 



THINKiNG 33 

B 

The exclam is a bit self-indulgent, but I like 
the way it all holds together. 

. • .  24 c3 
24 'ii'xe6? 'fie2+ would not be a good day 

out. 
24 . . .  �e3 
24 . . .  ltxfl 25 ltxfl �e3 26 ltdl !  also gives 

White a huge advantage. If the rooks come off 
I'm probably technically winning and 26 . . .  ltf8 
is the game (at move 25). 

25 ltxf8+ 
25 ltf7 was tempting, but it somehow didn't 

seem consistent with the position of my knight. 
Since I saw nothing resembling a knockout 
here I preferred to continue more technically. 
25 . . . �h6 26 ltdd7 c5! is a case in point. It's not 
that 25 ltt7 is bad, but before going on such an 
escapade it is well worth consulting any pieces 
which are not part of the plan. To borrow 
Seirawan's phrase, it  is an important aspect of 
successful attacks that you to 

2S . . .  ltxf8 26 
Given that almost all strategic operations up 

until now have depended on the relationship of 
these two pieces, I enjoyed moving into the 
'new game' which now begins. 

Or 28 . . .  ltxf3 29 bxc5 ltfB 30 ltd6. 

Of course White is clearly better, but it's still 
important to talk to your pieces. Even if you 
win the whole queenside, the king is a little 
worried that there may be an accident on the f­
file. 

g (D) 

w 

A strange move, but consistent with my pre­
vious play. I decided that I would win the queen 
ending, and so I was just waiting for his queen 
to move so that I could exchange rooks on d8. 
There are other ways of playing, but for the 
whole game I have been 'playing for two re­
sults' (more on this in Chapter 3) in that my op­
ponent has had little sight of winning chances. 
If I gobble pawns I may be winning, but if I let 
his queen become active I introduce a third re­
sult into the equation and there seemed to be no 
need for that, especially given the proximity of 
the time-control. 

.•• 

The point is that there is no longer a check on 
s。ntre䜀k'i,.ytairkrᔀ뀬쀀o o 瀁  ͅ ॒ o瀀
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leave the remaining moves for your interest. 
I'm not saying it's easy to win but I think most 
of the moves speak for themselves. 

• • .  'iii>f'2 38 

44 

a5 

a3 60 
64 66 

These two games highlight many aspects of 
'intuition' in chess. Firstly I think it shows pat­
tern-recognition in action, as there were many 
common features :  the role of the c4-square, at­
tention to the white king, avoiding unnecessary 
complications, the vulnerability of f7, the long­
term weakness of the black queenside. However, 
it should be stressed that my play in Rowson­
Kulaots was not based on the conscious recol­
lection of the Karpov-Spassky game. I had 
somehow assimilated the main features of that 
contest but, if asked about Karpov-Spassky, I 
would probably have remembered only that the 
opening was a Modern Scheveningen, and that 
Karpov played a stunning lbbl at some point. 
Still, although I cannot be sure, I think that my 
unconscious knowledge of Karpov-Spassky 
helped me to navigate myself through the main 
ideas in the position (it gave me a 'feel' for the 
position), and thus gave me a sense of what to 
look for. This example of where intuition comes 
from is consistent with the idea of the brain as a 
self-organizing patterning system and seems to 
accord with most of the relevant writings that 
I've come across. However, we still haven 't  
pinned down exactly what intuition is or how 
(whether?) it can be developed. 

Krogius (The Psychology of Chess, Chapter 
2) seems very clear that intuition is "definitely a 
component of thinking" which is distinct from 
creativity, can be recognized by the relative 
speed that decisions are made (all quite quick, 
with exception of 20 g3) by sudden appropriate 
insights into the position (the extent of Black's 
potential counterplay), by the accompaniment 

of strong emotional support (20 g3 ! ?  - felt 
more comfortable about my king) for the idea 
and by a player' s  sense of timing (move 20 as 
key moment). I recommend Krogius' s  chapter 
for its descriptive content but I'm not sure that 
his advice on intuition extends beyond the tru­
ism that if you work hard on all aspects of 
chess, your feel for the game will improve. 

Gufeld (Intuition: The Cornerstone of Chess 
Art) writes in a more inspiring tone about intu­
ition and remarks that "The accumulation of 
experience develops his positional and combin­
ative intuition. Somewhere deep in his subcon­
scious is all the necessary information which 
seems at times to be forgotten but which, at the 
necessary moment, appears to prompt the right 
decision in non-standard positions." Very well, 
but again, it seems that you' ll only have good 
intuition if you have a plentiful store of relevant 
patterns. I don't  know about you, but I don' t  
feel very comfortable with that; it seems threat­
ening somehow, like you are defined by your 
past, and cannot escape it. Surely intuition is 
not just chess baggage. We do talk of 'using' 
your intuition after all, by which we usually 
mean going with your gut feeling, or something 
similar. Thus it is possible to think of intuition, 
as well as being our 'chess unconscious' ,  as a 
type of 'muscle' that can be exercised. 

to 

Vision 

Every time I see a kid making a mistake and ask 
him why he played that move his reply starts 
with the words ' Well, I thought . .  . '. 'Don 't think ' 
I reply, 'look '. 
RICHARD lAMES, author of The Complete 
Chess Addict and Chess Teacher 

If only we could pull out our brains, and use 
only our eyes. 
PICASSO 

Gufeld and Krogius are, however, entirely in 
synch with mainstream chess psychology on 
this matter. Many trees have fallen to explain 
the basis of this idea� which is that what distin­
guishes a strong player from a weak one in 
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chess is 'vision' (or visualization) and that this 
'vision' is based upon chess experience. The 
following claim is particularly significant: 
"The master doesn't calculate more than the 
expert. Rather, he sees more, especially the 
more important things." - De Groot. Abra­
hams ( 1 95 1) built a book around 'vision' and 
defined it as "the unforced intuition of possibil­
ities in the mind's  eye". Levitt (Genius in Chess) 
refers to the relevant experience as a player' s  
'intuitive database' , which is the store of chess 
patterns a player uses as the basis of his 
thought-processes. 

In so far as there is evidence for this perspec­
tive, Dutch psychologist De Groot provided the 
basis of it in an experiment in 1944, which was 
updated and refined by Chase and Simon in 
1973. Using a technique based on board recon­
struction, these experiments suggested that the 
stronger you were, the more likely you were to 
view positions in 'chunks' (e.g .  castled posi­
tion, group of coordinating pieces, etc.) and that 
these chunks were seen by the stronger players 
on the basis of a vast store of analogous posi­
tions with the same types of chunks. Whereas 
relative beginners can only take in a piece or 
two at a time and very slowly grasp the ways in 
which- the pieces are interacting, the stronger 
player can quickly assimilate lots of different 
constellations of pieces and their role in the po­
sition as a whole. So, for example, if the 'ac­
tion' is all on the queen side, and both sides have 
castled kingside, the master doesn' t  really con­
sider the pawns on h2, g2 and f2 as separate 
units but rather as 'a chunk' . More generally, if 
the h-pawn were to be on h3 rather than h2 he 
would not consider the placement of the h­
pawn as significant as such but rather that the 
whole kingside constellation has changed. So 
in a sense when he moves a pawn, he is moving 
a whole group of pawns. Perhaps we can say 
that when Karpov played h3 in the above game, 
it wasn't so much that a pawn on h2 had moved 
to h3, but rather that 'g2/h2' had become 
'g2/h3' .  

So the way a chess position i s  perceived dif­
fers markedly among players of different 
strengths. I have consulted lots of people on the 
matter of chess perception, asking them about 
the board in their head and whether it is a static 
image, whether it moves, has shape, is limited 

in size, etc. I have also asked about this image 
during chess thought-processes and, although 
the answers were varied, there is a common 
thread. This has not been a closed and careful 
experiment but I found a very interesting pat­
tern which I will ultimately use to explain the 
limitations of ' thinking' in chess. It comes down 
to this general claim: the stronger the player, 
the more abstract the visual image. 

I was excited by this discovery, even though 
I didn' t  know what to do with it. This claim is 
not new, but there are several different conclu­
sions that one can draw from it. What struck me 
most was the difference in the way the board is 
envisaged by a strong chess-player who sees a 
chess set as if it were a prop in a play and the 
way he sees it when he starts thinking of the 
moves. In the first case it has a size and shape 
and two colours in a larger context (e.g .  on a 
table) but in the latter it becomes an amorphous 
haze of implicit rules and ideas, without form 
or substance. I began to wonder whether this 
was just like all knowledge; the more you use 
it, the more unconscious it becomes. Try con­
sciously thinking about walking or breathing, 
for example, and you'll be surprised how diffi­
cult it is. But then it occurred to me that just as 
the chess set will have a role in the play, it does 
not have a role as such in the chess thinking 
process. Maybe we only see what we consider 
to be relevant and perhaps only what seems rel­
evant is of value to us. 

This is no more than suggestive, but to sup­
port this idea I would like to mention an Art stu­
dent in Edinburgh called Roland who had just 
started playing. He told me that in his head 
bishops were always fluorescent pink and the 
knights were emerald green, for both sides, 
and, although I can be gullible, I 'm sure he 
wasn' t joking. He uses chess as inspiration for 
his art work and so such vivid visual imagery 
had great value for him. And then when I asked 
my favourite non-chess-player, she just replied: 
"I don't have a chessboard in my head; why 
would I? If I want to see a chessboard I'll just 
look at one." 

There are problems here of course, and these 
musings are not philosophically air-tight. For 
instance, as soon as you stop to think what 
you're thinking, you are no longer thinking in 
the same way. But I wonder whether this vision 
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thing can really help us make sense of how we 
think. Maybe it's just a blind alley, as it were. 
Speaking of which, if such vision is entirely ab­
stract, is it the vision of a blind man? Are we 
'seeing' without our sense of sight? And if we 
don't see a visual image, what is it that we look 
for when we think in chess? What is guiding the 
search? 

I had hoped that conversing with blind chess­
players would help me to clarify this issue, but 
it seems that blind players ' think' in a very sim­
ilar manner to sighted chess-players. Indeed, 
according to Stan Lovell, the Chairman of the 
Braille Chess Association for the UK, the prin­
cipal problem for blind players is blundering 
because they somehow forget to 'look' (some­
times in memory, usually through touch) at a 
particular chunk or constellation of pieces. This 
is often associated with the tiredness which 
comes from trying to retain a changing image 
in your head without an external reference 
point for that image. However, what struck me 
most from these conversations was a comment 
by Graham Lilley (Britain's strongest blind 
player) that first and foremost he 'sees' an idea, 
usually as a familiar pattern, and only then 
checks it by means of analysis. He is also 
guided by his sense of value. Moreover, he 
claims to have no visual image whatsoever in 
his thinking processes. When he says that he 
first and foremost 'sees' an idea, he means it in 
the sense of recognition rather than sight. He 
moves from one position to another on the basis 
of where his thoughts go, and as far there is a di­
rection to these thoughts he says that he heads 
towards, as far as possible, 'what works' .  

Evaluating Val ue 

What is good phaedrus, and what is not good. 
Need we ask anyone to tell us these things? 
ROBEJU PIRSIG, Zen and The Art of M otorcy· 
cle Maintenance 

So we know that s tronger players are inclined 
to see board positions by means of 'chunking' 
and we think these chunks are seen because 
they are familiar patterns. Most beginners will 
try to visualize the whole board and will often 
need to orientate themselves one piece at a 
time. This much is now well established, but 

probing more specifically it is very curious 
what chess-players see because it seems to me 
that they see what they think to be of value to 
them. Professor Susan Greenfield (Brain Story) 
supports this point: "We are far from being pas­
sive cerebral sponges. It turns out that we hu­
mans see not with our eyes but with our 
brains . . .  your attentional system provides for 
where your eyes move. So . . .  if something hap­
pens in my visual field that is interesting, I ' ll 
move my eyes there. But why would you move 
your eyes there? Only if your attentional sys­
tem indicated the need to move there . . .  what 
we see must depend on the unique contents of 
our personalized brains." These 'unique con­
tents' may include that elusive x-factor, ' tal­
ent ' ,  but I suspect it' s  largely a question of 
personal history. What is interesting to us, what 
is valuable to us, is related to who we are, and 
who we are is mainly a question of genes and 
experience. 

Our chess 'vision' has almost nothing to do 
with our eyes, and lots to do with our sense of 
value. A few examples may help to make sense 
of this idea. Please pay special attention to the 
words I have placed in italic. 

w 

Minders (1061) - Gonzalez (1466) 
U.S. Amateur West 1993 

I have taken this example from the chapter 
'The Curse of the Mindless King Hunter' in 
Jeremy Silman's hugely instructive book The 
Amateur's Mind. Silman's comment is very re­
vealing here (italics are mine): "White was 
blind to the fact that his fortunes were tied to his 
extra queenside space and central possibilities. 
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Instead, he decided that a kingside attack was in 
order. Why? My guess is that he likes to go af­
ter kings and thought that this was as good a 
time to do it as any. Needless to say, this is not 
the way to play good chess !" This strikes me as 
a fairly normal occurrence and it isn't always a 
bad thing to play the moves you want to play. 

"White thinks that a knight on g3 will help 
him create a kingside attack simply because he 
has an extra piece on that side of the board. 
However, you should lead your pieces to squares 
where they have a future. Once the poor horse 
reaches g3 it will be badly posted since it can't 
go to e4, f5 or h5 !" 

Another of Silman's students adopted a sim­
ilarly 'desire-based' approach from the given 
position: 1 3  'i!fc2 lL:!h5 14 J..xe7 'ifxe7 

w 

Now the thoughts of the white-player, rated 
around 1600: "I want to mate Black on the 
kingside. How do I get there? His h5-knight is 
awkward so I don 't want to chase it back into 
play. I have a knight on c3 that's doing nothing 
so I should re-position it and make it more ac­
tive. My e3-pawn keeps his knight on h5 out. / 
want to break in the centre, though, and occupy 
d6. To do this I must get counterplay in the cen­
tre. By playing e3-e4, I get play in the middle 
but give his knight access to f4." 

Silman's despair amused me: "My heart sank 
when he said he wanted to mate Black on the 
kingside ! What justification does he have for 
this, other than desire?" Silman also despairs at 
the "fear of ghosts" shown in the worry about 
allowing . . .  lL:!f4, taking two moves to trade 
knight for bishop. 

In both cases what stands out for me is the 
emotional content of the thought and the way in 
which the thinking proceeds along evaluative 
lines. The players didn' t  just 'compute' their 
way to a decision, they were led to their choice 
by an evaluation, but not an 'objective' evalua­
tion, rather an evaluation based on desire, fear 
and aspiration; their sense of value was pro­
cessed in very human terms. White wanted to 
attack the black king in both cases. It wasn't 
that they thought that the best way to play was a 
kingside attack at all. Their evaluation of the 
position was flooded with emotional content. 
When the 1 600 noticed the possibility of the 
knight coming to f4, he didn't  stop to think 
whether it was a dangerous idea; he just had a 
feeling that such a turn of events was not to his 
liking. The reader's first impression may be 
that this just shows why these players are rated 
some 1000 points below the world's best but let 
me show you the thoughts of a player with 
those (roughly) extra 1000 rating points and see 
what you make of the difference. 

Speelman - Miles 
British Ch, Morecambe 1975 

c4 b6 J..b7 e4 e6 4 d4 J..b4 5 
J..xc3+ bxc3 l0e7 

In his preface to his notes to this game Jon 
Speelman says the following: "One of the big­
gest psychological problems in playing chess is 
to strike the proper balance between the moves 
one wants to play, and those which one believes 
one ought to play. Certainly, one should aim to 
be as objective as possible at all times. But in 
the heat of the battle this is, of course, extremely 
difficult. This is one area in which the differ­
ence between strong players and weaker ones is 
particularly marked I have a rather clear 
memory of the feelings - though of course not 
the exact calculation - which led me to lash out 
at move seven. My decision was the result of a 
heady cocktail of respect for my opponent com­
bined with an under-estimation of my position. 
When I started to think at move seven, I felt that 
it should be rather good for me; but then I be­
gan to have doubts. If Black can get in . . .  f5 suc­
cessfully, then he may have a good game. At 
some point the extreme idea of h4 occurred to 
me. And presumably the more I looked at it, the 
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more I wanted to play it. Eventually, I decided 
to give in to my cruder instincts." 

.I 
w 

"This is where thefitn starts . I liked my cen­
tre but got nervous about . . .f5 . So:" 

7 b4!? 
I love the way Spess says "so'', as if 7 h4 

followed deductively from his feelings about 
the position. Compare this to something like: 
"When one side has the two bishops he must 
strive to demonstrate the superiority of the 
bishop without a counterpart. Speelman aims to 
weaken Black's dark squares by pushing the h­
pawn to h6, thus improving the scope of his 
dark-squared bishop. The move has a further 
benefit in that there may a possibility of devel­
oping the king's rook to h3. Moreover, if Black 
is to stop the h-pawn from going to h6, he will 
have to move his own h-pawn, thus providing 
future targets for White's dark-squared bishop 
and weakening the g6-square in the event of 
Black playing . . .  f5 . Perhaps Speelman had also 
foreseen variations with tactical problems 
based on the a8-h 1 diagonal and felt it prudent 
to remove his rook from the diagonal of the b7-
bishop. The move has a further crucial benefit 
in that Black's most natural continuation, 7 . . .f5 
8 exf5 ttJxf5 ,  can be met with the developing 
move 9 .i.g5." This is my own interpretation, as 
provided by my left cortex. 

Which gives a truer account of Speelman's 
decision: the fun, the liking and the nerves or 
the invented verbal explanation? 

7 . . .  l:lh3!? 
"Once loosed from the fetters of playing 

'properly' ,  I carried on playing the moves I 
wanted to !" 

Why did he 'want' to play these moves? Pre­
sumably this rook-lift is quite consistent with 
the previous move, but did he 'think' his way to 
these two moves? Not in any conventional 
sense; I think it would be accurate to say that 
he 'felt' his way there, but even that would be 
misleading, because, as we saw in the Preface, 
thought and feeling are not as separate as we 
tend to assume. 

. . .  .i.d3 e5 10 f4!? 
"Although this is  consequent, it is  also ex­

tremely provocative. Presumably 7 h4 and 8 
.:h3 had caused a serious rush of adrenaline." 
Crazy juice is drenching the board. I wonder if 
Speelman had seen this position when he chose 
7 h4. I doubt it; in fact I have a suspicion that he 
probably played all of his moves from 7 to 1 0  
rather slowly and each of them took up a great 
deal of nervous energy. Indeed, he admits that 
he had already used an hour and ten minutes by 
this stage. 

There is much to be said here. My thoughts 
on objectivity will be elaborated on in Chapter 
5 but for now I should say that during a game I 
don' t  think it is possible for a chess-player to be 
absolutely objective. This is why Speelman's 
"objective as far as possible" is noteworthy, as 
is his claim that even this is "extremely diffi­
cult". I think objectivity in thought in general 
may be possible, for example in analysing a 
pawn ending which was not your own, but even 
there it doesn't come naturally because you will 
usually have certain preconceived opinions 
about what the evaluation should be and will 
tend to direct your thoughts towards the lines 
which fit your evaluation. More to the point, 
your evaluation will be related to desire; you 
will want to see certain things and you will look 
in accordance with your emotional reaction to 
the position. In other words your thoughts al­
ways have emotional content. 

More specifically, the role of desire in deci­
sion-making has been somewhat neglected. 
Perhaps this can be best understood with some 
sort of theory of chess aesthetics but our attrac­
tion to certain moves may also work in a similar 
way to sexual attraction. I ' ll only make the 
most tentative dip into this, the deepest of wa­
ters, but there may be some mileage here be­
cause in both cases the attraction can be rather 
inexplicable, inducing emotions we cannot fully 
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rationalize and perhaps in both cases we are 
also motivated by some sense of 'survival' 
Leaving the sex to one side, the idea of evalua­
tions being formed on the basis of previous ex­
perience may be in some sense Darwinian. 

A grandmaster reaches his present form over 
the course of hundreds of thousands of games 
(years) in the chess jungle. During this time 
they have slowly but imperceptibly improved 
(adapted, become 'fitter' ) and in deciding on a 
move over the board they are unconsciously 
calling on the experience of their past defeats 
and victories (ancestry, memes) to reach a deci­
sion which will maximize their chances of 
avoiding defeat (survival) and achieving vic­
lOry (procreation). Please don't  quote me on all 
this though, even though I'm writing it in my 
own book. 

My real aim is to try to explain and explore 
lhe idt?a that all chess thinking is evaluative. I 
have come to the opinion that evaluation is not a 
separate thought-process which we suddenly 
switch into when deemed important, but an in­
tegral one which is the pilot of our thoughts, 
and not just the pilot, but the co-pilot, steward­
ess, meal, and view out the window. It's the 
whole watermelon, it's ever-present, it's the 
red thread of our thinking, without which we 
wouldn't  think at all. 

When we calculate, plan, think abstractly, 
worry, make judgements, check for blunders, 
compare pieces and pawn-structures we are 
always thinking about the relative value of 
things. This move is 'better' than that one (more 
value). I don't 'trust' this line (suspicious about 
its value) I need to exchange rooks (my position 
would have more value if the rooks came off). 
This may seem counterintuitive at first because 
we generally think of evaluation as something 
you stop to do, perhaps after calculating or after 
a change in pawn-structure. But if you look at 
your thoughts closely you'll realize that you are 
making some sort of value judgement all the 
time. In most players this might be a largely un­
conscious process but there is definitely some 
sort of 'pre-intellectual awareness' in your 
chess thoughts. You gauge the likely value of 
different positions and ideas before you stop to 
make sense of them; your conscious and uncon­
scious evaluations may change but the funda­
mental process underlying your thoughts is 

always there. You may or may not realize it, but 
you are evaluating these words as you read 
them. 

Here is the rub: all thought in chess is eval­
uative. What is being sought is value. The 'vi­
sion' of the strongest players is abstract because 
value has no visible form. You cannot 'see' 
value any more than you can think it. Our ap­
preciation of value is ultimately a question of 
feeling. 

I think this is something like what Julian 
Hodgson meant when he told me that chess at 
the higher levels is "like a river'' in which you 
"go with the flow". You follow the value. It's 
not that you look at several different things, 
stop after each of them and evaluate; but rather 
your sense of value will determine what you 
look at and how long you look at it. When I 
played a six-game match with Michael Adams I 
was amazed at how little he saw. Yes, that's 
right, shock horror gasp! - he's only world top 
ten. But seriously, I actually think I saw more in 
general but what I saw was of relatively little 
value whereas Mickey followed the river; he 
knew where his thoughts should go. Mickey 
beat me very convincing} y: 5 (quality) - 1 ( quan­
tity). Indeed, after the match, when we were 
discussing chess, Mickey fully admitted not 
seeing very much in general; "that would have 
been an eye-opener for you", he said, with his 
eyes wide open. 

At the time I could only blink, but I think I 
now have a clearer idea of what he means. At 
the risk of overdoing the metaphors, the evalua­
tion doesn ' t  happen when the train inspector 
checks the tickets, the evaluation is the train 
driver without which you wouldn't move at all 
or know how to get to where you want to go. 
And just like the train, you almost never see the 
driver. Most of what your brain processes is un­
seen in that you are evaluating unconsciously 
and using this unconscious to reach your as­
sessments. 

This reminds me of a game I played against 
Julian Hodgson in which I found a very creative 
idea that almost had a huge hole but still 
worked well because of a fairly stunning re­
source. I ' m  sorry I can't trace the actual posi­
tion but I remember Julian congratulating me 
on the idea and saying he especially liked the 
fact that he couldn 't  do X because of Y. Then 
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when I told him that although I was vaguely 
aware of X I dido' t think I 'd seen Y he assured 
me that I had seen it, but just didn't  realize it be­
cause "most calculation is unconscious". I'm 
not saying that unconscious calculation is the 
same as evaluation but certainly the two seem 
to operate together somehow. 

The reason I mention the idea of all thought 
being evaluative in the context of emotion is 
that evaluation is, at least partly, some sort of 
emotional process. When you say "it doesn' t  
feel right", you are expressing what might best 
be called an 'emotional thought' .  And this of 
course links back to the Preface, where I sug­
gested that all thought had some sort of emo­
tional content. Chess thinking is evaluative 
because evaluation is what happens when 
thought and emotion get together. And thought 
and emotion are always together. 

I was delighted to discover that I shared this 
idea with the late but legendary Jan-Hein Don­
ner, who writes as follows in The King (page 
336): "A chess-player's thinking - in so far as it 
is a mental activity - is indeed mainly preoccu­
pied with calculation. When he is pondering his 
next move, there is little else going on his mind 
than a constant ' if I do this then he' ll do that' 
and so on. This is primarily experimental by na­
ture, since he is not allowed to touch the pieces 
and is forced for this reason to move them in his 
head. But this silent musing is based on a kind 
of sniffing - tactile, or tactile-mental activity of 
a totally different, largely unconscious nature; 
a background heavily laden with emotions, a 
form of perception rather than of thinking, 
since it is essentially purely evaluating by na­
ture. For all this calculation must start from 
certain evaluations, otherwise it would not 
even know when to stop." 

One reason that players may resist this idea 
is because it's easy to be bound by a popular du­
ality, namely that there are two ways of playing 
chess - the positional and the tactical. Many as­
sume that the former is based on pattern­
recognition and 'feel' while the latter is just 
random computation, flashy tactics and a ques­
tion of who can calculate better. It is considered 
by many to be a significant divide. But this is 
nonsense, and that's being polite. good move 
is a good move before it is any particular 
type of move� and a good position is a good 

position before it is any particular type of 
position. Our appraisal of quality always pre­
cedes our identification of types. Both these 
types are pattern-based in any case. Moreover, 
it is extremely rare to find a good positional 
idea that doesn't include an important tactic, 
and rare that tactics appear contrary to the spirit 
of the position. 

Cultivating Intuition 

Ask yourself: How does a man learn to get a 

'nose 'for something? And how can this nose be 
used? 
WITIGENSTEIN, Philosophical Investigations 

So what do we do now? All chess thinking is 
evaluative; whoopee-do. How will this help 
1 800Joe become Joseph2000? Or Savage, the 
mindless king-hunter, become mindful Sagave? 

I have no easy answer, but my first sugges­
tion is to take the idea of 'talking your 
pieces' seriously. When you talk to your 
pieces, you can bring unconscious value judge­
ments to the surface of your thoughts and let 
your pieces ' tell' you what they 'think' about 
how to proceed. The idea is closely related to 
'the value of the pieces' ,  which we will discuss 
in Chapter 4, but for now there is a more basic 
point. Once you realize that evaluating well is 
the key to playing good moves, you need to 
learn to evaluate. Simple in one sense, but 
there's a grave danger that if you evaluate in the 
conventional sense (stop and weigh imbalances, 
etc.) you will slip into your old conscious 
'thinking' patterns with all its rules, memories 
and painful impressions. Sometimes it is better 
to take a fresh look at the position, and talking 
to your pieces can be a very effective way to do 
it. 

If this sounds way too wacky for a 'serious' 
game like chess, maybe you'd believe a more 
'serious' writer. How about Nimzowitsch? 
Pawn-chains, blockaders, prophylaxis, what­
ever; Nim.zowitsch did something very much 
like talking with his pieces too: "It may seem 
strange, but to me the chess pieces have living 
souls; they have wishes and desires, slumbering 
in their subconscious, to be understood only by 
me. They want something without understand­
ing why. I don't  understand either, but I know 
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what they want." (My System). Donner seems 
lo agree, and suggests that "anyone doing man­
aal work, in whatever field, even if it were only 
with the pen, will immediately recognize the 
experience." Moreover, Donner seems to con­
sider this type of awareness of the "desires" of 
inanimate objects as part of "a finely tuned 
perceptional system" (The King). Let's con­
sider the following game and see how this idea 
fits in. My notes are somewhat superficial, 
partly because I didn't want to distract from Ti-· 
aer's  'conversation' .  and also because a full 
ualysis would take several pages without lend­
ing itself to verbal explanation. 

P.H. Nielsen - Hillarp Persson 
Politiken Cup, Copenhagen 1998 

1 1 c4 g6 2 d4 i.g7 3 e4 d6 4 M  lLJf6 S i.e2 0-0 
! 6 lLJf3 eS 7 0-0 lLJc6 8 dS lt:Je7 9 b4 aS 10 i.a3 
I flitS 11  axb4 12 i.xb4 lLJf4 13 lLJbS c6 14 
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writing he is around 2550 and a grandmaster 
who, in my opinion, has not reached his peak. 
Most of that improvement can be attributed to 
copious amounts of hard work and pattern as­
similation. His intuition has been improved in 
this way but, to paraphrase Descartes, it' s not 
enough to have good intuition, one must also 
use it well. 

It seems that the idea of talking with your 
pieces has helped Tiger to do this . Here's what 
he had to say when I asked him to elaborate on 
his liking for the technique: 

"I think it's connected to the concept of 
'weak squares' ,  though not exclusively. When 
you ask your knights what they want, asking for 
the general direction of their yearnings, you 
will get a different view of the situation on the 
board; it especially helps me when I 'm getting 
too - how do you say it - exact; when calcula­
tion takes up too much of my thinking. If you 
play a very sharp opening and then suddenly 
find yourself in a strategically difficult position 
where the tempo is no longer of the greatest im­
portance, then it's a very good idea to change 
gear by asking your pieces where they'd like to 
be. I use this trick a lot. In endgames I talk con­
tinually to my pieces. I guess this is what all 
strong players do, to some extent; at least it's a 
very good explanation of what one is really try­
ing to do in the endgame when finding the opti­
mal constellation of the pieces. 

"As well in the middlegame as in the end­
game it's a good way of finding out which pieces 
to exchange and which to keep; a piece that has 
no will, that finds no meaning in roaming the 
board, should immediately be exchanged. 

"The concept of 'talking to your pieces' 
can be stretched infinitely, but usually use 
it to 'decomputerify' my thoughts and make 
chess more animated." 

If the above game wasn't enough to show 
this appraisal in action, consider the following 
gem: 

Hodgson - Hi l larp Persson 
Erevan OL 1996 

1 d4 d6 2 e4 g6 3 llJc3 i.g7 4 i.e3 a6 S ir'd2 
llJd7 6 h4 hS 7 llJf3 llJgf6 8 eS llJg4 e6 fxe6 
10 ..id3 llJf8 11  ..id7 12 l:.he1 c6 13 ..igS 
'it'aS 14 �b1 (D) 

i. 
B 

Put yourself in Black's shoes. You've played 
a provocative opening and your opponent has 
replied classically, centralizing his pieces and, 
by means of a positional pawn sacrifice, has 
rendered your pieces rather passive. In such sit­
uations you may feel uncomfortable generally 
but it is important to put your finger on the 
source of the discontent. In this case I think the 
black king is a little uncomfortable in spite of 
his weighty pawn shield mainly because of the 
superior scope of the white rooks and the prox­
imity of the weaknesses on g6 and g5. But is the 
king really the issue? Talk to your knight on f8 
and he'll tell you that his hands are tied. You tell 
him that he's doing a good and important job 
and that you need him to stay there, guarding e6 
and g6. But of course this conflicts with the de­
sires of the rooks, which would like access to f8 
in order to use the half-open f-file. Also, you 
would like to castle queenside but e7 hangs. So 
the problem boils down to the superiority of 
White's rooks and the difficulty in using your 
own rooks. How are you going to deal with this? 

Talk with your aS-rook. He'll probably tell 
you that he's happy where he is, because he 
wants to 'cover' the king by keeping the . . . 0-0-0 
option and he may also be brought to life by ad­
vancing one of the queenside pawns at some 
stage. Your h8-rook is rather less sure of its 
dharma because as long as the knight is on f8, 
the . . .  0-0 option is unavailable. So what can you 
do? Have a good chat with the guy on h8 and 
see what you come up with . . .  

14 . . .  l:.h7! 15 'i*'e2 i.h8! 16 i.d2 l:tf7! 17 
llJe4 'it'b6! 

An important move, keeping an eye on d4 
and b2. White's king may feel ever so slightly 
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perturbed now. After all, that d4-pawn is all 
that's preventing . . .  'ii'xb2#. A computer may 
not register that, but humans tend to sense these 
things acutely. And now the f7 -rook may re­
move the defender on f3 and there is some sort 
of hidden pressure on too� Black's queen, 
knight and rook all have an eye on it. 

18 .icl 
Hodgson is known for his fearsome attacks, 

but if you look at his games more closely, he is 
very protective of his soft spots, and very con­
scious of the safety of his own king. 

18 ... a5!? 
A little mysterious, but gaining space (some­

thing Black needs) and perhaps the a8-rook can 
come into play via a5 at some point. 

19 �gs :rs! 20 f3 ttJr6 21 ttJcJ :ds! (DJ 

w 

Fantastic chess. To be able to play in such a 
manner you have to be relatively resistant to 
Materialism (see Chapter 4). For now, look 
back to move 14 and compare the value of the 
h8-rook to the c3-knight. Now look at the value 
of the rook on d5 and consider that it can only 
be taken by improving Black's coordination 
and losing the d4-pawn. 

22 ltJxdS tlJxdS 23 'ii'd2 .ixd4 24 .ixg6+ 
�xg6 25 'ii'xd4 'ii'xd4 26 J:[xd4 eS 27 J:[d2 b5! 
(D) 

A difficult position to assess. I'd imagine it's 
about equal, but I like Black's centre and it 
would be more fun to be Black given that he 
was the main instigator of the turn of events 
which led to this position. On a more technical 
point, in such cases where one side is the ex­
change up but there are opposite-coloured bish­
ops on the board, the material imbalance can be 

w 

hard to understand. If there is nothing on the 
board but rook, bishop and king, against 
bishop, knight and king where the bishops are 
of opposite colours, GM Keith Arkell tells me 
that the side with the extra exchange can force a 
win� something which he couldn ' t  do if the 
bishops were of the same colour. However, 
when the position is relatively closed, like it is 
here, the opposite-coloured bishops can favour 
the side without the rook (it is difficult to play 
g4, for example, and c2 is vulnerable). Perhaps 
it' s similar to opposite-coloured bishops in 
general, in that they tend to favour the side with 
the initiative. 

28 g3 b4 
Somehow I prefer 28 . . .  a4 ! ?, which seems to 

secure the knight on d5 . After 29 a3 (29 b3 
b4 ! ?) 29 . . . .if5 30 ltJe4 <iPd7 it is not clear how 
White will make use of his bishop. 

29 .:d3 .irs 30 ltJe4 �d7 31 'iiral 
Now you should talk to your pieces again. 

Which is most urgently in need of attention? 
3l...lL'!f8! 32 c4 bxc3 33 bxc3 tlJe6 34 .ia3 

J:[g8? (D) 
I have the impression that this was played 

rather quickly; Tiger is usually in time-trouble 
around this stage. The rook seems to want to go 
to g8 but perhaps there was a more urgent con­
sideration because now White's position springs 
to life. 

34 . . .  ltJb6 ! ?  or 34 . . .  �c7 35 c4 tiJf6 ! ?  keeps 
Black in control. Black might even be clearly 
better, or more; if White can be prevented from 
playing c4 and g4 then Black's position will 
just keep on getting better. This type of posi­
tion, where the advantage looks small, but the 
trend may be irreversible, is more common than 



most authors realize. Part of me wants to say 
that Black is slightly better and part of me 
wants to say that he' s winning; the next chapter 
tries to resolve this type of problem. 

35 c4! i.xe4 36 llxe4 tiJb4 37 i.xb4 axb4 
38 J:xe5 J:txg3 39 J:taS c5 40 J:ta7+ liJc7 41 
�c6!? 42 axb4 cxb4 43 �b2 eS!?  

Tiger i s  clearly trying to make full use o f  all 
of his pieces in this game. It was also possible 
just to go for the h-pawn. 

44 llb3 e4 45 l:e3 exf3 1h.-lf1 
A draw was agreed here, which is just as well 

in a sense because both players missed 46 .l:e7, 
which appears to win on the spot, and somehow 
this result would be displeasing, given Black's 
superlative conception earlier in the game. 

To add further weight to the idea of talking 
with your pieces, Emanuel Lasker based his 
theory of chess aesthetics on the idea of 
'achievement', or more specifically 'the 
achievement of the pieces' .  Lasker's ideal is for 
the pieces to achieve a task of vital importance 
when there is only one way for them to do so. In 
a sense this is what talking to your pieces is all 
about; you consult with your forces very delib­
erately and 'ask' them how they will make the 
most of themselves for the common good. 

So it is my opinion that ' talking with your 
pieces' is an effective way to cultivate your in­
tuitive abilities. I also think that 'humour' is an 
incredibly important quality for a chess-player 
to have, and we' ll come to this shortly. How­
ever, for now I would like to recommend two 
training techniques from the Dvoretsky/Yusupov 
school of thought. 

The first is simply to 'guess' more often (see 
Chapter 4, Attack and Defence). When playing 
through a game or seeing a new position, make 
a quick judgement about the position and how 
play may develop and then compare this to the 
given analysis and/or your more considered 
opinion having looked at the position for a lon­
ger period of time. This will give you some 
sense of your intuitive abilities and should help 
you to make more successful guesses and even­
tually to trust your first impressions more. 

The second is the idea of 'positional sketches • 

(see Chapter 3, Training for the Tournament 
Player), which basically involves the sketching 
of instructive positions on a card and making 
sense of it to yourself in your own words. Al­
though I haven't used this technique for a 
while, I feel it was instrumental in my passage 
from IM to GM. The technique is based on the 
idea that it's not just the number of positions 
you have in your 'intuitive database' that counts, 
but how well you understand them and how you 
can adapt them, usually unconsciously, to your 
problems over the board. For example, if you 
are making the same type of error again and 
again in chess, it can be quite cathartic to draw 
out the positions where you went astray and see 
them together in all their 'glory'. 

The Trappings of Analogy 

The charm, one might say the genius, of mem­
ory is that it is choosy, chancy and tempera­
mental; it rejects the edifying cathedral and 
indelibly photographs the small boy chewing a 
hunk ofmelon in the dust. 
ELIZABETH BOWEN 

At what level do we stop just repeating what we 
have remembered and genuinely start to under­
stand why we 're playing the move? At my level, 
it 's almost entirely memory, mostly taken out of 
context. 
RICHARD JAMES, Chess writer and teacher, 
rated around 2000 

A note of caution. Pattern-recognition is not 
usually a conscious process . There is a differ­
ence between 'feeling' the right moves from the 
basis of an unconscious intuitive database and 
trying to copy a half-remembered position from 



THINKING 45 

your memory banks and pasting it onto a new 
one. There is nothing wrong with analogous 
reasoning in chess if it is done properly, as we 
saw, for example, in the Rozentalis game at the 
start of this chapter, but there is a danger in that 
the type of positions which make an impression 
on you may not be absorbed as 'purely' as you 
think. Another reason I like the technique of 
positional sketches is that the time and care 
taken helps to prevent the sort of mistaken rea­
soning we see in what follows. 

Speelman - Rowson 
Mind Sports Olympiad, London 1999 

1 ti:Jf3 till'6 2 c4 g6 3 b4 d6 4 .ib2 e5 5 d3 .ig7 
6 g3 0-0 7 i.g2 aS?! 

Control of c5 does not fully compensate for 
White's structural superiority in the queenside. 

8 b5 ltJbd7 9 ltJfd2 ltJc5 10 ltJc3 J:te8 1 1  
ltJb3 ltJe6 12 ltJa4 hS! 1 3  e3! h4 

After 1 3  . . .  c6 ! ?  14  bxc6 bxc6 1 5  i.xc6 i.d7 
1 6  i.xd7 .. xd7 1 7 ltJd2 l:lab8 18 .ic3 I didn't 
see a convincing way forward for Black. 

14 ltJdl! l:lb8?! 
14 . . . ltJg5 is more combative. 
15 hxg3 16 hxg3 c6 17 l:b1 (D) 

B 

17 . • •  c5? 
Looking at this position now, I am struck by 

the overwhelming ugliness of this move. Yet at 
the time I played it quickly and confidently. I 
have enough understanding to see that closing 
the centre, weakening d5 and ceding the light 
squares is an horrific positional blunder and yet 
during the game I was sure that this was the cor­
rect move in the given position. 

18 ltJd2 b6 19 ltJc3 ltJc7 20 .ic6! 
Only now did I sense that something was 

amiss. White is clearly better, or at least clearly 
in control, and went on to win. Why did this 
happen? The answer is in the following game, 
played six years earlier, annotated by Tiviakov 
in New In Chess no. 1 ,  1 994. All four comments 
are Tiviakov's. 

Hodgson - Tiviakov 
PCA qualifier, Groningen 1993 

1 c4 e5 2 g3 lDc6 3 .ig2 g6 4 lDcJ .ig7 5 l:lb1 
ltJf6! 

"To my mind this move is stronger than the 
frequently played 5 . . .  d6 6 b4, etc., because 
Black has a lead in development and must try to 
save as much time as he can." 

6 b4 0-0 
' 'The most important thing for Black is to re­

frain from . . .  d6." 
7 b5 Ci:Je7 8 'it'b3 

w 

"A very important move, which is made pos­
sible by the fact that the d-pawn is still on d7, 
and after the exchange on c6, Black can take 
with the d7-pawn." 

9 bxc6?! 
"It was better to refrain from exchanging on 

c6, and to develop the knight (9 li:Jf3), or to play 
9 d3 or 9 e4. The position is equal, as Black 
controls the centre and White cannot make any 
further progress on the queenside." 

9 ... dxc6 
Black is slightly better here and after various 

adventures went on to win a game which quali­
fied him for the PCA candidates matches. 
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Tiviakov's . . .  c5 was an excellent move and 
my . . .  c5 was a lemon. The positions are entirely 
different and yet I decided to apply what I 
thought was the same idea. What made a partic­
ular impression on my memory in the Tiviakov 
game was his claim that after any normal 9th 
move by White the position became equal be­
cause of Black's central control and White's in­
ability to do anything on the queenside. At first 
I assumed White could make use of the d5-
square but when I realized that this didn't come 
to anything significant I was really impressed 
by the idea. 

Remembering this concept, I was keen to 
play . . .  c5 against Speelman but wanted to wait 
until White could no longer castle queenside, 
thus making the h-file less worrying. Then 
when he played 17 l:lb1 I thought 1 7  . . .  c5 would 
also lead to an equal position and that I may 
even be better because he had nowhere sensible 
to put his king. But of course this reasoning is 
painfully mistaken. White's control of the h-file 
is not likely to lead to mate in a hurry but it's 
still a significant factor in the position, and 
whereas Black's e7-knight does a good job of 
controlling d5 while having the possibility of 
coming to f5 in the Tiviakov game, my c7-
knight is much more passive. Perhaps most sig­
nificantly, my b6-pawn is very weak. 

I suppose I have only myself to blame in this 
instance but I think this example further high­
lights the role of emotion in chess, in this case 
with its relation to memory. It wasn't that I 
thought the reasoning behind Tiviakov's . . .  c5 
could be applied to my game, it was that I very 
much liked the concept of keeping the queen­
side closed and not worrying about the weak­
ness on d5. My memory played a trick on me 
and threw me a poisoned pattern. Such is the 
danger of reasoning by analogy. So be careful 
with ideas that you ' like' ,  because you may use 
them inappropriately. 

There is support for this claim in 'gestalt' 
psychology which suggests that past experi­
ence does not always help with problem­
solving and may even be disruptive. Luchins 
( 1 942), for example, had this to say: "Habitua­
tion creates a mechanized state of mind, a blind 
attitude towards problems� one does not look 
at the problem on its own merits but is led by a 
mechanical application of a used method." 

Richard James gave an amusing and highly in­
structive example of this phenomenon which 
begins with a young junior player blaming him 
for a defeat. "You made me lose !", exclaimed 
the youngster. When he showed the game, it 
became clear what was at the root of the accu­
sation. The previous week, the club lesson had 
been about a tactical theme in games beginning 
with 1 e4 e5, for example after 2 l2Jf3 l2Jc6 3 
l2Jc3 i.c5?!  4 l2Jxe5 ! l2Jxe5 5 d4. Such a pattern 
comes as quite a surprise when you see it for the 
first time, and it is likely to appeal to you so 
much that you want to try it again soon. The 
young boy's  game began 1 e4 e5 2 l2Jf3 l2Jc6 3 
i.c4 i.c5 and guess what White played now? 4 
lDxe5? llJxe5 5 d4 llJxc4 and a piece had gone 
west. "So much for that idea !", he must have 
thought. 

Such extreme cases are rare, and of course 
we do not have to fall prey to this problem, but 
many chess-players are sticklers for old cer­
tainties and cannot break out of their own pat­
terns. The principal problem with relying on a 
conscious interpretation of a dimly remem­
bered idea is precisely that it is conscious and 
therefore uses only the surface of the mind. 
This is also an aspect of the Thinking sin, that 
when we just think on the surface of the mind 
we call upon only a fraction of our resources. 
This is one of the many things which can lead to 
confusion. 

Confused about Confusion? 

The main difficulty of thinking is confusion. We 
try to do too much at once. Emotions, informa­
tion, logic, hope and creativity all crowd in on 
us. It is like juggling with too many balls. 
EDWARD DE BONO 

We have already discussed the way in which 
your brain is naturally inclined to make and rec­
ognize connections between patterns and now 
it's time to show why this leads to confusion be­
ing such a common phenomenon on the chess­
board. Basically, your mind, left to its own 
devices, uses cliches and repeatable patterns to 
' think' Over the course of time such cliches 
come to seem a lot like 'rules' :  a knight on the 
rim is dim, never take a b-pawn with your 
queen, queen and knight are better than queen 
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and bishop and never ever invite a vampire into 
your house. Yet chess positions and ideas fre­
quently resist the imposition of rules for ex­
planatory purposes. 

Although there are useful guidelines in 
chess, it seems that there are almost no rules 
other than those which constitute the basic in­
structions. Watson does an excellent job of ex­
plaining this concept in Secrets of Modern 
Chess Strategy and he calls the phenomenon 
'Rule Independence' Classical chess strategy 
was based around certain precepts like 'play on 
the side of the board on which you are stron­
ger ' ,  'a wing attack should be met with an at­
tack in the centre' and so forth, but as chess 
strategy became more and more ' dynamic' it 
became clear that there were many exceptions 
to these rules and even the strongest players 
were seen to be breaking them. So much so in 
fact, that these 'rules' began to look somewhat 
irrelevant, even misleading. S o  chess skill be­
came less a matter of applying universal gen­
eral rules and more a matter of the correct 
appraisal of the specifics of a given position. 
This is well summarized by the guru of dy­
namic chess strategy Mihai Suba with his say­
ing : "In chess, the golden rule is that there 
are no golden rules". 

Another way of looking at the matter is to 
acknowledge that the purpose of rules in gen­
eral is to make sense of 'complex systems' ,  
such as chess. However, where rules cannot be 
formulated mathematically they must be stated 
in natural language and since language is es­
sentially simple (easily understood), and chess 
is essentially complex, the rules are not going 
to 'fit' in any sort of exact way. It doesn't mean 
that rules are useless, but just that we cannot 
rely on them exclusively to lead us to the cor­
rect decisions. 

This is problematic for the chess-player be­
cause in many ways these rules were candles in 
the darkness; if there are no such candles, how 
are we to make sense of this mysterious game? 
Given the unfathomable number of possible 
ideas in any given position, how are we to find 
the most suitable ones, if we don't have rules to 
guide us? 

Well actually we do have ' rules' to guide us, 
but these rules are by no means absolute, and 
are therefore more like ' guidelines ' which we 

ought to absorb, forget about, and use uncon­
sciously as part of thinking . Above all these 
'rules' should guide rather than dictate. The hy­
per-intellectual English chess-player Stephen 
James put it succinctly when he said that in 
chess, "rules are a wonderful servant but a 
terrible master" Clearly, rules can easily be 
misused because it is up to us to interpret them. 
Hartston and Wason imply exactly this in The 
Psychology of Chess: ''The beginner is taught 
certain maxims, precepts (or technically heur­
istics) of positional play which enable him to 
cope with apparent disorder, e.g. ' seize open 
files' ,  'occupy the 7th rank with a rook' ,  'avoid 
isolated pawns' , 'put your pawns on opposite 
coloured squares to those of your bishop' ,  etc. 
However, skill is marked, not by the applica­
tion of such precepts, but by the correct as­
sessment of their competing claims, or by 
knowing when to violate them." 

The problem with this being the case is that 
it is the very opposite of what comes naturally 
to the brain . In a self-organizing patterning 
system, cliches, rules and heuristics are cher­
ished and adored. Indeed, the mind is a cliche­
making and cliche-using system. Established 
patterns get larger and larger, i.e. individual 
patterns are strung together to give a longer and 
longer sequence which is so dominant that it 
constitutes a pattern of its own. There is noth­
ing in this system which breaks up such long 
sequences; you have to do it  yourself. At the 
risk of oversimplifying, we might say that the 
chess mind is torn, because chess is rule­
independent while the mind is dependent on 
rules. 

So in many chess positions we will look in 
vain for a way to apply our rules. Yet we find it 
very difficult to escape such rules. How often 
do you hear expressions like 'This shouldn' t  
work' , 'I  rejected that o n  principle' , 'This is 
outrageous ! ' .  I hear them frequently, and I feel 
quite sympathetic when I do. It is entirely pos­
sible to ' follow all the rules' and lose to an op­
ponent who breaks them. This is hard for us to 
bear, because most of our chess understanding 
was built upon such rules. Moreover, what are 
chess teachers to do without the old certainties? 
When I think of this predicament I am re­
minded of the famous Catholic reaction to the 
publication of Darwin's Origin of the Species: 



48 THE SEVEN DEADLY CHESS SINS 

"Let us hope that it is not true, and if it is true, 
let us hope that it does not become widely 
known" 

Our rule-bound sense of chess leads directly 
to confusion because our rules lead us to ask 
questions of positions that don' t yield any com­
forting or convincing answers. In most cases, 
all you will hear in reply to a question like 
'How should I respond to a wing attack?' is the 
inner echo of your own voice, or, more likely, a 
bemused oracle tirelessly repeating 'It depends 
on the position.' Hartston and Wason put the 
point like this : "Confusion is caused by the 
non-existence of a concrete answer to the 
questions of the position." This is another 
good reason to talk with your pieces: because 
the type of questioning and answering going on 
is less exact, more tactile, and less likely to lead 
to confusion. 

Confusion is also caused by what I like to 
call 'bureaucratic thinking'. We often see the 
right move very quickly but then look for a way 
to justify our feeling that this move is the cor­
rect one. Our j ustification often takes the form 
of rule-based reasoning. 'I want to play this 
move but he just broke such and such a rule and 
so it doesn't seem to fit here. It's only logical that 
having broken such and such a rule, I should 
use this other rule to punish him. And so I 
should play this other move, which doesn't feel 
so good, but seems more logical.' This type of 
problem has similarities with Perfectionism but 
is actually more about an over-reliance on rea­
son than trying to play the perfect move. It  is 
very important to be aware of such ' red tape' in 
your thinking. If a move strikes you as cor� 

rect, it needn't require an explanation and 
even if you feel it does, it won't be needed until 
after the game. This is also an important aspect 
of trusting your intuition and sufficiently rele­
vant to 'thinking' to merit an example. 

Rowson - McDonald 
London 1998 

l ltJf3 dS 2 c4 c6 3 d4 ltJf6 4 cxdS cxdS 5 M 
lbc6 6 i.f4 a6 7 ltJeS i.d7 

7 . . .  e6! . 
8 e3 e6 9 .id3 .ie7 10 g4! •b6 11 0-0! h6 

12 llcl l:d8 13 ltJa4 'WaS 14 ltJxd71 ltJxd7 15 
a3! lieS 16 b4 'ir'd8 17 ltJcS ltJxcS 18 bxcS 

i.gS 19 i.g3 i.h4 20 llb1 i.xg3 21 hxg3 l:lc7 
22 f4 "fie7 23 l:lf2 gS 24 'iif3 gxf4 25 gxf4 l:g8 
26 l:g2 'iif6 27 iif2 <ittd8 28 <itth1 �c8 29 
l:lbg1 'iig7 30 llh2 f6 31 'ir'h4 eS 32 dxeS fxeS 
33 'iixh6 e4 34 i.b1 fif7 (D) 

So far so good; if I may say so I played rather 
well up to here, though perhaps I took a little 
too long doing so. Now I think I panicked a bit. 
I was hoping to make my final GM norm in this 
tournament and perhaps put too much pressure 
on myself. When showing the game to Jon 
Speelman afterwards I think he said, "All you 
have to do here is relax and let yourself win this 
position". I was probably a little tense and also 
not sufficiently focused to calculate carefully. 

35 fibS?! 
Not sure about this one; it's not obvious that 

my queen was so badly placed. I think it was 
time for 35 .ia2!,  when _.h5 is some son of 
threat. When I annotated this game for myself 
after the tournament at this point I inserted: 
"Don't forget to talk with your pieces! Clearly 
the bishop had a much stronger case than the 
queen." After 35 . . .  l2Je7 36 'tih7 there could fol­
low 36 . . .  llg7 37 _.h8+ llg8 38 'iid4 or 36 . . .  'ir'e6 
37 f5 with domination in both cases. 

35 . .. 'ir'e6 36 .ia2 l2Je7 37 rs 
OK, but such a push should only be made 

with a concrete follow-up in mind. 
37 ... \i'eS 38 'iif7 l:d8 39 l:.h7 l:cd7 (D) 
The crunch moment. GM Neil McDonald, 

annotating in Chess magazine, describes my 
thought-processes rather well: "Jonathan felt 
instinctively that 40 'tig7 was the correct move, 
but decided to test his intuition with some anal­
ysis and in his head came up with . . .  [see below]" 
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40 'iVe6?! 
It's true actually� I had seen 40 'iVg7 'fixg7(?) 

41  .:txg7 ttlxf5 and was a little wary of allowing 
tactics in any shape or form. I then j ustified my 
safer move with the bogus variation 42 l:xd7 
.:th8+ 43 �g2 lLlh4+ 44 �g3 �xd7 which I 
considered 'unclear' because 45 l:.h 1 ?  is met by 
45 . . .  lLlf5+. B ut of course 45 J.xd5 wins very 
easily here. This last point, which Krogius 
would no doubt include under cases of 'the re­
tained image' is a curious but instructive one. 
For so long my bishop has been struggling for a 
role and d5 has been overprotected that I just 
couldn ' t  imagine it would be so easy for it to 
come back into the game like this. Somehow 
my brain couldn't  shake the image of a blunted 
bishop on a2. 

McDonald went on to say that "Every 
chess-player, weak or strong, has to decide 
whether as a rule he should trust his intu­
ition when it disagrees with his calcula­
tion . . .  " In so far as this is true, I recommend 
that you trust your intuition as a rule but you do 
need both to play chess well so don't make your 
trust in intuition an excuse for lazy calculation ! 

Indeed it is true that strong chess-players 
should try to have good calculation and strive to 
improve it. However, I think we should con­
sider the idea that perhaps 'calculation' is 
overrated. I was surprised when I first heard 
this idea from GM Matthew Sadler, a player 
generally considered to have phenomenal cal­
culating powers. I didn't speak at length about 
this with him and I'm not sure how to develop 
this point without misleading the reader, but 
Matthew seemed to be suggesting that among 
the many important features of a chess-player's 

strength, tactical quickness and capacity for 
ideas (pattern spotting) were much more im­
portant. 

I'll restrict myself to two simple claims here: 
very few chess decisions are made on the basis 
of clear and exact calculation and in so far as 
calculation is a conscious process, it is useful 
only if it is directed by a sense of value (appre­
ciation of ideas and where to look for them), 
which tends to be unconscious. Still, this sense 
of value is more important than the formal tool. 
In this respect we should be aware that comput­
ers can only calculate after humans have in­
stalled an evaluative function (see Chapter 4 ). 

I think most GMs have read Kotov's classic 
Think Like a Grandmaster but the majority of 
them, including myself, not only don't seem to 
think in his prescribed manner, but wouldn't do 
a good job of explaining the details of the tech­
nique if they were to be asked. More likely I 
�ink, as with most of our chess knowledge, 
Kotov's technique has become part of our chess 
unconscious; we often know when to use it 
without being prompted and many players use a 
refined version of the technique even though 
they have no idea that this is what they are do­
ing. Much successful 'calculation' is very 
fuzzy. Indeed, I have come to think more gener­
ally that 'fuzzy thinking' is often a virtue in 
chess and makes use of a variety of thoughts 
and thinking processes, conscious and un­
conscious. 

As I have already said, thinking is a very 
messy process at the best of times. Looking at 
the more sophisticated appraisals/critiques of the 
Kotov technique like Krasenkow's (in Dvorets­
ky and Yusupov's Attack and Defence), Nunn's 
(Secrets of Practical Chess) and Tisdall's (Im­
prove Your Chess Now) you will see that calcu­
lation needn't be synonymous with structure 
and clarity and if this is the case with an aspect 
of thinking we consider to be most austere, but 
use quite rarely, think of how fuzzy your think­
ing might be in general. But don' t  think this 
need be a problem� just consider whether you 
agree with me and if so what this means for de­
veloping your chess strength. 

It is often thought that the stronger your play, 
the clearer your thinking, but personally I see 
no justification for that view. Closer to the truth 
seems to be ' the stronger your play, the fuller 
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your thinking' , whereby fullness might be a 
measure of diversity, appropriateness, depth and 
accuracy . Much as I love surrealism, any link 
with Dada is entirely accidental. However, after 
writing this I remembered that Marcel Duchamp, 
the great artist who was also a fairly strong 
chess-player, gave up art around 1 928 and de­
scribed chess as the quintessence of what Dada 
had intended. There is certainly a lot to be said 
for the idea that chess is surreal . But I digress. 

In the game continuation above, I calculated 
very badly but it's not clear if this is because I 
can't  calculate well, or I had some relevant de­
sire preventing me from seeing things clearly. 
Perhaps I had enjoyed being in control of this 
game so much that I was loath to risk losing 
control and therefore afraid to look at compli­
cations at all. I couldn't pretend that they weren't  
there, however, and so I found a convenient line 
that al lowed me to cease my search. In any 
case, I drew three lessons here: 

1 )  Learn to calculate better but accept that 
calculation can never stand separate from other 
aspects of thinking. 

2) If you can't make a decision based on good 
calculation, play the move you are intuitively 
more comfortable with. Realize in the process 
that 'fuzzy thinking' needn't be a bad thing. 

3) If you think you see a line which refutes 
the move you want to play and feel to be cor­
rect, ask-¥ourself if you really believe it (in this 
case such a simple question would have over­
ridden my nervous impulses and would have 
helped me to see 45 i.xd5 at the end). 

40 • .  .'ii'xe6 41 fxe6 :tc7 42 .:n l:.e8 43 :tel 
I was relying on 43 l:.ff7 �d8 44 i.xd5 ? but 

this loses to 44 . . . lt:Jxd5 45 l:.d7+ liteS. 
43 . . .  :tg8 44 �h2 �b8 45 �h3? 
I may still be winning after 45 .:n, but this is 

by chance rather than design. 
45 .•. .:rs 46 :tr7 :th8+ 47 <itg3 :th6 48 .:xe7 

l:.xe7 49 .i.xd5 :tf6 50 l:c3 :tf3+ 51 'ith4 
:th7+ 52 'itg5 :tg7+ 53 <ith4 l:.h7+ •h.-•h. 

Looking back at this game, I think my pri­
mary fault was over-susceptibility to fear, lack 
of faith in my intuition and making calculation 
a slave to my nervous tension. It is difficult to 
calculate well when your head is not clear, but 
our heads are very rarely 'clear' so we often just 
have to make the best of our fuzzy thinking. 

Humour and Hedonism 

Perhaps the most important trait a player needs 
is a warped sense of humour. 
GM TONY MILES 

Humour is by far the most significant behav­
iour of the human mind. 
EDWARD DE BONO, I am Right, You are Wrong 

We should tackle reality in a slightly joking 
way; otherwise we miss its point. 
LAWRENCE DURRELL 

Have you ever noticed how many players smile 
and laugh when they are analysing chess posi­
tions? Have you ever been attracted to a partic­
ular line of play because it appealed to your 
sense of humour? Have you ever thought that a 
surprising move in chess may be rather a lot 
like a punchline in a joke? I would answer all 
three questions affirmatively because I have 
come to believe that Miles's quote is not just a 
joke unto itself but a profoundly important in­
sight into the workings of the chess mind. When 
I asked Tony Miles if he could point me in the 
right direction about the above quotation he 
said that, with regret, he could only point me in 
the direction of a circle, for which he recom­
mended that I turn left and keep on going. He 
did add though, as a vital afterthought, that it 
had something to do with 'unexpected punch­
lines' 

This is helpful because in general there does 
seem to be a strong overlap with the things that 
we find surprising and things we laugh at. If 
you've ever tried to entertain young kids you'll 
know that you often need to do little more than 
pull out their teddy bear from behind your back 
and you're guaranteed a few chuckles. Of 
course when we get older, we become condi­
tioned to expect almost everything around us 
and it's therefore more difficult to make us laugh 
by surprising us. Even so, surprise is a big com­
ponent of humour. We often read about the 
virtues of surprising the opponent, but if 
what I've said about pattern-recognition 
and vision makes sense, then it may be more 
important for us to surprise ourselves. In­
deed if we are to avoid being slaves to our pat­
terns, we need somehow to look beyond what 
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we naturally see and I would like to suggest that 
looking for 'jokes' is one good way to do this. 

This may become more plausible when you 
consider that timing is another important aspect 
of humour, as, of course, it is in chess. Zwischen­
zugs are typically humorous in that what makes 
them so significant in chess is that they are un­
expected along the main line of thought, and 
their 'timing' forces you to think again. Fur­
thermore, if timing and surprise aren' t  sugges­
tive enough, Miles's quote above reminded me 
of de Bono's quote and so I was interested to 
see how his thoughts on humour may relate to 
chess. 

According to de Bono, humour arises from 
the asymmetry of the patterns which form in 
our brain. This excited me because an unex­
pected break with ' symmetry' is by no means 
unusual in chess. Symmetry as a concept comes 
quite naturally to chess-players; most of us 
spend at least a year playing games which start 
exclusively with 1 e4 e5. We seem to be fixed 
into this pattern in the first year or so of our 
chess lives and can hardly envisage a game 
starting in any other way. Perhaps 1 d4 d5 when 
we're feeling daring, but never, God forbid, 1 
c4 or 1 lDf3 - why would you want to play a 
move like that? Moreover, go into a junior 
chess club and you'l l  see many, if not most, 
games beginning with something like 1 e4 e5 2 
�f3 lDc6 3 lDc3 lDf6 4 .ic4 .ic5 5 0-0 0-0 6 d3 
d6 7 h3 h6 8 a3 a6 9 .:e 1  .:es until the dramatic 
suspense becomes unbearable and somebody 
gives away material. Thus when 1 e4 e5 be­
comes the dominant track in our thoughts about 
how a game should develop, and the other 
side-tracks are usually suppressed. If a hard­
ened 1 e4 e5 player (with both sides of course) 
were to notice a clubmate playing 1 g3 or 1 b3 , 
before learning about the concept of a fian­
chetto, he'd probably think his clubmate was 
being at least a bit funny, if not downright odd. 

As I understand it, if our patterns were 
formed symmetrically we would think only in 
terms of rules based on the comparisons of 
straight-line tracks. There would be no side­
tracks, breaking the symmetry. So we would 
see that 1 c4 d6 2 b4 was different from 1 f4 e6 
2 g4 but our appreciation would only extend to 
the fact that in one case we are pushing our 
kingside pawns and in the other, our pawns on 

the queenside; they would not be related as pat­
terns. The fact that 1 f4 e6 2 g4 allows the pos­
sibility of 2 .. .'ii'h4# would be seen, I think, as 
purely incidental. I certainly don ' t  think it 
would raise any smiles. Yet isn ' t  there some­
thing amusing about the way that the knight 
and bishop cannot get themselves organized to 
block the check and that the king has nowhere 
to move? It' s  funny because it' s not what we 
have come to expect; it's not symmetric with 
the relatively normal queenside pattern. Simi­
larly with a rook trapped in the middle of the 
board, a knight which covers all of a bishop's  
available squares or a pawn three squares from 
queening which cannot be stopped by a queen. 
Our brain related them to familiar patterns and 
finds them exceptional; and this, at least partly, 
is the basis of humour. 

w 

This looks a lot like the first diagram in the 
book, but with a slight and hugely significant 
twist. If it were the same position then your rec­
ognition of the pattern would be symmetric but 
with the twist, your mind forms the pattern in 
an asymmetric way, and an opportunity for an 
unexpected punchline presents itself: 

1 c4!?  Freeing the bishop. 
l . . .  cS Freeing the bishop. 
2 f3 Attacking c5. 
2 ... b6 Defending c5. 
3 ..te4 (D) Winning material. 
These are extreme examples, but I think 

something very similar takes place at all levels 
of chess. I remember another conversation with 
Julian Hodgson in which he said that the out­
standing feature of the strongest players, most 
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notably Kasparov, was their appreciation of the 
finest subtleties of a position; the zwischen­
zugs, the scorpion ' s  sting in the tail (Lom­
bardy-Fischer, game 25 in My 60 Memorable 
Games - 17  . . .  .ih4+ !), the paradoxical assess­
ment, the subtle move which changes the para­
doxical assessment and so on. In all these cases, 
what is being seen is something away from the 
main track - the type of thing that induces a 
smile in the post-mortem. This phenomenon 
may arise directly from the structure of our 
brain. 

Forgive me for being so speculative, but I'm 
hoping my inferences may improve your chess. 
Even Krogius, who doesn't strike me as a hu­
mour fanatic, suggests that "one must train one­
self to look for paradoxical situations, to search 
for exceptions to rules and to develop concrete 
thinking". I think this 'search for paradox' is 
basically a search for humour. When you think 
of a joke you like, I 'd imagine what makes it 
funny is that the punchline contains something 
of a surprise. Most jokes take you a long way 
down a straight track and then tell you at the 
end that you missed an important turn-off ear­
lier in the joke. Indeed, most of the time we 
laugh, we are laughing at something that stands 
out in some way or which our conditioning 
makes us find exceptional. For example: a man 
is observed constantly waving his hand across 
his face. When asked what he is doing, he ex­
plains that he is driving away elephants. "But 
there are no elephants here," the questioner ex­
claims, to the reply: "You see, it works". 

A crude attempt, I know, but I'm suggesting 
that in this joke, as in many others, there is a 
short-circuiting of common sense and that the 

absurdity can jolt us into a reflection about how 
we think. 

This is highly applicable to chess. If you are 
not susceptible to the 'funny' side of a variation 
then you will probably miss lots of those vital 
subtleties and paradoxes that you need to play 
chess well. Two minor and vaguely supportive 
points come to mind. Firstly, I have analysed 
with lots of foreign players who spoke good, 
but not native, English and they very frequently 
describe moves or positions as 'funny' Sec­
ondly, think of all the exclamation marks we 
use to denote good moves. It seems that we fre­
quently let good moves pass without punctua­
tion but when we do award a ! or a ! ! it is because 
the move is in some sense unusual, witty or sur­
prising. The following game is rather well 
known, and most people find it rather funny, but 
few people realize that it may have been a good 
sense of humour which won White the game. 
The game has been annotated in many places so 
I' II concentrate on its funniest aspect. 

Short - Timman 
Tilburg 1991 

1 e4 t0f6 2 e5 tlJdS 3 d4 d6 4 l'Df3 g6 5 .ic4 
l'Db6 6 .ib3 .ig7 7 'ii'e2 lDc6 8 0·0 0-0 9 h3 aS 
10 a4 dxe5 1 1  dxe5 l'Dd4 12 l'Dxd4 ii'xd4 13 
l:.e1 e6 14 ltld2 lLidS 15 l'Df3 ii'c5 16 ii'e4! 
ii'b4! 17 .ic4 llJb6 18 b3! l'Dxc4 19 bxc4 

In some ways you need a sense of humour to 
allow your pawns to be wrecked in such a way 
but then to see the 'punchline' ,  which is that 
you are much better in spite of it. 

19 • • •  l:.e8 20 l:d1 ii'c5 21  ii'h4 b6 22 .ie3! 
ii'c6 23 .ih6 .ih8 24 l:.d8 .ib7 25 l:.ad1 .ig7 
26 l:8d7! 27 i.xg7 �xg7 28 l:.1d4 l:.ae8 
29 'i'f6+ �g8 30 h4 hS 

Nigel tells me that many chess fans have al­
most come to identify him with what follows 
but that the commentators all fail to mention 
what was really going on here. Rather than see­
ing this as one of his best games, Short felt that 
he was in poor form and had been playing this 
game very slowly. At this stage he just made a 
useful move because he only had two minutes 
left to reach move 40. 

31 �h2!'? (D) 
This may be the beginning of the joke; there 

are some vague ideas of g4 but he's really just 
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putting his king on a slightly better square. For 
example, he didn' t  like the idea of . . .• xa4 fol­
lowed by a check on the back rank. Note the 
similarities to this and Karpov' s �h2 in the 
Spassky game on p.25 .  At this point there was 
no real intention behind 3 1  �h2 and just after he 
played it, he wondered what on earth he would 
do in reply to 3 1 . .  . .i.c8. I wonder whether 
Short's unconscious had 'seen' the following 
king-march? We will never know of course. 

31. .. l:tc8? 
This loses. Short saw the punchline immedi­

ately: "it's just mate". 
In most cases, White's 3 1st move would be a 

signal that White wishes to play g4 to attack the 
black king but doesn't feel comfortable doing 
so with his king on gl. Indeed, usually g4 would 
be played to open the g-file and a rook would 
then use the g1-square vacated by the king. This 
would be a standard pattern with which most 
of us are familiar. The following illustration 
comes from Short's annotations in Jnjorma­
tor: 3 I . . . .i.c8 ! 32 g4 ! hxg4 (32 . . .  .i.xd7 33 gxh5 
gxh5 34 •g5+) 33  lZJg5 g3+ !  (33 . . .  .i.xd7 34 
h5 ;  33 . . .  .i.b7 34 f3) 34 fxg3 (34 �xg3 .i.xd7 35 
�h2 ! 1 +- Speelman) 34 . . .  1. b7 35 lZJe4 .-xa4 
36 h5 .-xc2+ 37 lZJt2 gxh5 (37 . . .  'i'f5 38 hxg6! )  
38  l:td3 .i.e4 39 l:d2 •b1 40 l:d l  •c2 4 1  l:7d2 
'W'xc4 42 l:d4 and White wins. This is relatively 
standard stuff in spite of the unique features of 
the position. 

However, in spite of these lines, Short thinks 
it very unlikely that he would have played 32 g4 
in the circumstances; probably he would have 
preferred a safer move like 32 l:te7 or 32 l:td8. 

In playing 3 1 . . .l:c8 Timman sees the main 
track (g4) and prevents it by keeping his queen 

and bishop attacking f3, but Short has seen a 
twist to this particular case and proceeds to de­
liver the unexpected punchline: 

32 �g3! 
I asked Short if he was amused by this idea 

during the game, to which he replied: "Yes, very. 
Now I was really enjoying myself." 

32 . . .  l:ce8 (D) 

w 

33 �4! .i.c8 34 �gS 1-0 
What amused Short most was that in this fi­

nal position he was all ready to meet 34 . . .  �h7, 
not with the prosaic 35 l:xf7+ but instead with 
35 •xg6+ �h8 36 'it'h6+ �g8 37 �f6 ! .  "I was 
really going for that!", said Short . . .  "On h6 the 
Icing's a little safe; somehow it's too easy, but 
on f6 I'm right in the heart of his position and 
there's nothing he can do." When I told him of 
my idea about the role of humour in chess, and 
of 32 'it>g3 as the unexpected punchline, Short 
thought there may be something to the idea and 
seemed very interested. But when I tried to 
back up my claim with the Miles quote above 
about the importance of a warped sense of hu­
mour, he just quipped, "that's just because he 
has one !" 

How many chess-players would fail to laugh 
at the idea of the king coming to h6 in spite of 
the number of pieces on the board? I would 
imagine very few. Although I cannot develop 
the idea in full here, this may be because chess 
affords us an excellent opportunity to create 
'jokes' on the board. Jokes are often 'traps' ,  I 
suppose, but they can also be more subtle. Any­
thing which demonstrates a recognition of pat­
terns in an asymmetric way can be said to be 
humour. Which is why, I suppose, that we use 



54 THE SEVEN DEADLY CHESS SINS 

the word 'funny' to denote peculiar events as 
well as those which make us smile and laugh. 

A further reason to think that there may be a 
significant role for humour in chess is the role 
of 'the victim' in the majority of jokes, which 
for chess-playing purposes is the opponent. 
There is very little victimless humour, although 
the victim is often disguised as the person to 
whom you are telling the joke. Perhaps as well 
as the asymmetry of patterning, we also find 
certain moves funny because of the problems 
they create for 'the victim' . In other words, the 
jokes we find on the chessboard are often at our 
opponent's expense! Steven Pinker's (How the 
Mind Works) suggestion that another signifi­
cant feature of humour is the "descent in dignity" 
is supportive here, because the 'joke' you play 
on your opponent can make him or his pieces 
look much less dignified. 

So am I saying that chess is pre-verbal hu­
mour and all chess-players are frustrated come­
dians? Partly yes, but I am also serious in my 
conviction that striving to see the funny side of 
chess can significantly widen your horizons. 
This may at times amount to little more than the 
advice 'look twice' ,  because you missed some­
thing exceptional the first time, but even if 
that's all I 'm saying, putting it in a humorous 
context makes it more likely that you will do it! 
In other words, ' look for the laughs' .  More to 
the point, in looking for the humorous angle 
you are unconsciously delving into all your pre­
vious patterns, looking for the ones on the 
board which 'match' and being struck by those 
which don't. This is pretty much what your in­
tuition does anyway, so you're really just giving 
it an extra nudge while not allowing yourself to 
be limited by it. 

If you find this idea a bit 'funny' , then I rest 
my case, but if you are totally unconvinced 
then you may be more sympathetic to a wa­
tered-down version. Would you accept that 
some form of 'hedonism' (pleasure seeking) is 
essential for good chess? From Secrets of Spec­
tacular Chess by Levitt and Friedgood (highly 
recommended) I learned of a theory of Aus­
tria's Ernest Mach which partly explains this. 
In so far as a human is able to use his intelli­
gence to survive, the human brain has to become 
very quick to recognize patterns, repetitions 
and symmetries. This ability to discover 'order' 

is crucial for adaptation to the environment and 
the chessboard contains many of the types of 
geometry and dimensions which are found in a 
typical environment. Using familiar patterns 
to help resolve and sort out a chess position 
causes pleasure since the tension created by the 
(initially chaotic) position is reduced. This re­
minds me of the time GM Neil McDonald felt 
physically sick on being shown a chaotic posi­
tion with five kings as part of a psychology ex­
periment. His explanation was: ''I couldn't  take 
it; it was just too random" 

In so far as a lesson can be inferred from this, 
pay extra attention to the moves that you find 
pleasing. If you need hedonism to see the im­
portant patterns then you need humour to see 
the exceptional ones. I'm not sure about this, 
but certainly we are inclined to stay interested 
in that which is pleasurable or amusing, and 
anything which helps you to look at a position 
in a different light can only benefit your appre­
ciation of the game, your motivation, and con­
sequently your playing strength. 

The Tao of Chess Thi
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what you ·see',  whereas your yang strength 
will be related to your ability to think; how you 
' look' I have suggested that all thinking is 
evaluative, so the value you seek might be 
thought of as Tao, which is prior to Yin and 
Yang. 

Douglas Hofstadter's idea of "jumping out 
of the system", explained in his monumental 
work Godel, Escher, Bach, is closely related to 
the idea of 'yang' strength and is, I think, an ex­
cellent idea to help chess-players improve with­
out forcing them to spend days on end assimi­
lating new patterns (needed for yin strength): 
.. It is an inherent property of intelligence that it 
can jump out of the task which it is performing, 
and survey what it has done; it is always look­
ing for, and often finding patterns. Now I said 
that an intelligence can jump out of its task, but 
that does not mean that it always will. However, 
a li ttle prompting will often suffice." Of course 
it is difficult to draw a clear line between ' in­
side' and 'outside' the system and this idea's 
validity also depends a lot on what 'the system' 
is. In this case I want to suggest that your chess 
patterns are your system, that if you 'think' 
along normal lines you will not be able to break 
free from 'inside' the bondage of these patterns. 
If you are 2850 it's no great trauma to be caught 
'inside' your system and you could still dispose 
of 99.99% of chess-players with your intuition. 
But if you are weaker, and aspire to be stronger, 
you can •jump outside' of your system by think­
ing in unusual and provocative ways; talking to 
your pieces, or looking for 'jokes' for example. 

When all is said and done though, there is a 
considerable amount of truth in Norwood's 

saying. 'Thinking' causes a lot of problems, 
only some of which you can solve, and the first 
step to improving your results is to apply your­
self to the maximum while you are at the board. 

Remind me, why is Thinking a Sin? 
1 )  'Thinking' is much more complicated 

than we tend to think it is, and therefore we give 
the wrong reasons for the errors we make. 

2) 'Thinking' in a conventional sense is lim­
iting, because it leaves us stuck in our old pat­
terns and habits. 

3) 'Thinking' tends to be based on rules and 
justification, which leads to confusion given 
that chess is largely rule-independent and often 
inexplicable. 

4) 'Thinking' can stifle your intuition, which 
is more suited to the omnipresent task of evalu� 
ation .  

So, what can you do? 
1) Realize the importance of abstract knowl­

edge and try to assimilate as many new patterns 
as possible. 

2) Try to 'unlearn ' old thinking habits as 
well as learning new thinking techniques, but 
don't treat any as exclusive. 

3) Talk with your pieces ! 
4) Don't assume that 'fuzzy thinking' is al­

ways bad. It's often guided by your unconscious 
and can be the best way to find good moves. 

5) Try to see the funny side, and enjoy your-
self! 

6) Be aware of the way you habitually think, 
and find suitable ways to 'jump out' of these 
where necessary. 
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Mankind always sets itself only such problems 
as it can solve . . .  it will always be found that the 
task itself arises only when the material condi­
tions for its solution already exist. 
KARL MARX, A Contribution to the Critique 
of Political Economy 

If you're getting root canal work from your 
dentist, it's a good idea to be desensitized, but if 
you are playing chess it can be fatal . In fact, I 
suspect that the main problem with ' thinking' 
as opposed to 'feeling' is that it undermines 
your ability to sense the key moments/critical 
positions in a game. Such moments occur in 
positions where your choice of move is pivotal 
for the direction of the contest. 

Notice already that we tend to refer to key 
moments and critical positions. We consider 
these almost synonymously, but it was partly a 
reflection on this distinction that led to this 
chapter in its present form. The former lends it­
selfto the personal, subjective arena and the lat­
ter to objective identification. It's little good 
filling in your score-sheet with the comment 
that after, say, move 29, the position was criti­
cal, unless you consider why, at this key mo­
ment, you didn't think of the position as critical 
and sense that this moment had more 'weight' 
than all the others. It seems to me that somehow 
you need to sense that it's a key moment before 
you can see that the position is critical. This 
chapter is an attempt to consider how we might 
try to do that. 

The first obstacle to doing so is that it is very 
difficult, if not impossible, to give any clear 
definition of what a key moment, or critical 
position, actually is , I have given a few point­
ers below, but I must admit that key moments 
are more easily felt  subjectively than defined. 
Indeed, when all is said and done, I fear that 
there is no good substitute for experience in 
such matters. However, there is still much that 
the average player can do to improve his ability 
in this area. 

Since I can't think of a useful definition of 
the focal point of Blinking, there is some value 
in limiting our subject area and then generaliz­
ing where necessary. In this respect, the types 
of key moment I wish to concentrate on are the 
turning-points in a game, positions where we 
fail to capitalize on an advantage and under­
standing the importance of transformations in 
general. However, the reader should know that 
'key moments' also manifest themselves as po­
sitions where, for example, we need to sense 
danger, where we need to make a short-term 
plan, where we need to snap out of a defensive 
mindset or where we have to choose between 
playing for a win or a draw. That said, I think 
these and various other types of moments are 
usually reducible, at least partly, to the chosen 
aspects above. 

I have called this sin 'blinking' mainly be­
cause that's all you have to do to miss these mo­
ments. Moreover, often you can only see them 
with hindsight. To miss such moments can be 
considered essentially 'sinful' in that it usually 
results from a basic misunderstanding of the 
nature of chess assessments and how they 
can and do change. By most definitions they 
arise not more than three times during a contest 
but usually there is at least one. 

Spassky claimed that this was Fischer's only 
weakness, though of course this is relative to 
his other strengths. In any case, I think it is a 
difficult sin to remedy partly because there is 
no clear consensus on what such moments look 
like and partly because they are felt in different 
ways by different players. In order to make 
more sense of this sin I have made some specu­
lations about the nature of 'the advantage' in 
chess. This is quite dense and theoretical in 
places so some readers may prefer just to read 
the game notes. However, I do think that the 
theory will illuminate key moments better and 
help you to know what to do with them, so I rec­
ommend that you have a good think about all 
parts of the chapter. 
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The Importance of Being Trendy 

"Are you lost, Daddy?" I asked tenderly. 
.. Shut up," he explained. 
RING LARDNER 

In most sports, the competitors have a clear in­
dication of the relative importance of each mo­
ment. Little sensibility is needed to call on extra 
attention when it is 'set point' in tennis, a diffi­
cult putt on the 18th hole in golf or for a centre­
forward who is through to the penalty area and 
just has the keeper to beat in a soccer match. 
There are many more such examples in other 
pursuits, but not so in chess. The rules of the 
pme give no indication of which positions are 
more susceptible to errors than others, or which 
moves matter the most. Somehow we have to 
work it out for ourselves. 

Certainly, a chess-player's ability to 'sense 
lhe moment' is not really something you can re­
duce to a formula, but I'd like to think that there 
is a useful answer to the question 'What do we 
miss, when we miss a key moment?' In so far as 
it is possible to answer, I would say that we 
miss the nature of the given assessment and 
Its propensity to change. This happens at least 
partly because of our assumptions about the 
building-blocks that make up a single game. 

Most strong players feel a little irritated when 
a non-chess-player says something like "you 
may beat me, but I bet I could last an hour". 
This of course misses the point, because it is no 
reflection on the relative quality of the players 
if one of them sits and thinks for an hour before, 
let's say, falling for Scholar•s Mate. You then 
want to say "OK, so you managed to last an 
bour, but I beat you in four moves!  It•s not the 
amount of time a game lasts. but the number of 
moves that matters:· If any of you are nodding 
your head, I ask you to think again, and con­
sider whether the building-blocks of a game, al­
lhough not adequately accounted for in minutes 
or hours, are really best thought of as individual 
moves. Perhaps you might break the moves in 
balf, and consider the number of positions, but 
it's still not clear that this is the best way to look 
11 it. 

What if the real building-blocks of a game 
were thought to be groups or clusters of moves 
and positions? This would fit neatly with the 

idea, which we considered in the last chapter, 
that stronger players see positions as a collec­
tion of 'chunks' or constellations. The stronger 
you become, the more you are attuned to the 
different chunks within the game as a whole as 
well, whereas weaker players will only see in­
dividual positions. So the more lucidly you see 
the chunks, the more illuminated are the 'gate­
way positions' that link them. 

This curious parallel with the idea of 'chunk­
ing' (see Thinking) may not be accidental. 
Maybe it's an essential feature of the chess 
mind or just intelligence in general . Perhaps it 
is the nature of growing intelligence to group 
things together, whether they are scientific 
laws, languages, or pawn·structures. Indeed. 
maybe the ultimate intelligence is that which 
has expanded so far that it sees everything as 
one big 'chunk' . Maybe that's what they mean 
by enlightenment. But I digress. For now let's 
consider whether a game between Walter (local 
club champion) and Barry (beginner), ending 
in Scholar's Mate, might be thought of not as 
four moves but, for example, six moments. 

1 e4 eS 
Moment one. Symmetry is established with­

out thought by either player. 
2 .i.c4 
Moment two. Walter decides on the Bishop's 

Opening after a brief pause to disarm the oppo­
nent. The f7 vulnerability is spotted by Walter, 
but not appreciated by Barry. However, Barry 
now thinks for almost half an hour and Walter 
regrets having agreed to play. 

2 . . .  ltJc6 
Moment three. Barry allows Walter to threaten 

mate in one. Walter considers this a favourable 
occurrence and a golden opportunity to get out 
of this ordeal as quickly as possible. 

Barry, bless his cotton socks, is oblivious to 
the moment. 

'ii'hS 
Moment four. You might call this a key mo­

ment, and with hindsight it was certainly the 
critical position. Walter smells blood but com­
mits himself to a move he knows should be bad. 
He plays it after ten seconds and quite casually. 
Having sensed on moments two and three that 
Barry was a beginner, he doesn't want to jolt 
him out of his established patterns of thought. 
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Walter, the old fox, reveals himself to be an op­
timistic risk-taker. 

3 . • •  lt:Jf6 
Moment five. Barry decides that his knights 

are the prettiest pieces, and having taking a 
long time to learn how to move them, enjoys 
pointing their heads towards each other. He 
feels quite strongly that by looking at each 
other they' II gain a certain strength. In his de­
fence, it should be said that he is tempted by the 
alternative 3 . . . g6. Indeed he vaguely recalls 
some conception his old schoolmate had told 
him about by the name of ' siancheddo' ,  or 
something like that, but doesn' t  trust himself to 
implement it properly, and so after half an hour 
decides to play it safe and bring another piece 
into battle. Walter is inwardly jubilant and re­
lieved, while Barry enjoys the look of his 
knights on the sixth rank. 

4 (D) (1-0) 
Moment six. Checkmate. Barry looks sur­

prised and tries to take the queen, thinking of it 
as a gift, but Walter points to the supporting 
bishop on c4 and Barry, after a five-minute 
pause of sheer disbelief, reluctantly resigns. 

This is an extreme example, but the point is 
that there is more than one way to 'chop up' a 
game of chess. In a game of four moves there 
may be six moments, or fewer, or more, but cer­
tainly there is little scope for large-scale trends. 
In most games, however, which are much lon­
ger, the type of moments I touch on above are 
usually felt to be much more long lasting, in­
corporating several moves at a time. This is part 
of the wisdom behind the conventional way 
we dissect a game into three stages : opening, 

middlegarne and endgame. But as well as these 
three stages there seem to be what I think of as 
'periods' during the game where you begin 
with one type of position and then find yourself 
with another, without being able to identify on 
which move the position seemed to change be­
yond recognition. 

Indeed, often it feels like there are several 
games within one game. The reason I mention 
this is because the way we 'cut up' chess 
games, whether into moves, phases, duration, 
positions, stages, periods or whatever, is crucial 
in getting to the heart of why we are so prone to 
the sin of Blinking. It would be too messy to 
consider all these different ontologies but we 
can make big strides if we reduce it to just two 
ways of looking at a game: as a collection of 
positions which we view one at a time, and as a 
series of trends which we can only see a few 
moves at a time. 

In almost every chess magazine, book or 
monograph we are exposed to positional as­
sessments. The symbols we are most familiar 
with, like those denoting 'slightly better for 
White' or 'equal ' ,  always refer to single posi­
tions and so we become accustomed to framing 
our evaluations around single positions. But 
there is a lot to be said for the idea that a single 
position, when seen by itself, is stripped of its 
true nature if it is seen in abstract, and not as 
part of a moving, changing whole . This is not 
just a psychological matter, with our view of 
positions distorted by memories of good posi­
tions past and visions of glorious victory in the 
future. It is also a fundamental question about 
the way that chess actually is. Indeed, it seems 
to me that all chess can be sensibly character­
ized as a game with positions that are con­
stantly changing. 

Given that this is the case (more on this 
later), the frrst and foremost thing you need to 
do to deal with Blinking is to try to attune your­
self to the trends of a game. During the game it 
is helpful to have an assessment of the position 
and a feeling for how that assessment has 
changed over the course of the game. Whether 
your assessment is of the form 'equal - slightly 
better - clearly better - winning' ,  '0 pawns = 
equality; 2 pawns = winning ' ,  'White is effec­
tively 1 .23 pawns up' or 'I' m comfortable with 
my position ' to 'I l ike my position ' doesn't 
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matter crucially. The main thing is to have a 
way to gauge the changing nature of a chess 
1ame, how it ebbs and flows. If you always 
have some idea for the flow of a position and 
the direction of the trends, you will find it much 
easier to notice at which points the trends turn 
significantly - these will usually be the key mo­
ments. Paradoxically, the result of paying at­
tention to assessments is that you come to hold 
them much less rigidly, because you quickly 
see that they are inclined to change. The games 
in this chapter should reveal the nature of 
trends, and I am suggesting that part of the 
reason we 'blink' is because we often see po­
sitions where we should see trends, and 
trends where we should see positions. The 
key to tackling Blinking then, is to improve 
your 'trend sensitivity' and 'position sensi­
tivity' .  This is not easy, but I ' ll do my best to 
suggest how it might be done. 

Transformations: Signs, Signals 
and Sensitivity 

Once upon a time, I, Chuang Tzu, dreamt that I 
was a butterfly, flying around and enjoying my­
self I had no idea I was Chuang Tzu. Then sud­
denly I woke up and was Chuang Tzu again. 
But I could not tell, had I been Chuang Tzu 
dreaming I was a butterfly, or a butterfly 
dreaming that I was now Chuang Tzu ? How­
�ver, there must be some sort of difference be­
tween Chuang Tzu and a butterfly! We call this 
the transformation of things. 
The Book of Chuang Tzu 

One of the few certain things about a game of 
chess is that the game position wiJJ change. 
Paradoxical though it may be, the position is 
constantly changing. If you want to play chess, 
and have no particular fetish for threefold repe­
titions, then you cannot avoid this fact. How­
ever, 'change' has many faces and the most 
striking of all is transformation. Most strong 
players are strong partly because of the variety 
of positions they can play. This not only gives 
them flexibility in the opening but widens their 
horizons for the whole game. So if a promising 
attack must lead to a technical endgame, then 
so be it. If you have to give away your material 

advantage and instead sacrifice material for the 
initiative then so be it. You just have to accept 
that the position will transform from one thing 
into another. The key question is whether the 
transformation will be favourable. In the con­
text of Blinking, we often fail to act on the key 
moments because we don' t  take responsibility 
for making the necessary transformation or at 
the key moment we unwittingly make a big 
transformation when we just needed to keep the 
position more or Jess as it was. So, another 
way to become more sensitive towards key 
moments is to be aware of the centrality of 
transformations in chess. These take the form 
of things like piece exchanges, changes in 
pawn-structure, or a movement from one phase 
of the game into another. Look out for them in 
the games below. 

One final pointer before the fun starts is that 
although nobody will tell you when you are 
looking at a key moment, there are certain signs 
rela�ing to the features of the position and the 
amount of choice you have. There are often sig· 
nals too, which usuaJJy relate to your oppo­
nent's previous move(s). However, above all 
else you need to be sensitive to the changing 
trends of the position. 

Farrell - Redpath 
Edinburgh 2000 

1 d4 /Df6 2 c4 e6 3 /Df3 b6 4 e3!? (D) 

I. 
B 

An under-rated system that is not so easy to 
play against, especiaJJy if you are seeing it for 
the first time. 

4 . . .  i.b7 5 i.d3 c5 6 0-0 i.e7 
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6 . . .  g6! ? .  
7 lbc3 0-0?! 
7 . . .  cxd4 8 exd4 d5 is one of the main lines. w 
8 d5! 
Now Black is forced into a dodgy Benoni 

where both his bishops are passive. 
8 .•• exd5 cxd5 d6 
After 9 . . .  lbxd5 10 lbxd5 �xd5 1 1  �xh7+ 

�xh7 12 'ij'xd5 lbc6 13 �d2 Black's king is 
vulnerable and White has good central control. 

10 e4 lbbd7 
This is not such a bad move, but Joe didn 't  

consider any alternatives. It can be dangerous to 
play the opening in first gear, even if you know 
the moves quite well, because your constitution 
will not be prepared for serious concentration 
when you need it, and you are less likely to be 
sensitive to the key moments when they arise. I 
am not suggesting that you 'dither' over your 
opening moves or play deliberately slowly but 
it is very important to build up your concentra­
tion, and for this purpose it can be useful to 
ponder fairly obvious moves at the opening 
stage, especially if you are unfamiliar with the 
opening at hand. Even better of course, is to be 
fully 'tuned in' before the game starts, but cir­
cumstances don 't  always allow this. 

After 10 .. .  �a6!? 1 1  �xa6 lbxa6 1 2  e5 White 
is better as it turns out, but just considering 
this variation can help enliven your sense of 
danger. 

ll lbd2 a6 12 a4 lbe5 13 �e2 lbfd7?!  
There are traces of  Egoism here. Joe could 

think of nothing but getting his bishop to the 
a1-h8 diagonal but in doing so overlooks the 
strength of White's natural build-up. After 
White plays f4 it's good to have pressure against 
e4 so it would have been better to anticipate this 
and make use of some other pieces. 

1 3  . . .  :e8 ! ?  14 f4 lbg6 15 lbc4 ( 1 5  g3 !  is 
better) 15 . . . �f8 1 6  �f3 lbh4 involves some co­
operative play by White, but is not such an im­
plausible line. Black is comfortable here 
because it will be difficult for White to force 
through e4-e5. 

14 f4 lbg6 15 llJc4 'ii'b8 (D) 
Here we have all the classic symptoms of a 

key moment: 
1) Signs. Black has some clumsy pieces and 

vulnerable squares (knight on g6, bishop on b7, 
pawns on b6 and d6). 

2) Signal. His last move looked somewhat 
awkward (rooks still not connected, queen de­
centralized). 

3) Sensitivity. Counterplay is threatened: 
. . .  b5 is pending because after the pawns are ex­
changed on b5 White's a1-rook has to capture 
on a8 and Black can recapture with the bishop, 
thus defending b5 . Moreover, by protecting d6, 
Black has introduced the idea of .. .  �f6-d4. 

4) Sensitivity/Sign. There is no 'obvious 
continuation ' (compared with lbd2 when li:k4 
was the obvious follow-up) and thus the favour­
able trend beginning with 8 d5 ! has reached its 
natural end. Something significant is called for. 

16 g3? 
Insensitivity. The moment passes and Black 

gets into the game. While White may have been 
enjoying the upward trend that began on move 
8, he doesn't appreciate that this particular 
trend has 'dried up' and that Black now threat­
ens to change the direction of the trend in his fa­
vour. White needs to see that this is a 'gateway 
position' ,  which links two periods of the game. 
To keep it simple we could say that the opening 
has ended and the middlegame is about to be­
gin. In the rniddlegame the players will have 
roughly equal chances, but White has reached 
the middlegame a move before Black and for 
just one moment he has the chance to punish 
Black for loitering in the opening. 

16 �g4 ! is a surprisingly strong move, 
which is almost decisive. It's not especially 
'normal' and therefore easy to overlook or un­
derestimate. Most players have learned a set-up 
based on �f3, with g3 if necessary and it's 
hard to 'jump out' of this pattern when you 
need to. In this case the necessity arises from 
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the unique importance of the moment. Just for 
one move, Black' s forces are fatally uncoordi­
nated. 1 6  . . .  i.c8 (the only move; there' s  no 
other way to defend b6 and protect d7) 17 
£xd7 ! (given the light-squared weaknesses in 
White's position this is also not such a 'normal' 
move) 1 7  . . .  i.xd7 1 8  f5 ! .  Normally you break 
through with e5 but in the given instance 
Black' s lack of control over e5 gives White a 
strong attack. Now : 

a) 18 .. .  lfih8 loses to 19 i.f4 f6 20 'ii'b3. 
b) 1 8  .. .c�:Je5 is more to the point: 19 lfixe5 

dxe5 20 d6 ! (20 'ii'h5 intending l:tf3-h3 also 
looks good) 20 . . .  i.xd6 (20 .. .'i'xd6 21 'ii'xd6 
i.xd6 22 l:td 1)  2 1  l:tf3 1 .  It can be fun using 
computers for such positions. Fritz doesn't get 
it of course; Black is a pawn up with two bish­
ops after all. Still, most humans will see that 
White's kingside attack is imminent and over­
whelming. White will have the f5-pawn, a rook 
on g3 or h3, a queen on h5 or g4, a knight com­
ing to d5, a bishop ready to sacrifice on h6, a 
rook coming to d 1  or fl .  It's way too much fire­
power for the black king to survive. 2 1 . .  .c4 is 
the most active way to deal with the threat of 
l:td3. Then 22 :h3 i.c5+ 23 �h1 'ii'd6 24 'ii'h.5 
h6 25 l:tg3 ! gives White a fearsome attack. All 
of White's pieces have a chance to get involved 
while too much is being asked of the black 
queen, e.g. 25 . . .  i.f2 26 i.xh6 i.xg3 27 i.xg7 
�xg7 28 'ii'g5+ �h7 29 f6 and wins. 

c) 18 . . .  b5 ! is the most tenacious defence. 
Then White's most obvious Jines seem to fall 
short but there is still a path to what looks like a 
clear advantage: 1 9  axb5 i.xb5 ( 1 9  . . .  axb5 20 
l:txa8 'ii'xa8 21 lfib6) 20 fxg6 ! ?  (20 �xb5 axb5 
{ 20 .. .'i'xb5 21 ltla3 } 2 1  l:txa8 'ii'xa8 22 fxg6 
bxc4 23 l:txf7 l:txf7 24 gxf7 + �xf7 25 'iffl + 
i.f6 26 'ii'xc4 'ii'a1)  20 . . .  i.xc4 21 gxh7+ �h8 
22 l:tf3 and now . . .  i.f6 is always met by l:txf6 
and White will endeavour to bring his c1-
bishop to the a1-h8 diagonal. White is  not quite 
winning here but if we compare this to the 
game, White clearly missed quite an appealing 
boat. 

16 . . •  b5! 17 lba5 b4 18 lfib1 i.f6 19 ltld2 
i.d4+ 20 �g2 f5 1 (D) 

This is typical of the mess that can occur 
when you miss your moment. The position is 
unclear. 

21 �dc4 l:ta7 22 �xb7 l:txb7 23 �5 fxe4! 

w 

A combative offer of the exchange which 
White does well to decline. 

24 lbc6 'ii'e8?? 
A bad blunder. After 24 . . .  'ii'a8 25 �xd4 cxd4 

26 'ii'xd4 lbc5 it's anybody's game. 
25 i.xa6 l:tb6 26 i.c4 i.f6 27 a5 l:tb8 28 

�xb8 'ii'xb8 29 l:te1 l:te8 30 'ii'a4 1-0 

Emms - Webster 
British Ch, Scarborough 1999 

1 e4 g6 2 d4 i.g7 3 �c3 c6 4 i.e3 d6 5 'ii'd2 b5 
6 �f3 lfid7 7 i.d3 ifc7!?  8 0-0 �gf6! 9 a4!?  

Since Black has not played . . .  a 6  he doesn't  
lose a tempo when he protects the b-pawn with 
. . . a5 so perhaps there was something to be said 
for the immediate 9 i.h6 ! ? .  

9 ... 10 �e2 a5 11  c3 i.a6 
1 l . . .bxc3 12 bxc3 �g4 !?.  
12 i.xa6 :Xa6 13 �g3 bxc3 14 bxc3 0-0 15 

i.h6 16 i.xg7 �xg7 17 1i'g5 e6! 18 e5 (D) 

B 

18 ... tt:lg8 
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18  . . .  lLld5 1 9  lLlh5+ �h8 20 'fi'h6 l:g8 21  
lLlg5 lLlfB 22  c4  is a perilous continuation for 
Black. W 

Key moment: 
1) White has many options but no obvious 

continuation; the 'flow' of the game has stopped 
(sign/sensitivity). 

2) Black's counterplay is pending and in 
general the future belongs to Black because of 
weaknesses on e5 and a4 (sensitivity). 

Black's last move was peculiar and places 
him behind in 'time' That White can force 
such a move suggests that the position could be 
favourable for him if he can persist with the 
pressure (signal). 

White's advantages are somewhat tem­
porary and so this suggests White needs to 
strike quickly (sensitivity). 

19 
A lazy move, after which the trend begins to 

turn against White. John had lost a long game 
the previous day and doesn ' t  play with his usual 
energy. Until now the trend has been in his fa­
vour but he needs to see this position as sepa­
rate from the trend (position sensitivity) and 
initiate a new trend in which his slight advantage 
might assume more significant proportions . 

19  h4 ! is crying out to be played. Then 19 . . .  h6 
20 ft'e3 ! (so that . . .  l:tc4 isn't so effective and so 
that . . .  g5 isn't with tempo, as would be the case 
after 20 il'f4; this move also gives White cer­
tain 1i'e2, 1i'd3 options and doesn ' t  block the f­
pawn) 20 . . .  cxd4 (20 . . .  d5? is a strategic error; 
with no pressure on the centre there is no real 
answer to White's kingside attack: 21  h5 g5 22 
lLlh2 ! )  2 1  cxd4 dxe5 22 dxe5 lL!e7 23 h5 tt:Jd5 
(23 . . .  g5 24 lLlxg5) 24 1i'e2 ! l:c6 25 hxg6 fxg6 
26 lLld4 l:b6 27 1i'g4 tt:Jc5 28 .Uac l .Uf4?? 29 
lDh5+ was Rowson-Redpath, practice blitz 
game, Edinburgh 2000. 

19 •.• 1i'f4?! 
20 1i'e3 still seems better, although it makes 

1 9  l:fe1  look even more redundant. 
20 . . .  cxd4 21 cxd4 dxe5 22 dxe5 (D) 
Black may be better already. There are lots 

of potentially good squares for the knights and 
e5 is a long-term weakness. A slightly more 
subtle point, revealed in the variations, is that 
because of the pawn-structure and the position 
of the pieces, a4 is weaker than a5. 

This move suggests that White was oblivi­
ous to the unfavourable trend that has been evi-
dent for three moves - poor 'trend sensitivity' . 
The advance of the h-pawn, although generally 
a good idea, giving some 'luff to the king and 
planning h5, doesn 't meet the more immediate 
demands of the position. We have already seen 
that White has some potential problems but this 
is the moment before they become real. White 
has to see that his advantage has gone, and look 
for a way to keep the balance. Possible ideas: 

a) 23 l:ad 1 lDe7 24 lLld4 l:c4 25 tDxe6+? 
fxe6 26 l:xd7 l:fxf4 -+. 

b) 23 l:ac 1 ! ? 0.e7 still looks good for Black. 
c) 23 lDd4 l:c4 24 lDb5 l:xf4 25 lLlxc7 l:b8 

is also no comfort; a4 and e5 remain weak. 
These three lines suggest that White's prob­

lems are related to one piece in particular. Talk 
with your pieces; which is the most obvious un­
der-performer? 

d) 23 lDe4 ! ?  (all the other pieces can con­
tribute to the struggle at a moment's notice but 
this knight has to be forcibly involved; a bit like 
the shy guy who can' t  find the courage to grace 
the dance floor) 23 . . .  l:c4 24 llec l (the queen 
on f4 and knight on e4 want rid of the pressure 
on the fourth rank and the a1-rook is needed to 
protect the a-pawn) 24 . . .  l:c8 25 llxc4 'i'xc4 26 
1i'e3 1i'd5 still leaves Black's position easier to 
play and e5 continues to be a problem. My first 
impression of this position was that White has 
good drawing chances if he can keep his forces 
coordinated and perhaps distract Black with a 
few suggestive knight hops. However, I think 
this position is even better for Black than it 
looks. Indeed it is a good example of a 'space 
disadvantage' . It's not just that e5 is weak but 
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also because there are so many vulnerable 
squares in White' s camp that it is extremely dif­
ficult for him to hold all of the territory. What 
matters is not space but capacity. B lack has 
less space but plenty of capacity for his pieces 
while White has lots of space and not enough 
pieces to cover it all. We might say that White 
bas a huge castle but only a few soldiers while 
Black has the same number of soldiers and uses 
all the empty spaces in the castle as posts to at­
tack the white army. However, the primary sig­
nificance of this structure, in my view, is that 
whereas the most natural square for a white 
knight is e4, there is no 'anchorage' (pawn sup­
port) there, whereas a black knight on d5 is not 
only extremely effective, but also invulnerable. 
Knights, because they can 't easily run away, 
often need pawn support to ensure their sur­
vival. Play could continue 27 lZJc3 (27 tlJed2 !?  
Ac2 doesn't look like the answer and after 27 
�6 :c5 28 llel tlJe7 it' s  not at all clear what 
White should do next) 27 . . .  Wb3 28 tt:Jb5 (28 
Ac l tDe7 and Black is firmly in control) 
28 . . .  'ii'xe3 29 fxe3 :.C5 30 lLlfd4 tlJb6 3 1  lLlb3 
.C.xe5 32 tlJxa5 t0xa4 ! 33 .rtxa4 .rtxb5 with a 
probably lost endgame for White. 

So in looking at all these moves you may feel 
that the trend is turning inexorably against 
White and yet looking at the position after 
move 22 strongly suggests that White should at 
least be no more than slightly worse. These are 
the moments where you have to plunge espe­
cially deeply to find a way for White to buck the 
unfavourable trend. Given that all the normal­
looking moves do little to change this, we have 
to step back and look at this position afresh. We 
bave already established that we need to in­
volve the g3-knight but it seems that it is vul­
nerable on e4 and c3 and unsupported on d6. Is 
there another way? 

e) 23 tlJe2 !?  is a rather strange move but on 
reflection it makes good sense. On d4 this knight 
will be influential and also protected; it con­
II'Ols f5, prevents Black from attacking e5 with 
_Ji:Je7-c6 and contains the possibilities of 
()b5-d6 and tlJb3 where desirable. I think that 
Ibis may be the only solution to White's prob­
lems but it's the sort of move you'll only appre­
ciate if you are sensitive to the trends of a 
position .  White had to dig deeply in this posi­
tion. It is here that things begin to go steadily 

downhill, and once the trend has set in, it can be 
extremely hard to reverse. Now 23 . . .  tlJe7 (there 
are other moves, but the nature of the position 
doesn't  seem to change fundamentally) 24 
tt:Jed4 tt:Jd5 25 'fid2 llc4 leads to a fairly bal­
anced position. I think I still prefer Black but 
White has promising ideas based on h4, lle4-
h4, tlJb3 or .b5. In any case White has halted the 
unfavourable trend and is no longer playing in a 
purely reactive role. 

23 .. .  1lc4 24 :e4 lieS 25 lldl :c1 26 lleel 
llxdl 27 llxdl tt:Jb6 28 h5 'ii'c2 29 .C.el 

29 lld4 may have been a more tenacious 
defence. 

29 ... 1lc4 (D) 

w 

Now Black is firmly in control. Note how ef­
fective the knight has been on g8. In some ways 
it is 'better' than the knight on g3 because it 
performs a useful function of protecting f6 and 
has excellent prospects on c6, d5 or f5 . Mean­
while, White's g3-knight does very little to 
contribute to the struggle and largely because 
of the ineffectiveness of this piece, White finds 
it difficult to coordinate the army as a whole. 

30 'ii'e3 tlJd5 31 'ii'a7 .rtxa4 32 hxg6 \i'xg6 
33 llcl h5 34 \i'd7 .C.b4 35 li'd8 tlJge7 36 
'ii'xa5 h4 37 tt:Jn llg4 38 tt:Jel 'ii'g5 

Alternatively, 38 . . .  tlJf4 39 tlJe3 (39 \i'a8 
tt:Je2+) 39 . . .  lLle2+ 40 �fl lLlxc1 4 1  'ii'a3 h3 is 
also very good for Black. 

39 \i'd2 'ibe5 40 tt:Jf3 'ii'f6 
Black is a safe pawn up and White's  king is 

vulnerable. The rest of the game is a technical 
matter but White never managed to reverse the 
unfavourable trend that began with 19 llfel and 
was compounded by 23 h4. 
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:n 
48 

48 l:[xf5 offers White better drawing pros­
pects. 

(D) 

w 

White is totally lost because the h-pawn 
must fall .  Even if White could somehow hold 
this pawn in the short term, he could only do so 
by placing his knight on a square where it could 
ultimately be harassed by a black pawn. Black 
won on move 85. 

Botvinnik - Tal 
World Ch match (game I), Moscow 1961 

d5 

White's last move was 'peculiar' 

White has counterplay pending in that if 
he can complete his development the two bish­
ops will give him a long-term advantage 

As is often the case with such moments; 
one side has short-term promise and the other 
has long-term potential 

Black has many plausible continuations 
but none that is self-evidently correct 

Tal failed to sense the urgency of the task and 
played a routine move, after which the trends 
begin to change. 

••• 

1 6  . . .  f5 ! was called for; trying to 'develop' 
the rook from f8. This move would give Black 
extra control over e4, the possibility of a timely 
. . .  f4 and pressure against e3 if White ever plays 
f3. Botvinnik suggests that Black would have 
maintained the initiative after this move but he 
still has to play vigorously to prevent White 
from consolidating. A plausible variation is 17  
i.c2 l:ad8 1 8  b3 l:[d5 ! ?  19  h3  :cs 20 :a2 lllf6 
2 1  l:[d1 ltld5 22 tlJbl liJc3+ 23 ltlxc3 :lxc3 24 
i.d2 :lxc2 25 llxc2 xb3

(D) 

e5 B 

lbd2 (D) 

.! 
B 

Now the trends are beginning to change. If 
you've watched attentively you'll have sensed 
that Black's initiative has been squashed and 
that he is beginning to run out of ideas. It is cru­

cially important that Black 'wakes up' to this 
turn of events but it seems that Tal didn't sense 
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any danger and seemingly considered this posi­
tion no different from any other. 

22 . . . c5 ! was needed. B y  fixing the weakness 
on b3 Black can keep the white pieces some­
what bottled up and if White proceeds to capture 
on f6 he won't  be able to unravel his position. 

I suppose it's about equal after 22 . .  c5 then, 
with l:tac 1-c3 looking like a reasonable idea for 
White. 

24 

B 

Now Black is worse and the fact he was re­
cently better makes it all the more difficult to 
adjust to the new circumstances. If White can 
exchange rooks there will be little for the bishop 
to do while the knight can readily attack Black's 
vulnerable pawns. In my opinion it is crucial 
that Black keeps one pair of rooks, partly to 
have something to control the dark squares, but 
mainly so that White cannot advance his king 
into the black position quite so readily or push 
pawns without leaving weaknesses. I think this 
position is a good example of how bishop and 
rook can cooperate better than rook and knight. 
Perhaps the best way to see it is not so much as 
a matter of knight vs bishop but that when the 
rooks come off it's knight and king vs bishop 
and king, with the former working very well to­
gether. B y  keeping the rooks on, Black could 
prevent the white knight/king combination from 
laking shape. 

24 . . .  

Botvinnik recommends 24 . . .  R.d5 "to cut 
down the mobility of the knight" This also has 
the benefit of making it more difficult for White 
to exchange rooks . 

26 28 
30 (D) 

B 

Tal 's play gives the impression that he had 
no idea what was going on . In the last few 
moves he has weakened the queenside and ex­
changed all the rooks, cooperating ideally with 
White's plans. 

The above three games should hopefully 
have highlighted some common features to 
key/critical moments. As I've said, there is no 
magic formula to help identify these moments 
but it should help to be aware of the signs and 
signals above. There is not even a clear divide 
between what is a sign, what is a signal and what 
it is that you are supposed to be sensitive to, but 
generally speaking we have seen that the typi­
cal indications include: 

you see the oppo­
nent's idea(s), even though it hasn't  happened 
yet. 

There is no obvious way to continue 
the trend or increase the advantage naturally. 

You have lots 
of reasonable moves, but none that seem to be 
outstanding.  

There is no clear way 
to define 'unusual' in this context of course, but 
it will normally be a move that defies conven­
tion in some way. 
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Resolving to be Resolute 

It is not because things are difficult that we do 
not dare; it is because we do not dare that 
things are difficult. 
SENECA 

Most readers will have heard of the aphorism of 
Steinitz (and Lasker) that the side with the ad­
vantage must attack or else watch that advan­
tage disappear. I should say that this is not 
always the case; for example, sometimes when 
you have a decisive material advantage you have 
to defend for several moves before you make 
use of it. So perhaps we could rephrase this 
maxim to something like: the side with the ini­
tiative must play vigorously, or else watch that 
initiative dwindle. The following two games 
show the importance of having faith in your 
calculation at key moments. Not in the sense of 
making a decision based on calculation as 
such, but in the realization that there are some 
positions in which you must calculate. How­
ever, it is usually clear that the position is criti­
cal before you calculate and so your realization 
that the position is critical often comes hand­
in-hand with the feeling that complications 
cannot be avoided. It is then a question of 
judgement and courage, rather than formal cal­
culation, which will lead you to the necessary 
line of play. Thus in this sense 

In any case the following two games sees 
your author guilty of Blinking. I had the advan­
tage in both cases, but failed to sense the ur­
gency of transforming it and so saw it dissolve 
into nothing and less. 

Rowson - B. Lalic 
British League (4NCL) 199819 

1 

�f3!? 
This move-order rarely has any independent 

significance but it can offer White a promising 
twist if Black wants to play the lines without 
. . .  lLJd7. In passing, I offer the following game 

.!. 
w 

as an offbeat way to play the white side of the 
Classical Caro-Kann; it' s unlikely to cause 
B lack nightmares, but I think it deserves more 
attention. 

6 h4 h6 7 lLJf3 lDd7 8 h5 �h7 9 �d3 �xd3 
10 'ii'xd3 e6 1 1  �f4 lLJgf6 12 0-0 ! ?. Normally 
White castles queen side here, but I noticed GM 
Nick de Firmian castle kingside in this line and 
realized that it made some sense. Most varia­
tions in this line revolve around whether the 
h5-pawn gives White an imposing space/struc­
tural advantage on the kingside or whether the 
pawn is actually just a long-term liability. It has 
long been assumed that White should keep the 
rook on h1  to protect h5 but given that Black 
cannot force the win of this pawn quickly for 
tactical reasons there is another way of looking 
at the position . If Black castles queenside 
White can pawn-storm him there without fear 
of exposing his own king and if he castles 
kingside, the h5-pawn is very useful for attack­
ing purposes. 12 . . .  �e7 13  c4 0-0 14 l:.fe1 l:.e8 
15 lbd l 'ii'a5 16 a3 ! b5 ( 1 6  . . .  lLJxh5 17 �d2) 17  
lDe5 bxc4 1 8  'ifxc4 lLJxe5 19 dxe5 lLJd5 20 �c1 
"ii'b6 21 tfg4 �f8 22 l:.d3 �c5 23 l:.e2 ! l:.ad8 
24 b4l �e7 25 llf3 c5 26 �xh6! gxh6 27 llxf7+ 
�xf7 28 'it'g6+ �f8 29 'ii'xh6+ �g8 30 lle4 
lDf6 3 1  exf6 �xf6 32 l:.g4+ 1 -0 J .Rowson­
J.Grant, Aberdeen 1998. 

7 h4 h6 8 lLJe5 (after 8 h5 �h7 9 �d3 �xd3 
lO 'ii'xd3 e6 Black can consider playing . . .  c5 
and . . .  �c6, when his queen's knight will be 
more active than it is on d7) 8 . . .  �h7 9 �d3 
�xd3 10 'iixd3 e6 l l  �d2 is the current main 
line, which I know little about. 
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This is a somewhat doubtful idea, because it 
weakens the kingside and the central light 
squares, but I wanted to try to 'punish' his 
move-order (Perfectionism). At the time thi s  
game was played I was oblivious to the recent 
fashions mentioned above. This ignorance, and 
lhe confidence it gave me, led me to overesti­
mate my position, but such false confidence is 
often a great blessing and I proceeded to mobi­
lize my forces quickly and confidently. 

10 . . . tiJd5 is more obvious but then Black 
doesn't  threaten . . .  c5 as quickly because of the 
reply .ib5+. Thus: 1 1  0-0 !i..e7 12 .ib3 0-0 1 3  

1 3  !i..b3 is met by 1 3  . . .  lDxe5 . 

I guess Bogdan refrained from 1 3  . .  .'�xb2 ! ?  
for 'psychological reasons' ;  he didn ' t  want to 
cede the initiative so soon. However, as far as I 
can tell White has no convincing continuation 
here and given that White's position now be­
gins to improve this may already have been a 
critical moment where the trend turns in White's 
favour. A possible continuation is 14  :abl 
•xc2 15 lbb7 11Vxe2 ! (15  . . . lbb6 16 l:[xf7 ! �xf7 
1 7  'i'f3+) 1 6  �xe2 tl'lb6 17 lDh5 :gs 1 8  c 1 
.1e4. 

B 

I was quite content here. I have an active po­
sition and all my forces are mobilized. How­
ever, I think the position is still equal since all 
Black's pieces have potential and it's not easy 
for White to create any weaknesses.  That said, 
the trends somehow felt favourable because my 

position is quite easy to play and I think I liked 
my position more than Bogdan liked his . 

1S . . !i..f2 
Intending d5 or lDe4. 

1 7  !i..d3 is  another plan ; exchanging off 
Black's main kingside defender and planning to 
give the knight pride of place on e4. However, 
such a strategy is double-edged because if my 
kingside attack doesn' t  succeed, my bishop 
will be relatively passive and it won' t  help me 
to defend all the l ight squares I 've weakened. 
Moreover, I prefer not to exchange pieces when 
I have a space advantage; I am fearful of coun­
ter-attacks of the type we saw in Emms-Web­
ster above. 

B 

'ik
GM M.Gurevich thought this was an outra­

geous move, and I myself found it rather sur­
prising. After 19  . . .  'ikd7 ! Black is at least equal. 
Bogdan was afraid of 20 tl'le4 tl'ld5 2 1  tlJc5 
�xc5 22 dxc5, when White seems to have a big 
advantage, but as Gurevich had seen, 22 . . .  tiJb4! 
or 22 . . .  /tJf4 poaching on d3 leaves Black in 
control. This line shows the value of centraliza­
tion and trusting your feelings. I find that it of­
ten happens this way; the most obvious move 
which keeps your pieces centralized works 
well but by Thinking, you find some way to jus­
tify a much more obscure move. I think in the 
given case this was related to the trends; Bogdan 
felt  a little pressure because of the confidence 
of my play, convinced himself that he'd better 
be careful, and then manufactured a line to be 
careful about. This is speculation of course, but 
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I think it' s  not so implausible. Black' s 'posi­
tion' on the chessboard after my 19th move was 
absolutely fine but his 'position' with reference 
to the contest was not so easy. 

Tickling his kingside and hassling the bishop. 
It's also useful to control g5 in case there is an 
annoying combination of . . .  �g5 and . . .  tbe3 at 
some moment. 

�

"You were not enough resolute !", said Bog­
dan. Indeed I was in 'confident autopilot' mode 
and didn't realize that it was time to shift gear. 
Yet had I looked closely I would have seen all 
the indications:  19 . . .  'ii'b8 was a strange-looking 
move the upward trend I felt while 
playing the natural moves has reached an im­
passe and I have to re-energize my position 

22 . . .  lLJb4, putting a strong cen­
tralized knight temporarily on a silly square, 
might also suggest that I need to strike 
Moreover, if I talk to my pieces they are all 
screaming for action and whereas the c 1 -rook 
has to be dragged kicking and screaming to the 
passive d l-square, my e4-knight is pleading for 
an advance into d6 

This was a serious opportunity to win the 
game. Since I saw 23 lLJd6 but didn't look be­
yond the fact that Black wins material, I was 
guilty of Materialism, but that wasn't the main 
issue. Rather I didn't  realize that this move de­
manded a different type of attention to all my 
previous moves, which have been rather easy to 
find. Had this been a puzzle or had somebody 

told me it was a key moment I'm sure I would 
have found the solution but without realizing 
that this moment has extra 'weight' it' s very 
hard to justify spending lots of energy on a long 
complicated line when up to this point I have 
built up a good position without very much ef­
fort. 'If it ain't  broke don' t  fix it' , I suppose, but 
I 've always felt that line is just an excuse for la­
ziness. 

This gets to the heart of the blinking prob­
lem. You will only begin to recognize these key 
moments if you are highly sensitive to trends. 
Prior to 22 . . .  tLlb4 there was a clear upward trend 
for White, with an obvious way to continue this 
trend with 23 lLJd6. But after 22 . . .  lLJb4 it's not 
so easy to continue this trend and after my 
half-hearted move the trend is reversed, where­
upon Black begins to equalize. So if you can 
see your favourable trend blossoming by itself 
then that's great but if your opponent fights 
hard you will have moments where you are 
'stuck' and can 't  see a way to continue the 
trend. Those will normally be the key moments 
where you have to dig deep. 

23 lLJd6 ! more or less missed the scanner, but 
this is what I had to try if I was serious about 
causing my opponent problems. The following 
maze is a necessary evil, to show that concen­
tration at key moments can be rewarded with 
fascinating insights to a position. It's taken me 
a fair few hours to create the mess below, and 
this is a rare opportunity in this book to plunge 
in and get your hands dirty: 

a) 23 . . .  l:txd6 24 exd6 �xd6 25 �xd6 'ii'xd6 
26 �e5 ! ±. 

b) 23 ... �xd6 24 exd6 �d3 25 ii' g4 �xfl 26 
�e5 ! and now: 

bl )  26 . . .  g6 27 �xe6 +- �d3 (27 . . .  �h7 28 
l:c7 �d3 29 'ii'f3) 28 d7 'ii'a8 29 l:c8 lLJc6 
(29 . . .  h5 30 ii'f4 lLJc6 3 1  l:txc6 fxe6 32 ii'h6 
l:fl + 33 �h2 and checkmate follows shortly) 
30 l:xa8 l:xa8 3 1  ii'f3 with a large advantage to 
White. 

b2) 26 ... f6 27 l:tc7 l:f7 28 �xe6 and White 
crashes through. 

c) On seeing 23 . . .  �d3, I assumed I couldn't  
play 23 tbd6 and didn 't  think any more about it, 
but if I had paid more attention to the trends, I 
would have realized that in a sense I have to 
play it, or consent to the reversal of the game's 
direction. White then has 24 'ii'g4 ! :  
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c l )  24 . . .  .1txd6 25 exd6 h5 (after 25 . . .  -ltxfl 
26 J..e5 g6 27 l:xfl White is clearly better, if not 
winning) 26 .. g5 .ltxfl 27 .lte5 f6 28 .ltxe6+ 
winning. 

c2) 24 . . .  .ltxfl 25 ltlxf7 ! (25 l:xfl .:txd6!  
26 exd6 .ltxd6) 25 . . .  .1td3 (25 . . .  J..el 26 'ti'xe6 
doesn't help Black because the g6-square is 
weakened; 25 . . .  l:txf7 26 'ii'xe6 .:tdf8 27 •xe7 
lt:Jc6 28 .ltxf7+ l:xf7 29 'ii'xf7+ �xf7 30 e6+ ! 
+-) 26 .ltxe6 (26 'illxe6 l:tde8 ! seems to be 
better for Black) and here: 

c21 )  26 . . .  l:xf7 27 .ltxf7+ and then : 
c2 1 1 ) 27 . . .  �h8 28 l:c3 ! (28 e6 l:xd4 is not 

so clear) 28 . . .  .lth7 (there are other moves, but I 
don't  think the combined threats of e6 and a3 
can be met) 29 e6 and Black seems to be losing 
in all lines. 

c212) 27 . . .  �xf7 is met by 28 e6+. 
c213) 27 . . .  �h7 28 l:c3 ! (28 e6 is met by 

28 . . .  .:txd-:1-) 28 . . .  -ltbl 29 e6 'ifa8 30 .lte5 g6 gives 
White an attractive win by 3 l .ltxg6+!  .ltxg6 32 
h5 .:tg8 33 hxg6+ .:txg6 34 ,..f5 'i'f8 35 .:tc8 ! .  

c22) 26  . . .  �h7 27 a3 ! and here: 
c221)  27 . . . lbd.s 28 'i'd1 .ltg6 29 ltlxd8 .:txd8 

30 'iif3 lDc7 3 1  .ltf5 .ltxf5 32 Wxf5+ �h8 33 
e6 and White wins. 

c222) 27 . . . lbc6 28 d5 .:txf7 29 dxc6 .:tfl+ 
30 .:txfl .ltxfl 3 1  .ltf5+ �g8 32 e6 J..d6 33 
Wg6 .ltxg3 34 'ii'h7+ �f8 35 1i'h8+ �e7 36 
Wxg7+ �d6 37 'fi'xg3+ �xc6 38 .lte4+ �c5 39 
e7 ! ii'xg3 40 exd8W 'ife3+ 41 �xfl Wxe4 42 
'ii'f8+ with a winning queen endgame. 

c223) 27 . . .  ltlc2 and now 28 'i'd l l:xd4 29 
l:xc2 .ltg6 30 'ihd4 .ltxc2 3 1  lDd6 J..g6 32 
�h2 gives White a promising position, while 
28 d5 !? l:de8 is fairly unclear, but I believe in 
White's attack. 

Although these lines are not comprehensive, 
they do seem to flow elegantly in the direction 
of the prevailing trend. It would asking far too 
much to see all the lines after 23 ltld6 to the 
end, but it's not asking too much to look far 
enough to confirm the belief that this is the 
right move. It may well be that there's a flaw in 
the above analysis and that Black can defend 
after this move, but this wouldn't  change my 
view that 23 lt:Jd6 had to be played. Indeed I am 

reminded of Miles annotating a game in which 
his opponent sacrifices a piece for two pawns in 
a quiet but complex position where he notes : 
··No ! s  or ?s for this move. It's just necessary." 

Sometimes it' s more important to keep the mo­
mentum of the game than to think whether a 
certain move is objectively good or bad. 

A well-timed exchange. Black would have 
played this before but it only works when White 
can be prevented from lining up the queen and 
bishop on the bl-h7 diagonal. 

24 

I dido 't sense that the trend was turning away 
from me. This was probably my last chance to 
keep some sort of advantage, by 25 a3 ii'c6 !  26 
'ifxc6 lbxc6 27 d5 .ltc5+ 28 �h2 exd5 29 l:xd5 
.ltd4 30 .:tb5 J..b6 ! 3 1  e6 fxe6 32 .ltxe6+ �h7 
but even then, there don 't  seem to be enough 
pawns left to make much use of the two bish­
ops. All the same, White should have a pull for 
some moves to come. 

26 
I doubt if I'm in any way better here. 
26 . . .  .:tc8 a3 28 

30 :n :n 
Bogdan offered a draw here, but Bogdan of­

fers so many draws that I tend to reject them on 
principle, often at the cost of half a point; a 
small price to pay for the pleasure it gives me. 
In fact his move was somewhat inaccurate and I 
was quite right to decline, not that I realized 
why. 

34 'ili'g4 !  looks very good for White. 
1h.-1h 

White is more active, but Black's king is 
safer. I offered the draw back, before the trend 
turned away beyond equality. 
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1 

B.  La l ie - Rowson 
Isle of Man 1999 

I now realize that before the game there is 
something to be said for thinking about what 
you are playing for. On the one hand I want to 
fight in all my games but you must either re­
solve to do this at all times or else be pragmatic 
and decide before each game, considering 
form, tournament situation, colour and oppo­
nent. One of the main reasons I lost this game is 
that I hadn't  resolved in my own mind how I 
would react to an early draw offer. For a further 
consideration of such issues, see Chapter 3 .  

. .  

After about five minutes' thought. I didn' t  
feel very focused for some reason so  I used the 
first few moves to acclimatize. 

Played with the air of a cunning question. 
Bogdan knows my repertoire quite well and, 
like most Griinfeld players, I have some move­
order issues to deal with after I c4 or 1 tDf3 . I 
had the feeling that he would be ready for any 
funny business based on . . .  e5 but I didn't  really 
have a choice because I don't  understand early 
. . .  g6 Iines or the King's Indian nearly well enough 
to play them against such a theoretical monster. 

. .  

OK, show m e  what you've got. 

3 d4 tDf6 4 ltJf3 ..tb4+ 5 ..td2 ..txd2+ 6 �xd2 
(6 lDbxd2 d6 7 dxe5 dxe5 8 lDxe5 'flie7 9 f4 
tDbd7 10  tDxd7 i.xd7 1 1  e5 0-0-0 with good 
compensation, Polugaevsky-Tal, USSR Ch, 
Moscow 1973) 6 . . .  'We7 ! ?  7 dxe5 lDxe4 8 'flie3 
�b4+ 9 tDbd2 tDxd2 10  'i'xd2 'i'xd2+ 1 1  �xd2 
b6 ! ?  with a comfortable ending for Black, 
Poluliakhov-Sutovsky, Koszalin 1 999. 

. • .  i.g7 
Again I hesitated to play this move. Not hav­

ing had this exact position before, I wasn't sure 
what would happen after 6 e5 . 

I was surprised when Bogdan paused before 
this move, but sometimes this is just a ploy of 
well-prepared players to make you think that 
they are on new territory too, so I was still quite 
tense here. 6 tDc3 0-0 7 i.e2 Ae8 8 f3 c6 !?, with 
the idea of playing . . .  d5 without pausing for 

. . .  d6, is generally thought to be comfortable for 
Black. If White wants an advantage here he 
probably has to try 9 tDb3 ! ?  with the idea of 
9 . . .  d5 1 0  cxd5 cxd5 1 1  i.g5 , as suggested by 
Lautier. l l . . .dxe4 1 2  �xd8 l:xd8 1 3 tDxe4 tDbd7 
14 l:d 1 l:e8 1 5 tDd6 l:e6 1 6  '.t>t2 and White has 
an e nduring initiative. 9 . . .  a5 ! ?  may be Black's 
best reply. Then 10  a4 ( 1 0  ..tf4 a4 just looks 
good for Black) 10 . . .  d5 ! ?  (this is not mentioned 
by Lautier, but it seems to make it difficult for 
White to castle) 1 1  cxd5 cxd5 1 2  ..tg5 ( 12  exd5 
'iib6 Iooks like good compensation) 1 2  .. .'ib6 ! ?  
1 3  .txf6 �xf6 1 4  �xd5 l:d8 is not so clear be­
cause White ' s  knights have a lot of potential, 
but I suspect Black has enough compensation 
for the pawn. 

I played this after roughly five minutes of 
dithering over 6 . . .  'i'e7, which unfortunately 
doesn't have an obvious refutation - making it 
difficult to discard under the circumstances 
(Peifectionism). I still felt like I was somehow 
walking a tight rope. 7 'iie2 tDh5 8 t[)f3 (this 
looks simplest) 8 ... d6 9 exd6 'i'xe2+ 10 .i.xe2 
cxd6 looked to me like some sort of theory, but 
given that I have no real compensation for the 
structure I didn' t  want to go there. 

7 'flie2 tDc5 is likely to end up with White 
having problems on the e-file. 

Now I felt more comfortable .  My opponent 
was thinking too, and he didn' t  look totally 
content. 

This seems to give Black a very easy game. 
Now I was quite enjoying myself. I suppose 
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we' ve just had some sort of theoretical battle 
and given that this is Bogdan's forte, I was 
pleased to have come out on top. 

9 
Now I started playing quickly. It looks like 

an upward trend for Black has been established. 
White has lost some time with his queen and 
Black has comfortable posts waiting for all his 
pieces. 

.irs 14 
(D) 

B 

Here Bogdan offered a draw - and a very 
tricky offer it is. Aside from the position, the 
tournament context was on my mind. This was 
the penultimate round; 1 out of 2 gives me a 
reasonable prize, 1 112 a good prize and 2/2 
would be first outright. A terrible thing to think 
at such a moment! But who is completely resis­
tant to such thoughts? There are aspects of 
Wanting and Egoism here. Whatever the evalu­
ation of the current position, it is clear that I 
have been experiencing an upward trend after 
riding the storm just out of the opening. It is 
also clear that Black's position is not worse, 
and White's last move is in some ways encour­
aging because it accentuates Black's develop­
ment advantage. A further issue is that I have an 
obvious move to play ( 1 4  . . .  l:tae8) and yet I have 
no obvious plan for preserving and transform­
ing the favourable trend. 

So in many ways I am fully justified in de­
clining the offer, but to some extent the offer 
undermined my concentration because when 
you feel that your opponent is going to fight to 
the death for victory, you tend to feel suitably 
tense and attentive to his ideas and their relation 

to your own. But once you are offered a draw, 
there is a tendency to feel that this offer is of a 

general nature and not specific to the position. 
My problem here was that I concluded that this 
offer was 'on the table' and generalized that 
'Bogdan is happy with a draw' In actual fact 
Bogdan, though usually happy with a draw, 
was dis tinctly unhappy with his opening play, 
and fearing he may be worse and sensing the 
unfavourable trend, he tried to halt Black's  
progress by  ending the game immediately. 
Since he was a half-point behind and values the 
alleged advantage of the white pieces, a draw 
was by no means a success for him. 

to 
to 

If you do this, there may be a tendency to 
avoid the transformations you need to make be­
cause as long as the position seems the same, 
you may think you have an opt-out clause, but if 
the position is totally different, you lose the 
safety-valve that you think the offer has af­
forded you. So, largely because of the offer, I 
decided to try to outplay him slowly but this is a 
big mistake, because White's extra pawn for his 
king shield and grip on the d5-square gives him 
certain positional advantages and if I play a 
' slow game' ,  as the Russians say, there is a dan­
ger that I could become worse. The point is that 
I didn't acknowledge this danger because I al­
ways thought I had a draw available if the posi­
tion seemed to be turning .  

14 . .  15 

B 

If White is given time to 
connect and centralize his rooks then he will be 
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better, so Black needs to play with some con­
trolled urgency. I decided against sacrificing on 
h3 , not because of any particular line, but just 
because after such a big change in the position ,  
I feared I would be playing for a 'third result' 
rather than just two - a draw or a win (see 
Chapter 3 ). Given that I knew I had to do some­
thing, but didn' t  like 1 5  . . .  i.xh3, I decided on 
the most natural move without carefully calcu­
lating White' s likely response. 

. . .  �4? ! 

Now White is at least equal. Other ideas: 
a) For a long time after the game I assumed 

that I missed my only chance to keep the initia­
tive with 15  . . .  i.xh3. Indeed, both players con­
cluded that Black has good practical chances 
and should have played this way to keep the 
pressure on White. After 16  gxh3 'iixh3 1 7  
l2Jh2 !  (not 1 7 l2Jg5 ? !  'ii'h4) we didn' t  find 
anything in particular for Black, but assumed 
that this must be the way for him to go because 
otherwise White was never worse, and this 
seemed counter-intuitive given the amount of 
time he had lost. Moreover, Bogdan suggested 
that such a sacrifice wasn' t  even such a big risk 
because Black already has two pawns and a big 
initiative. However, a closer look suggests that 
this line just doesn't work for Black: 

B 

al ) 1 7  . . .  l2Je5 1 8  l2Jd5 ! and now if Black 
takes, White recaptures with check and brings 
the queen to g2. If Black doesn ' t  take, White 
can either bring the knight to the kingside with 
l2Jf4 or start a counterattack with l2Jxc7. I don't  
see anything promising for Black here. 

a2) 1 7  . . .  l2Je7 !? is a curious echo of the sug­
gested 23 l2Je2 !?  in Emms-Webster but after 1 8  

i.g4 ! Black's best is to play an inferior ending 
after 1 8  . . .  l2Jxg4 1 9  'ii'xg4 'ii'xg4+ 20 l2Jxg4 h5 
2l lDh2 i.xc3 22 bxc3 l2Jf5 . 

a3) 1 7  . . .  l:te5 !? 1 8  i.f3 ! and now I don't  see 
anything convincing, as 1 8  . . .  l:tf5 1 9 l2Jd5 !  leaves 
White in control. 

There is a theme to all these lines:  Black's  
development advantage is based on the superior 
activity of his rooks, but it seems there is no 
way to exploit this after 1 5  . . .  i.xh3. White's 
queen was very well placed on d l ,  supporting 
f3 and g4 and the position of Black's king gives 
White some annoying regrouping possibilities. 
What does this suggest? Talk with your pieces. 
Your f6-knight has been heard and your f5-
bishop is calling, but is there a sound from any 
other quarter? Which piece could be improved 
before the forces become integrated? Thus . . .  

b) 15  . . .  �h8 ! is a very strong quiet move, 
with a prophylactic flavour. Black keeps the op­
tion of both . . .  l2Je4 and . . .  i.xh3,  both of which 
will be stronger with the king on h8 . More im­
portantly, this circumvents White's most natu­
ral continuation and so makes it difficult to find 
a suitable reply. Then: 

b1)  16 'ii'd2 i.xh3 ! 17 gxh3 'iixh3 is now, I 
think, good for Black because the i nsertion of 
'ii'd2 and . . .  �h8 deprives White of all the main 
defensive resources that we saw in line 'a' : 

b1 1 )  1 8  l2Jh2 l2Je4 ! 1 9  'ii'c2 {after 19  l2Jxe4 
l:txe4 the superiority of the rooks is very clear, 
and Black has a decisive attack, e .g. 20 i.g5 
ll:ld4 2 l l:be 1 l:tf3 ! )  1 9  . . .  l2Jxf2 ! 20 .ixf2 i.e5 
2 1 l2Jg4 l2Jd4! gives Black decisive threats . 

bl2) No better is 1 8  i.f4 l2Jh5 1 9  i.h2, when 
Black is winning ; for example, 19 .. Jhe2 20 
'ii'xe2 l:txf3 2 1  'it'e8+ :ts 22 'ii'e3 'ii' g4+ 23 
�h1 'ii'xc4. 

b13) 1 8 l2Jg5 'ii'h4 1 9  �g2 l2Jg4 leaves Black 
with a huge initiative. After 20 l2Jh3 i.e5 ! 2 1  
'i'e 1 J::t£5 White might be able to survive, but 
Black has plenty of attacking ideas. 

b2) 1 6  l:.c I ! ?  gives Black two promising op­
tions: 

b21 )  1 6  . . .  i.xh3 17 gxh3 'ii'xh3 I8 l2Jh2 /iJe4! 
19 l2Jd5 (after 19 i.g4 'ii'h4 20 i.f3 ll:lxc3 2 1  
bxc3 'ii'xc4, I guess Black i s  a bit better: he has 
three pawns for the piece, White's  remaining 
pawns are weak, and the white king will always 
be draughty) 19 . . .  .ie5 20 l2Jg4 h5 (20 . . .  l2Jg3 21  
fxg3 'flxg3+ 22  �h l 'i'h3+ 23  �gl  't'i'g3+) 2 1  
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�xe5 l:.xe5 and the threat of . . .  l:.ff5 followed 
by . . .  l:.g5+ looks unstoppable. 

b22) The quieter option is also instructive: 
16 . . .  tlJe4 17 l[)xe4 (17 tbd5 .i.xb2 18  l:.b1 li'g7 
seems to lead to favourable complications) 
17 . . .  .i.xe4 1 8  �d4 ( 1 8  b3 i.b2 looks like quite 

a safe material-grab, while 1 8  wt'd2 i.xf3 1 9  
.i.xf3 l:.xf3 20 gxf3 'i'xh3 is winning) 1 8. . .  �xd4 
1 9  .i.xd4 .ixd4 20 wt'xd4+ 'i' g7. This is the 
type of slight edge I was looking for. Black is 
usual ly a bit better in such endings because the 
pawn on c4 leaves the white queenside a bit ex­
posed and in this case Black has the more useful 
bishop and a more active king. 

b3) 1 6  :e 1 may be White's best move but 
Black retains some initiative: 1 6  . . .  l[)e4 (after 
16 . . .  .ixh3 17  gxh3 �xh3 1 8  ..tn White should 
stave off the attack) 1 7  �xe4 .i.xe4 1 8  �d4 
'i*'d8 ! ?  (improving the queen's prospects and 
setting a little trap) 1 9  �xc6 (not 1 9  wt'd2? 
�xg2 ! 20 �xg2 l:.xe3 2 1  fxe3 wt'g5+ 22 .ig4 
tt:Jxd4) and here: 

b31 )  19 ... bxc6!? 20 .i.d4 c5 2 I .txg7+ q;xg7. 
Black has chances to be better in such an ending 
because the 'weak' black a-pawn can be used to 
make the white b-pawn even weaker and the 
position of the kings means that White's king­
side majority is unlikely to cause any problems. 

b32) 1 9  . . .  .ixc6 20 .i.d4 li'h4 ! gives Black 
some initiative. 

16 �xe4 .ixe4 17 �gS! 
I didn't think he could do this, but perhaps 

that's just because I had programmed myself to 
think that he was playing for a draw and so such 
tactical lines missed the scanner. 

11 . . .  .trs 
Not 1 7  . . .  .txb2? 1 8  �xe4 .ixal 1 9  'i'd5+ 

'i*'n 20 :xal wt'xd.5 2 1  cxd5 (I  think I'd missed 
that he was attacking c6 here) 2 1 . . Jhe4 22 
dxc6 bxc6 with a winning endgame for White. 

18 'i'd2 h6?! 
A nervous and weakening move. The knight 

looks threatening on g5 but it's actually not 
very well  placed. 1 8  . . .  �e5 ! ?  was better. Then 
after 1 9  f4? !  (there's no need for White to be 
provoked in this way; 1 9  Afe I ! ? and 1 9  l:.ad 1 ! ? 
both look comfortable for White but Black is 
much better off having not weakened the 
kingside and the position looks more equal than 
anything else) 19  . . .  �c6 20 .if3 :xe3 21  .ixc6 
�xc6 22 'fixe3 'fixc4 Black seems to be better. 

The two bishops are not worse than the rook 
and knight and Black has an extra pawn. 

19 �f3 .ie4 

I offered a draw back here, thinking I was 
still slightly better but sensing that my favour­
able trend was withering. In fact after White's 
next move I am a bit worse and the effect of the 
draw offer being declined placed me in  a very 
difficult predicament. Not only do I have to fight, 
when I didn't  think I had to, but I have to face 
up to the possibility of defeat, which seemed 
out of the question a few moves ago. Such situ­
ations are considered more closely in Wanting. 

20 �h2! 
Now White has consolidated his position 

and connected the rooks. In the meantime I 
have achieved little but a weakened kingside. 
White is slightly better and has established a fa­
vourable trend. To his credit, Bogdan plays the 
rest of the game very well .  Instead after 20 
.ixh6? i.xf3 2 1  .ixf3 l:.xf3 22 gxf3 'i'xh3, 
White's king is not a happy bunny. 

20 ... 'fie7 21 :adl wt'r6 22 b3 g5 23 .i.h5 
.ig6 24 ..tf3 ..te4 25 .i.h5 .ig6 26 li'd5+ <it>b7? 

The king is vulnerable here. White's repeti­
tion had undermined my sense of danger. 
26 . . .  :f7 ! is best, when I am close to equalizing. 
I guess psychologically we don't  like to pin our 
own pieces, but here there is little that White 
can do to trouble me, e .g .  27 .ixg6 wt'xg6 28 
'i!t'b5 l:.b8 ! .  It's quite simple really : I have no 
real weaknesses and the threat of . . .  l:.f5 will al­
low my b8-rook to be reactivated soon. 

27 .if3 
With the irritating threat of li'b5. 
27 ..• a6 28 c5! 
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Opening the position while my coordination 
is bad and making c7 a potential weakness. 

28 . . . dxcS 29 �xeS ..te4 
I didn ' t  like to abandon his highness like this 

but ..txc6 in conjunction with l:.d7 was a seri­
ous positional threat. 

30 .i.xe4+! l:.xe4 31 l2Jf3! (D) 

B 

I was a little dazed around now. My position 
is basically still OK but there are various threats 
based on taking on g5, �c2 or l:.d7 and it was 
all a bit much to take in while short of time. At 
first I wanted to play 3 1 . . .l:.e7 but I felt that my 
pieces looked a bit clumsy then.  After a bit 
more rumination I decided that exchanging 
queens would help and, without stopping to 
consider my opponent's reply, I played: 

3l ... 'li'e7?? 
This is a good case of ' looseness' brought 

about by the feeling of helplessness when the 
trends seem to be turning relentlessly against 
you. I was far too ' loose' to calculate any tactics 
accurately but on a better day I may still have 
been able to hold with 3 I . . .l:.n ! .  I think I saw 
some combination of 'li'c2 and .i.xg5 and ruled 
this one out. It's easy to overlook the critical 
lines when you have already tacitly assumed 
that there should be a simple solution to your 
problems. Bogdan demonstrated the important 
and impressive line 32 i.xg5 'W' g6 33 tic2 
l:.xf3 ! 34 gxf3 l%g4+! after the game. It's true 
that it's not so difficult to see now, but when the 
tense emotions of the moment direct your 
thoughts, it is extremely difficult to perceive 
such a line clearly. I guess my blunder was 
caused by 'tension transference' ,  considered 
under Looseness. 

32 'iixe7! 
Of course ! I have no good way to recapture. 

Having decided that a queen exchange fa­
voured me in general, I didn't stop to look at the 
specific implications of this obvious move. 32  
'ilic2 also looks strong. I think I had something 
in mind after this and I presume Bogdan saw 
whatever it was too, but looking at it now, this 
looks absolutely decisive because of the com­
bined threats of l2Jd2 and .i.c5 . After 32  . . . lDb4 
33 't'ibl �h8, White has 34 .i.c5 ! - I  think we 
both missed this final detail. 

32 ... l2Jxe7 
32 .. Jhe7 is met by 33  ..tc5. 
33 l:.d7 'i!fg6 
Or 33 . . .  l2Jf5 34 .i.xg5 . 
34 l:.xc7 llJdS 35 l:lxb7 l2Jxe3 36 l:.el! 
An accurate move. White has some technical 

problems after 36 fxe3 l:.xe3 37 l:.b6+ l:.f6. 

36 •.• .i.d4 37 l2Jxd4 l:.xd4 38 lbe3 l:.dl+ 39 
�h2 llxf2 40 l:.b6+ �fS 41 llxh6 'i!ff4 42 lle8 
1-0 . 

Contradiction at the Heart of 
Chess? 

Do I contradict myself? Very well then, I con­
tradict myself 
WALT WHITMAN 

Has it ever struck you how crude chess symbols 
are? In one position in my last book I tried to 
say that 'Black has an unclear advantage' but 
John Nunn objected that this was contradictory: 
if Black has the advantage in the position then 
that's a clear assessment; the position cannot 
also be unclear. In a sense you cannot fault this 
logic and indeed I felt obliged to change the as­
sessment to something like 'the position is 
fairly unclear but I prefer Black'. I suppose the 
distinction is that one is an objective claim and 
the other a subjective opinion, but I'm not at all 
convinced that this distinction should be seen 
as important. Whatever the case may be, this 
episode made an impression on me and since 
then I 've wondered to what extent our apprecia­
tion of chess is restricted by the symbols we are 
exposed to in almost every chess book we read. 

Without words, we communicate with the 
following: slight/clear/decisive advantage to 
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either side (six assessments), equal , unclear, 
compensation, counterplay, initiative, attack, 
time-trouble, development (plus a few others) 
and in most books we are not even exposed to 
anything beyond the first seven or eight, the 
rest being verbalized by the author. What inter­
ests me is which signs are mutually exclusive 
and why? Presumably the position can be un­
clear with one side having an attack, or equal 
with one side having compensation for mate­
rial. Can it be such that the side with the slight 
advantage is also under attack? Can the side 
with a clear disadvantage also enjoy a develop­
ment advantage? 

Of course they can, but these pairs don't rest 
easy, do they? Somehow we like to attach extra 
weight to the assessment and all other details 
are given a subordinate role. For example, we 
often read that White is better because of devel­
opment or that the position has become unclear 
because of counterplay, etc. There may be a 
very good reason for this. Whereas the first 
eight symbols can be applied to one position at 
a time, the others refer to events in progress, 
those ephemeral, dynamic aspects of the posi­
tion that are somehow more intangible and less 
precise (we think) than the basic assessments. It 
seems to me that the former (positional assess­
ments) place a value on the given position as it 
stands, but the latter gives an indication of the 
direction of the game. But why don' t  we place a 
value on the direction? Might it not be, that, be­
cause of the direction of the game, the side with 
the advantage must inevitably become worse? 

Surely not! Surely that would just mean that 
the initial assessment was incorrect? That would 
be a convenient answer, but I've come to think 
that it may not be true. I freely admit that the al­
ternative is highly counter-intuitive, but I hope 
the reader will give it a fair hearing in any case. 
Sometimes it seems that you can look at a posi­
tion from the perspective of the given moment 
without 'movement' and place a value on it that 
contradicts the value you place on it under the 
perspective of where the game has come from 
and where it's likely to go. What is more, this 
does not seem to be a purely psychological 
matter. I think this sort of crazy contradiction 
may be built into the heart of chess. There may 
be some positions where one side is better 
and worse, depending on whether you look 

at the position at hand or the direction of the 
game. 

In case you think this is a just an academic 
matter, think again. How often have you felt 
that you had a good position, don 't  know where 
you went wrong, and lost? I 'm sure it has hap­
pened quite a lot, and I am suggesting that in 
such cases you may not have made a mistake as 

such at all ! It may just have been that your 
assessment of the position as favourable, al­
though not strictly false, may have been too 
one-dimensional. You need to assess not only 
the position as it stands, but the position as it 
has changed and how it is likely to continue 
to change. 

Understanding this idea is important for ap­
preciating Blinking as a deadly sin. To demon­
strate this, and to rescue us from this abyss of 
abstraction, please consider the following game: 

Shaw - Rowson 
Edinburgh 2000 

1 e4 c5 2 lDf3 d6 3 ..i.b5+ lbd7 4 d4 l!Jgf6 5 
lbc3 cxd4 6 �xd4 eS 7 �d3 h6 8 i.e3 i.e7 9 
0-0 a6! ? 

Ambitious. 9 . . .  0-0 10 .ic4 lbb6 1 1  ..i.b3 ..i.e6 
is supposed to be slightly better for White, but 
it's a similar advantage to the one we see in the 
game. 

10 .ic4 �c7 1 1  a4 lbcs 12 i.xcS 'iixc5 13 
lbh4 ..i.e6 14 i.a2! 

A good move, and a big improvement over 
the tempting 14  i.xe6 fxe6 1 5  l2Jg6 l:g8, when 
White has a draw at best. 1 6  l:ad 1 r:/;f7 1 7  
l2Jxe7 ( 1 7  'tlt'g3 !?  lbh5 1 8  'iig4 l!Jf6 1 9  �g3 
l2Jh5) 1 7  . . .  'it;xe7 1 8  r:/;h I l:af8 1 9  f4 exf4 20 
J:txf4 l2Jd7 and Black was sl ightly better in the 
game Shaw-Rowson, Glasgow Allegro 2000. 
14 i.b3 ! ?  is also worthy of attention. 

14 ... i.xa2 15 :xa2 g6 16 g3 
1 6 lDf3 !? is worth considering. The idea is to 

play J:ta3-b3 quickly and, if possible, l:ta1 , a5, 
:a4 and �2-c4. It's asking a lot, I know, but 
since Black should almost never exchange 
knights on d5, there may be little point in both 
knights controlling this square. 

16 ... :cs 17 lDg2 'iid4 18 :d1 �xd3 
The attempt to change the direction of the 

game by 1 8  . . .  l:xc3? ! is asking too much: 1 9  
bxc3 ( 1 9  'iixd4 exd4 20 bxc3 lbxe4 21  l:el 
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Maybe the knight is not so well placed here. 
Since the d5-square is the only home of the c3-
knight and l2Jc4 is difficult to achieve, there was 
something to be said for keeping it on g2 for the 
time being. There may be some moment when 
f4 and l2Jxf4 becomes possible or l2Je1-f3-d2-
b3-a5 should be considered. 20 b4l ?  is radical, 
but maybe White has to make use of the devel­
opment advantage and keep the black knight on 
a sub-optimal square. Then 20 . . .  .:tc4 2 1  l:.b2 h5 
22 lLlel h4 23 ltJf3 hxg3 24 hxg3 l2Jf8 25 ttJd2 
l:c8 26 l2Jd5 i.g5 27 c3 i..xd2 28 l:.bxd2 l:.c4�怣6 citЛuse쐐 4 advlko怎­ 〃 n a ᐐ



where my favourable trend threatens to extin­
guish his advantage. John looked at the position 
and found a reasonable move, but if he'd been 
aware of the trends he could have retained the 
advantage. I can see why White wants to play 
lt:Jc4 here but now the queenside is weakened 
and it' s difficult for White to remove the black 
knight from d4. 26 b4 ! was my opponent' s rec­
ommendation when we talked about the game 
a couple of months after it was played. In itself 
it looks very weakening but since the white 
knights control the weakened squares c2, c3 
and c4, and Black doesn ' t  want to exchange 
knights at all ,  this strong move threatens to 
overstretch Black' s  forces with the combined 
threats of a well-timed b5 and/or f4. Then:  

a)  26 . . .  i.d8 is compliant, and allows White 
to show the full force of his idea. 27 c3 �e8 and 
now: 

al ) 28 �h3 ! ?  was John's suggestion. Then 
28 . . .  l!Jg7 29 f4 (29 l:ta2) 29 . . .  exf4 30 gxf4 
ltJe6 3 1  f5 gives White a clear advantage, but 
28 . . .  a5 ! ?, to fight for the c5-square, looks like 
the best chance for counterplay. 29 b5 l:.cc8 30 
f3 is still a bit better for White though; certainly 
it's hard to see how Black could become better 
here. 

a2) It seems even better to fix the queenside 
immediately with 28 a5 ! ,  when White has the 
positional threat of �h3 and f4, which looks 
very hard to stop. After 28 . . .  lt:Jg7 29 '1th3 f5 30 
f3 White can try to play for an eventual f4 by 
placing the rooks on f1 and e 1 .  

b) There are problems reverting to the quick 
. . .  f5 idea too: 26 . . .  l:.f8 27 b5 ! axb5 (otherwise 
White will make good use of the b-file and the 
a6-pawn will be weak) 28 axb5 l:tc5 29 ctJb6+ 
and White is winning. 

c) 26 . . .  a5 !? is another attempt to be combat­
ive and Black probably should try this, but he 
doesn' t seem to be very well organized and 
White can develop some initiative. 27 l:.abl is 
now just slightly better for White, but of course 
that's not so much the point; it's more impor­
tant that White has the feeling of making some 
progress. 

Instead, 26 a5 l:.f8 ! gives Black time to create 
counterplay and highlights the strength of26 b4. 

26 ... �e8 27 l:td2 lZJd4! 28 l:adl i.d8! 
John said that he felt he was beginning to 

lose control around this point. But in some ways 

I think he lost control long ago. He needed to 
grab the position by the scruff of the neck on 
move 19 and realize that some creative trans­
formation was required. The idea of b4 is a little 
counter-intuitive and the idea of f4 seems un­
necessarily complicated, but even so these are 
the tools with which to seek victory. often 
happens that when you try too hard to avoid 
counterplay, you end up inviting it. 

29 lZJc4 (D) 
29 lhd4 ! exd4 30 l:xd4 was probably the 

best continuation for White at this stage. How­
ever, given the initial assumption that White 
was much better, it's difficult to see the 'need' 
to sacrifice the exchange. In general I think the 
position is then about equal, although it's easier 
to play White . However, 30 . . .  i.b6 ! seems to 
equalize immediately: 3 1  ltlxb6 l:.xb6 32 ltlc4 
l:c6 33 ltlxd6+ ¢;e7 34 lZJc4 l:.d8.  Once the 
rooks come off White has no real winning 
chances and it is risky to try for more, e.g. 35 c3 
b5 36 axb5 axb5 37 lDe3 l:.xc3 38 lZJd5+ l:.xd5 
39 l:.xd5 l:Ixb3 with a rook ending which Black 
can 'play' , while White has to 'draw' (see 
Wanting). 

This is a critical position, where I again paid 
too much attention to the trend, and not e nough 
to the opportunities in this position. Through­
out this game I have shown good 'trend sensi­
tivity' but poor 'position sensitivity' 

29 . . .  

Although this is very tempting, it may not be 
the best move. The reader should bear in mind 
that the time-control was at move 36 and so 
adrenaline was in the driving seat. At a less 
tense moment, with more time, I would have 
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preferred 29 . . .  l:tbc8 ! ?, simply threatening to 
sacrifice the exchange on c4. Most of us are 
loath to sacrifice material when short of time, 
but this is just another aspect of Materialism. 
Given the choice between the obvious and nat­
ura1 29 . . .  b5, kicking away an active knight, and 
a non-forcing move (Krogius states that we 
tend to seek out only forcing lines when short 
of time, perhaps to minimize uncertainty and 
therefore ease anxiety) that only makes sense if 
I 'm willing to give away material, it is not sur­
prising that I chose the former, but it' s also not 
very admirable. Indeed, on missing this mo­
ment, I allow my opponent to halt the trend of 
the game, which was starting to go in my fa­
vour. After 29 . .  ..l:lbc8, we have the following 
lines: 

a) 30 a5? is a mistake, but in some ways the 
most l ikely move in the circumstances. After 
30 . .  Jhc4 3 1  bxc4 l%xc4 even Fritz thinks 
Black is better. The weakness of White's pawns 
and the· activity of the black pieces are much 
more important than ' the exchange ' ,  which 
seems a rather spurious concept in such posi­
tions (see Materialism). 

b) 30 l%al !? b5 (30 . .  Jhc4 3 1  bxc4 i.a5 32 
Add! l:txc4 33 l:tabl b5 34 axb5 axb5 35 l%al is 
just a sample line that shows the type of 
counterplay that I feared when deciding not to 
give up the exchange) 3 1  axb5 axb5 3 2  t'Llce3 
lLlxc2 33 t'Llxc2 Axc2 34 Axc2 l:txc2 35 l:ta6 
seems to equalize for White (at least) but this 
line is by no means forced, and White would 
only play the prophylactic move 30 .:tal if he 
was highly sensitive to the trends. 

c) 30 l:txd4 ! is a very strong move, but very 
few would play it in the circumstances. To do 
so, you would have to be very resistant to both 
Blinking and Materialism. 30 . . .  exd4 3 1  l:txd4 
b5 32 axb5 axb5 and now 33 t'Lla3 ! is the move 
that makes sense of the conception, and yet you 
would only evaluate it correctly if you could 
somehow sacrifice material dispassionately. 
Many players would see 30 l:txd4, get to the po­
sition after Black's 32nd move, see that 33 
lLJce3 i.b6 was nothing special and reject 33 
t'Lla3 on general grounds: "You mean I have to 
give up an exchange and put a knight on the 
rim? Forget it !" The point is that you will only 
be able to gauge the correct moves in accor­
dance with your willingness to think outside 

of your conventional patterns. Your wiring is 
likely to make you strongly resistant to this line 
of play because of the 'rules' that it breaks, but 
it seems to be the best line of play in  any case, 
and the only way to put Black under pressure. 
After 33 . . .  l:tb8 34 c3 ! ?  I prefer White. Perhaps 
the best way to look at the position is not to ask 
'what is the compensation?' but just to com­
pare White' s  army with Black's .  In doing so, 
I 'm sure you'll  agree that the rook, two knights 
and six pawns are worth more than Black's two 
rooks, bishop and five pawns. This is not the 
case if you 'add it up' of course, but if you look 
for quality you'l l  see what I mean (see Materi­
alism). 

30 axb5 
Such was my opponent's disarray that he had 

intended 30 lLlb4 in reply to 29 . . .  b5, forgetting 
that my c6-rook is protected by the d4-knight. 
As is typical when trends start to turn, I was 
gaining in confidence while John was suscepti­
ble to confusion. Indeed my opponent said he 
experienced a 'dodgy moment' here. 

30 . . .  axb5 31 tt:Jce3 l%a8!  (D) 

I assumed I had played correctly up to here, 
but I underestimated the significance of the 
weakness on b5, which is rather acute once my 
knight is removed from d4. 

32 b4! l:ta3 33 c3 lLle6 34 ti:Jc2 
White understandably wants to put some 

flames out, but my activity was little more than 
visual, so there was no rush to exchange the 
a3-rook. 

34 ... l:ta8 35 :at?!  l:txal 36 tt:Jxal l:ta6 
Last move before the time-control and again 

I failed to act on my hunch that this was a 
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critical position. However, I should have fol­
lowed my intuition, which told me that this was 
a good time to play 36 . . .  r!iJc7 ! .  Then: 

a) 37 l2Jc2 l2Jxd5 38 l:txd5 l:txc3 39 r!iJe3 
i.b6 40 <ilttf3 <ilttd7 4 1  l:bb5 <iltc6 42 l::.d5 f5 ! is 
clearly better for Black. 

b) 37 l2Jxc7+ i.xc7 and now: 
bl) Black is better after 38 l::.d3 l:ta6 39 l2Jc2 

l::.a2 40 r!iJe3 i.b6 ! .  
b2) 38  l:td5 put me off playing 36  . . .  l2Jc7, but 

I didn't look far enough because after 38 . . .  l:txc3 
39 l::.xb5 <ilttd7 I only ' saw' that the structure had 
changed unfavourably and feared that I would 
be strategically lost if the knight reached d5. Of 
course, White's pieces are awful and so Black is 
much better. This is also typical of time-trouble 
in that we tend to overestimate static features of 
the position. 

37 l2Jb3? ! 
37 l2Jc2 ! ?  l::.a2 looks annoying but after 38 

�fl I can ' t  make use of the pin and White's 
knight is on a better circuit. 

37 ... l:ta3 38 l:tb2 f5! (D) 

w 

This was a long time in coming, but it arrives 
with considerable effect. 

39 l2Jd2 
39 f3 is answered by 39 . . .  f4 ! (see the note to 

White's 24th move). 
39 ... l2Jc7! 
This is a good moment to contest d5. White 

has few active possibilities now. 
40 l2Jxc7+ i.xc7 41 exf5! 
Sensibly relieving the tension before the ad­

vance of my king improves my reactive possi­
bilities. 

4l. .. gxf5 42 c4 

Another key moment. The trends have been 
going in my favour but White has not buckled 
and the position is increasingly demanding pre­
cise calculation. If I can hold back the b-pawn, 
activate my king and mobilize the centre I will 
achieve my strategic objective and have great 
winning chances, but of course it's not so easy, 
and there was little time to make this key deci­
sion. 

42 ... l::.a8? !  
This looked wrong and felt wrong, but I 

played it since it's reasonably safe and I didn't 
see a convincing alternative. Moreover, although 
I had foreseen the following, I was rather hop­
ing my opponent would miss the key idea of 
tiJbl (see 'Inter-subjectivity ' under Egoism). 

42 . . . d5 !  looks like the solution: 43 cxb5 ( 43 
cxd5 l::.d3 44 lDfl ! ?  <iltd7 is at least slightly 
better for Black because of his extra space, . the 
bishop vs knight advantage and the weakness 
of b4) 43 . . .  e4 ! 44 l2Jfl (44 l2Jb3 i.e5 45 l::.bl d4 
leaves Black firmly in the driving seat: .. .l:ta2 
and . . .  e3 will soon be a dangerous threat) 
44 . . .  d4 45 l::.c2 l::.c3 ! 46 l::.xc3 dxc3 47 l2Je3 
i.b6 48 l2Jc2 <ilttd7 49 <ilttn <iltte6 50 <iltte2 <ilttd5 5 1  
l2Je3+ <iltd4 ! (zugzwang) 52 l2Jxf5+ <iltc4 5 3  <iltd 1 
<ilttb3 54 <ilttc l  i.xf2 and Black is winning. 

43 cxb5 l:tb8 44 tiJbl! (D) 

B 

44 • . •  i.b6? 
This shows a failure to adjust to the new 

trend, and now suddenly White has serious 
winning chances. That said, it's understandable 
that I wanted to stop l2Jc3. 44 . . .  l::.xb5 45 ltJc3 
l::.b7 46 l2Jd5 {this position appears very dan­
gerous for Black but a closer look shows this to 
be an illusion) 46 . . .  �f7 ! actually gives Black 
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chances to be better. Now White 's  best may be 
to simplify to a rook ending: 

a) 47 CfJxc7 l:xc7 48 b5 'it>e6 49 b6 :b7 50 
f3 looks promising for White at first glance be­
cause Black cannot take on b6 as long as White 
has a threat of g4 followed by queening the h­
pawn. However, there's not a great deal that 
White can do in the meantime, while Black can 
relatively easily push the centre pawns. As long 
as Black's king doesn't  go beyond the d-file 
White's potentially passed h-pawn can still be 
stopped by the king. 

b) 47 l:c2 and then: 
bl) 47 . . .  .id8 48 .:c8 �e6 49 l:xd8 �xd5 

50 .:h8 l:[xb4 5 1  .:xh5 f4 with an equal ending. 
b2) 47 . . .  .ib8 !? is a winning try. Although it 

looks suspicious, Black is still playing with an 
'extra king' so it's worth a try. 48 .:a2 ! ?  'iite6 49 
:aS may now be the most sober reaction, when 
it's hard for Black to make progress. 

45 CfJa3 .id4 46 :e2 �d7 47 .:e6 l:e8 
Not 47 . . .  .:b6? !  48 .:xb6 .ixb6 49 CfJc4 .id4 

50 b6 �c6 (50 . . .  d5 5 1  b7 rlic7 52 CfJd6 +-) 5 1  
b5+ winning. 

48 :xeS �xeS 49 CfJe2!? 
Tentatively, White heads for the king and 

pawn ending. However, White seems to have 
better winning chances after 49 CfJc4 �c7 50 f3 
d5 5 1  b6+! rlic6 52 b7 �c7 53 CfJd6. 

49 ... .ia7 50 �f3 'it>e7 51 CfJe3 .ixe3 52 
�xe3 d5 (D) 

For a while I thought this ending was very in­
teresting and subtle but after a while it dawned 
on me that it was a fairly clear draw. The fol­
lowing is not an exhaustive analysis, but it does 
give the main themes. 

53 f3 
After 53 �e2, Black draws by 53 . . .  �b7. An 

amusing detail is that 53 . . .  'ittb6? loses to 54 f4 l 
e4 55 g4, since after both sides have queened, 
White plays the cheeky 'ir'b8#. 

The kings can instead dance around for a 
while but it doesn 't seem to change much. As 
long as Black doesn't put the king on b6 at the 
wrong moment (i.e. when White can start a pro­
motion race after which he can play 'iVb8#) and 
doesn' t  push . . .  d4 prematurely (allowing 'iitd3 
and f4) it's hard for White to do anything. 
White can queen the h-pawn first after f3 and 
g4 but when Black queens just after, there won't 
be any winning chances in the queen ending 
due to the reduced number of pawns. However, 
White should be careful not to play f3 with his 
king on the second rank because in some cases 
. . .  e4 is a strong reply. Then if f4 Black plays 
.. . d4, and even when White puts the king on e3 
(with the pawn on f3) there is no threat of g4 
due to the reply . . .  d4+. 

53 . .. �b6 
A bad square for the king in general, but it 

doesn' t  seem to matter here. 
54 g4 
White loses after 54 f4? e4 55 g4 hxg4 56 h5 

g3 57 h6 d4+ ! .  
54 • • •  d4+ 5 5  'iitf2 hxg4 56 h 5  d3 57 fxg4 
It doesn' t  make much difference whether 

White takes here, but I thought White's dilemma 
might gain me some important clock time. 

57 ... fxg4 58 h6 d2 
I offered a draw here, having seen the forced 

variation. To my surprise, it was declined. 
59 �e2 g3 60 h7 g2 61 h8'ii dl'ii'+ 
6 l . . .g1 'it'?? 62 'iib8# must have been my op­

ponent's secret hope. 
62 'iitxdl gl'ii'+ 63 �e2 
Now he offered the draw back, but I decided 

to punish him since he had less than a minute 
left. However, he then proceeded to force the 
exchange of queens and made a draw offer I 
couldn't  refuse. 

Drums without Symbols 

So far as the laws of mathematics refer to real­
ity, they are not certain. And so far as they are 
certain, they do not refer to reality. 
ALBERT EINSTEIN 
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Everything is vague to a degree you do not real­
ize until you have tried to make it precise. 
BERTRAND RUSSELL 

The game we have just examined made a deep 
impression on me because I was so sure I was 
worse, fairly confident that my opponent didn't  
do anything much wrong, and found myself at 
frrst equal (move 25) and then better (move 38). 
We may be tempted to explain this with refer­
ence to the latent dynamism in Black's posi­
tion. As a result of this we should reassess the 
position after move 1 9  as . . .  what? Equal? But 
look at it ! Doesn' t  everything you've learned 
about chess tell you that White is better? 

Only very rarely can you enjoy a good posi­
tion without allowing it to change. Like Chuang 
Tzu, we call this the transformation of things . 
We tend to accept this ,  but think that unless 
someone makes a mistake the change will be a 
matter of valueless transformation; as if so 
much could be quantitatively different and yet 
remain qualitatively the same. Don't we place a 
higher value on a man than a butterfly? What if 
a good position has to change, and can only 
change for the worse? Do we say that it's not a 
good position after all? 

Perhaps, but there's a conflict here because 
it's difficult to measure (evaluate) a moment at 
the same time as momentum. For a long time 
we've focused on the former to the neglect of 
the latter and this is only beginning to be at­
tended to. In assessing a position purely as = or 
;!;; or whatever, we do chess a great disservice. 
Our fallacy is to apply fixed values to dynamic 
events. It's a bit like trying to measure snow as 

it falls from the sky. With some care you can 
capture a snowflake, acknowledge its unique­
ness and then compare it to other snowflakes 
you've caught before. Yet however fine your 
appreciation of this particular snowflake, it 
won' t  tell you which way the wind is blowing 
the snow or how much more snow there is to 
come. For that you need to look at the sky, but 
then you take your eye off the snowflake. 

A chess position is almost always an event in 
progress. Not without good reason do we refer 
to the demonstration of beautiful games as 'po­
etry in motion ' .  The position and our relation to 
it is always changing and is always essentially 
unpredictable. Indeed, as I've said, the defining 

feature of a chess position is its propensity to 
change. Thus the adhesion of static labels is in· 
variably doomed to come unstuck. There is a 
transforming force that permeates the soul 
of the game, and there's no good reason to 
think that this force is ambivalent, consis­
tent or predictable. The position constantly 
changes, and this can ' t  be helped, but I think 
the evaluation is constantly changing as well. 
How could it fail to? I may be missing some­
thing, but it seems to me that at some stage we 
have made certain assumptions like "a 'slightly 
better' assessment shouldn' t  lead to victory un­
less the opponent makes a mistake" or "you 
were clearly better and now you're slightly 
worse so you must have made a mistake,. with· 
out any real justification. 

Tal may have been on to the slippery prob­
lems these assumptions have caused for he 
claimed that "There are only equal positions and 
winning positions, nothing in between." From 
an absol倀耞j!

T�耞

onl� i

n n l y a怀 s m r 田t e  positiave 
ᔀton



BUNKING 83 

about if we are to have any chance of overcom­
ing our propensity to blink. 

The main point is that it seems very mis­
leading to consider any position in abstract 
and to attach a label to it as if it made sense 
in its own right. Of course, whenever an anno­
tator says 'slightly better for White' there is a 
tacit acknowledgement of the plans and ideas 
of both sides and often an explicit recommen­
dation for how the game will develop. But I 
wonder if this is like looking at a wheel when 
stationary and talking about how well it moves. 
You compliment the rubber, the spokes and 
shape, but then when it starts to move round and 
round you can no longer see these aspects of the 
wheel; all you see is the movement. 

I was pleased to see something similar to 
these ideas expounded in Yermolinsky's The 
Road to Chess Improvement. I have had a close 
look at his chapter on 'Trends, Turning-Points 
and Emotional Shifts' and still don't  fully un­
derstand it. However, he seems to be saying that 
the direction of the game matters every bit as 
much, if not more, than the assessment at a 
given point in time: "In a game�n � 瘀 츀



it strikes me that no one seems to have made an 
explicit link between the increased importance 
of trends and the prevalence of dynamism in 
modern chess. Now that we play chess in a 
way which tends to include respect for the op­
ponent and their competing ideas, the idea of 
chess as a conceptual battle is becoming ever 
more acute. 

The point here is that concepts cannot be 
seen by looking at individual positions but 
rather at the way they unfold over a (usually) 
short series of moves. Whereas you can assess a 
single position with a symbol like ;!; you cannot 
do justice to the conceptual battle with such a 
crude tool. To do this you need to add the trend 
aspect and the direction of the game, which is 
like a barometer of the conceptual battle. For 
example, in my game with John Shaw on move 
1 9  he may have had the concept to exchange a 
pair of knights to get a clear good knight vs bad 
bishop position but my conception was to avoid 
this and accept that I 'm lumbered with a bad 
bishop while leaving him lumbered with a 
superfluous knight. Thus at this point I am 
slightly worse when you look at the position 
seen on move 19 but when you look at the con­
ceptual battle after 1 9  . . .  t"Lld7 ! I have achieved 
some sort of favourable direction, or at least 
halted the negative trend caused by losing the 
conceptual battle in the opening, when I didn't  
want to exchange light-squared bishops but was 
forced to. 

So although a full discussion of these theo­
retical matters is not sufficiently relevant to be 
considered here, it seems that we should be 
wary of assessing a position with only one 
'eye' We need to see it both under the aspect of 
the position as it stands and as it is developing 
(conceptual battle). The curious thing is that we 
cannot really do both at once. We can assess the 
position by weighing strategic factors in a given 

position and we can gauge the trends by consid­
ering the conceptual battle over a period of 
moves. We have to decide which is more ap­
propriate in any given instance and, where pos­
sible, to keep both in mind. Whatever you make 
of the above, it seems undeniable that the im· 
portance of switching from dynamic to static 
considerations is not adequately reflected in 
our current chess symbols. 

There are some striking parallels with quan­
tum theory in the way of viewing chess outlined 
above, particularly Heisenberg's Uncertainty 
Principle (the more accurately one measures, 
for example, the position of a particle, the less 
accurately one can measure its momentum) and 
Bohr's Principle of Complementarity (wave 
and particle theories not mutually exclusive). 
There may well be some value in exploring 
these parallels, but that's way beyond the scope 
of this book, and, I must confess, the scruples of 
this author. 

Conclusions 
Blinking occurs when we miss key moments or 
critical positions which lead to a change in the 
direction of the game. There are various signs 
and signals we can try to recognize, but the 
most important skill to develop is your sensitiv­
ity to the changing trends in a game. With im· 
proved 'trend sensitivity' and 'position 
sensitivity' you are much more likely to spot 
'gateway positions ', which are the turning­
points between one trend and the next. There 
is reason to think that these trends are as im­
portant for assessing a position as the strategic 
factors that we tend to weigh to make our con­
ventional assessments. If this is so, the sin of 
Blinking is related closely to the way we habitu­
ally assess positions. We may need a whole new 
set of symbols to do justice to the dynamic na­
ture of modern chess. 



3 Wanting 

The best fighter is not ferocious. 
DENG MING DAO 

de Firmian - Hi llarp Persson 
Politiken Cup, Copenhagen 1 996 

We join the game just as the time-control has 
been reached. Black is outrated by about 200 
points and although tense and uneven, the game 
has been going the favourite's way. White may 
have missed a win shortly before the time­
control but now has to reconcile himself to a 
draw after 43 clrh3 Ahl + 44 �g2 Agl +, etc. 
GM Jonathan Tisdall gives excellent annota­
tions to this game in New in Chess magazine, 
concluding with the ironic but highly sugges­
tive note: "Now, Nick used some deductive 
reasoning. He should win this game, and so 
perpetual check must be avoided . . .  " 

43 <iii>h2?? �f3+ 44 �h3 Ahl+ 45 �g2 
l:th2+ 0-1 

Black mates on f2 next move. It's  peculiar 
that a 2600 GM should lose a game in this way, 
especially after the time-control. I have no 
doubt that if the same player were shown the 
same position in a different context, he would 
see in little more than one second that the move 
43 clrh2 allows checkmate. It's certainly not a 
difficult combination to see, unless you are 

somehow blinded by other considerations. So 
we could look at this as a freak accident and 
laugh it away, but I prefer to see it as an extreme 
but instructive example of one of the main 
causes of error in chess: the spectre of the re­
sult and how it affects our play . 

Chess differs from most competitive endea­
vours in this crucial respect. You can lose a set 
in tennis or a goal in soccer and recover, be­
cause you still compete on equal terms after the 
event. But a significant mistake can be fatal in 
chess because it leads you to lose control of the 
game. Sometimes you can even perform per­
fectly after the error, and yet there is no way 
back. This puts enormous pressure on the 
chess-player. One slip and you could be head­
ing inexorably to defeat or one careful move, 
and victory is assured. Donner puts it like this : 
"It is mainly the irreparability of a mistake that 
distinguishes chess from other sports. A whole 
game long, there is only one point to score. Just 
one mistake and the battle is lost, although the 
fight may go on for hours. Surely mistakes also 
occur in tennis or in soccer but there the scoring 
continues and the players may start again with a 
clean slate. A chess-player however, remains 
bound for hours by a small lapse from a distant 
past. That's why mistakes hit so hard in chess." 

Moreover, we often think and talk about 
chess with reference to the result: "That's los­
ing" "I just need to be careful; I ' m  sure it's a 
draw" "If I've calculated this correctly then 
I 'm winning" Indeed, there seems to be a 
sense, at least unconsciously, in which we are 
face to face with the ultimate outcome at every 
single moment of the chess game. It is only nat­
ural then that our judgements, calculations and 
plans should be infused with and coloured by 
our thoughts about the likely and desired out­
come of the game. 

A striking example of this 'sin' in top-level 
chess was the Kasparov-Short PCA World 
Championship Match in 1 993.  Short often 
played the opening and early middlegame very 
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powerfully with White but from several win­
ning positions he only earned one victory. After 
the game in which he did win, he looked back 
on his missed opportunities with these words: 
"I had forgotten what it was like to beat Kas­
parov. However, I had an advantage in this 
game because I didn' t  know I was going to win 
until the game was almost over." Indeed, at the 
risk of sticking my neck out, I think Short' s sec­
ond biggest problem in this match was his sus­
ceptibility to Wanting (the biggest problem was 
the strength of his opponent ! ). 

His thoughts during the games were polluted 
by his desire to win. Whereas Kasparov could 
just play and implicitly play for victory, feeling 
nothing unusual in beating his challenger, Short 
was not used to having winning positions 
against Kasparov and so had problems adapting 
from 'playing' to 'winning' since the two do not 
go hand in hand unless victory seems normal. 

My concern here is to look closely at the 
ways in which thoughts and feelings about the 
result can lead to errors in perception . I also 
want to suggest some remedies that will enable 
you to play chess with an optimal relationship 
to this perennial feature of the game. But first I 
present an example to highlight the importance 
of recognizing and treating this sin. Although 
White is somewhat stronger than his opponent, 
both are GMs, and Black's loss can, I believe, 
be largely attributed to Wanting. 

Miles - Arkell 
Isle of Man 1995 

1 d4 tiJf6 2 .ig5 d5 3 .ixf6 exf6 4 e3 .id6 5 
.id3 g6 6 l2Jf3 0-0 7 l2Jbd2 f5 8 0-0 tiJd7 9 c4 
l2Jf6 10 cxd5 t2Jxd5 1 1  tlJc4 .ie7 12 llcl c6 13 
a3 a5 14 1kd2 .ie6 15 lUd1 lle8 16 .ifl tiJf6 
17 'ii'c2 .idS 18 tiJcd2 .id6 19 g3 1ke7 20 .ic4 
.ixc4 21 tlJxc4 .ic7 22 tiJce5 tiJd5 23 l:el 
.id6 24 1kc4 �g7 25 1kn h6 26 \i'g2 ti'e6 27 
tiJd3 tiJf6 28 tiJd2 tiJe4 29 l2Jxe4 fxe4 30 tlJc5 
1ke7 31 t2Ja4 \i'e6 (D) 

Nothing much has happened until now, and 
to my understanding the position is about equal. 
There's ample scope for 'pottering around' on 
both sides of the board, but it would seem that 
unless something drastic happens, it will be dif­
ficult for either side to 'play for a win' without 
doing something rather contrived. 

32 llc3 h5 33 h4 \i'g4 34 tlJc5 lle7 35 llecl 
a4 

With hindsight this may look like a mistake, 
but the idea of 'trapping' the c5-knight is actu­
ally quite reasonable. After . . .  b5 White cannot 
attack the 'weakness' on c6 because his knight 
is blocking the rooks and has nowhere to go. 

36 llc4 b5 37 ll4c2 f6 38 �fl g5 
On first impressions Black may even seem to 

be a little better now because White can't  do 
anything on the queenside and Black has some 
kingside initiative. However, now we see one 
drawback to the . . .  a4, . . .  b5 idea, which is that 
Black would like to bring his a8-rook to the 
kingside but it has to keep guard of a6 to con­
tain the white knight. Thus Black's activity, al­
though it was probably felt as significant by the 
players, is in fact somewhat superficial. Indeed 
we seem to have another example of the phe­
nomenon described in the previous chapter 
whereby the side that seems to have the advan­
tage may soon become equal or even worse, 
without making any obvious errors. 

39 1kh1 �f7 40 cwti>el cwti>g6?! 
Keith's post-mortem scribbles mention the 

possibility of 40 . . .  .ic7 ! with a slight advantage 
to Black. This is a good prophylactic move, pre­
venting the wandering king from hiding behind 
new walls. Moreover, it's not at all easy to sug­
gest what White should do after this. Perhaps 
40 . . .  �g6 is an 'obvious error' then, but it's curi­
ous to think that such a neutral-looking move 
can be the difference between holding the ini­
tiative and drifting into difficulties. Perhaps 
Keith fell prey to Blinking here. 

41  �d2 1kf5 42 \i'n ti'd5 43 \i'e2 .ic7 44 
llh1 .ia5+ 45 �cl g4 (D) 
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.1. 

After closing the kingside the game quietens 
down. It doesn't  seem like long ago that White's 
monarchs were separated; the king playing no­
mad and the queen consigned to the comer. How 
things change. But the position is still equal, is­
n't it? Yes it is, but no doubt Orwell would tell 
us that some positions are more equal than oth­
ers. Here I think White is 'more equal ' than 
Black, which I suppose is another way of say­
ing that it's easier to play his position. 

46 �bl l:tea7 47 �al i..c7 48 l:tccl l:tb8 
There was something to be said for finding a 

plan and sticking to it here, which can put some 
pressure back on your opponent when your 
new-found conviction enables you to play quite 
quickly. There is not a forced draw of course, 
but in such closed positions where few sur­
prises are on offer, I often find that it's a good 
idea to have one deep think, and thereafter to 
play with some consistency. 

Black needs to anticipate the idea of 'if'a2 
followed by b3 and should also play to restrict 
the knight as far as possible. Thus the following 
set-up looks promising: keep the rooks on a8 
and a7 to be ready for an eventual b3 and stop a 
knight jump to b7 or a6. Put the bishop on d6, to 
allow the a7-rook to cover d7, and retain the 
threat of taking on c5 when the time is right. 
Play . . .  f5, just because otherwise you'll waste 
at least ten seconds a move thereafter thinking 
about playing it and White can probably force it 
with 'il'c2 in  any case. Cover e6 with the king, 
initially from f6 to prevent any tricks when the 
queen lands on a2. When her majesty does ar­
rive, we intend a mutual stand-off to keep the 
tension and force her to 'come any 



a2 after which the crucial pawn-break, b3, will 
creak open the position, rather as if it were an 
old door leading to a haunted room. 

Keith saw the nibbles; he is also excellent in 
such positions, and would know how to maxi­
mize problems for the black-player. But he ad­
mits that he began to over-concern himself with 
his opponent's ideas rather than just calmly 
playing good moves. Sadly, there was now an 
agenda to which he was a reluctant party. Al­
though the position may be equal, the roles are 
no longer, for he was playing to draw and Miles 
was playing to win. 

It was no longer possible just to think of the 
moves and plans in abstract; they now con­
tained an ever-present threat of the previously 
unthinkable thought, namely defeat. Perhaps 
Miles was a little angry too because in his own 
way he's been trying to win for a long time. 
Keith didn' t  really think of this until the draw 
was declined and even felt a little guilty for not 
understanding his opponent better. 

Although I say that Miles was 'playing to 
win' I suspect it's more accurate to say that he is 
just playing, and that implicit in 'playing' is 
that your ultimate aim is to checkmate the op­
ponent. Thus, whereas Miles didn' t  need to 
concern himself explicitly with thoughts of the 
result, Keith could not escape them. Moreover, 
in looking at the asymmetry between the rela­
tive quality of the players moves before and after 
the draw offer, I am reminded of an interview 
with Kramnik for KasparovChess. com, in 
which he said: "You know, chess game has this 
phenomenon that when one player starts to play 
worse, his opponent starts to play better." 

51. .. .:td8 (D) 

I can't help but think that Keith played this 
phase more passively than he might have done 
had the fear of losing not have been sown so 
strongly. 

52 l:[c2 rj;e7 53 .:thcl i.b6 54 �bl l:[d6 55 
b3! axb3 56 llJxb3 l:[a4?! 57 llJc5 'ir'xa2+ 58 
rj;xa2 :a7' 

Black's pieces are a little clumsy now and 
Miles makes full use of his chances: 

59 �b2 :as 60 tiJb3 �d7 61 .:c3 .:a7 62 
l:[1c2 l:[aS 63 llJcl! 

This late excursion to the kingside over­
stretches Black. I'm surprised Keith didn' t  try 
to prevent this. 

63 . • .  .:t'6 64 llJe2 i.c7 
64 . . .  i.a5 with equality was another idea 

'fresh' from Keith's score-sheet, but I don 't see 
the idea after 65 l:[b3. 

65 rj;b1 i.a5 66 l:[b3 i.c7 67 d5! (D) 

8 

The breakthrough. Black loses a pawn by 
force but suddenly has a significant amount of 
activity. If Keith had just been 'playing' here, 
he might have created some drawing chances, 
but given that he was still reeling from the re­
jection of his draw offer, he couldn't find the 
gumption to cause problems for the opponent. 

67 • • •  cxd5 68 l:[d2 l:[b6 69 4Jc3 'it>e6 70 l:[xd5 
b4 71 axb4 i.eS 72 :c5 l:[ba6? 

After 72 . . .  i.xc3 73 .:cxc3 l1.ab8 74 l:[c4 I 
suspect Black should lose slowly but surely, be­
cause at some point ' the second weakness' on 
h5 will become relevant. However, Keith sug­
gests that 72 . . .  l:[d8 ! would give Black very real 
drawing chances and, in so far as we can be ob­
jective about such matters, this does appear to 
be true. 
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73 �cl .:tal+ 74 .:tbt l:[ta3 75 �c2 l:[d8 76 
b5 i.xc3 77 l:xc3 l:a2+ 78 �b3 l:txf2 79 b6 
l:tg2? 

79 . . . l:[fd2 offered better drawing chances, 
but somehow it doesn't  seem fair that White 
should be the o:1ly side with a passed pawn, and 
so Black effectively proclaims: ' I  want one 
too ! '  

80 b7 l:tb8 8 1  �c4 lbg3 82 l:b6+ 
Compare the harmony in the positions. 
82 . . .  �d7 83 <it'd5 .:tg1 84 l:td6+ �e7 85 

l:[c7 + �e8 1-0 

What are You Playi ng For? 

Watching strong players in post-mortems can 
teach you much more than reading their books 
or annotations. At the Isle of Man last year, I 
was casually propped against the wall, spying 
on the post-mortem between Russian GM 
Sergei Shipov (rated 2650+) and English player 
Adrian Jackson, rated around 2250. Shipov was 
Black and, coincidentally, was playing the 
same system against the Tromp that we saw in 
the previous game. As you can see there, it's no 
easy matter for either side to generate winning 
chances, but I think he had some sort of small 
advantage when I started to watch. I remember 
Jackson proposed a creative line for Black that 
would complicate the position considerably, 
but couldn't be readily assessed. Shipov looked 
intrigued but detached and I was struck by the 
lucidity of his reaction. "I can do this, but then I 
am playing for one, two, three results !",  his in­
flection rising constantly until it hit 'three' as if 
it were an outrage. 

I think he meant that it wasn't  his intention to 
invite the possibility of losing. He wanted to 
play from a solid position where he was out of 
danger, but had chances to cause problems for 
his opponent. It's funny that when you are 
touched by an insight like this, you tend to be­
come more aware of it wherever you look. In­
deed in many of the post-mortems I've been 
involved in since then, especially with Russian 
or ex-Soviet players, you often hear expressions 
like: "Now we will play for only two results" 
(after simplifying the position to a superior 
ending perhaps) or "He is the type of player 
who always plays for three results" (e.g. a risky 
player who likes double-edged attacks). 

It seems to me that this way of thinking about 
the competitive side of chess has considerable 
practical value. For example in my second 
game against Lalic, given in the last chapter, I 
turned down the draw and proceeded to play for 
two results (win or draw) but this was inappro­
priate for the position in that one of my re­
sources was to sacrifice a piece on h3, which 
almost inevitably creates the possibility of a 
third result (defeat). I didn't  have this thinking 
tool at hand, but it could have helped me to 
gauge the appropriateness of my relatively 
thoughtless play. Indeed, in general I think this 
is an excellent way to clarify your relation to 
the result of the game. Before and during the 
game it can be good to ask yourself: how many 
results am I playing for? 

If you are in a must-win situation then it 
would seem that you are playing for only one 
result, but I don't  think this is quite how the 
question operates. It is directed at the consider­
ation of the position and its direction rather 
than just your desire. So it's not so much that 
you'd say: "I need to win, so I will go all-out for 
victory" but rather, "If I play the Petroff he has 
the option of 'playing for two results' and will 
make it difficult for me to create chances of the 
third result (a win for me), but if l play the Lat­
vian Gambit I might surprise him, and he'll be 
forced to play for three results.'' 

Indeed, you may maximize your chances of 
victory in a must-win situation if you 'play for 
three results' because if a loss is as bad as a 
draw then you don't necessarily add to the risk 
of not winning by creating the possibility of de­
feat. On the other hand, if a draw is all you 
need, say to win a tournament, then as numer­
ous writers have suggested, you may be unwise 
just to 'play for a draw' The point here seems 
to be that in restricting yourself to 'one result' 
you are likely to misassess or ignore lots of ideas 
which are related to the other two results, and 
thus play in some sense blinkered. But perhaps 
it's not so silly to 'play for two results' in the 
sense that you will try to entertain the possibil­
ity of victory, but keep the draw in hand. Then 
you may not look so closely at the risky lines, 
but your willingness to win will make you more 
attentive to your opponent's mistakes. 

But isn' t  there something to be said for just 
playing? After all, as everyone's nursery school 
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teacher knows (but every younger brother de­
nies), 'it' s not the winning, but the taking part 
that counts' .  And can't you just sit down and 
think of the moves, 'for the love of the game'?  
Do you have to be  so concerned with the out­
come? Doesn' t  this cause more problems than 
it solves? 

These are pertinent questions to which I 
don't fully know the answer. Somehow we have 
to realize that chess can be a very competitive 
game, and that if we are to improve our results 
we need to play with some constructive relation 
to the prospective outcomes, without letting 
these outcomes dominate our thoughts. Thus, 
ideally, think we're looking for a state of 
mind whereby we can 'just play' but which 
contains an understanding, however subtle 
or unconscious, that we are playing for a re· 

suit. 

Go with Flow 

In the middle of the match, I felt a strange calm­
ness I hadn 't experienced before. It was a type 
of euphoria. I felt I could run all day without 
tiring, that I could dribble through any or all of 
their team, that I could almost pass through 
them physically. It was a strange feeling and 
one I had not had before. Perhaps it was merely 
confidence, but I have felt confident many times 
without that strange feeling of invincibility. 
PELE (world-renowned Brazilian footballer) 

Such an experience has been called many things. 
Baseball players tend to call it ' the zone ' ,  
Maslow called i t  'peak experience' , some know 
it as the 'runner's high' , 'being in the groove' or 
' tuned in' and recently psychologists have re­
ferred to it as 'flow' 

Daniel Goleman, in Emotional Intelligence, 
describes it thus: "Flow is a state of self­
forgetfulness, the opposite of rumination and 
worry: instead of being lost in nervous preoccu­
pation, people in flow are so absorbed in the 
task at hand that they lose all self-conscious­
ness. . .  In this sense moments of flow are 
egoless. Paradoxically, people in flow exhibit a 
masterly control of what they are doing, their 
responses perfectly attuned to the changing de­
mands of the task. And although people per­
form at their peak while in flow, they are 

unconcerned with how they are doing, with 
thoughts of success or failure - the sheer plea­
sure of the act itself is what motivates them." 

Wow. What do you think? Perhaps it's never 
happened to you, or you're one of the lucky 
ones to whom it happens regularly. Personally I 
have had some experience of 'flow' but only 
quite rarely, and all I can confirm is that there is 
definitely some sort of ' self-forgetfulness' , an 
increased pleasure in activity combined with 
diminished concern for the outcome. I remem­
ber feeling this way in the second part of my 
game against Nigel Short at the British Cham­
pionship in 1998 where I defended a bad posi­
tion against the odds and even created some 
winning chances. 

Whatever you think of 'flow ' ,  it is a good 
starting point for considering the 'form' of a 
chess-player and how and why it fluctuates be­
cause I think 'flow' is really just what happens 
when you're in your peak form. So now ask 
yourself when you felt  you were playing your 
best chess. In most cases I think you'll find that 
it was a time when you were very much enjoy­
ing the game, and somehow it seemed to come 
naturally to you. It may have been after a period 
of chess study or even just a big change of life­
style or location; anything that might give you a 
new hunger and appreciation for the game. 
Then think of your worst periods, where noth­
ing seemed to be going right. I suspect in these 
cases you had no particular hunger for the 
game, were playing with reference to external 
factors like points or rating, but without real 
love for the game as such. 

This is a bit speculative of course, and won't  
apply to everyone, but I hope it rings true for 
most readers, at least to some extent. It is  cer­
tainly my own personal experience and these 
days I see a direct correlation between my en­
joyment of chess as a game, and my competi­
tive success. On those occasions where I did 
well, I almost always felt a little nervous be­
fore the game or tournament, not in a fearful 
way, but in the sense that the forthcoming chal­
lenge really mattered to me. And mattered not 
just because of the potential outcome, but be­
cause I somehow identified myself with the 
forthcoming struggle and was in no way resistant 
to the fact that I was about to play chess. On the 
other hand, when I 've played chess just because 
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of some prior commitment to do so or because 
I didn' t  have the imagination to think of 
something better to do, I found that my lack of 
enthusiasm manifested itself in an unhealthy 
disregard for the details of the game, careless­
ness and more :;oncern for the result than the 
process. 

What I ' m  suggesting is that there may be a 
significant relationship between your form and 
the extent to which the result matters to you rel­
ative to the taking part. I 'm not interested in the 
'chess as art or sport?' issue here, and 1' m not 
saying there is anything wrong with playing 
chess for purely competitive reasons. My point 
is just that to have any chance of playing your 
best chess, or reaching 'flow' ,  you need to care 
about the process itself. As a crude example, if 
you're trying to win a tournament it's a good 
sign if you are disappointed when your oppo­
nent doesn ' t  turn up, because it suggests that 
the ' 1 '  in the score chart is not all that matters to 
you. 

The most important point here is that ' the 
outcome' and 'the process ' needn't be mutually 
exclusive. It is fully consistent to love playing 
chess and to love winning. But the difficult 
question is how to think during the game when 
you want to win, but fear that if that's all you 
want you'll jeopardize your chances of doing 
so. 

Two of my Dutch league team-mates know 
this well . IM Jan Guftasson and Lucien van 
Beek tell me that they never enjoy losing, with 
Lucien adding that the thing he enjoys most 
about chess is the moment when it becomes 
clear that he's going to win, or at least that he's 
not going to lose. I suspect these sentiments are 
shared by many and I 'm reminded of GM Mi­
chael Adams saying something like the follow­
ing when I spoke to him in March 2000: "I've 
never understood these players who lose but 
then say they enjoyed it because it was an inter­
esting game . . .  I mean, chess is a competitive 
game, and the result is what you play for. If I 
lose then I 'm not happy." Even in these cases, 
which may be the norm in chess, it is not true 
that they play only for the result. Indeed, I think 
you' 11 find that the tournaments in which they 
played best weren' t necessarily those which 
they wanted to win the most but rather those 
where they identified with themselves as 

chess-players the most and sat down at the 
board to play their games and enjoy the strug­
gle without many thoughts of the result. 

Lev Polugaevsky has written about this sort 
of thing in great detail. For the interested reader 
I strongly recommend the book Grandmaster 
Performance, particularly the chapter on 'Psy­
chology of the Chess Struggle' . His notes to a 
crucial, 'must-win' encounter with Portisch are 
invaluable: "Should I cultivate a calmly indif­
ferent attitude to the coming battle . . .  or should 
I arouse in myself a feeling of maximum com­
petitive aggression? Neither of these was 
really suitable - the first because it inclined to­
wards a rather quiet game, the second since it 
was very easy to 'overheat' . What was needed 
was a synthesis of these two conditions - enor­
mous energy plus cool reason, but how was it to 
be attained?" 

How indeed? Polugaevsky gives an interest­
ing anecdotal answer but nothing from which 
we can generalize. This is my concern here: not 
just what sort of state you need for a must-win 
situation, but how you can internally prepare 
yourself for each game to yield maximum 
chances for success. 

Gumption 

First see to it that you, yourself, are all righr, 
then think of defeating the opponent. 
The Way of the Spear 

The problem with flow is that it seems to be 
something that 'just happens' and is all or noth­
ing. What we need is something we can work 
towards ourselves, and will give us a chance of 
reachingflow. Here I would say that if what you 
need to make the most of your ability could be 
summed up in one word, that word would be 
'gumption' ;  a colloquial Scots word from the 
1 8th century with a variety of meanings and 
uses. 

There is no exact definition, no one knows 
its precise origin, and most dictionaries give a 
poor interpretation of the way it is most often 
used in the language. I am currently writing a 
book on the concept and hope that there will 
come a time when it is as familiar a word as 'en­
thusiasm' , 'composure ' or 'practicality' In­
deed it might be considered as a cocktail of 
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these three things, as well as being a bit more. 
Unlike flow, we can feel relative levels of 
gumption, and when we feel full of it, we can 
say we are 'gumptious '  In any case, it is my 
conviction that we need gumption for our spir­
its every bit as much as we need water for our 
bodies and neurons for our brains. 

So how does it apply to Wanting? The quote 
above is pertinent because it refers to preparing 
yourself internally for the battle ahead. You are 
trying to cultivate something like 'psychic gas­
oline' which will fuel you throughout the ups 
and downs of the forthcoming challenge. When 
you feel gumption for a task (game of chess) 
you identify with the task at hand and somehow 
feel untroubled by any resistance you may ex­
perience, knowing that that is part of the pro­
cess. A gumptious player could 'just play' 
chess and not be distracted by thoughts of how 
he's doing, or what he should be doing instead. 
He brings himself directly to the experience 
without imposing any stale opinion about it. He 
is ready to create and he is ready to react, with­
out any prior judgement of which should come 
first. You can recognize gumption as that qual­
ity of mind where you feel you are doing the 
right thing in the right place at the right time. 

In this respect, what I find tragic is to see 
children being forced to play chess by parents 
when they have no particular love for the game. 
This is sure to kill their gumption for chess be­
cause gumption tends to happen when we per­
sonally identify with what we're doing, and 
you' ll never feel it if you spend your time in a 
pursuit that doesn't  allow you to be who you 
are. Similarly, you have little chance of feeling 
gumptious if all you care about is gaining a par­
ticular result because then you're liable to re­
sent the fact that you have to sit down at the 
board for however many hours. Then, rather 
than identify yourself with the chess struggle, 
you'll think only about the position with refer­
ence to the result you are seeking, and thus 
won't  feel any identification with the position 
at all; it will seem alien to you. Furthermore, 
lack of gumption may be one of the symptoms 
of Looseness, which we'll consider in Chapter 
7. 

There are many ways to cultivate gumption, 
but the main way is simply to be silent for a 
while. In a practical sense this would involve a 

pre-game walk or arriving at the board a bit 
early. The aim is somehow to combine your de­
sire for victory with the love of the contest and 
the silence helps to remind you that they both 
come from yourself. Gumption is also created 
when we have a break from chess and return to 
it with freshness and enthusiasm or when we 
have the flush of pride in ourselves after a great 
result, and we wish to repeat the experience. 

I am now going to consider three scenarios 
and the potential 'gumption traps' they entail. 
These are situations which occur as a direct re­
sult of Wanting and threaten to sever the links 
between desire and combat. The first is when 
you are hoping to win a game but the position 
seems very drawish and you're getting frus­
trated, the second is where you are much worse 
or completely lost and can't  find the will to put 
up any resistance, and the third is where you are 
much better or winning and just wish your op­
ponent would resign. 

' Plus Equals Mode' 

Lack of patience is probably the most common 
reason for losing a game, or drawing a game 
that should have been won. 
GM BENT LARSEN 

In my experience, most chess lessons have to be 
learned twice to be fully absorbed. I once lost a 
gruelling seven-hour game against GM Jona­
than Speelman in which I was 'almost equal '  
for about four hours, completely equal for one 
move, in which I made a mistake, and then 
clearly worse after miscalculating with a soggy 
brain in the fifth hour. I then suffered and lost a 
difficult rook ending after two further hours. 
This was at a crucial stage of the 1998 British 
Championship in which a draw would almost 
have guaranteed my final OM norm. The coffee 
and pancakes I shared with my opponent after 
the game didn't fully make up for the pain of 
defeat, but together with my opponent's chess 
wisdom, I felt as though life wasn't really so 
bad. 

The key insight to my defeat was a way of 
playing which Speelman calls 'plus equals 
mode'. 

Despite what I said about the danger of such 
symbolism in the previous chapter, if properly 
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understood the idea of playing only for 'a slight 
advantage' (;:!;; or + if Black) for a prolonged pe­
riod can be very awkward for the opponent at 
the other side, especially if he wants only to 
draw, and not to play. The player in 'plus 
equals mode' seeks only to maintain a healthy 
position and very gradually to improve it. Such 
a strategy is only possible when the position is 
rather simple, but this is often the case when 
your opponent is trying to force a draw. Trans­
formations of the tiny advantage are an integral 
part of this strategy, but the emphasis is on 
keeping psychological pressure on the oppo­
nent even if your position is only minutely 
better. 

Your search is not so much for l ines which 
cause significant problems for your opponent's 
position, but ways to preserve ' the ;:!;; factor' 
The neatest formulation of this idea, which I 
heard in another context entirely, comes from 
one of GM Lev Psakhis's pearls of wisdom: 
"The best way to get a big advantage is to 
play for a small advantage." The advantage is 
largely psychological, persistent, and can lead 
to the type of disorientation that we saw in 
Miles-Arkell above. A similar type of technique 
is 'Time of Possession' ,  which is Yermolin­
sky's patent (see New In Chess magazine, 1996, 
no. 1) and differs in that there you just 'pound 
your opponent with meaningless moves until 
they make a mistake' regardless of whether you 
have the advantage. 

The following game is well known to those 
who have read the light-hearted but instructive 
classic Chess for Tigers by IM Simon Webb. 
Since that book is a little dated now ( 1 978) and 
in some ways peculiarly British, I will remind 
readers of the following gem with my own 
comments, based loosely on Webb's in the 
above book (see following diagram). 

It's forgivable to think that the position is 
equal, but Black didn' t do himself any favours 
by thinking of the position as 'drawn' The 
problem with this thought is that if your oppo­
nent doesn't agree then you start to worry that 
you might somehow have to 'draw the drawn 
position' rather than just play good moves. In­
deed if your dominant thought is that the posi­
tion is 'drawn' ,  you may be inclined to search 
for moves which force an immediate cessation, 

B 

Miles - Webb 
Birmingham 1975 

and if they are not there, waste a lot of time and 
energy which may lead you to make some small 
concessions which will encourage your oppo­
nent. This is why I call this sin Wanting, be­
cause the desire for a result distorts your 
thinking processes and leads to mistakes. 

I don' t  know what the momentum was like in 
this game, but we join it shortly after Miles had 
turned down a draw offer. In the given position 
his queen is more centralized and Black's king­
side is rather more open than White's, thus 
making the seventh and eighth ranks a little 
slippery. 

23 ... .:tc2 24 a3 
How is White going to win this position? 

There is l ittle chance of forcing material gain, 
but somehow he might try to give his pieces a 
bit more energy than Black's, which as we'll 
see in Chapter 4, is some sort of 'material ' ad­
vantage. So I suppose White would like to tie 
Black to the a7-pawn and then probe the king­
side. Note that although Miles is 'playing for a 
win ' ,  he doesn' t  resort to anything drastic like 
g4 or h4. The key to 'plus equals mode' is the 
insight that the responsibility for winning a 
game is not entirely in your hands. You have to 
believe in your opponent's fallibility and just 
enjoy playing the position without putting 
yourself under excessive pressure ' to win' 
This reminds me of a crude but profound in­
sight made by Hartston and Wason in The Psy­
chology of Chess: "The task of the player is 
twofold: to induce errors from the opponent 
and to avoid errors himself." 



94 THE SEVEN DEADLY CHESS SINS 

24 .. .'ifc5 25 ltb3 'li'xd4? ! 
Black is still objectively equal after this 

move, but from a subjective point of view this is 
a crass blunder. Now Miles cannot be prevented 
from doubling rooks on the 'open past a3 ' a­
file, which will confine Black's rooks to the 
seventh rank. This matters because it gives 
White something tangible to refuel his gump­
tion tank. Now he knows that his opponent is 
not immune to making concessions and per­
haps more importantly we have 'role play' 
again: we might say that White is 'pressing' and 
Black is 'holding ' 

25 . . .  ltc7 ! is more active and less compliant. 
Then 26 1tf3 'ii'c6 is not progress for White and 
26 'ii'xc5 lt2xc5 27 .ltd4 ILa5 doesn't give any 
ground. 

26 1txd4 Ite7 27 lta4 �f7 28 lta6 
With the cheeky threat of Itf3 .  When small 

threats like this start to appear, they help to keep 
the pressure on your opponent and suggest that 
'plus equals mode' is in full flight. 

28 ... .ltce2 29 .ltb4 .ltd7 30 .ltba4 ILee7 31 g4! 
(D) 

B 

Black should have played . . .  h5 a long time 
ago to prevent this gain of space. Now f6 is a lit­
tle tender. 

31 ... h5? 
Black may have had some 'fear of being pas­

sive' here but in lashing out he just compro­
mises his position. It's hard to see what White 
can do if Black just sits tight. However, for 
those who have never tried it, ' sitting tight' can 
be excruciatingly difficult because it's our natu­
ral tendency to want to 'do something' . After 
3 I .  . .  <it>g7, 32 h3 rj;n 33 h4 q;g7 34 f3 rj;f? 35 

q;g3 <it>g7 36 lt4a5 q;f7 37 h5 (37 g5 fxg5 ) 
37 . . .  rj;g7 38 hxg6 hxg6 39 g5 seems to be the 
maximum White can extract, but I don't see a 
way to make further progress after 39 . .  .f5, e.g. 
40 ltc5 ltc7 4 1  ltd5 1tcd7 42 ltc5 ltc7 43 1txc7 
ltxc7 44 rj;f4 lte7. Still, White could operate in 
'plus equals mode' even here, because Black is 
still the only side with losing chances. 

32 gxh5 gxh5 33 lt4a5 �g6 34 h4 ltc7? 
Black loses patience and misses White's 

threat. 34 . . . ltf7 35 ltg5+ rj;h6 should still be a 
draw but no doubt Miles would find a way to 
keep on playing. 

35 .:tg5+ �n 36 Itxh5 
It's not totally clear that White is winning 

here, but looking at White's clear upward trend 
it's hard to see Black reasserting himself. In­
deed White won on move 64. 

Now I present the 'second lesson' I men­
tioned above. After this defeat, I really felt that 
'plus equals mode' is an enormously important 
part of a chess-player's arsenal. 

Rowson - Hodgson 
York 1999 

1 e4 d5 2 exd5 'it'xdS 3 �c3 'ii'a5 4 d4 �f6 5 
.id2!? (D) 

I had a suspicion that Julian might try the 
Scandinavian in this game and decided to try a 
new idea, which I saw in Kasparov-Van Wely, 
Wijk aan Zee blitz 1 999. I would have played 
something more critical, but I got confused by 
all the move-order tricks in the main lines and 
wanted to see if this offbeat idea made any 
sense. 
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s . . . c6 6 i.d3! ?  'il'd8! 
6 . . .  i.g4 7 �e4 ! ?  is one of the ideas, which 

transpired in Kasparov-Van Wely, but Julian's 
excellent move seems to equalize easily. There 
is no convenient way to defend !he d-pawn. 

7 lbge2 
7 �f3 is met by 7 . . .  i.g4, but 7 i.e3 !?  to be 

followed by 'il'd2 and lbf3 may be better. How­
ever, Julian didn' t  look too convinced and 
called it "an improved Banker" for Black, the 
'Banker' being 3 . .  .'it'd8 followed by . . .  c6 and 
. . . �f6. 

7 ... g6 8 i.f4 i.g7 9 'il'd2 0-0 (D) 

w 

10 0-0?!  
I lacked the energy to play the critical move 

here, and my intent was fuzzy. I wanted to keep 
a slight edge but my thoughts were tainted by 
ghosts. Given that I 'm following Kasparov's 
idea, I might have asked what he would do here, 
and clearly he would have castled queenside. 
So the problem was not only lack of gumption 
(second half of the tournament, looking for­
ward to Christmas, played Jules lots of times, 
cold and dark outside) but also a lack of clarity 
about my objectives. I lost this game more be­
cause of what I didn't do before the game than 
what I did during it. Had I realized that I really 
wanted to 'play for two results' I probably 
wouldn't  have played 1 e4 and if I had asked 
myself if I was 'ready for a tussle' I would have 
realized that some internal maintenance was 
needed because really I had no hunger for this 
game. 

As I said, there are many ways to 'fill your­
self with gumption' before a game. Reminding 
yourself why the game in general or this game 

in particular matters to you may help, or speak­
ing to a friend honestly about your confidence 
levels, turning up at the board early to soak up 
the atmosphere . More mundane activities like 
tidying your room, washing the dishes or the 
well-known 'walk to clear your head' can also 
help. 

10 0-0-0 !  was the only way to put pressure 
on my opponent. In a sense I was guilty of 
Blinking here because after this moment the 
trends turn in my opponent's favour. It is by no 
means clear that White is better after 1 0  0-0-0 
but the struggle would be much more tense and 
White has a relatively clear plan of opening the 
h-file while Black still has some problems with 
his c8-bishop. 10 . . . lbg4 ! ?  was my 'pseudo­
justification' for not going this way, but this is 
typical of self-deception on the chessboard in 
that you often only see what you want to see. 
I didn' t castle kingside because I thought it 
was the right move, rather I did it because I 
wasn' t  psychologically ready to play a sharp 
position. Had I been more gumptious I would 
have seen 1 1  �e4 f5 ( 1 1 .  . .  i.f5 1 2  h3 i.xe4 13  
hxg4 i.xg2 14 lth2 i.f3 1 5  i.h6 is  extremely 
risky for Black and in a more confident state of 
mind I would have realized that Julian would 
never play it; I think I actually saw this line but 
didn' t  give it an assessment - I just decided that 
giving away material wasn't on the agenda that 
day) 12  h3 fxe4 1 3  i.c4+. 10 . . .  b5 and other 
vague attacking gestures also seemed unpleas­
ant to me, but that's only because I wasn't in the 
mood to subject my king to any hassle whatso­
ever. 

10 . . .  �bd7 11  ltadl 
Vague, but for some reason I didn't see what 

was coming. 
ll . . . cS! 
Now I may already be slightly on the back 

foot. As Julian put it, "Your position doesn't 
have any point." 

12 i.h6 'il'b6 
1 2  . . .  cxd4 1 3  �xd4 'l'b6, with a slight but 

chunky edge for Black, was an improvement 
according to my opponent. Given that Black 
has an extra pawn to defend his king and ulti­
mately to batter White's f-pawn, it makes sense 
to keep the queens on, especially given that my 
pieces are getting in each other's way. Those of 
you looking at the c8-bishop should look forward 
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a couple of moves because Black only needs to 
play . . .  lDe5 or . . .  lbc5 before it jumps to life . 

13 i.xg7 �xg7 14 ltla4 
I played this after about twenty minutes, dur­

ing which time I realized that I was struggling 
to equalize. Julian said he was ' sad' when I 
went into this ending because he didn't think I 
would have the serenity to accept that I was 
worse. 

After 14 d5? !  'ilxb2 Black has all the dark 
squares and I have little to show for the pawn. 

14 ... 'ifc6 IS ltlxcS ltlxcS 16 dxcS 'iVxcS 17 
'iVc3! 'iVxc3 18 �xc3 i.e6 (D) 

w 

This is a good moment to pause for thought. 
I think Black is slightly better. The position of 
the kings means that my majority is vulnerable 
to his rooks and so long as there are rooks my 
three pawns should be thought of not as a 
queenside majority but as a potential weakness. 
I had assumed I would be able to exchange at 
least one rook but this is not so easy. My pos­
session of the d-file is useless because there are 
no entry points there. Black's king has a quick 
and natural route to the centre (f6-e5) whereas 
it will be difficult for me to centralize my king 
without making some weakness on the king­
side. So basically it 's easier to play Black here. 
But of course White shouldn't  lose if he plays 
well and even has some winning chances if 
Black overpresses. Exchanging knights is in 
White's favour because even if things go wrong 
on the queenside, the 4 vs 3 position would give 
White good drawing chances. However, I could 
sense that Julian really wanted to play out this 
game and so I kept some tension in the position 
to encourage him to overpress. 

19 ltd2?! 
19 i.e2, to re-route the bishop and unblock 

the d-file, is what my intuition wanted, but then 
I started to think, and somehow came up with 
the uninspired and mundane idea of doubling 
rooks on a useless file. 

19 ... ltac8 20 ltfdl ltc5! 
''The rook is good on c5 because it controls a 

lot of squares." Julian says this sort of thing 
quite regularly these days. Apparently he made 
a breakthrough one day when he realized just 
how simple chess is, but he hasn't let me in on 
the secret. 

21 a3?!  
Not tragic, but a second minor mistake, after 

which my queenside pawn-structure loses some 
flexibility. 

21 ... ltfc8 22 f3?! 
A bit ugly, but I was still hoping to make my 

own winning chances and my king wanted a bit 
of the action. However, if I'd listened closely I 
may have heard the cries of the h2-pawn, which 
can be attacked by . . .  l:th5, the fear of the f3-
pawn being 'chiselled' by . . .  g5-g4 and a haunt­
ing echo on the e3-square, which proves to be 
my downfall. 

If I wanted to draw it would have been easier 
after the knight exchange, but even after 22 
�e4 �xe4 23 i.xe4 b6 I have some problems, 
basically because Black's 'extra pawn' is more 
useful than mine. Black will try to grab some 
space on the kingside (maybe . . .  h5-h4 !?  and 
. . .  g5), provoke c3 to make the white pawns 
even more rigid, and then eventually advance 
his e- and f-pawns. White should hold of course, 
but the pressure is enduring. 

22 ... h6! (D) 

w 
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Very patient. Julian played this game with a 
great deal of composure. After the game he said 
he was a little bit surprised at how easy it all 
seemed, because there was a time when he 
would have lashed out with . . .  g5 or . . .  b5 prema­
turely. This is what I was hoping for of course, 
but it turns out that Black has far more ' little 
tweaks' to improve his position than White 
does, and so the trend continues to accrue qui­
etly in Black's favour. The main strength of this 
move lies in the fact that when he 'hit' me with 
. . .  g5 I wasn't ready for it. 

23 ll'le2 .i.c4 

Now I have to concern myself with the threat 
of . . .  g4 on almost every move but there is a 
more subtle threat, three moves deep, of which 
I was only dimly aware: . . .  ltld5, . . . f5 and . . .  f4 
securing e3 for the knight. 

27 :Z.d8 .l:Sc7! 
Black is wise to keep the rooks because they 

are the pieces which give me concerns over b2 
and potential kingside weaknesses. 

28 !Ud4 l:t4c5! (D) 

I had been hoping for this exchange, which w 
somehow frees my position, but I overesti­
mated the tactical problems with which I now 
chain myself. 

23 . . .  b5 ! ?, intending . . .  i.c4 and . . .  bxc4, is also 
promising but 24 b4 !?  then has to be reckoned 
with. 

24 i.xc4 .l:xc4 25 c3?! 
I had intended 25 ll'lc3 but then Black has a 

move which Julian hadn't seen and I had over­
estimated: 25 . . .  ll'le8 ! ?, with the slow but sure 
intention of attacking b2. If you have a clear 
head this won't seem l ike a dangerous move, 
but it looks awkward for White if you're stuck 
in a passive mindset. Indeed, I can deal with it 
easily with just a little activity, viz. 26 .l:d7 
l:t4c7 27 l:txc7 lhc7 28  l:td2 tiJd6 29 tLld5 l:td7? 
30 ll'lxe7 ! .  

Whatever I thought of 25 . . .  ll'le8 I should have 
played 25 ll'lc3 anyway because 25 . . .  ltle8 is not 
so obvious (or strong ! )  and, from a psychologi­
cal point of view, 25 c3 is very encouraging for 
Black. Moreover, from a purely positional 
point of view it leaves b2 very weak and if the 
black knight gets to c4 or a4 I could be in big 
trouble. 

Julian was very sympathetic to my plight 
here: "Basically, in a position l ike this you're 
going to regret whatever you play." Presumably 
the logic is that when defending a slightly 
worse 'quiet' position, every move has a draw­
back, and can later be shown to be a concession. 
This is one of the primary difficulties in playing 
against 'plus equals mode' 

25 . . .  e6! 
Another strong and patient move, securing 

d5 for the knight. 
26 �f2 gS! 

29 ll'lg3 
29 tl:lc 1 !? was the move I wanted to play, to 

improve my knight. The interesting thing is that 
I was afraid of him 'doing something' now, viz. 
29 . . .  e5? ! ,  whereas he doesn't really want to do 
anything much other than slowly improve his 
position. After 30 :d2 e4 3 1 ll'le2 Black's posi­
tion hasn't improved. It's curious that almost all 
my bad moves in this ending arose out of fear of 
a concrete idea which wasn' t  remotely threat­
ening on the most minor of inspections. It's al­
most as if I wanted to prevent the very idea that 
he could threaten me directly. Again after 
3 1 . . .lte7 32 .l:d l I don't think Black's position 
has improved; it's just that he's more active. 
But the problem with activity in such simple 
positions is that it can fizzle out, and leave you 
with none of the potential activity which made 
your position so promising. Julian does eventu­
ally strike in this game, but only when the iron 
is piping hot. 

29 . . .  ltb5 30 ltb4 l:[dS!? 
Doubling White's  pawns by 30 . . .  l:txb4 3 1  

axb4 is a big positional gain for Black because I 
would be losing in the king and pawn endings. 
However, in the given position I am very active 
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and if Black tries to force the issue he runs into 
a galloping horse: 3 1 .  . .  l:td7 32 .C.xd7 ltlxd7 33 
ltle4 ! 'iPf8 34 ltld6, and my activity is rather an­
noying for Black. 

31 ItxdS?!  ltlxdS 32 Ita4!? 
After 32 .C.d4 ltlb6 33 l:td2 tlJc4 34 .C.c2 l:tc6 

it looks like White will lose a pawn. 
32 ... lZJf4! 
The key to this ending has been the relative 

strength of the knights; this is especially evi­
dent here. 

33 l:d4 
After 33 l:xa7 tLld3+ 34 'iPe2 ltlxb2 35 ltle4 

ltlc4 Black is firmly in control. 
33 . • .  l:tc6 34 � 

w 

34 ltlfl l:b6 35 l:d2 .C.xb2 36 l:txb2 ltld3+. 
34 • • •  1tb6 35 l:td2 fS! (D) 

Black's kingside majority finally announces 
its presence with deadly effect. I cannot stop 
. . . ltld5, .. .f4 and . . .  ltle3 with 36 �f2 because of 
the 36 . . .  l:txb2 trick and so I am already fighting 
to stay alive. 

36 ltle2 
I didn't have any constructive way of pass­

ing, which I would like to do in order to meet 
. . .  ltld5 with �f2 and then .. .f4 with tiJfl . 

36 ... tlJd5 37 'iPfl f4 38 g3 
It's generally a good idea to exchange pawns 

when defending a difficult ending and here it is 
useful to soften up f4. 

38 ... �6 39 gxf4 gxf4 40 b4 
The 40th move is often a bad one but I don't 

feel I had anything better on this occasion; in­
deed, I think I am in 
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margin can be in chess. Despite lots of dubious 
moves, from an objective point of view I still 
had good drawing chances. However, we can­
not escape from the subjective during play (see 
Chapter 5). 

42 ... �c4 43 .:td7 lba3! 
A risk-free and dispiriting move. I was hop­

ing for the more ambitious 43 . . .  b5, which gives 
me certain counter-chances after 44 .:tb7 lt:Jxa3 
45 lt:Jd3 . 

44 llxb7 lt:JeS 45 lt:JhS+ �g6 46 lt:Jg7? 
This is a bad miscalculation and again a sign 

that I' m trying too hard to force the draw and 
am unwilling to play a bad position. 46 lt:Jf4+ 
�f5 47 lt:Je2 ! had to be tried. Jonathan Tisdall's 
advice on 'The art of playing bad positions' led 
me to this conclusion. In such seemingly hope­
less situations, it can be helpful to ask 'what's 
good about my position?' and I think the only 
positive aspect is the activity of my rook and 
the possibility of attacking Black's a-pawn. So I 
should head for b5 with my knight, although it 
seems that I ' m  still losing with best play: 
47 . . .  l:txf3+ 48 'it>g2 l:ta3 49 lt:Jd4+ 'iPf6 50 lDb5 
l:ta2+ 5 1  �g3 tbc6. Now Black is probably 
winning with or without rooks because the e­
pawn is too far from the white h-pawn for the 
white king to stop the e-pawn queening while 
protecting the h-pawn, but it's close enough for 
Black to home in on the h-pawn without leav­
ing the e-pawn vulnerable to attack. It seems 
rather unfair that Black can 'have it both ways' 
in this respect, but this is no surprise, given that 
chess seems more often to be surprising than 
fair!  

46 . • .  .:.XC3+ 
Now all the tactics are sweet for Black. 
47 �e2 
Or: 47 �g2 l:tf7 48 l:tb5 .:txg7 49 l:txeS 

�f6+; 47 'it>el llf7 48 llb5 lt:Jf3+. 
47 .. J:tf7 48 .l:bS 
48 lhf7 �xf7 49 lt:Jh5 lLlc6. 
48 • . •  tt:Jc6! 0-1 

The Theory of I nfinite Resista nce 

Never give in. Never. Never. Never. 
WINSTON CHURCHILL 

A second gumption trap, in which the spectre 
of the result can prevent you from making the 

most of your chances, is the lost position. Such 
positions are often accompanied by depression, 
defeatism and even self-destructiveness. How 
can you feel gumptious in such situations? 

Well, we start from a simple premise: a lost 
position is not a hopeless position . To retain 
your inner composure in a lost position, you 
need to forget the idea of losing and focus on 
the hope. The crux of the solution is given by 
'the theory of infinite resistance' ,  originally 
devised by an Australian player called Bil l  Jor­
dan. GM Ian Rogers describes it thus: "It is a 
theory designed to encourage players to fully 
utilize the defensive resources available in a 
bad, or even strategically lost position. The the­
ory postulates that when a player makes a seri­
ous mistake or reaches a bad position, if he or 
she continues to try to find the best possible 
moves thereafter he or she can put up virtually 
infinite resistance and should not lose . . .  Of 
course some positions are beyond even perfect 
defence but their number is far smaller than 
imagined." 

If you examine your own games closely, you 
may see some evidence for this theory. It is not 
at all easy to win won positions if your opp� 
nent does not cooperate. Thus if you can find 
the will, your last line of defence can be made 
extremely difficult to break down. 

However, finding this will-power is in some 
ways the most difficult aspect of the theory, es­
pecially in passive positions which seem to of­
fer only the tiniest chance of a draw and no 
chances of victory. My aim is to encourage you 
to feel gumptious even in these situations and 
the following is a compendium of things to do 
to keep your spirits up in lost positions. 

1) The Goalkeeper's Glory 
One way to create enthusiasm for the draw is to 
compare yourself to a soccer goalkeeper trying 
to save a penalty. Your aim is in one sense 
purely negative. You don't 'gain' anything by 
saving the goal and you might think that your 
role is merely to prevent your adversary from 
gaining. But actually if you save the penalty, 
you could say that you win and the striker loses, 
even though in actual fact the score of the game 
remains exactly the same. The key thought­
shift is to limit the contest to that precise m� 
ment. Your team may already be 2-0 down but 
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that is irrelevant to the goalkeeper' s  purpose; 
he has to abstract his task from the game at 
hand and do his best in the given situation. In 
his effort to save the penalty he is 'playing for a 
win' It' s just that he' s  not playing a soccer 
match as such but playing goalkeeper vs pen­
alty taker; the penalty taker has an aim (1 goal) 
and the goalkeeper has an aim (no goal). Simi­
larly when you have that 'depressing' position, 
your task is to 'keep the same score' , i .e. to 
draw, and to see the value of this you have to 
forget the game as a whole and what you 
wanted out of it. So it' s like both players have 
an internal contest over two results. The de­
fender fights over 112 and 0 and the adversary 
over 112 and 1 .  The winner is the player who gets 
their favoured result. So you can still play for a 
'win' in a lost position ! 

2) Cause Some Trouble 
This is quite a subj ective notion but crucially 
important for playing bad positions. Basically 
you have to play on your opponent's fears. 
Most players are guilty of some degree of 
Wanting and so when they get their winning po­
sition they will become attached to the idea of 
victory and cling to this result, becoming fear­
ful of losing it in the process. So they Won 't 
want any 'trouble ' ,  by which I mean active 
pieces in their territory, unpredictable develop­
ments, vague threats to their king and so forth. 
It's not so important for you to cause actual 
problems for your opponent on the board, but 
it's very important to make him feel that you 
potentially could and in doing so you will � d遳inothur wlu
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off now, I'm clearly worse) 13 .. .tDxc3 14 'ii'xc3 
'ii'xc3 15 bxc3 i.a6, when the position is about 
equal, and between players of similar strengths 
a draw is extremely likely. 

On realizing this, I fell guilty to Wanting be­
cause, having had good fortune against the 
same opponent earlier in the tournament (it was 
a double-round tournament), I wanted a com­
plex game in which he would really have to 
'sing for his supper' On seeing that the most 
obvious move could lead to a very drawish po­
sition, I assumed there would be a good alterna­
tive for Black, but there isn't. My error was to 
think that somehow there is something wrong 
with the position if it doesn't fit in with my de­
sire to play it in a certain way, rather than see­
ing the error as my own misplaced desire. 

12 ... llb8?? (D) 

Nunn's dictum 'LPDO' (Loose pieces drop 
off) would have helped to avoid this slip. It is 
easy to make big mistakes like this when you 
fall prey to 'script writing', as I did in this 
game. I decided that this game was going to be 
a long tough fight in which my opponent would 
have to sweat it out for his GM title. Then when 
the position didn't comply with my script I 
didn't question the script but rather manipu­
lated my thoughts to fit it. This is another clas­
sic case of self-deception - you see what you 
want to see. 

13 lLJxdS cxdS 
I offered a draw here, putting my cards on 

the table and turning myself in: "Guilty as 
charged officer, completely lost position, no 
good excuse, but please give me a draw; it would 
be too embarrassing to lose like this. It's a good 

deal: you get your GM title and I get a lucky 
break, whaddya say?" 

14 a3 
"I guess that's a 'no' then; I don't suppose it 

would help ifl said please? Bugger. I've done it 
again", I thought. What a plonker. The day be­
fore I had bungled a shockingly winning posi­
tion (two extra connected passed pawns for no 
compensation) against Sutovsky and only drew. 
So here I was 'bungling' again and a grievous 
'poor me' mindset was creeping in from every 
comer. I am completely lost now. At best I lose 
an exchange for nothing in a position where he 
can use the c-file for his rooks and a7 is weak. I 
didn't know what to do, but I was sure I wasn't 
going to resign. Two comforting thoughts gave 
me a glimmer of hope. The first was the previ­
ous day and the disbelief that accompanied my 
failure to win: 'perhaps if I can screw up that 
position, it's conceivable that he can screw up 
this one'. The second was the gruff wisdom of a 
former club-mate from Aberdeen called John 
Ewen. Whenever we'd look at a position and 
one side was losing the exchange, he'd say 
something like, "It doesn't matter, you lose one 
[a rook] and you get one back [a bishop or a 
knight] and the game goes on." 

14 ... i.xd2 15 'ii'xb8 i.d7 
The position has stabilized. Black's position 

is bad, but he is still breathing. I resolved to 
play the best moves from here until the end of 
the game. What kind of moves are 'best' in such 
a lost position? Almost anything that disturbs 
the opponent and makes him fearful. My d2-
bishop is no doubt an annoyance for White be­
cause he can't use the c-file so it's important to 
try to keep this 'annoyance factor' or at least 
extract some concession if we have to let it go. 
White has no real weak points, but Black can 
'cause some trouble' by eyeing up f2, perhaps 
eventually by putting the bishop on b6 and 
playing ... f5. Also, White's g2-bishop is not 
really contributing. This entails the answer to 
the question 'what is good about my position?'. 
In this case it's my central control and dark­
squared bishop, which has no counterpart. Not 
only should I strive to prevent the rooks from 
coming easily into the game, but I also need to 
prevent e4 if possible or at least have a good an­
swer in return -like ... d4. White should still be 
winning after this, but it's a concession and not 
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something White really wants. You may think 
the idea of counterplay against f2 is a complete 
fantasy, and I suppose you'd be right, but no 
one is completely immune to the fear of ghosts 
and I have to have something to 'threaten' my 
opponent with, if only to keep my gumption 
levels high. 

16 'ii'b7! ?  
An irritating move, preventing ... l:tc8 but 

probably not best. 16 'i!Ve5! asks the question as 
to where my d2-bishop is going to go, and also 
threatens e4. 16 ... l:.c8 is then possible and is 
what I intended. Now, on the bright side, all my 
pieces are playing. Then 17 e4! i.a4! 18 exd5 
( 18 b4 'i!Va6 19 exd5 i.c3 should still be win­
ning for White, as he will emerge a clear pawn 
up, but this line is exactly the type of thing 
which doesn't appeal to you when the position 
seems to be winning without tactics) 18 ... .i.b3 
causes some trouble and thus White may not be 
inclined to go in for this, but it's winning quite 
easily after 19 i..e4!, e.g. 19 .. J:td8 20 'ii'd4 exd5 
21.i.xh7+ �xh7 22 'ili'd3+. These lines indicate 
the following crucial point: you have to play not 
only on your opponent's fallibility, but on their 
own awareness of their fallibility. 

16 ... i.a4! (D) 

By controlling d 1  I help to keep the bishop 
locked in position on d2. This is not the main 
thing though; what matters most is that my 
bishops are 'in his face' in the sense they are ir­
ritating him and as far as possible I am imposing 
my will on the opponent. I think he was now 
planning 17 b4 'ili'b6 18 'ili'xb6 axb6 but despite 
the exchange of queens, this is a favourable 
transformation for Black . ... .1c3 and ... d4 will 

help to keep the rooks out and White's queen­
side pawns are not going anywhere in a hurry. 
White is probably still winning, but that's not 
the point. 19 l:.a2 i.c3 20 l:.c 1 i.b3 is the type 
of scare that's likely to keep him away from 
this type of position. 

17 l:.a2 1i'c5! 
The hassle continues. Now White's coordi­

nation is a little strange. 
18b3 
18 b4 'ii'c3 19 'ii'xa7 i.b3 20 l:.aa 1 (20 

l:txd2!? is possible, but Black has some chances 
due to his active queen and because White's 
bishop remains ineffectual) 20 ... .1c4 21 i.f3 
e5! is an important line, mainly because the 
more of my prospects for counterplay he sees, 
the more likely he is to doubt himself and feel 
the risk of losing. Indeed, I think it was this sort 
of vision in my opponent's head which led him 
to make a compromising queen exchange later. 

18 ... i.c6 19 'fic7 i.g5 ! 
It's time for the bishop to go to its natural 

home on b6. Note that although he has suc­
ceeded in getting the bishops 'out of his face', I 
have extracted a concession in the form of a 
slightly weakened queenside and an improve­
ment in coordination. 

20 l:taa1 i.d8! 21 •r4 i.b5 ! 
I'm still preventing a 'clean' e4 break. 

2l...'ii'e7 is met by 22 e4!. Note that it's very 
important to resist the trappings of Material­
ism, of which 2 1...e5? 22 'ii'xe5! i.f6 23 ... f4 
i.xa1 24 l:txa1 is a good example, so please for­
give me for being tangential here. If a rook is 
worth 5 points, a pawn 1 ,  and a bishop 3, then 
we've improved our position by 1 point. How­
ever, it's obvious our position hasn't improved, 
firstly because Black's position has no quality 
any more -there's nothing good about it, and 
secondly we would now be playing 'for two re­
sults' - the slim possibility of a black win has 
vanished and not only is White winning, but his 
position has become very easy to play. 

22 :ret 'ii'e7 23 l:.a2 i.b6 (D) 
Now I am still losing, but I've definitely en­

joyed an upward trend. Somehow my position 
looks more respectable now. More to the point, 
it has been almost ten moves since the catastro­
phe and White still hasn't shown the superiority 
of his rook over my dark-squared bishop, nor is 
it especially easy to do so. 
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24 1i'b4? 
A sign of impatience and anxiety; my uncer­

tain counterplay against f2 must have unnerved 
Barsov considerably. To be fair, this is a quite a 
pragmatic move for my opponent in the cir­
cumstances because with the queens off he has 
almost no chance of losing and is thus assured 
of his GM title with still some chance for a win. 
However, this is a very significant achievement 
for Black and I already felt that the draw was in 
sight. 

24 'C!Vd2 allows 24 ... f5 but after 25 e3 it's 
hard to believe in Black's attack. It's not one­
way traffic, but I think White can soak up the 
pressure, especially given the useful defensive 
idea of a4-a5 with tempo. 

24 ... 'ili'xb4 25 axb4 fS! 
An excellent if obvious move, which my op­

ponent had missed. Now I am very close to 
equality. The b6-bishop is well-placed and sta­
ble, so there will be no threats to my queenside 
and White cannot do anything with his extra 
pawn there. Moreover, my visions of counter­
play against f2 have come to pass and if I were 
playing a weaker player I might almost fancy 
my chances of winning with Black! 

26 e3 g5! 
Played quickly and confidently - I knew he 

wouldn't like this. Anything else may have 
given him time to orientate himself. 

1:1 i.n i.d7! (DJ 
The white bishop is not especially produc­

tive while my own morsel on d7 acts as spiritual 
guardian of my centre and keeps out those nasty 
rooks. At this point, I broke with chess etiquette 
and offered a draw again, thinking that I had 
improved my position enough to justify it. 

w 

Barsov thought for a while, remembered that 
this would finally give him the coveted title and 
then accepted with a mixture of bemusement 
and relief. 

llz.lh. 

28 llcal llb8 29 l:txa7 i.xa7 30 llxa7 i.b5 
3llle7 .1xfl 32 'ittxflllb6 33 h3 !? seems to be 
White's best course, but Black has excellent 
drawing chances. 

I have to say that this draw gave me immense 
satisfaction, much more than most of my victo­
ries. I think this can only be because I began a 
new game on move 14 and felt like I had won 
that game. 

Putting the Ball in  the Back of 
the Net 

Chess games are won not by good positions but 
by good moves. 
GM JAN-HEIN DONNER 

The final gumption trap that I wish to consider 
is the nervousness that can accompany a win­
ning position. Whoever said that there is noth­
ing more difficult than winning a won position 
was doubtless exaggerating, but it is certainly 
true that it often seems to be no simple matter. 
The problem begins with the very idea of 'win­
ning' "Are you sitting? (Yes) Are you playing? 
(Yes) I see you are you laughing; have you been 
drinking? (Yes) Are you winning? ... " Well it's 
not so clear what the question means, even if 
you haven't been drinking. 

I don't want to be too pedantic, but I think 
that present participles have a lot to answer for. 
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Normally an '-ing' word denotes some sort of 
ongoing process which can be identified by ob­
serving an activity, but in chess we often say 
that such and such is 'winning' or 'losing' or 
'drawing' without realizing the difficulties in­
volved. In passing, I wonder if this is less of a 
problem for those whose first language doesn't 
feature continuous tenses - it would be quite a 
revelation if your native language turned out to 
be a chess handicap! 

In any case, when we think we are 'winning' 
we run the risk of thinking that there is some 
sort of objective process going on, akin to play­
ing or moving, but actually we're just playing 
and we have made the assessment that if noth­
ing too drastic happens we will win. 'Winning' 
is not a type of 'playing' at all, but our own 
judgement about what the result of the game 
should be. So the danger is that once you start 
to thi� that you are 'winning' you will errone­
ously change the way you are 'playing' and 
move from a relatively undisturbed and natural 
mindset to a state of mind where you feel self­
imposed pressure to play in accordance with 
your judgement about what the result should be. 

I find it hard to explain this idea, but basi­
cally I'm suggesting that it's a mistake ever to 
think that you are 'winning' because the very 
word puts pressure on you. It's better just to be 
very keen on your position and continue playing, 
with the tacit knowledge that playing chess in­
cludes the aim of checkmating your opponent. 

This slightly strained thought has been con­
firmed in my own experience of talking with 
top-class GMs. Indeed, in post-mortems with 
Gulko, Rozentalis, Speelman, Hodgson, Miles 
and others I have often tried to provoke a defini­
tive assessment about a position but rarely does 
the answer take any definite form. Questions 
like "Is this position winning with best play?'' 
just don't seem to register with them and they'll 
usually just reply with something like "Well, 
there are good chances to win'', which is a small 
but very significant difference. Moreover, see 
Speelman's comment to my game against Neil 
McDonald in Chapter 1 (Thinking). In this 
game I was paralysed by the thought that I was 
winning and therefore felt an enormous respon­
sibility to win, but in doing so I made things 
very difficult for myself. It's one thing to be 
playing with good winning chances but once 

you feel that you are 'winning' , you are stuck by 
your value judgement and your thinking can lose 
its previous fluency and flexibility. Another 
way of putting this, with yet another piece of 
Hodgson chess lingo, is not to 'chalk it up' be­
fore the score-sheets are signed. 

If this idea doesn't grab you then I recom­
mend 'Selbstgesprach' which is German for 
'conversations with yourself'. If you have trou­
ble staying calm when you have a winning po­
sition, get into the habit of talking yourself 
through your own doubts: "Now it's important 
to stay calm, I mustn't overestimate his coun­
terplay, there's nothing difficult or unusual 
about winning this game, so let's just make it 
happen." This is a little at odds with my previ­
ous comments about 'just playing' and won't 
work for everyone, but it still has its uses. 

A more radical idea is the 'preMtimeMtrouble 
sprint', which was the suggestion of GM Tiger 
Hillarp Persson. It seems that many games 
reach their climax just before the time-control 
and this is often when our worries about win­
ning reach their height. Tiger suggests that 
when you have about fifteen minutes left to 
make the time-control (often around move 30 at 
international level) you just go for a little run 
outside to relieve nervous tension! When you 
return, so the theory goes, you are less prone to 
the 'baggage' caused by earlier events in the 
game and more able to focus and adapt to the 
crucial tasks at hand when they arise. More­
over, the oxygen hit does wonders for your con­
centration. It goes without saying that this 
technique won't suit everyone, but it's well 
worth bearing in mind. 

My main practical suggestion is just to try to 
enjoy the process of winning. It seems crazy 
that we put ourselves through such inner tur­
moil at the times when our positions are at their 
best. So enjoy those moments when you can 
demonstrate your position's superiority. Not 
only should you not rush to finish the game, but 
savour these positions and don't doubt that 
you' ll win them. After all, the pressure should 
be on your opponent! 

Conclusion 
Wanting is evident when we make mistakes be­
cause of our thoughts about the result of the 
game. Rather than play just for a result, and 
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estrange yourself from the process of playing, 
try to enjoy the contest and see the result as an 
integral part of it, but not its defining feature. 
Be watchful of your 'gumption' levels before 
and during the game and be aware of the extent 
to which you identify with the task at hand. 

Look out for 'gumption traps' based on the 
game not heading towards the result you desire, 
and try to use some of the techniques suggested 
above to keep your gumption for chess high. 
This allows for the possibility of experiencing 
'flow' -the ultimate high for any competitor. 



4 Materialism 

Too many people spend money they haven 't 
earned, to buy things they don 't want, to im­
press people they don't like. 
WILL ROGERS 

Shortly after learning how the pieces move, we 
are told of their relative worth. Thereafter our 
judgement is severely handicapped. We need 
many tools to navigate through chess complex­
ity, but faced with a thick jungle of muffled an­
swers, we cry out for something tangible, a 
single weapon to cut down the thickets of con­
fusion that swarm all around us. But we choose 
a knife with an uncertain blade. This uncertain 
blade is material; something we can see, weigh 
and count. But in cutting only parts of the jun­
gle, it leaves others untouched, and some even 
more threatening than before. We have here the 
most commonplace of sins, rife throughout hu­
manity, and tempting to the core. 

Although it seems we are all prone to Mate­
rialism, that is not to say that we are all 'materi­
alistic' This term normally refers to the style of 
a player who delights in grabbing material, de­
fending for a while, and then converting the 
material advantage at a later stage. Also, there 
are many players who love to sacrifice material, 
and although they do play with a knowledge of 
the value of the pieces, we tend not to think of 
them as 'materialistic'. Materialism is a bit dif­
ferent, because it refers to a condition that af­
flicts almost all of us, bar Kasparov, and perhaps 
a few dozen others. This is a condition in which 
material is the axis around which our thinking 
processes rotate. It is formed by the ways in 
which we learn chess, cultivated by our early 
experience of the game, and reinforced by 
chess language and symbolism. 

I considered the following game in the pro­
cess of working with a student. The aim was to 
learn how to play the white side of the King's 
Indian Samisch, but it turned out to be even 
more useful for highlighting the problem of 
Materialism. 

Tal - Soloviev 
Riga 1955 

1 d4 lLlf6 2 c4 g6 3 lLlc3 i.g7 4 e4 0-0 5 i.e3 d6 
6 f3 e5 7 lLlge2 c6 8 'ii'b3 �bd7 9 0-0-0 'ii'e7?! 

Since there is no pressure on e4, the queen 
would be better placed on a5, where it at least 
has a few lustful thoughts about the white king 
and can support ... b5. 

10 �b1 l[e8?! 
Another 'half move' Kasparov is fond of 

this term, which tends to denote moves which 
are vaguely useful but don't really get to the 
heart of the position. 

1 1  g4 a6 12lLlg3 li:lf8? (D) 

w 

Black's last three moves contain an interest­
ing idea: to play ... �6-d4. However, there are 
aspects of Egoism here because clearly White 
is not going to wait for this to happen. 

13 d5! 
Of course, now that Neddy on f8 is far from 

optimally placed. 
13 ... �6d7 14 h4 c5? 
Another error; Black intends queenside 

'counterplay' with ... b5 without asking whether 
such play will really counter White's ideas. 

15 i.e2 l[b8 16 l[dg1 b5 17 h5 b4 18liJa4! ? 
An interesting moment. In general if you 

have a space advantage it is better to avoid the 
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exchange of pieces. The reason is related to 'ca­
pacity', as I learned from Michael Stean's clas­
sic Simple Chess. In the given instance Black's 
pawns provide enough space for about four or 
maybe five pieces to live comfortably, which 
makes things rather cramped for the eight who 
have to live there now. By allowing the ex­
change of one of Black's pieces, Tal concedes 
some lebensraum (living room) to his opponent 
and seems to make it easier for him to organize a 
defence to the pending kingside attack (for an­
other example of 'capacity', see Emms-Web­
ster in Chapter 2). 

So why did Tal choose this instead of retreat­
ing his knight and moving it towards the king­
side? The short answer is that I don't know, but 
perhaps he was attracted to the relative simplic­
ity of the game continuation and maybe it's a 
matter of 'too many cooks spoil the broth' in 
that there are already enough attackers on the 
kingside. In any case, Joe Redpath, a promising 
Scottish 14-year-old, with a rating around 2000 
heading upwards fast, preferred 18liJdl, partly 
to keep Black cramped but also with aggressive 
intentions based on l£if2, g5, ltJg4, etc. We then 
looked into this line to see if we might under­
stand Tal's reasoning. I took the black pieces, 
and although we didn't understand Tal's deci­
sion any better, Joe soon displayed some inter­
estingly 'sinful' thoughts. We continued 18 ... ti:Jb6 
19 liJf2 .id7 20 'ili'd 1 b3 21 a3 l:ec8 22 'ii'c 1 
i.e8 23 hxg6 fxg6 24 g5 .id7 25 ltJg4 .ixg4 26 
fxg4 liJfd7 27 'iii' n :f8 28 'ii'h3 (28 ti:Jf5 ! ?) 
28 ... i.h8 (D). We can quibble with many of 
these moves, but none of them are ridiculous 
and only now does the position reveal some­
thing important about Materialism. 

w 

Play continued 29 l:r.g2? l:f4! 30 :gh2? llliB, 
and stopped here because I felt White had gone 
astray. Taking on f4 is undesirable, so it is not 
clear what White should do next. Indeed I prefer 
Black now, as White has run out of steam and 
g5 is very weak. What went wrong for White? 

Missing the key moment (Blinking) on move 
29 was caused by Materialism. To begin with, 
Joe didn't see the idea of 29 ... l:r.f4 at all, pre­
sumably because it seems to Jose an exchange. 
And yet this is clearly Black's only idea! We 
might add the sin of Egoism here because Joe 
was so involved with his own ideas that he for­
got Black could do anything creative. 

29liJf5! is the way to do it, after which Black 
is completely lost. Joe considered this move, 
and I could see him thinking about it, but in the 
absence of a forced win he couldn't bring him­
self to sacrifice material. To my mind 29lLlf5 is 
absolutely crying out to be played. If I had set 
up the position after 29 .. . gxf5 30 gxf5 and 
asked for an assessment, I'm sure Joe would 
have thought White was at least clearly better 
and probably winning, but somehow he didn't 
allow himself to make such an assessment be­
fore sacrificing the piece, preferring to think of 
the position as unclear. Yet after the space in­
vaders inevitably land on f6 and g6 and White's 
unopposed light-squared bishop has its way, 
Black will be mated. 

"I don't like sacrificing material", said Joe, 
as an attempted explanation. Not an untypical 
view, but I think I managed to convince him 
that playing 29 liJf5 was clearly the correct 
move, and essential in that 29 ... :f4 allowed 
Black back into the game (though then 30 liJf5 
is still good for White). What's more worrying, 
and indicative of the stubbornness of our chess 
patterns and personal habits in general, is that 
I'm not sure Joe could bring himself to play 29 
liJf5 even if he had the opportunity again, and 
this is also not untypical. 

Two things went wrong here, both related to 
Materialism. Firstly he paid inadequate atten­
tion to a move which sacrificed material largely 
because he didn't 'want' to sacrifice or at least 
because he lacked the courage to do so, not see­
ing any single clear line which led to mate or 
the return of the material. The other issue is per­
haps more significant though. Most GMs would 
see that 29 ti:Jf5 is not only correct but also 
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'timely' because Black threatens ... :f4. The 
two ideas are linked. But Joe didn't see ... J:lf4 at 
all. I believe he 'missed' this in much the same 
way that he 'missed' illegal moves like .. .llb8-
g7. His chess experience just didn't give rise to 
such an exchange sacrifice, in the same way 
that it didn't give rise to illegal moves. His 
brain hadn't seen any such pattern before. Sim­
ilarly, he didn't see 29 ... iVe6 or 29 ... .if6. Not 
that they are illegal, but they give away mate­
rial too, and so they are unconsciously elimi­
nated from the available options. In case you 
don't see why White can'tjust win material af­
ter 29 J:lg2? l:lf4 30 J:lgh2? tL!f8, consider the 
line 31 .ixf4 exf4 32 �fl �bd7, and focus on 
the thematic positional compensation. It's not 
too much to say that Black is winning here. The 
g5-pawn is terminally weak, b2 is vulnerable, 
the f-pawn is a major asset and e4 is en prise 
(although it's not clear ifBlack wants this pawn 
since it opens a file for the white rooks). To my 
slight annoyance, 32 ... �xc4! is actually even 
more decisive, but less instructive, and it's im­
portant to appreciate that Black is positionally 
winning regardless of this tactic (33 .i..xc4 
'l'xe4+ 34 i.d3 'ii'el#). 

18 ... �b6 19 �xb6 :xb6 20 'ii'd3 ltb7 21 
ir'd2 f6 22 hxg6 tL!xg6 

22 ... hxg6 23 i.d3 leaves Black horribly tied 
up, and after ir'h2 White will have threats in­
cluding some sequence of �ਰ࠰➀ ��ਜ਼. 
23 �f5 .ixf5 24 gxf5 tLlf4 (D) 

Black hopes that he cano뀁鐒阀the king's posi­
tiono뀁鐁pre\!ent White from breaking in the 

centre as White will find it difficult to challenge 
for the dark squares. This seems somewhat 

wishful, but at least it's an idea, and it's the only 
one Black has managed to implement so far. 

h 6  .i x f2 8  
u!'il'.T i ‫ 7  .i a 4  l: h g l  

. ‫ 4  l: c 7  33 
a 4  .i h 3  a3 b 3  pxf l: a 7  3 9  

6-cehT2oTateTd3nosaxTanununition o n  the king­
side, but there appears to be no way through ... 

i8Tntg1oh1T

e4hT,co4t6T73oT3Ticoh13ydhT6chnh2T
wg0T3Tdtd3xTsh8hash1T74cn4T43sTetT b4wEAIwwǖ1Aǖ
IY24b4wwewǖ1e4wǖe24ABwǖAIǖ3e4B1w.eǖb4wEwBRBRwǖBBw24welikeǖ

30e4wb4wǖ IeǖRAǖ4Ab424wwǖ34IRǖe4wb4wǖwRwǖKAwǖ34weRr1ǖwRǌ
andSwa36ǖewb4wǖ21w1ǖande423eǖBeǖ34e4w2ǖ3e4Iandwǖee4AwawǖwAbeǖGw1ǖ
11wYǖe4wǖew34ǖ1e4w1ǖ3e4B1wǖ eeǖoeǖeltntǖosoǖs,araǖ
unǖwietooeayaǖheǖesaarǖiuhhthtǖeia.ǖiǖnwnladsǖ
oohaǖlƚoaarnǖiewioǖaobaǖpeesaoǖ

lerǖoǖLoithB
h,htWǖdeigthoetehǖuhǖbothifǖgadeoaǖEwnearafǖ
gadownaǖsaaaǖOsaiǖeaaaǖraopyaǖewtaeǖeeǖithǖeltnǖ
tooaifǖgra(ǖiteaǖarsavǖoeǖflaǖirehtǖetoa­ǖohoǖ
taeǖooeaūǖehǖgg.ǖ'wdaǖeauhtnǖdohǖohoǖoeǖaolB
lahiǖ

40 . . .  :xg7 41 i.g6+ �g8 42 it'xh6 'iiie7 43 
i.h7+ �h8 44 i.g6+ �g8 45 �cl !  

I always like it when the king plays a distant 
role in an attack against the opposing king. In 
this instance White wants to play f4 without al­
lowing ... 1i'xe4 with check. 

45 ... J:ld7 46 l:hl �f8 47 f4! 
Now we do see the value of 'material' 

White's extra pawn decides the game. 
47 . . .  :c7 48 �d2 l:[d7 49 �d3 :c7 50 :et! 

�g8 51 e5 dxe5 52 fxe5 fxe5 53 l:[ht!  (D) 

B 

A sweet finale. White's rook shuffle leaves 
Black defenceless. The rook was needed on el 
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to prevent Black from taking on e5 with the 
queen. On returning to hl it finds it has two 
new allies in the form of deadly passed pawns 
and the threat of f6 in particular. 

1-0 
In view of 53 .. .'.t>f8 54 �h8+ l:tg8 55 f6! 

'ii'd6 56 �h6+. 

One of my main aims in this chapter is to get 
the reader away from thinking of the pieces in 
terms of 'points' and instead looking at them all 
in the light of their unique characteristics. I will 
do this with every piece at different places 
throughout the chapter. Here I offer my thoughts 
on the queen, a piece that played a very impor­
tant role in the game we've just considered. 

The Queen 

Why are we so attached to the queen? Reu­
ben Fine, in his dogmatic Freudian critique of 
chess, The Psychology of the Chess-player, ar­
gued that we associate the queen with our 
mothers. Since chess, he tells us, is basically all 
about patricide (murdering the father= check­
mating the king) we want to keep the queen so 
that we may have our way with her, after 'the 
father' dies. But I think this is just nonsense, 
and as Hartston and Wason suggest, the only 
evidence in its favour is the utter vehemence 
with which chess-players deny it! Even so, 
many of us do show a reluctance to sacrifice our 
queens or even to swap them. This may partly 
explain why an attack on the queen is consid­
ered a 'half check' which compels, if not forces, 
us to move or cover her. Furthermore, GM Neil 
McDonald tells me that when working with 

very young players he often hears them say 
things like "He won my queen, but I won his 
queen too"; they rarely mention winning other 
pieces, and the milder idea of 'exchanging' 
queens comes later. Certainly some explanation 
for this type of attachment seems called for, but 
I can't think of anything to compete with the 
audacity of Fine's approach. 

Perhaps our attachment is simply based on 
the fact that the queen is the most powerful piece. 
We move it a lot when we learn the moves of the 
game, perhaps enraptured by the elegance of 
her effortless mobility, being able to cover vast 
distances and all directions in a single move. In 
the centre she controls no fewer than 27 
squares. This is a lot in itself, but we rarely con­
sider the dynamic aspects of the pieces when 
we ask how many squares they control and it 
could be argued that the queen controls a great 
many more squares because of her mobility. 

Indeed, if we imagine an exposed king on h2, 
which perhaps only has an h3-pawn to cover it. 
in a single move the queen can give check on e5 
and suddenly controls another 16 squares or a 
check on d2 and that's another 14, not to men­
tion the checks or attacks that follow these. So 
you might say that any piece on a stray square 
accessible by the queen from e5 or e2 was also 
attacked by the queen, because of the position 
of the king. This applies to all pieces of course, 
but especially to the queen, because she is so 
mobile. I thank GM Julian Hodgson for this in­
sight. 

However, I think the defining feature of the 
queen is not her strength but her vulnerability. 
She is perpetually stalked wherever she goes, 
and because she is the most famous and glam­
orous piece, she makes me think of a Princess 
hunted by the paparazzi. Thus I am inclined to 
think of the queen as the late Diana, Princess of 
Wales. I wonder what Reuben Fine would make 
of that. 

Early Learning 

Old habits die hard. 
PROVERB 

One of my earliest chess memories was watch­
ing my brother, Mark, play and lose to our 
Egyptian neighbour when I was about six. At 
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some point there was an issue of 'winning' two 
rooks for a queen. My brother went for it, and 
later couldn't understand what went wrong, 
only to be told that he was simply mistaken to 
think that the queen was worth nine points, be­
cause actually it was worth ten! This was some­
thing of a revelation of course, because we, in 
the 'Rowson school of chess' had assumed that 
material values were fixed and universally ac­
cepted. Like almost every other chess-player, 
one of the first things we learned was some­
thing like the following: 

Piece 
Value 
(points) 

King Infinite 

Queen 9 

Rook 5 

Bishop 3 (or 3.5) 

Knight 3 (or 3.25) 

Pawn 1 

These values are slightly different sometimes, 
bishops and knights are often just 3, the queen 
is sometimes 10, etc., but whatever values you 
learn, they tend to be fairly non-negotiable at 
the time. In any case, we didn't ever stop to ask 
what 'a point' referred to, nor did it bother us 
that teachers at school would adjudicate the 
game when it was time to pack up (we didn't 
use chess clocks or adjournments in primary 
school). The reason it didn't bother us is be­
cause it seemed to be an objective process that 
could be performed by any numerate person. It 
was thought to be entirely fair that the player 
who had taken more 'points' off the opponent 
should be called the winner. So you just had to 
look at the side of the board. 

With a bit of simple arithmetic you would 
see that since Jack had captured a rook, a knight 
and three pawns (5 + 3 + 1 + 1 + 1 = 1 1) while 
Stewart had only taken two rooks (5 + 5 = 10) 
then Jack was the clear winner. This is a delib­
erately implausible imbalance, which suggests 
a highly unusual position. We didn't really con­
sider the position though, just the material, and 
at the time we didn't even call it material, it was 

just 'points'. Come to think of it, it wasn't even 
'points', just numbers. Curiously, this process 
was made even easier by the fact that we tended 
to line up the pieces we had taken in a very or­
derly and elegant manner. What was off the 
board was considered even more significant 
than what was on it, and we'd spend half our 
time admiring our collection of the opponent's 
pieces, while anxiously looking at the oppo­
nent's collection of ours. 

Sound familiar? This may not be quite how it 
happened to you, but I am sure that the vast ma­
jority of chess-players have similar stories, and 
memories of just how materialistic our under­
standing of chess was just after we learned how 
to play. In any case, it seems indisputable that a 
dominant pattern of thinking in chess is to 
start with a material count and then move 
outwards from there. 

Material is the CC'nceptual homeland to 
which we naturally return, but it is something 
which never leaves us on the chessboard, how­
ever far from home we may venture. Material is 
like a womb that forms and structures our 
thinking processes and largely determines our 
approach to the game. Since we are all born into 
the chess world by the teaching of similar rules 
and basic guidelines, very few of us are im­
mune to this type of habit formation. It's time to 
consider how this came about, and why it mat­
ters. 

What's the Point? 

A cynic is a man who knows the price of every­
thing but the value of nothing. 
OSCAR WILDE 

It is a tired truism that the no scale of value can 
be relied upon in every type of position. We 
tend to be comfortable with this, and the im­
plicit claim that although these values hold in 
general (a rook is worth a minor piece and two 
pawns, a queen is worth a rook, minor piece and 
pawn, etc.) there will be exceptions to these 
values, and so we shouldn't adhere to them too 
rigidly. 

My first problem with this state of affairs is 
that we have taken it for granted that there is a 
single unit of value in chess. The point system 
is built upon a little-known but seriously shaky 
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axiom. In almost all scales, the point, that 
building·block of the numerical labels we as· 
sign to all the pieces, is the pawn. When you 
say that a queen is worth 9, you are really say­
ing that it is worth nine pawns. The pawn is the 
unit of value. Why is this? 

We have seen that chess is a complex system, 
inhospitable to simple rules, but it is also a 
closed system, in that the relative values within 
the game cannot be given a value from outside 
the game. It's meaningless to say that a pawn is 
worth one pound, or one cabbage, or one kiss, 
but no less so to say that it's worth one point, 
unless you can show what a point is within the 
closed system. You could say that a point is 
worth one minute, because time is part of the 
closed system, but no one is likely to believe 
you unless you're playing blitz. 

More likely you '11 seek to latch onto the sim­
plest, most numerous, predictable aspect of the 
game and use that as a measure of all the other 
aspects. Our 'forefathers', going back before 
Staunton, felt there was only one sensible way 
to do it, and, understandably, they chose the 
pawn as the smallest unit of value. Thus they 
drew up a material contract to which we all tac· 
illy sign shortly after we learn the moves. But 
there is a hidden clause. What we have agreed 
to is not the table above but something like the 
aable below: 

Character Pawns 

Pawn 1 Pawn 

Knight 3.25 Pawns 

Bishop 3.5 Pawns 

Rook 5 Pawns 

Queen 9 Pawns 

King Infinite Pawns 

This is bonkers. How can you compare nine 
pawns with a queen? What do we learn from 
the fact that a pawn is worth a pawn? Are we to 
think that two rooks are better than a queen be· 
cause ten pawns are better than nine? The ques­
tions abound, and they don't rest easy. It seems 
that they stem from a mild form of incom­
mensurability. 

Suppose you enjoy lasagne and eat it every 
day. Let's say you are also a gangster film fa­
natic who spends all his time watching gangster 
movies. Then one night, after years of eating 
lasagne and watching gangster movies, you 
make the mistake of eating late and therefore 
having too much cheese before bedtime. So 
you have a nightmare. There is a Sicilian gang­
ster holding a gun to the temple by your left ear 
and demanding an answer to the question you 
never thought would be asked: what is the rela­
tive value of the only two things in your life? 
Now what you want to say is that it depends on 
the quality of the film, or the taste of the 
lasagne, right? But this gangster is a bit of a 
punk, and he's fiercely determined to force a 
definite answer. He wants to know not only 
which you prefer, but by how much you prefer 
it. So his gun effectively compels you to say 
how much of one you would give for the other, 
because you have no idea how to evaluate any­
thing outside of lasagne and gangster movies. 
You wrestle furiously with your problem, but 
you hit the same impasse. In this strange world 
there are only two things of value: lasagne as 
the source of nourishment and the films for en­
tertainment. You need the lasagne to stay alive, 
but there would be nothing to live for without 
the gangster movies. It's not so much that you 
couldn't imagine life without either because the 
gangster is not threatening to take anything 
away, but you just can't think of how to com­
pare them . .. on feeling a little extra pressure on 
your temple, you wake up in a cold sweat. 

Your problem was that you had incommen­
surable values. If you had the same question 
about lasagne and money, there would have been 
no such problem because you buy the lasagne 
and therefore know what one is worth in terms 
of the other. But here you couldn't even com­
pare the lasagne and films in terms of price, be­
cause there is no money in your value system. 
There is a problem of incommensurability in 
chess too because we are asked to compare 
pieces with vastly different 'personalities' and 
which we value in different ways in different 
positions not only amongst themselves but also, 
ultimately, to pawns. We will be able to make 
an informed comparison later, when we look at 
the personality of all the pieces, but for now it is 
worth considering the uniqueness of the pawn. 
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The Pawn 

The humble pawn. This is the morsel against 
which we unwittingly compare the others. One 
might assume that this would make the pawn 
very charismatic, containing aspects of the char­
acters of the pieces that it measures, but this 
doesn't seem to be the case. The only way in 
which this is true is that the pawn has the 
unique characteristic of being able, potentially, 
to become any of the other pieces (other than 
the king), but beyond that it has quite a limited 
personality. In this respect he's a bit like some­
one whom you feel has lots of ideas and could 
be very interesting, but is shy to the point of pa­
ralysis and prone to live a life of 'quiet despera­
tion', never becoming who he might have been. 

However, it is noteworthy just how much po­
tential a pawn has, and it didn't strike me until I 
embellished the diagram above. In some ways 
he's like a hitch-hiker who walks down a straight 
road but is always on the look-out to go some­
where else. 

That said, he is rather feeble. He only con­
trols two squares at once, and when he's on 
edge, not even that. He is generally worth more 
when he is centred, but that's just because we 
tend to assign higher values to centralization 
for every piece, other than rooks, perhaps. The 
most significant dynamic that the pawn qua 
pawn has is that it tends to become more dan­
gerous for the enemy the further it ventures 
down the board (most computer programs ac­
knowledge this in their evaluation function, e.g. 
white pawn on e2 = 1, white pawn on e5 = 1.3 
but of course there are many exceptions so the 
computer often gets it wrong). Indeed, the pawn 

contains the threat of a complete change in per­
sonality from a rather limited 'straightforward' 
guy, to a near omnipotent lady who can travel 
anywhere in theory, and often very fast. 

On the other hand, the further it advances, 
the fewer potential squares it can control, and 
so it leaves many 'gaps' in its wake. It also be­
comes more vulnerable, because it is less likely 
to be supported by its fellow pawns and cannot 
cover itself from any direction beyond the two 
squares it controls. We tend to think of the pawn 
as a foot soldier, which seems reasonable given 
that it is the lowest rank in the chess army, but 
it's a limited view because it doesn't tell us any­
thing of the pawn's character. 

This shouldn't be taken too seriously, but if 
we are to understand how to make good use of 
our pawns, and give them an appropriate value, 
it may be worth having a slightly more acute 
view of their chess 'personality' You may wish 
to choose your own model, but I tend to think of 
the foot soldier as a civilian too, and in this re­
spect he is a shy and vulnerable hitch-hiker. Be­
fore you latch onto this idea (I wish!) please 
consider that it's not wise to bring such a no­
tion to practical play. I am only considering 
these things in abstract because I want to make 
better sense of Materialism. In so far as this 
might benefit your game, my aim is to dislodge 
entrenched patterns in your brain with alterna­
tive models, and thus give you a little more 
freedom to think for yourself. 

Now the main point of all this is to consider 
the absurdity of comparing a pawn to the other 
pieces when they have such utterly different 
characters. This will become clearer as the chap­
ter progresses, but for now we have an instruc­
tive example showing the pawns in action and 
the dubiety of traditional material values (see 
diagram on following page). 

Most readers will know the general 'rule' 
that two pawns on their sixth rank beat a rook. 
In this position, based on Saidy-Jansa, Polanica 
Zdroj 1968 (where the same position arose, ex­
cept that White's pawn was on h3 rather than 
h2), the pawns are only on their fourth rank, but 
the black king supports them and it is not so 
easy for the white king to come back in time. 
Moreover, it's not totally clear at this stage 
which side the h-pawns help because both have 
a chance to win the opposing h-pawn at some 
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B 

based on Saidy - Jansa 
Polanica Zdroj 1968 

point. Whatever you think, clearly the material 
factor is not the most important. The rook may 
triumph, but not because it is worth three extra 
pawns. What matters more is time- the value of 
the material is basically a function of speed 
here, not on the clock but on the board. It's a 
question of tempi. Later we will consider 
whether time may be every bit as important as 
material in chess, but for now the question is: 
will the passed pawns become deadly before 
White gains control? 

l ... c4? 
l...d4! is the way to do it. The seemingly ir­

relevant distinction is highly instructive. Then: 
a) 2 'i;;g7, with the idea of winning the 

h-pawn, is not going to win unless Black can be 
stopped from queening a pawn and this doesn't 
look likely with the wayward king on h7. 2 ... d3 
(2 ... c4? 3 �f6! transposes to the note to Black's 
2nd move) 3 �xh7?! (this makes it tricky to 
draw; 3 �f6 is line 'b') 3 ... c4 4 J:td1 (4 l:tg8 
�d5 is no improvement for White) 4 ... �e5 5 
h4 'i;;e4 and now White has to be a little careful 
to hold the draw. Perhaps the most thematic line 
to illustrate this is 6 h5 c3 7 h6?! (7 l:xd3! 
�xd3 8 h6 c2 9 �g7 cl'ii' 10 h7 is a simple 
draw) 7 ... c2 8 l:th1? (8l:hd3 c l'ir' 9 l:td7 and 8 
.l:e1+ �d5 9 l:tc1 d2 10 .U.xc2 d l'ii' 11 .l:c7 are 
both theoretical draws) 8 ... d2 9 �g7 d 1._ 10 
l:xdl cxd1'ir' 11 h7 'i'd7+ 12 �g8 �f5 13 h8'ir' 
'i;;g6 with a well-known finish where White 
cannot prevent mate despite material equality. 

b) 2 �f7 d3 ! ! . I found this move, which jus­
tifies the importance of l. .. d4, highly revealing. 

To avoid losing, Black has to use the king and 
the two passed pawns as an allied force. It is es­
sential that each of the three finds a role that 
complements the others. I think the majority of 
players would intuitively feel that 2 ... c4? (when 
3 �f6! transposes to the note to Black's 2nd 
move, and so wins) was the correct move, be­
cause we want the pawns to support each other 
and we all have the established pattern/rule of 
'two pawns on the sixth beats a rook' pulsating 
in our neural pathways. But here we have to 
'jump out of the system' and get to the heart of 
the matter. Black needs to stop the white king 
from reaching the e-file and he can only do that 
with his king on the d-file. The d-pawn ad­
vances, partly because it wants to be a queen, 
but also to provide squares for the king. This al­
lows 'the big guy' to hold off 'the bad guy', 
who would gladly gobble the foot-soldiers. As 
for the c-pawn, he is patient and doesn't feel the 
need to compete with his advanced colleague. 
J\s long as the white king is not close enough to 
smell him, he's happy where he is for now. 3 
�f6 �d5! (3 ... c4? 4 �f5 �d5 5 <itf4 'i;;d4 6 
l:.g8 {or 6 l:g7} demonstrates another key ele­
ment of pushing the d-pawn as far as it can go: 
Black doesn't generally want to put his king on 
a square where it blocks the pawns because this 
places him in danger of zugzwang; in the given 
instance, Black can no longer stop the king 
reaching the e-file so White wins after 6 ... �c3 
7 �e3 'i;;c2 8 l:td8 �c3 9 l:td4) 4 �f5 �d4! 
(4 ... c4? loses to 5 �f4 �d4 6 l:.g7 �c3 7 <ite3 
�c2 8 l:td7) 5 �f4 d2! and then: 

bl) 6 l:g7!? 'i;;c3 (6 ... �d3 should be met by 
7 .l:d7+, drawing, and not 7 l:txh7? c4 8 l:td7+ 
�e2 9 l:te7+ �f2!, when Black is winning) 7 
l:td7 �c2 8 h4 h5! 9 �e4 c4 10 �e3 c3 
(10 ... d11i is also a draw) 11 �e2 'i;;bl 12 l:tb7+ 
..tiel 13 l:.d7 �c2 is a typical drawn position. 
White can only shuffle the rook on the d-file 
while Black moves his king between c 1 and c2. 

b2) 6 l:tg8 �d3! 7 l:td8+ �c2 (the alterna­
tive 7 ... 'i;;e2 also leads to a draw) 8 �e4 c4 9 
�e3 dl 'iV 10 l:txd1 <itxdl 11 �d4 �e2 is a 
draw because the white king is close enough to 
stop Black's h-pawn. 

2�f7�e5 
This is a reasonable attempt to accomplish 

the same aim of keeping the white king out, but it 
doesn't make good use of Black's pawns at all, 
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and so the black king becomes over-burdened 
with responsibility. The alternative is 2 ... d4 3 
�f6!: 

a) White's task is relatively straightforward 
if Black tries to push the d pawn: 3 ... �d5 (3 ... d3 
4 <iftf5 �d5 is equivalent) 4 �f5! d3 5 �f4! 
�d4 6 ltg8 �c3 7 �e3! �c2 8 .:td8 �c3 9 
ltd4! and White wins. 

b) 3 ... c3! is the most challenging move. Af­
ter 4 �f5 �d5 White has to be very accurate in 
order to win. 5 ltcl! �c4 6 �e4 h6 (D) and 
then: 

bl) After 7 h4? h5! White finds himself on 
the wrong side of the reciprocal zugzwang 
which is really the key to this ending. The posi­
tion is drawn. In the original Saidy-Jansa game, 
where the pawn was already on h3, White 
would have had nothing better than this, imply­
ing that both l. .. d4 and 1 . . .c4 would both have 
drawn in the actual game. However, the pawn 
being back on h2 gives White a vital extra pos­
sibility ... 

b2) 7 h3! h5 8 h4! d3 (8 ... �b3 9 �xd4) 9 
�e3 wins for White, which suggests that there 
is indeed a qualitative difference between push­
ing the d- or c-pawn in the modified starting po­
sition. 

3 ltgS+! 
White is aiming to attack the 'tail' of the 

pawn-chain. 
3 ... �e4 4 �e6 d4 5 ltg4+ �e3 6 �eS d3 7 

.Cxc4 d2 8 .Cd4 
White wins. Without the h-pawns the posi­

tion is drawn, but since the black king is so far 
from f8, White's king will take his h-pawn for a 
walk to h8, disposing of the enemy en route. 

The King 

The previous example saw an interesting 
struggle for supremacy between the kings, and 
so it's worth pausing to consider the features of 
this piece, which we generally consider to be 
'priceless' in the sense that we don't attach any 
number to it. Curiously, just after I learned that 
'priceless' meant 'so valuable that you can't put 
a price on it', as an impressionable 9-year-old, I 
confused it with 'worthless', which may be in­
dicative of materialism generally in that I had 
come to associate worth with price (no price, no 
worth). Anyway, one day when trying to im­
press my classroom sweetheart, I told her that 
she was worthless to me! She didn't know what 
I meant, which was fortunate in a sense, but as 
fate would have it the teacher was nearby at the 
time and she sensed that I couldn't possibly 
have meant what I said. When she explained the 
difference between priceless and worthless to 
the two of us, needless to say I was rather em­
barrassed, but as I remember my (very) petite 
amour was by no means upset and we returned 
to building sandcastles, closer than ever be­
fore. 

To avoid such confusion, let's just say that 
the king is of infinite value. This is of course 
true in that when you lose the king, you lose the 
game. However, it does rather obscure the fact 
that the king can and does function in much the 
same manner as the other pieces, and in the 
endgame, when it is less vulnerable to attack, it 
can be every bit as valuable as a minor piece, if 
not more so. It is also worth stressing that it's 
not just in the endgame that the king has some 
material value, since it often does an important 
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job of defending weaknesses in the middlegame 
too, or, as we saw in Short-Timman, can even 
be an important attacking piece. So it is very 
easy to misjudge the value of the king, because 
we don't tend to assign it a material value, and 
yet it matters in the sense that it contributes like 
any other piece. 

I tend to think of the king as 'The Boss', ever 
since reading an article by IM Richard Forster 
about kings being used in attacks entitled 'When 
the Boss Takes Over' .  He is like a boss in the 
sense that he is demanding and much of our at­
tention is based on what he will ' think' of our 
'work' on the board (is he in danger? are we ne­
glecting him?). He is also like a boss in the 
sense that his concern is the work of the other 
pieces while they are, say, at the office, but then 
he only starts to work himself when the office 
becomes much quieter. In any case, I offer the 
following example of how easy it is to underes­
timate 'The Boss' 

Rowson - Van Delft 
Apeldoorn rpd 2000 

This position arose on move 34 in a fairly in­
formal game within a four-player rapid event 
organized by Dutch chess enthusiast Karel van 
Delft. I misplayed the opening and was pleased 
to reach a relatively safe haven in the endgame. 
Indeed, it now seemed to me that I was going to 
win this game, partly because on balance I felt I 
was the stronger player and had experienced a 
favourable trend since the opening, but mainly 
because it seems that I'm going to win a pawn. 
However, in thinking of the material I forgot 
about the quality, and didn't realize that I am 

actually in danger of becoming worse in this 
position. 

34 ... f6! 
This is absolutely forced. After 34 ... lZk7? 35 

�b6 White has complete control. This attempt 
to hold on to the material was, of course, the 
line I saw first. 

After 34 ... f6 it looks like Black's king will 
become active very quickly and g5 will be weak. 
A moment before I had thought of Black's king 
as 'boxed in' and the h7-pawn as weak; how 
things can change in a move ! This is an exam­
ple of the problems we saw in Blinking. I was 
guilty of looking at the position, but missing the 
movement (bad 'trend sensitivity'). The posi­
tion before 34 .. .f6 looks good for White, but af­
ter this move it's  far from clear. However, 
during the game I just assumed that I was still 
better, because after all I will be a fairly clear 
pawn up in an ending. This was related to Want­
ing, in that my desire for victory seriously 
clouded my judgement. 

35 lZJxdS fxgS 36 fxgS ri;f7 
Compare the kings. I may have an extra pawn, 

but Black is effectively 'a piece' up! 
37 tt:Jb4 
At the time I assumed this was an error be­

cause it leaves me with no winning chances, but 
actually it's my best chance for equality! 

37 c4! ? is an alternative, urgently trying to 
use my king. After 37 ... bxc4 38 �c2 I have 
swapped material for some quality but after 
38 . . .  �e6 the weakness of my kingside pawns is 
still the most significant factor in the position. 

37 . . •  �xb4 
Or 37 ... l0c7! ?: 
a) After 38 �f4 tt:Je6 the knight is not very 

well placed, because it gets in the way of 
Black's main asset - the king. However, it does 
seem enough for equality: 39 �e3 l0c7!. 

b) 38 �b6 �d6 39 � xc7 � xc7 40 tt:Jxa6 
�f4! leaves Black in no way worse, despite be­
ing two pawns down. His 'quality' (see page 
1 35) is much higher than White's and soon he 
will have two connected passed pawns. 

38 axb4 
I was surprised at just how badly my pawns 

are compromised here and also struck by the 
pain of not being able to control the light 
squares, in particular c6. The biggest problem 
with the pawn-structure is that the pawn fixed 
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on b4 limits the scope of my bishop and will 
need to be defended when I play c4. 

38 ... �e6! 
However, the main issue is the strength of 

Black's king. It was probably through consider­
ing such positions that some players (GMs Ian 
Rogers and Julian Hodgson come to mind) 
have said that the king is 'a four point piece' 
in the endgame. This means that, other things 
being equal (which they never are !), a king is 
better than a minor piece but worse than a rook, 
assuming it is invulnerable to mating attacks. I 
suppose the reasoning is that it can hassle a 
knight and control squares a bishop cannot, but 
it has to submit to a rook, which can cut down 
its scope across a file or rank. 

However, I'm trying to get you away from 
thinking of pieces in terms of points! I men­
tion this point value as it helps to highlight just 
how important the king is in the endgame. Also, 
the reason we often underestimate just how im­
portant it is, is that we don't have a material 
value for it, and so unconsciously assign it to 
the domain of 'les autres' which are considered 
'beneath' material considerations. There are 
better ways to avoid doing this than giving it a 
point value, but for now it still seems a useful 
piece of information and it certainly helps to 
highlight the problems that I faced in this game. 

39 b3 �dS 40 �b2 lDc7 41 �c3 �e4 42 
..tc5 lDd5+ 

This was accompanied by an entirely rea­
sonable draw offer. I should have accepted, but 
played on through obstinacy because I was still 
hung up about the 'winning position' which I 
had assumed I had a few minutes before. The 
next few moves are embarrassingly bad but 
they give a good example of 'losing the plot' :  

43 �d2 lDc7 44 c4 lDe6 45 ..te3 lDd8 46 cS? 
lDc6 47 ..tf2 lDxb4 

Here I offered a draw, but he declined. Then 
he exchanged all the queenside pawns and I 
blundered by allowing a knight fork. 

Exceptional Chess 

To generalize is to be an idiot. 
WILLIAM BLAKE 

I tend to leave the quotations to speak for them­
selves, but this one calls out for qualification. 

Although harsh in itself, it might draw your at­
tention to the distinction between what is gen­
erally the case in chess, and the utter uniqueness 
of each and every position. Let's just say for a 
moment that it is true that, in general, the 
(pawn) point system above applies to chess 
quite accurately and basically does us a good 
service. Does this mean that it' s  a question of 
averages, so that a rook may be worth 7 in some 
positions and 3 in others, but when you average 
it all out it comes to 5? This would make for 
what I call 'stretchy' material values and then 
you could start talking about 'a material advan­
tage' when you're the exchange down, because 
your wonderful knight in the given instance is 
worth 5 pawns, while your opponent's useless 
rook is worth only 3. However, this seems 
strange to us, and we'd rather say something 
like: the side with the knight has 'more than 
enough compensation for the exchange'. 

This much is convention, but it's problem­
atic. It would seem from the examples in this 
chapter and elsewhere that a rook is not always 
equivalent in value to five pawns, and in some 
positions a pawn can be more valuable than a 
knight, even though a knight is meant to be 
worth three pawns. We tend to consider such 
examples as exceptions rather than the norm, 
and so we feel it safe to generalize about the 
value of the pieces, as long as we're on the 
lookout for these exceptions. Yet there is great 
danger in such generalizations, because they 
tend to become the dominant patterns in our 
thinking (see Chapter 1). Moreover, general ad­
vice can distract your attention from the spe­
cific context in question. It doesn't matter 
whether a rook is better than a knight in general 
while you are playing your game; what you do 
need to know is whether this rook is better than 
this knight in the position at hand. 

Yet our understanding of chess was formed 
on the basis that 'in general' these material val­
ues hold and since our outlook on the game was 
established on this basis, we tend to conform to 
the generalization. Stronger players are often 
capable of seeing when the old values aren't ap­
propriate, but what we have underestimated is 
that it is extremely difficult for most players 
to separate the general from the specific. 

I know of many players who have an incre­
dibly hard time even considering going into 
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positions in which they are material down, be­
cause they wrongly associate material loss 
with error. They may understand that in a cer­
tain position it is correct to sacrifice material 
because there are other important things going 
on, but they have enormous difficulty spotting 
such instances, and even when they do, they 
seem to lack courage, and so they stick to the 
safety of the general. But this is a huge handi­
cap, because, as we will see, there is more to 
chess than material. 

The biggest issue here though is that posi­
tions in which the point system accurately re­
flects what's going on are few and far between. 
It is actually quite rare to see a position in which 
one side has, say, a knight, which is worth ex­
actly the same as the opponent's knight. I don't 
know how rare of course, and I'm not sure how 
you might test this empirically, but in my expe­
rience of chess, and not just in my own games, 
there are more exceptions than rules when 
it comes to value of the pieces. Forgive the 
cliche, but it does not seem wrong to say that ' it 
all depends on the position' The point seems to 
be that chess, as a rule, is exceptional, in the 
crucial sense that we play one game at a time. 
This is why generalizing is so perilous; every 
game has rules of its own, especially with re­
gard to the value of the pieces. 

There is also a deeper sense in which 'it de­
pends on the position', which is that the value 
of a piece in any given position will never be 
separate from its function with relation to the 
other pieces. So the d- and c-pawns both make 
each other 'worth' more than they would when 
considered by themselves and a knight can be 
better than a rook, perhaps because of a certain 
pawn-structure, or because the rook is pinned 
by a bishop. So to generalize about the value of 
a piece as if it could be given a value all by itself 
is 'idiotic' for this reason too, because the piece 
is never by itself in a real game, there are usu­
ally lots of other pieces and pawns in your own 
position which affect the value of the piece, and 
there are always relationships to your oppo­
nent's pieces too. It's a bit like the way we tend 
to emphasize different parts of our personality, 
depending on who we are talking to. So the 
value of every piece is related to the position as 
a whole, including factors like piece relation­
ships, harmony and coordination and thus the 

saying that 'the whole is more than the sum of 
its parts' applies very acutely to chess. 

Die-hard materialists may not even want to 
engage in such talk, and could argue that the 
material is always worth the same amount re­
gardless of the position, but somehow other 
factors can override material considerations. 
This would make those who generalize 'idiotic' 
not because they can't separate the general 
from the specific, but because they are not very 
good at gauging compensation. 

It could be that after the 29 ... :tf4 sacrifice in 
the note to White's 18th move in Tal-Soloviev 
(at the start of this chapter), Black is 'material 
down', and it's just that other factors are more 
important in the given instance. It could also be 
true that the h8-bishop is 'worth' just as much 
before White captures on f4 as after. In Saidy­
Jansa, the black pawns are all worth one point 
and no more, despite the fact that two of them 
are connected, passed and far advanced, while 
the third is isolated and vulnerable. Strange 
though this may seem, there may be nothing 
logically incoherent with such a view. 

I suppose material values could be the con­
stants in a game of variables. It strikes me as pe­
culiar though, to say that a white pawn on the 
seventh rank about to queen is still worth the 
same as its former self on the second rank, even 
given the qualification that we place a separate 
(high) value on the white position as a whole in­
stead because it is about to gain material. It may 
just be a question of preference as to how the 
total value of the position is added up. A pawn 
could remain one point, and then your advan­
tage may be based on the extra bonus points 
you gain for 'queening potential' ,  or whatever. 
As Scots poet Robert Burns would say in sup­
port of the contention, .. For awe that, and awe 
that, a pawn's a pawn for awe that" 

On this view, Soloviev's h8-bishop may be 
worth three points regardless of whether or not 
there's a pawn on e5 blocking the way, and it's 
not that your knights are worth more because 
you suddenly have the e5-square and can attack 
b2; the knights are still worth three, it's just that 
you have new value in the form of 'attacking 
potential' ,  'passed pawn' or whatever. 

But this does violence to common sense. 
Theoretical perspectives can do a lot of damage 
and this is a classic example. You may never 
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have thought about it or felt you needed to, but 
the whole notion of 'compensation' strongly 
implies that material values are not only the 
most important values in a position, but that 
they are constant values, and this is blatantly 
not the case! 'Compensation' is considered to 
be that variable factor which you look at after 
you' ve counted the material balance, but this is 
very dangerous. Indeed it creates the corrosive 
habit of thinking of positions in terms of mate­
rial first and then quality second. The time fac­
tor tends to be thought of as another realm, 
which we usually dismiss as 'tactics' but is of­
ten considered only in relation to how it affects 
the material balance (see 'The Four Dimen­
sions of Chess' below). 

This is understandable in a sense, because all 
we visibly see are the pieces on the board (ma­
terial) and so it's only natural that we should as­
sign the visible a value. You can point to a 
knight and say 'three' because that's what we've 
learned and assumed, but what do you point to 
when you want to show that you have full com­
pensation worth 'three'? It's difficult because 
in one sense compensation is 'invisible' ,  and 
therefore tricky to label with any number. 

In order to stick to numbers you can either 
give numerical values to things like important 
diagonals, king safety, pawn-structure, etc., in 
which case it would be almost impossible to as­
sign the correct value to each, or else you can 
knock points off the value of the pieces and say 
that their values are not constant after all, which 
is also a problem because it creates the possibil­
ity of the nonsensical situation in which you are 
a queen down, but material ahead! However, 
we do say things like 'my bishop is better than 
yours' 'I have a better pawn-structure' Yet if 
one piece is 'better' than another, in what sense 
are they worth the same? 

It seems that whatever way we look at it, we 
see that there is more than material to consider 
in our chess assessments. The problem we have 
at the moment is that we have no way to give 
them a numerical value, and so we are highly 
prone to give disproportionate value to material 
because we can count it, and underestimate or 
overlook other factors, because they are much 
less tangible, and there's no way to count them. 
This is another problem of incommensurabil­
ity: how can we compare the tangible with the 

intangible? Instead of exploring this with 
lasagne and gangsters, I offer the following 
game. 

Meres - Rowson 
Sheffield 1999 

1 e4 e6 2 d4 d5 3 e5 c5 4 c3 tlJc6 5 ttJf3 .id7 6 
.ie2 tlJge7 7 0·0 tlJg6 8 .ie3 'ii'b6 9 b3 .ie7 10 
a4 cxd4 1 1  tlJxd4 tlJxd4 12 cxd4 0-0 13 .id3 
l:tac8 14 g3 .ib4 15 h4 tlJe7 16 tlJd2! .ic3 17 
l:bl tiJf5 

Black should avoid 17 . . .  .i.xd4 18 tlJc4 ! dxc4 
19  .ixd4 'ihd4? 20 .ixh7+. 

18 .ixf5 exf5 19 tlJf3 f4! 20 .i.xf4 .ih3 
So I win the exchange. This was the first 

round of a weekend tournament, and I'm play­
ing an opponent rated more than 500 points 
lower than me on the Elo scale. Although it was 
very naughty of me, I did make the mistake of 
'chalking it up' at this point and thinking that 
the game would soon be over. 20 ... .i.f5!?, with 
massive light-square 'compensation' for the 
pawn, and the chance to win the exchange at 
will, would have posed more practical prob­
lems for my opponent. 

21 .i.e3 'ii'a6? ! 
This may have been a good moment for 

2l...f6 !?  but in second gear I was more than 
happy to win the exchange and exchange mate­
rial, thus falling back on ingrained habits and 
the typical recipe 'when you are material up, 
exchange pieces' This was actually one of the 
first 'rules' I learned at school. However, I 
would have been better off with the queens on 
here, because that would make it much riskier 
for White to create kingside counterplay and it 
would be easier to protect d5 and attack b3. For 
example, 21. . .  .i b4 !? 22 llJg5 .ixfl 23 1i'xfl 
.ie7 24 tlJh3 J:c3 25 tlJf4 l:d8 26 1i'g2 l:hb3 . 

22 tlJg5 .i.xfl 23 'ir'xfl 'ifxfi+ 24 �xn (D) 
'And the rest is a matter of technique', as 

they say; but when they say it they often forget 
that good technique requires some very hard 
thinking, rather than just a leisurely finishing 
off. Black is material ahead, but White has 
much more quality in his position. The d5-pawn 
is very weak and easily attacked by the knight, 
which may force me to defend it passively with 
a rook. White's space advantage and kingside 
pawn-majority give him a fairly clear plan of 



MATERIAliSM 119 

B 

generally advancing on the kingside, while it is 
quite difficult for my rooks to do anything. 
White's king is also the more useful of the two. 
So it really is a battle between quality and mate­
rial. Black has to show that his material advan­
tage means something while White wants to 
keep the aspects of the position that make the 
material less significant. And what will deter­
mine who wins this little battle? Time. Will Black 
be able to do anything with his rooks quickly 
enough to undermine White's quality and stop 
it from becoming more and more significant? 

F � we have an example of the phenome­
non we'll see later. There are three dimensions 
to this position, only one of which is material. 
While playing this game I was rather blind to 
the quality and time aspects and assumed my 
material advantage would somehow prevail of 
its own accord. It's true that for various reasons 
I was very tired during this game, but my rather 
pedestrian play which follows is a natural result 
of thinking that the position was already won 
because of the material advantage. 

24 . . .  .ib4? 
Clearing the c-file and allowing my rook to 

enter c2, but this was not a priority because the 
rook does nothing on c2. Let's consider other 
ideas: 

a) 24 ... f6 !? was possible, but I didn't want 
to complicate matters in any way. This is under­
standable given that I thought my material ad­
vantage was the only significant aspect of the 
position, but unforgivable when you consider 
the quality and time aspects. This move im­
proves the quality of my king and diminishes 
the quality of White's extra pawn and space ad­
vantage. Then: 

al) 25 ll::Jf3 �f7 puts Black in control. 
White's main asset, the knight, is on a bad route 
and has nowhere significant to go. This change 
in structure following 26 exf6 gxf6!? doesn't 
harm Black because White is unlikely to be 
able to attack these pawns. More important is to 
control e5 and render White's majority insig­
nificant. Quickly guess what White should now 
play - look for quality and check for time . .. 27 
ll::Jg1 !? is the best try in a bad position. The 
knight 'wants' to be on f4, but is it going to hap­
pen? 27 . . .  .ib4! 28 ll::Je2 .id6! (no ! White un­
derstood the quality aspect, but so did Black, 
and because of the time aspect, White cannot 
realize his plan, thus leaving material as the 
most significant aspect of the position; White 
can only improve the quality of his knight by 
exchanging bishops but this weakens d4 and al­
lows Black's rooks to enter the position) 29 
i.f4 �e6!? 30 J:el �d7 31 .i.xd6 �xd6 32 ltlf4 
l:fe8. 

a2) After 25 exf6 J:xf6 (25 ... gxf6 26 �6 
:reS 27 ll::Jf4 looks at least playable for White) 
26 lZJh3 1 i.b4 27 lZJf4 :d6 Black is better, but 
there is still some quality in White's position 
and Black remains tied to d5 . This is perhaps 
slightly better for Black, although the trend is in 
White's favour. 

b) 24 ... b5!? looks plausible. I want to pro­
tect d5 with an active rook on b5, but there are a 
few tactical issues which would discourage 
most players, including myself, who wanted a 
quiet way to convert the extra material into vic­
tory. After 25 axb5 l:b8 26 e6 fxe6 (26 ... f6 27 
ll::Jh3 l:txb5 28 J:c1 !) 27 ll::Jxe6 J:fc8 28 J:cl, it 
seems that 28 . .. l:txb5 is possible, but it's hard to 
imagine wanting to play this way in the circum­
stances. Following 29 .id2 l:te8 30 lDc7 i.xd2 
31 l:dl l:xb3 32 ll::Jxe8 i.a5 Black has achieved 
a satisfactory transformation into a better end­
ing. 

So from considering these options, it seems 
that I do have some advantage in this ending, 
but it is quite a small advantage, and not so easy 
to convert into victory. Yet somehow because it 
is a material advantage, and not any other type, 
we are more inclined to think that it should ulti­
mately be decisive. This was my problem dur­
ing the game. I didn't sense the urgency of the 
situation. It felt like a static material advantage 
but once the knight arrives on f4 we could say 
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that White has a quality advantage. So I should 
have used my short-term time advantage to 
make a favourable transformation before this 
quality advantage was established. We tend to 
think of such quality and time aspects as 'com­
pensation' but this, I think, distorts our percep­
tion. Indeed it implicitly says that material is 
the ultimate reference point for assessment, and 
thus makes us lose sight of, or at least underes­
timate, the other elements we should consider, 
which are often more important than material. 

25 tlJh3! :c6 
To prevent e6 ideas and maybe to play . . .  :b6 

later. 

w 

26 ttJr4 :d8 (DJ 

Is the d8-rook better than the f4-knight? 
27 �g2! 
Now I should have woken up to the fact that I 

needed a plan, but I just assumed that the mate­
rial would ultimately prevail, so I continued to 
play thoughtless moves. 

27 ... ltt'8?! 28 �f3 �e8 29 g4! 
I could see that my opponent was beginning 

to enjoy himself and I began to feel some un­
pleasant pressure. Moreover, I no longer see 
any reason to think that Black is better. 

29 ... :d7 
I did have some sort of plan. I wanted to im­

prove the quality of my position by bringing my 
king to a more useful square on the queenside. 
Possibly to b4 eventually, but maybe just to c6, 
after . . .  :c2. The difficulty was partly Egoism, 
in that I didn't  acknowledge my opponent's 
ideas but also that I misjudged the time aspect. 
White's kingside play is rather too imminent 
for such grand ideas. 

30 g5 �d8 
30 . . .  g6 looks solid, but it allows White to 

open the h-file for his rook. Moreover, after the 
exchange on g6 (hxg6 hxg6), White might play 
e6, followed by winning Black's g-pawn and 
threatening to queen his own. 

31 �g4! 
Freeing the f-pawn and trying to provoke 

. . .  g6. 
3t ... :c2 32 tlJb5 i.f8 33 tlJr4!? 
White could have been more ambitious, but 

now that the threat of . . .  i.d2 is gone, he simply 
asks what rm going to do next. 

33 ... �e8 
Hmmm. Well it can' t  be that bad, and my 

king began to feel uncomfortable on d8. More­
over, you've guessed it, the time-control was 
looming. 

34 b5 :c6 35 :bt!?  :b6 36 g6! fxg6 
Opening the h-file looked too dangerous, 

and I didn't  like the look of a knight on g6 after 
36 . . .  h6 37 gxf7+. 

37 bxg6 b6 (D) 

A critical position. 
38 :ct? 
Sloppy. As we saw in Chapter 2, when you 

have such an abundance of choice, it's important 
to sense that the moment has added 'weight' 
White has played very well up to here, but didn't 
talk to his pieces and showed a lack of 'position 
sensitivity' The knight wants some action but 
the g6-pawn is weak. The rook wants an unop­
posed c-file. Which piece can help to make all 
this happen? 38 �f5 ! suggests itself. Given that 
taking on b3 is perilous, I felt during the game 
that I would be close to lost here. My only real 
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asset is my protected passed h-pawn, but that' s 
far from being relevant. Even though Black is 
material up, White's position has much more 
quality. That said, it seems that Black can prob­
ably hold on after 38 . . .  l:.c6 (the drawback to the 
king being on f5 is that it's hard to move it away 
without losing g6 and thus difficult to use the 
f-pawn; not 38 . . .  l:.xb3 ? 39 llc l  llb6 40 e6 
:tdd6 4 1  llc8+ lld8 42 l:tc7, which looks like 
trouble for Black, as �5 is a big threat) 39 
lBe6 lle7 ! :  

a) 40 �xf8 �xf8 and now 4 1  llc 1  ! ?  (not 4 1  
i.xh6? gxh6 4 2  llxh6 llf7+ ! )  i s  a move many 
players would be inclined to miss, since in gen­
eral we shouldn•t exchange rooks when we are 
the exchange down. This is partly because we 
need a piece to compete on the files and ranks, 
but also because the side with two rooks often 
finds that one of them is superfluous. Then: 

a1 ) 4 1 . . .llec7 42 llc5 ltxc5 43 dxc5 (this is 
an interesting try, but now the h-pawn does 
matter and Black may even be better) 43 . . .  �e7 
44 e6 (44 f4 llc8 45 �g4 �e6 46 .id4 llf8 and 
it looks like Black is in control) 44 . . .  llc6 45 
.id4 llxe6 46 .ixg7 l:.e2 4 7 f4 h5 is an interest­
ing position for analysis, but somewhat beside 
the point given the strength of 4 1 .  . .  llxc 1 .  

a2) 4 1 . .  .lhc 1 42 i.xcl is, I thought at first, 
very promising for White because of the idea of 
putting the king on e6 and advancing the f­
pawn, but there is an important detail which 
was hard to see at this stage: 42 . . .  l:.c7 43 i.a3+ 
�e8 44 lfile6 l:.c3 45 f4 l:txb3 46 i.d6 llg3 ! 47 
f5 h5 and here I don't see a way to mobilize the 
white pawns before (or even immediately after) 
the bishop has to sacrifice itselffor the h-pawn. 

b) 40 �f4 looks good, but maybe is not so 
decisive in view of 40 . . .  l:.d7, but White is cer­
tainly better in that he has the option of forcing 
a draw, and some promising alternatives. I sup­
pose White must somehow use the rook, viz. 4 1  
:te l ! ?  lldc7 (after 4 1 .  . .  llxc 1 4 2  i.xcl the 
weakness of d5 makes it difficult for Black to 
use his remaining rook, and the knight does a 
good job of taming the h-pawn, which is an ex­
ception to the rule that knights are no good at 
dealing with rooks' pawns: 42 . . .  llc7 43 i.e3 
lld7 44 lfile6 and White is clearly better) 42 
llc5 ! ?  (this is radical, but as we saw in Chapter 
2, White may need to 'resolve to be resolute' if 
he is to win this game; it's one thing not to 

'believe' such moves, but many have great dif­
ficulty seeing them at all, precisely because of 
Materialism) 42 . . .  .ixc5 43 dxc5. It' s not at all 
clear that the rooks are better than the minor 
pieces here, and Black is in some danger of be­
ing squashed: 

b1 ) 43 . . .  d4 44 i.xd4 lld7 is a winning try 
for Black, but White is probably better after 45 
�e4 a5 46 e6 lte7 47 'iitf5 . 

b2) 43 . . .  l:.xc5 ! gives back some material to 
improve the quality of the black position. After 
44 .ixc5 llxc5 45 �e6 llc3 ! ?  46 �xg7+ 1ie7 
4 7 f4 it's hard to be sure, but although White 
looks better, it seems to be a draw: 4 7 . . .  d4 48 
�e4 (48 �h5 d3 49 g7 llc8 ! 50 �f6 d2) 48 .. . d3 
49 �f5+ �f8 50 e6 llc6 5 1  e7+ (5 1 g7+ �g8 
52 e7 lle6+ 53 �xd3 h5 54 �d4 h4 55 �d5 
l:.e 1 looks drawn, though I suppose White can 
play for a while) 5 l .  .. �e8 52 g7 l:.g6 53 �xd3 
h5 54 �e4 h4 55 �xh4 llxg7 56 �f5 llg6. 
White is not worse, but it looks like Black has 
escaped in this particular line. 

38 . . .  l:tc6 
Maybe my opponent missed this, or perhaps 

he was just worried about losing his b3-pawn. 
39 llbl?! 
I doubt if the rook was very happy about this. 
39 . . .  i.e7! 
Upward trend - . . .  i.g5 is threatened. 
40 �5 l:txg6+ 
I was not displeased to remove this thorn 

from my side, but maybe I was again guilty of 
'chalking it up� .  

4 1  �fS �f7 42 l:tcl (D) 

Now I should be winning, but it's still not 
simple because White's pieces are very active 
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and I cannot challenge the c-file. At the time I 
thought there was a neat tactical solution, but it 
turns out to be flawed. 

42 •• Jlg5+? 
This looks like quite a cute idea, and I even 

double-checked it, but I fell prey to Materialism, 
and missed a rather crucial detail. 42 . . .  llb6! is 
better, and although it allows some activity, it 
looks like Black should win. Here is one possi­
ble line: 43 �f4 g6+ 44 �g4 9;g7 45 e6 lld8 46 
llc7 h5+ 47 �f3 �f6 48 tlJxg6 �xg6 49 l:he7 
l:r.f8+ 50 �e2 �f6 5 1  llh7 �xe6 52 llxh5 
llxb3 . 

43 .txg5 g6+ 44 �g4 gxh5+ 45 �f51  
Of course. The h5-pawn is  fairly useless, but 

since it is a pawn, and there's no other way to 
win material on that move, I just didn't consider 
anything other than 45 �xh5 when I chose 
42 . . .  llg5+. It's also a basic psychological/cog­
nitive problem that we tend to forget which as­
pects of the position have changed. Playing 
43 . . .  g6+ was accompanied by the emotional 
feeling of pleasure and relief because I was 
pushing the king back. I had no intention of 
ever allowing it back to f5 and somehow felt I 
had finished with that sort of thing. But then on 
a different level of thought I saw this flashy tac­
tic, and broke with all the cautious feelings and 
the patterns that go with that feeling. You might 
simply say that when I took the g6-pawn I lost 
my sense of danger. 

45 ... .txg5 46 e6+? 
Careless. The likely explanation for this blun­

der is that it was now almost 1 1  o'clock in the 
evening, and my opponent had been working 
all day. However, even here I feel we see Mate­
rialism. White was so attracted by the idea of 
winning a rook with a mere pawn that he seemed 
to forget that any other move was possible. Af­
ter 46 f4 ! .txf4 47 �xf4 �e6 48 llgl ! White is 
not worse. 

46 ..• 'lie7 47 llc8 
47 f4 .txf4 48 �xf4 �xe6 is now at least 

clearly better for Black but was a better defen­
sive try. Even after all I've said about Material­
ism, it's usually a good idea to win a piece when 
you can. 

47 ... lld8 48 llc7+ 'lid6 49 l:lxb7 l:lf8+ 0-1 

The main thread of this game was the strug­
gle between rook and knight, which was very 

nearly decided in the knight' s favour. Rather 
than compare the two pieces in terms of points, 
there is value in looking at the pieces with fresh 
eyes, and allowing yourself to see new things. 
I reiterate that such caricatures are not models 
to be emulated, but just examples to provoke a 
new way of looking at the pieces on the board, 
and to understand their unique needs and de­
sires. 

The Knight 

I once asked GM Paul Motwani, "If you 
were a chess piece, which would you be?" Paul 
replied that he'd be a knight, because it can get 
everywhere, albeit slowly. This is perhaps why 
the knight, which controls far fewer squares 
than a bishop in the centre of the board (8 com­
pared to 1 3) is considered to be of similar value, 
because it is limited only by its relative mobil­
ity, which is slow, rather than its ability, which 
is essentially unlimited. Of course it may also 
be related to the knight's ability to 'jump' , es­
pecially over pawns which can block much 
mightier pieces. 

The most important feature of a knight from 
a tactical point of view is that the way it moves 
is not related at all to any of the other pieces and 
so it can attack as many as eight squares with­
out being anacked by any piece on those 
squares in return. It's also worth remembering 
that a knight attacks squares of an opposite col­
our to that on which it sits. 

That said, to see the unique value of the 
knight we need a geometrical perspective. If we 
try to imagine chess without knights, we find an 
impoverished game with lines, squares, files, 
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ranks and diagonals, but no curves. We should 
be thankful to the knights, for they are the 
curvy pieces that bring a circular aspect to 
an essentially linear game. 

Judging by Donner's account in The King, 
there was a rather heated dispute in Dutch chess 
around the early 1 970s concerning the geome­
try of the knight. Some saw the knight as the bi­
sector of the bishop's diagonal and the rook's 
line, but this, according to Donner, overlooks 
the fact that the knight makes such a short 
jump. The correct appraisal of the knight in 
Donner's eyes is that it "moves along a circle" . 
The circle can be seen, with a sympathetic eye, 
on the diagram above. The sense in which it 
.. moves" is related to its "essential infiniteness" 
. . .  "For it is the paradox of this piece that while 
it is the most jumpy, it is by nature also the most 
static" "Every other piece not played for 
twenty moves or more is a poor thing, but the 
opposite goes for the knight: a knight often can­
not find the place where it belongs." 

With this in mind, I tend to think of the 
knight as a lazy cowboy on top of a horse which 
can move, but does so only in short bursts, and 
usually with some coercion. The cowboy stands 
in the middle of a field with a lasso, and is capa­
ble of controlling the circle around it by virtue 
of the threat of reining in any of the opponent's 
pieces that would dare step into that circle. 
Thus to my mind the knight is a fascinating 
piece with an intriguing personality. 

The Rook 

The rook, by contrast, I find a little dull. I 
have placed it on b4 as it has the unique feature 

of controlling the same number of squares ( 14) 
from any square, and so we don't  add to its stat­
ure by placing it on a central square. This may 
seem obvious to you, but I only realized this on a 
conscious level after I became a GM ! It doesn't  
matter crucially of course, but it does tell us 
something about the rook's character, which is 
far-reaching, but tangibly two-dimensional. 

Its main problem is that because it can only 
move in straight lines, it takes at least two steps 
to reach most squares, and usually more when 
there are pawns around. I have a somewhat 
Freudian feeling in this respect, which is that 
rooks seem to have some sort of 'bishop envy' .  
The rook cannot help but compare itself with 
the queen, but in doing so it feels inadequate 
because the queen 'has a bishop' , in that it can 
move along diagonals, while the rook feels this 
absence. If this leads you to wonder why a rook 
and bishop are not generally thought to be 
worth a queen, it's mainly because the queen, 
being able to shift from one colour complex to 
another, has a type of 'deluxe bishop' ( 'her­
maphrodite' - see page 1 30), which doesn't  
have the limitation of only being able to control 
half the diagonals. 

Another important aspect of rooks is that 
they tend to need space in which to work. In­
deed, in many positions in which one side is 
said to have a ' space advantage',  it's just that 
the rooks are more effective than their counter­
parts. Moreover, rooks excel on open files or 
when they can access their seventh rank. Per­
haps the greatest value of the rook though is the 
way in which it can 'cut off' an opposing king 
or hold back pawns along a rank. Finally, I tend 
to think of the rook as 'sliding' rather than 
'moving' because they can travel such long dis­
tances so fast. If forced to make a caricature of 
the rook, I'd say he was an envious ice-skating 
beginner (can only move in a straight line; 
happy on the edge), and I apologize if that's not 
going to help you win your club championship ! 

Are We More Materialistic than 
Computers? 

The real question is not whether machines 
think, but whether men do. 
B .F. SKINNER 
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Watching an analysis module like Fritz or 
Hiarcs wade through chess variations, it is 
striking just how much value they seem to place 
on material in their evaluative functions. More 
to the point, when we play these programs, we 
are invariably crushed viciously if we give away 
material. Computers take pawns we would 
barely think of taking and show us time and 
time again that there are far fewer limits to ma­
terialistic thinking than we had thought. Thus 
we come to the conclusion that chess computer 
programs are more materialistic than humans. 
Indeed, there are those who delight in 'tricking' 
the computer by giving them positions that we 
know they will misevaluate because they will 
give a disproportionate value to material. 

Recently I was fortunate to have the chance 
to speak with GM Joel Benjamin about his time 
working with Deep(er) Blue for six months 
prior to its. victory against Kasparov in May 
1997. Benjamin was keen to stress that there 
are fewer limitations on chess computer pro­
grams than we might imagine and he also dis­
pelled a lot of disinformation wielded out as 
propaganda against the IBM team. In the fol­
lowing I will use Deep( er) Blue as the paradigm 
chess computer, even though it is in fact rather 
exceptional . Some commercial PC software 
makers think their evaluative functions are 
better than Deep(er) Blue's and that the main 
strength of the computer that beat Kasparov 
was that it was excellent at meeting anti­
computer chess, largely because Joel Benjamin 
worked on it for so long, and he may be the best 
anti-computer player on the planet! In any case, 
different chess programs don't always ' think' 
alike, but the basic process of using an eval­
uative function to select moves is, I think, com­
mon to them all. 

The key insight is that the way a computer 
thinks tends to be much more 'holistic' than we 
might imagine. So there is no notion of 'priori­
ties' that would make a computer 'decide' to re­
treat a bishop attacked on g4 after h3 instead of 
capturing the knight that it was pinning. It's not 
a single question for the computer at all .  When 
it makes that decision, the computer looks at 
every aspect of the given position, ' sees' mil­
lions of variations and then 'goes with the num­
bers' in that it will select the move which leads 
to positions with a relatively high point score. 

So it is not that computers are taught to favour 
bishops over knights or anything of the sort (al­
though some programs give it a slightly higher 
static score, maybe by 0. 1 ). The computer will 
consider the decision, not on priorities but on 
prospective numerical outcomes. 

The relevance to this chapter is that in 'going 
with the numbers' ,  the computer doesn't just go 
with material . Unlike humans, computers 
have numerical values for non-material con­
siderations too. There is no 'preference' for 
material over other factors and the computer, of 
course, doesn' t  even consider 'material' in ab­
stract at all. What is true is that in most 
evaluative functions the programmers give high 
numbers for material and relatively low num­
bers for factors like pawn-structure, mobility, 
king safety, etc. Furthermore, in most programs 
the pieces will have fixed values. Say a knight 
is worth 300. This will be part of a total score of 
maybe 1 500 in which positional considerations 
are also assigned values and included in this to­
tal. Now if this knight were badly placed, the 
computer doesn't give fewer points to the 
knight itself, but will give a 'penalty' to the side 
which might bring the total down to 1 450 or a 
'bonus' if it's well placed, in which case the to­
tal may be 1 530. 

The value in considering this is that it seems 
computers are, in one sense, quite 'blessed' not 
to see chess from a materialistic perspective. In 
having only numbers to compare, they are not 
blinkered by material judgements. Unlike our­
selves they don't  look at material 'first' and 
then look at other factors when they evaluate, 
rather they consider all the different aspects in a 
position, such as material, mobility of material, 
king safety, pawn-structure, two bishops, queen­
ing potential, etc. ,  simultaneously. 

This is one of the reasons why they seem to 
'see' tactics so much faster than us; they don't 
have to 'pause' to count the material as the vast 
majority of human players do and then get their 
bearings about the other aspects of the position. 
Thus it is not only fairly meaningless to call 
computers 'materialistic' ,  it is also somewhat 
hypocritical . So at the risk of being provoca­
tive, I would say that human players are more 
prone to Materialism than computers, be­
cause computers 'think' exclusively with 
numbers, while humans artificially divide 
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their thoughts into numerical and non­
numerical aspects. 

A few days before sending off the manu­
script, Dave Gomboc, from Edmonton, Can­
ada, an expert on chess computer evaluative 
functions, whom I had asked to check over this 
section, advised: "This isn' t strictly true - often 
a program will look at material, and maybe one 
or two of the biggest positional terms, and de­
cide 'is it at all likely that even if everything 
else is my way, that this position will be better 
than what I 've already found I can achieve?'  
And sometimes the answer is  no. It's just like if 
you calculate from a position that is dynami­
cally balanced, and you look at a line where you 
end up a queen down . . .  you go 'Is it realistic 
that I could have compensation for that?' and if 
the answer is no, you reject that continuation 
and look elsewhere. The main difference with 
computers is that they look at terrible lines all 
the time, because they look at so many in total, 
so it is actually effective to have this test pres­
ent." This is an important caveat that slightly 
undermines my argument. Even so, the main 
point, that computers 'go with the numbers' 
and that these numbers do not exclusively con­
cern material, still stands. 

I will point out, as far as I understand it, how 
computers differ from humans in their evalua­
tion of material in the last few games of this 
chapter but first of all I present a game which 
reveals some of the many original ways in 
which Garry Kasparov looks at material and I 
will compare this to a computer's perspective 
where the comparison seems useful. Notes are 
based on Kasparov's in New In Chess magazine 
no. 3, 1997 and his notes in lnformntor 69. 

Shirov - Kasparov 
Linares 1997 

1 e4 c5 2 tLlf3 d6 3 d4 cxd4 4 tLlxd4 tLlf6 5 tLlc3 
a6 6 i.e3 tLlg4 7 i.g5 h6 8 i.h4 g5 9 i.g3 i.g7 
10 i.e2 h5 1 1  i.xg4 i.xg4 12 f3 i.d7 13 0-0 
�6 14 i.f2 e6! 15 tLlce2 

"I immediately felt this move was not very 
good, as it creates a certain disharmony among 
the white pieces. I found a nice way to prove 
my assessment." - GK. 15  tLlxc6 i.xc6 16 i.d4 
i.e5 ! =. 

15 ... tLle5 16 b3 g41 17 f4 h4! 18 i.e3 

1 8  c4 g3 1 9  hxg3 tLlg4 gives Black a strong 
attack against an unprepared king. 

18 . . .  h3 19 g3 tLlc6 (D) 

I. 
w 

"The future imponance of the long diagonal 
(a8-hl )  is not yet clear, but from my experience 
I can guarantee that the white king is poten­
tially in a much worse position than his black 
colleague. Any further opening of the long di­
agonal or the appearance of the queen on the 
second rank will create a deadly threat on g2. In 
fact, the pawn on h3 can be seen as a material 
advantage for Black, because it is so impor· 
tant that you could value it as a whole piece. 
It not only helps the queen to create mating 
threats, but in most endgames, this pawn will 
also guarantee Black a winning edge because of 
the threats that Black can create against the h2-
pawn, when the black h-pawn is very close to 
the promotion square." - GK. 

This is a remarkably instructive comment 
from a very human perspective (though of 
course he's exaggerating a bit). GM Joel Ben­
jamin tells me that Deep(er) Blue did have a 
'pattern' to recognize this type of far-advanced 
rook's pawn, but I'm quite sure that its numeri­
cal value would not have been anywhere near 
the equivalent of a piece ! Moreover, Dave 
Gomboc funher advises me that, while he can't 
speak from first-hand knowledge of Deep 
Blue's evaluation function, strong programs 
would indeed assess this kingside structure as 
favourable for Black. However, it wouldn't  be 
in the form of pattern-recognition that humans 
are familiar with. Instead, "The computer would 
deduct points for White's poor king safety and 
the colour complex weakness: White's pawns 
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are far from the 'f2-g2-h2 in front of a king on 
g l '  idea [ ' the box ' ! - see page 175 ] ;  worse ­
Black has a solid grip on g2 and f3, and g2 is 
adjacent to White's  king. To compound the 
problem further, White doesn' t  even have a 
light-squared bishop to try to limit the damage 
with. Still, depending on the program, the pen­
alty terms may only kick into high gear when 
the program can see Black beginning to exploit 
these factors within its search horizon, by 
which time it may well be too late for the pro­
gram to do anything about it." 

I suspect Kasparov's understanding of the 
value of this structure is largely based on mem­
ory, which of course computers also have, but 
their memories have no emotional content. It is 
quite likely that Kasparov has seen or played 
many games in which this type of structure left 
a favourable or unfavourable impression, in­
ducing feelings of confidence or fear. More­
over, a human feels uncomfortable with the 
feeling that this pawn (on h3) will always be an 
issue, while a computer sees the pawn in the 
same way in every position. Kasparov also 
knows how psychologically unpleasant this is 
for White in general, as is revealed by the emo­
tive term 'alien' ,  which he later uses to describe 
the pawn on h3. 

20 'iid3 0-0 21  lladl fS! (D) 

w 

22 c4 
22 llJxc6 i.xc6 23 exf5 (23 'iixd6 'iixd6 24 

llxd6 i.xe4 25 c4 e5 "immediately, to avoid the 
exchange of dark-squared bishops" is slightly 
better for Black according to Kasparov; note 
the value Kasparov places on the two bishops) 
23 . . .  exf5 24 i.d4 i.e4 25 'iid2 d5 was given by 

Kasparov as slightly better for Black. Many 
players would see the IQP, the 'bad bishop' on 
e4, and the 'weaknesses' around Black's king, 
but it' s important to get these things in perspec­
tive. The main feature of the position is still the 
long-term weakness of the white king and 
Black's 'material advantage' in the kingside 
structure. It is conceivable that White' s  queen­
side may become weak too (queen coming to 
a3, advance of a-pawn, half-open c-file) . It will 
be extremely hard to attack or win d5 because 
of the monster bishop on e4 and so there is 
really nothing 'weak' about this pawn, Indeed, 
the structure is basically good news for Black 
due to the extra space and the half-open c-file. 

22 .. .'ii'a5 (D) 
Commenting on the position after 22 c4, 

Kasparov gives an excellent insight into his re­
sistance to Perfectionism: "After the text Black 
has to make some further choices. I felt that I 
had to play quickly and went 22 . . .  'iia5." This 
move makes a lot of sense: it attacks a2 and 
connects the rooks if nothing else. However, his 
notes in lnformator 69 mention 22 . . .  'iie8 !?  with­
out comment, which is also a very tempting 
move, heading for f7 or g6, where the queen 
will secure the kingside and operate on light 
squares - White's more vulnerable complex. 
This would also have avoided Shirov's equaliz­
ing opportunity that he didn't play in the game 
(23 'iid2). What I find instructive is that it seems 
Kasparov felt thinking was not appropriate here. 
He just made a choice on intuitive grounds and 
put the ball back in his opponent's court. Read­
ing between the lines, it seems that the fact that 
Shirov had no time to compose himself for 
what might happen next was more important 
than being completely accurate on the chess­
board. 

23 liJc3? 
Kasparov calls this a very bad mistake, 

partly because the knight is "indirectly hang­
ing" (due to the aS-queen and g7-bishop) and 
also because it fails to take the opponunity to 
exchange queens. The black queen has more 
prospects to cause White problems than vice 
versa and this, according to Kasparov, is be­
cause " . . .  the white king has a strong alien in his 
camp, i.e . the h3-pawn. White has to be very 
careful as the first check to his king may very 
well be the last one." This last line is rather 
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poetic, but many players might be surprised 
that Kasparov seems so unconcerned with his 
own king. The fact is, however, that it is per­
fectly safe, as White cannot create any serious 
threats around it. So the 'rule' that you shouldn't  
move pawns in  front of your king needn' t dom­
inate your thoughts. The key is not to think of 
the rule, but to shake yourself out of your pre­
conceptions and just look at the position. 

White should have played 23 "ii"d2 ! .  "Sur­
prisingly, Shirov did not even look at this move. 
He probably did not want to exchange queens; 
but this exchange would have given him a nor­
mal game." Remember what I said about at­
tachment to the queen? It seems that even the 
great Shirov is not immune. 23 . . .  "ii"xd2 24 ll.xd2 
l:f7 and now: 

a) After 25 llfdl i.f8 26 lLlc3 lle8 27 exf5 
cxf5 28 lLld5 i.g7 I prefer Black, and Kasparov 
points out that the two bishops and advanced 
kingside structure make up for the weaknesses 
on the d-file. 

b) 25 lLlxc6 i.xc6 26 ll.xd6 i.xe4. ' 'The 
pawn on e6 is hardly hanging, because after 27 
l:xe6 Ad8 Black occupies the d-file and can 
face the future with great optimism." - Kaspa­
rov. 27 i.d4 is met by 27 . . .  i.f8 ! ,  as avoiding 
the loss of the two bishops is more important 
than keeping the e6-pawn. This again shows a 
profound understanding of material . 28 llxe6 
l:d8 gives Black at least 'good compensation' 
for the material, and it would certainly be easier 
lo play Black. It's also worth mentioning that 
Deeper Blue didn' t  assign any higher value to 
bishop than knight, but it did give bonus points 
for the two bishops. We will consider this in  
more detail when we look at the bishop. 

23 ... llae8 
The rest of the game is rather thematic, 

though not without a few errors from both sides. 
In any case it has been annotated elsewhere and 
there's just space for the moves now because 
this game has been milked for more than enough 
material. 

24 llfe1? eS! 25 ll:lxc6 i.xc6 26 b4 'iia3?! 
27 bS exf4 28 i.xf4 axbS 29 cxbS "VieS+ 30 
i.e3? "ii"xc3 31 bxc6 "ii"xc6 32 "ii"xd6 'iixe4 33 
'iidS+ 'iixdS 34 l:xdS i.c3 35 l:e2 ll.e4 36 �f2 
ll.fe8 37 ll.d3 �f6 38 ll.ed2 ll.xe3 0-1 

'Angst' 

When the only tool you have is a hammer, every 
problem begins to resemble a nail. 
ABRAHAM MASLOW 

It seems that Materialism is so deeply imbed­
ded in our chess minds that we are inclined to 
feel uneasy when we are material down, almost 
regardless of other features of the position. In 
fact a major aspect of this sin is the failure to 
make good use of promising sacrifices because 
we 'cash in' much too quickly. In this respect 
GM Efim Geller makes an instructive insight 
while commenting on the reasons for his oppo­
nent's loss in game 1 9  of The Application of 
Chess Theory: "Black was let down by the 
purely subconscious desire to restore material 
equality at the first opportunity. It so often hap­
pens that, after sacrificing a pawn, a player 
aims not to obtain the initiative for it, but to re­
gain the sacrificed material . This is a typical 
mistake, but it is instinctively committed by 
strong and experienced masters." 

It is ' instinctive' because we are so prone to 
Materialism. It seems that our early experience 
of chess has created certain psychological dis­
positions that we find hard to shake. I 'm not 
sure about you, but back then a material disad­
vantage was associated with defeat, regret and 
hope that you will soon win the material back. 
When I was playing for my school it was even 
associated with guilt, because at times my 
team-mates would look at the side of the board, 
see that I was material down, and then look at 
me with concern. 

Whether it's because of these early experi­
ences or just because of the tangibility of 
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material, it seems that many players do experi­
ence a certain amount of 'angst' when they are 
material down. This feeling in turn leads to an­
other - the desire to remove the angst by restor­
ing material equality. This attitude places huge 
restrictions on the variety of problems you can 
cause for an opponent. Moreover, it' s not so 
easy to be material up either! Indeed in those 
cases we tend to feel some angst too. In particu­
lar we start to think in terms of 'technique' in a 
way we don't  when we have an advantage in 
time or quality, and also we fear that we will 
lose our material advantage, and never find 
anything to replace it. 

Ukrainian GM Romanishin has spent much 
of his chess career being a pawn down in sharp 
lines of the Catalan. He claims that his oppo­
nents tend to feel very uncomfortable when 
they have extra material, because the unbal­
anced material makes it difficult for them to 
play 'normally' 

Again it comes back to the fact that there is 
much more in a position than just the material 
situation. So if we take an example like the 
Benko Gambit Accepted ( 1 d4 l0f6 2 c4 c5 3 d5 
b5 4 cxb5 a6 5 bxa6 g6 6 �c3 Jlxa6), the 
white-player seems to be a safe pawn up for a 
long time but unless you are a strong player 
who has studied this line carefully it is ex­
tremely difficult to avoid drifting planlessly 
with the vague aim of 'converting your extra 
pawn' .  Partly because of this type of difficulty, 
many strong players are quick to give back the 
material they win in favour of other types of ad­
vantage which are easier to play with and more 
immediately unpleasant for the opponent. Be­
ing able to make these types of transformations, 
whereby you may win material but give it back 
and then sacrifice, win material again but this 
time in the ending, etc., is a crucial aspect of a 
chess-player's arsenal. This relates to some­
thing a little beyond the scope of this chapter, 
namely the importance of the initiative, but the 
basic idea is that we would do well to relin­
quish our emotional attachment to material, 
and move towards thinking of chess in a plural­
istic way. 

The following game shows your author quite 
willing to trade material for other advantages, 
but then handicapped by a feeling of angst at a 
crucial moment. 

Rowson - Yuneev 
Wijk aan Zee 2000 

1 e4 c5 2 �3 e6 3 d4 cxd4 4 �xd4 l0f6 5 l0c3 
d6 6 g4 l0c6 7 g5 �d7 8 �db5 �b6 9 i.f4 
tOeS 10 'i'h5 �g6 1 1  Jle3 a6 12 �4 d5!? 13 
0-0-0!?  Jlb4 14 �de2 �c4 15 exd5 'i'a5! 16 
'iftb1 l0xb2 17 �xb2 �a3+ 18 ltrb1 Jlxc3 19 
�xc3 'i'xc3 20 l:d3 'i'b4+ 21 l:b3 �e4 22 
.C.g1 �xd5 23 Jlg2 

During the game I felt that White should 
have more than enough compensation here, but 
perhaps I was a bit over-confident because 
Black has very few weaknesses to latch onto and 
my options are limited because of the weakness 
of my own king. 

23 .. .'ilc4 24 i.cl! ?  e5 25 .tn t 'i'h4! 26 
'i'xh4 �4 27 i.a3 b5 

I became concerned that I might be worse 
here and I think this took the pressure off my 
opponent, if only on a psychological/'telepathic' 
level. I wrote the following in my post-game 
notes: "When things prove to be more difficult 
than you thought they would, it is important to 
retain balance/confidence and remember that 
your opponent is feeling the pressure too." 

28 lle3! i.e6 29 .ie2! l0g6 30 l:d1! f6!? 31 
gxf6 gxf6 32 i.f3 l:.a7 33 i.c5 llc7 34 i.b6 
llc4 35 l:a3 i.c8! 36 llad3! ?  �!? 

36 . . .  e4 ! leaves White struggling to find suffi­
cient dark-square compensation, but the posi­
tion is still tense. 

37 lld6 ltrg7 38 .idS llb4+ 39 �ct!? ..trs 40 
i.dS! :rs 41 i.b3 .C.h4! ? 42 :Xa6 .:Xh2 (D) 

w 

This critical position arose just after a wee 
time-scramble in which it subjectively felt like 
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I gained the upper hand. I have been a pawn 
down for most of the game, but during that time 
I have had a significant initiative based on the 
two bishops and a development advantage. 
Even so, just as my opponent was worried about 
some killer tactic in that time, I have been wor­
ried about my initiative drying up and being left 
a pawn down against a Russian; not for the first 
time either ! So when I saw my chance to win 
'my' material back while keeping the two bish­
ops I considered it the logical outcome of my 
play up to this point , and went for it whole­
heartedly. I didn't  really pause for thought 
much, because it seemed inconceivable that 
there would be anything better 'than this. Yet 
had I thought less about the material balance, 
and more about the position as a whole, I could 
have put my opponent under serious pressure. 

43 ltdd6?! 
However tempting this may have been, I 

really should have seen that this was heading 
for a drawish position. Somehow I assumed a 
pair of rooks would come off, which would 
probably allow my king to cover the h�pawn, 
and of course I was generally very keen to get 
rid of all the potential queens on the kingside. I 
had a good alternative though, which keeps 
much more tension in the position: 43 lta7+ !  
�h6 44 i.b6 ! .  Now I am still material down, 
but a quick 'quality check' would have put me 
at ease. Black's coordination has been seriously 
distorted; his king is uncomfortable and his h­
pawn is blocked. Black's h2-rook, which doesn't 
cooperate with the rest of his army, looks espe­
cially silly. Moreover, he will find it very hard 
to defend the b5-pawn and so I should soon 
have equal material as well as everything else. 
All in all, I think White is clearly better. 

43 • . .  ltxf2 
After 43 . . .  ltxd8 44 ltxd8 ltxf2 45 ltg8+ �h6 

46 ltxf6 White has all the winning chances. 
44 .ixf6+ �h6! 
44 . . . l:txf6 ! ?  is promising. During the game I 

even saw a consistent line of play which ends in 
Black's favour: 45 ltxf6 h5 (Black's small army 
works very well together; when there are so 
many imbalances, conventional material values 
are of limited importance) 46 ltfb6? ! (46 a4 ! ?  
bxa4 47 i.xa4 h4 4 8  i.e8) 46 . . .  h4 47 ltb7+ 
lifi!h6 48 ltxb5 h3 49 ltxe5 h2 50 i.d5? ltxc2+ 
5 1  �d 1 ltc5 and Black wins. 

45 i.xe5 <iftg5 
The position is beginning to stabilize, but 

now Black's position is very well coordinated 
while the strength of his h-pawn and the sup­
porting king is as important as the two bishops. 

46 i.d4 
46 i.f6+ �g4 47 ltd2 ! ?. 
46 . • .  lte2!? (D) 
The rook is well placed on the second rank, 

mainly because it limits the activity of my b3-
bishop. However, this does lose some time, so 
there was something to be said for keeping the 
momentum. I haven' t  made a conclusive analy­
sis of this position, but it seems in general that 
although the position is 'unclear' ,  it should 
eventually lead to equality. In most lines White 
will have to give up a bishop for the h-pawn but 
Black will lose his b-pawn. This will leave 
Black with an extra piece but no pawns to 
make anything of it. However, there is plenty of 
scope for error, as the following line suggests : 
46 . . .  ltfl + 4 7 �d2 h5 48 ltab6 ( 48 ltd5 h4 49 
.ic5 ltb8 50 .i.d6 lte8 51 ltxb5 h3) 48 . . .  h4 49 
ltxb5 h3 50 i.e3+ ltJf4 5 1  ltd4 h2 52 i.d5 f:.d8 
53 .ie4 ltxd4+ 54 i.xd4 ltJe6 !  and White has 
to be very careful not to lose. 

w 

47 llab6 b5 48 llxb5 b4 49 �dl !  ltJf4! 50 
.i.g7 

Maybe there is something better for White 
around here, but the nervous tension of the first 
half of the game had worn me out and I didn't  
have the energy to look, never mind find, a con­
vincing line. Even now there seem to be a lot of 
blind alleys for White; the h-pawn remains the 
most important aspect of the position. 

so ... :reS st i.f6+ 
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5 1  :.f6 looks promising, but there doesn't  
seem to be a knockout, and it's emotionally dif­
ficult to allow Black to keep that potential 
queen on h4. 5 I . . .:.el+ 52 �d2 :. te5 53 l:xe5 
:xe5 54 l:f8 :.e2+ 55 q,d 1 h3 56 �h6+ q,xh6 
57 :.xf5 l:f2 is winning for Black, to give a 
fairly plausible example. 

S l  ... �g4 52 �xh4 
It was a good practical decision to take the 

h-pawn. This allows me to play for ' two results' 
while keeping up some pressure. However, my 
experienced opponent was up to the challenge. 

52 ... :.h2! 53 �f6 l:ee2 54 �cl 
My draw offer was timely in that I could 

barely think any more. Black has a few scary 
tactical tricks, and in any case best play seems 
to lead to a draw: 54 . . .  �xc2 55 �xc2 :.xc2+ 56 
�bl l:xa2 57 ltb2. 

lh,.lf2 

The Bishop 

When I think of the bishop I am reminded of 
Aristophanes, the famous comic poet who ap­
peared as a character in Plato's Symposium, 
who contended that men and women were orig­
inally hermaphrodites with eight limbs, back to 
back, complementing each other perfectly. 
These hermaphrodites became so strong and 
vigorous that they tried to attack the gods. Zeus 
decided that the only way to end their wicked­
ness was to weaken them and thus he bisected 
them, leaving men and woman. Legend has it 
that they have been searching for each other 
ever since. 

Although there is no supporting historical 
evidence, I cannot but feel that the bishop-pair 

were originally a single glorious piece, majesti­
cally patrolling all the squares on the board. 

Indeed there is something tragic about the 
bishop by itself, but this is best appreciated in 
light of its virtues: in the centre it controls 1 3  
squares and two corners . It has the benefit of 
being a long-range piece, which, for example, 
controls a8 as well from h1  as it does from b7. 
Moreover the bishop can still control a8 on any 
square on this diagonal before a8, when it looks 
back on itself and sees h 1 .  This gives the bishop 
an ability that the knight does not have, namely 
that it can continue to protect or attack some of 
the squares it controlled before it moves (I 
hadn't thought of this explicitly until I read it in 
Steve Mayer's excellent book Bishop vs 

Knight: The Verdict). 
Moreover, the bishop was given its current 

numerical value before the fianchetto was com­
mon practice. This mode of development often 
utilizes the bishop's long-range strength so ef­
fectively that in overlooking one of the most 
important roles a bishop can play, they may not 
have understood the bishop well enough to give 
it an accurate value. 

However, no matter how well placed or ef­
fective it may be, the bishop is cruelly and fun­
damentally limited. You might say it's visually 
impaired, for it can only see half the board. 

This lies at the heart of the value of 'the two 
bishops' ,  which I only began to appreciate quite 
recently. We all know that the two bishops are 
supposed to be an asset, but it's useful to have 
some understanding for why this may be. In 
this respect it's no exaggeration to say that I 
learned more about the two bishops from Plato 
than I have from any chess manual. 

Firstly, consider that the two bishops in the 
centre of the board (the hermaphrodite) control 
a massive 26 squares, only one less than a cen­
tralized queen, and arguably the same as two 
rooks, who cannot help but control two of the 
same squares twice. The point is that they com­
plement each other perfectly, just like, alleg­
edly, men and women. AU the strong points of 
the bishop remain but the shortcomings are not 
in evidence if you see 'the two bishops' not as 
two pieces but as one. This is the reason why 
the fabled 'two bishops' are spoken of in a way 
in which the 'two knights' are not. Although the 
pair of knights can be very effective, we don't  
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speak of them as 'a  pair' because there is noth­
ing one knight can do that the other can' t in 
principle and so there is  no great change in ei­
ther of them when seen as a pair. It doesn' t  
make sense to talk of the knight-pair any more 
than it does to talk of a 'rook-pair' or 'queen­
pair' . The 'pair' aspect is redundant. There may 
be something good about 'the two knights' in a 
particular position, but this is purely accidental, 
for there is no reason in principle why a pair of 
them should be more than the sum of their 
parts. On the other hand, one bishop makes up 
for the shortcomings of the other, and takes 
care of its own shortcomings in the process. 

So what happens when you capture the op­
ponent's bishop is not only that you remove one 
piece of value, but that you 'weaken' the other 
bishop too. Whereas before it was part of a pair 
that in principle could attack and control any­
thing, now it is ' alone' and utterly impotent on 
half the board. Therefore it is less threatening 
in its own half too, because the 'inhabitants' of 
the bishop's colour complex know that they can 
move to a safe haven on the other colour com­
plex when the need arises. To impose such a 
thing on your opponent is a significant achieve­
ment, almost as if you gain material in the 
process. This may lie behind Tony Miles's 
comment to the effect that the bishops are an 
advantage you can win with. 

Thus any sceptics who think that 'the two 
bishops' is just an invention to give annotators 
something to write about should think again. In 
support of this point, it's worth pointing out that 
John Watson concludes a statistical survey of 
the two bishops with these words: "While it  
bears repeating that the strength of the bishops 
or knights is dependent upon the particular fea­
tures of the position, it is also true that in a ma­
jority of actually arising positions, the two 
bishops will beat either the knight-pair or a 
bishop or knight." Moreover, computer chess 
programs have long set the point equivalent for 
a bishop and a knight to be identical or nearly 
so, and awarded a separate bonus for possess­
ing the two bishops. 

To sum up, there is much to be said for think­
ing of the bishop as 'half' of a powerful piece 
more than twice its value. This will help you 
to appreciate its unique strengths and weak­
nesses. I see the logical problem with this of 

course, but that just makes me like it all the 
more. 

Blocks of Wood or Bundles of 
Energy? The E = mc2 of Chess 

But if every gram of material contains this tre­
mendous energy, why did it go so long unno­
ticed ? The answer is simple enough: so long as 
none of the energy is given off externally, it can­
not be observed. It is as though a man who is 
fabulously rich should never spend or give 
away a cent - no one could tell how rich he was. 
ALBERT EINSTEIN 

The fact that the mass of a panicle is equivalenz 
to a certain amount of energy means that the 
particle can no longer be seen as a static ob­
ject, but has to be conceived as a dynamic pat­
tern, a process involving the energy which 
manifests itself as the particle 's mass. 
FRITJOF CAPRA, The Tao of Physics 

When you play against Kasparov, the pieces 
start to go differently. 
GM EVGENY BAREEV 

It is time to consider ways in which we might 
strive to overcome our propensity to Material­
ism. My two main suggestions are quite differ­
ent, but they both contain the idea that there is 
always more to be seen in a chess position than 
just material, if you know how to look. My first 
suggestion is to borrow from science and look 
at how the stupendous equation E = mc2 is rele­
vant to chess. The simplicity of the equation 
easily lends itself to distortion and so my aim is 
merely to consider its essence, which is that 
mass (material) and energy (what a piece can 
do) are, in a sense, the same thing, without 
pretending that this can fit chess in any com­
fortable or scientifically valid way. If you're 
willing to roll with me for a while though, it 
seems that a creative application of this equa­
tion can help us break free from the shackles of 
Materialism. 

The starting point is that chess is a universe 
unto itself, and just like our universe, it con­
tains energy and matter. My idea is to make a 
suggestive link between 'material' in chess and 
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'matter' in physics. If you ' ll go with me this 
far, then given that 'mass' is the fundamental 
characteristic of a body (chess piece), deter­
mined by the amount of matter (material value) 
it contains, we begin to see that when we are 
discussing what a chess piece is worth, the 
physical analogy suggests that we are asking 
how much mass it has. Now, E = mc2 tells us 
that mass, when multiplied by a constant (large) 
number, is equal to energy. Are you still with 
me? Good. If you accept that Materialism is a 
problem in chess, maybe we can solve this 
problem by looking at the subject of the prob­
lem (matter) in a different way . The key is to 
see the pieces not as blocks of wood, but as 
bundles of energy. 

When we refer to an 'active' king, or any 
other sort of activity, what do we mean? It 
seems to me that we are implicitly referring to 
some sort of energy. Now 'energy' means many 
different things, but the most basic definition is 
that energy is 1he ability of a system to do work. 
Looking at the Capra quotation above from a 
chess perspective, and replacing mass with ma­
terial value, particle with piece, and energy 
with the ability to do something useful in a po­
sition, we get this :  "The fact that the material 
value of a piece is equivalent to a certain 
amount of energy means that the piece can no 
longer be seen as a static object, but has to be 
conceived as a dynamic pattern, a process in­
volving the ability to do something useful in the 
position which manifests itself as the piece's 
material value." 

This suggests that we should look at chess 
positions from the perspective of material (the 
mass or quantity of the pieces) and energy 
(what they can do). Now this is no revelation, 
and to an extent we do this anyway, but in a 
chess context we have a terrible time seeing 
material and energy as equivalent. Indeed, we 
invariably look at the pieces firstly as mass 
(point count) and only after as energy (what 
they do). Einstein's quotation above helps us to 
see why we do this .  The energy, unlike the 
mass, 'cannot be observed' . In other words what 
you see is what you get. We know that a knight 
can fluctuate in value, depending on its location 
and prospects, but we still see a knight on the 
board as mass, rather than energy. In thinking 
of it as a fixed material value we neglect the fact 

that this mass is also energy, and significantly, 
that its mass is convertible to energy. We are 
fixated by our vision, but in being so we are 
half blind. 

Now if mass and energy are basically equiv­
alent, you might think that one side's 'capacity 
to do work' depends on how much material it 
has, and so the more material you have, the 
more likely it is that you'll achieve your aims 
(work) on the chessboard. This is the truth, but 
it's not the whole truth and when you look at it 
from the perspective of energy you get a rather 
different view. One side cannot have any more 
material (mass) than their capacity for work 
(energy) allows. So on seeing a position in 
which one side has an extra bishop and three 
pawns (for instance), you might think that that 
side has a much greater capacity to do work, but 
then if you look at the position and see that the 
side with less material has a winning attack, it 
seems that this is not the case at all. The only 
relevant work is stopping the pending mate, and 
the side with the extra material doesn't have the 
ability to do that work. It doesn't  have the en­
ergy. The material, when seen from the per­
spective of energy, is not matter at all .  Quite 
literally, it doesn't  matter. 

So it's almost like what we think of as the 
' smaller' mass, which is about to deliver mate, 
is overflowing with energy while the 'larger' 
mass looks like it has no energy at all. But this a 
distortion because when you apply E = mc2 the 
amount of the mass depends on the amount of 
energy. From a scientific perspective, it doesn't  
matter which you look at 'first' because the 
whole point is that they are both there and nei­
ther precedes the other, but in a chess context it 
matters hugely because 'the ability to do 
work' is all that counts and in this sense, en­
ergy is more important than matter in chess. 
Abstract material values (mass considered as 
separate from energy) may or may not be useful 
from a theoretical perspective, but they are 
hugely misleading when you look at chess 
move by move because they won't  point you in 
the direction of the work that needs to be done. 
If the material values could 'stretch' depending 
on their capacity to do work, then we would be­
gin to look at material in a much more flexible 
way, and would perhaps be less susceptible to 
some of the problems that we have seen in this 
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chapter. Or maybe even better would be to do 
away with material values altogether, but I 
wouldn' t want to suggest that without offering 
a convincing alternative. It seems to me that the 
best thing to do is just to have lots of different 
perspectives and look for good moves rather 
than rely on any theoretical model to do your 
thinking for you. 

A further creative analogy is that energy has 
two main aspects : kinetic (energy in motion, or 
simply what the pieces are doing in the position 
at hand) and potential (what the pieces are ca­
pable of doing in certain foreseeable circum­
stances). So when you say that your pieces have 
considerable energy (ability to do work) you 
could be referring to what they are doing in the 
given position and/or what they are capable of 
doing in the future. Thus in a typical Hedgehog 
position, the material and energy aspects may 
be perfectly balanced, but the tense equilibrium 
can be understood by seeing that although 
White has lots of kinetic energy, and is seem­
ingly more 'active' , in an important sense 
Black is every bit as active, because his position 
has a huge amount of potential energy. This 
has the same relation to mass (material) as the 
'more active' but only kinetically energetic 
white pieces. 

When considering whether to use these ideas 
in the book, I was concerned that it may seem 
too abstract or contrived for most readers and 
hard to apply to their real games. However, then 
I was reminded of the Bareev quote above, and 
I felt compelled to proceed. One of the biggest 
gaps between stronger and weaker players is 
that the stronger players have more ways of 
looking at a position. So even if I'm not making 
any sense, or if you only partly understand what 
I 'm saying, the main thing is to have the cour­
age to look at chess with new eyes. For now I ' m  
just saying that when you view the pieces as en­
ergy rather than mass, they do indeed ' start to 
go differently' and that's just what many play­
ers need - a new start. 

When all is said and done though, I am not 
radically undermining what we have known for 
a long time: material is a hugely important 
aspect of the game and often the most impor­
tant one. Indeed, one of the most significant 
aspects of E = mc2 is that it says we need a mas­
sive amount of energy to create a little bit of 

mass (c2, the speed of light squared, although 
constant, is a huge number). This might suggest 
that there is good reason to look at material be­
fore 'energy' because the cases when there will 
be enough relevant energy will be few and far 
between. However, this is too easy an escape 
because there is no real constant ( c2) in chess, 
other than the fact that for every move one side 
plays, the opponent gets another. This suggests 
to me that the relevant c2 in chess would be a 
rather small number, perhaps simply one, to 
reflect the constant fact that ' one move' in­
volves a move by both sides. 'The speed of 
light squared' may loosely refer to the speed at 
which we can do things, and that is related to 
the fact that we can only make one move at a 
time. 

This may be pushing it too far, but if I 'm 
right to think that the c2 in chess is best viewed 
as one (so that material and energy can be 
viewed as exactly equal) then it reflects the 
time (initiative) aspect of the game too because 
the relationship of mass and energy in a given 
position will depend on one side's use of the 
material on the available move, and the pro­
spective response. This links us to the next sec­

tion, because if what I 'm saying makes sense 
then I could tentatively suggest that E (quality) 
= m (material) x c2 (time) would be the way in 
which chess ' fits' the world's most famous 
equation. The fourth dimension would merely 
be that in which we wrestle with the equation 
above. However, for now let's get our heads out 
of the clouds and put our feet on the ground 
with an instructive example of my basic point; 
which is that you should see your pieces as 
mass and energy. 

Capablanca - Em. Lasker 
St Petersburg 1914 

1 e4 e5 2 lDf3 �6 3 i.b5 a6 4 i.a4 lDf6 5 0-0 
tbxe4 6 d4 b5 7 i.b3 d5 8 dxe5 i.e6 9 lDbd2 
tbc5 10 c3 d4 1 1  cxd4 tbxd4 12 tbxd4 1i'xd4 
13 i.xe6 lbxe6 14 1i'f3 :td8 15 a4 11i'd5 16 
'ii'xdS :txdS 17 axbS axbS 18 .:.aS+ lbd8 (D) 

I took this example from Purdy's The Search 
for Chess Perfection. Purdy is keen to express 
that all we really mean by 'dynamic play' is 
play with the pieces. He suggests that we should 
picture the game as "a hand to hand struggle 
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between the pieces" and that "The woodshifter, 
as the name implies, sees the pieces as blocks of 
wood, whereas the real player . . .  sees them as 
units of energy which he can combine in beau­
tiful ways, just as the musical composer can 
build up bewitching melodies out of scales of 
mere sounds, each in itself no more interesting 
than a wooden chess figure." Crucially, he goes 
on to say: "Don't look at chess in this way be­
cause it' s romantic. It is, but look at chess this 
way because it is a way to win." 

In any case, what do you think you would 
play in this position if you had not been told 
that there was something special to see? Tar­
rasch, in the book of the tournament, says that 
99% of players would play 1 9  ttlf3 . This esti­
mate is by no means implausible and I certainly 
doubt that I would be one of the 1 %  'savants' 
who saw beyond this conventional knight hop. 
The attraction to this move is that it's so natural 
and obvious; you defend your e5-pawn, de­
velop your knight to a reasonable square and 
open the way for your bishop. What !!lore could 
you ask of a single move? Perhaps you couldn't 
ask for more. In fact the key, in a sense, is to ask 
for less. 

Purdy suggests this with the lucid and in­
structive insight that "the fallacy in this reason­
ing - truly a popular one - is that the pawn needs 
defending." I think most players would just take 
this for granted. The e5-pawn is attacked, 
White has no particular combinational opportu­
nities, so the e-pawn must be defended. This is 
quintessential Materialism. Your thoughts on 
material values shape your perception of what 
is happening in the position and your primary 
concern is the material balance. Capablanca's 

genius was to see that White' s problem was not 
so much that he was threatened with loss of ma­
terial (mass), but that he was threatened with 
the loss of the ability of his pieces to do any­
thing significant (energy). It can be very foolish 
to hold on to your material (mass) when this 
mass has very little energy. Indeed, the most 
important question here is how to maximize the 
energy (effectiveness) of your remaining mate­
rial (mass). 

The great Cuban saw the first two reasons for 
moving his knight, to develop it and free the 
bishop, but his vision was not limited by the 
trappings of material. Purdy's insight is again 
revealing: "Capablanca rebelled against the tyr­
anny of the pawn and looked at the position 
from the viewpoint of the pieces. Undoubtedly 
the knight should move, . . .  but where to? What 
square gives him the most power?" In other 
words, Capablanca has no fear of losing mate­
rial when the energy of his pieces is improved 
and doesn't want to limit the energy of his 
pieces by making them hold on to material. 

19 ttle4! 
This is a very strong move which maximizes 

the energy in White's position. Purdy, unsurpri­
singly impressed with this move, goes on to 
give the impression that White is now clearly 
better and that Black is under enormous pres­
sure, but this is highly misleading.  Looking at 
the variations, it seems to me that Capablanca's 
1 9  ttle4 ! showed a deep understanding of the 
relative quality of the positions before his 1 9th 
move. If White just plays 'normal moves' Black 
has an excellent position based on White's 
pawn weaknesses on e5 and b2 and the light­
square weaknesses generally. What is paradox­
ical is that 1 9  ttle4 is not so much an attacking 
move, but a highly creative defensive effort. It's 
only because Lasker responded badly that White 
looked like a swashbuckling hero. 

After 19  ttlf3 J.e7 20 J.e3 q;d7 ! ?  (20 . . .  0-0!?) 
2 1  :te l :te8 Black is significantly better. White 
has no convincing plan and is in severe danger 
of drifting.  Black's knight will soon be well 
placed on e6 while White's knight doesn' t have 
any particular ideas. White's bishop is re­
stricted by the fact that there are two pawns on 
dark squares. Black's rook is excellent on d5, 
where it defends b5, controls the d-file and ties 
White down to e5 while White's rook on c 1  
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seems to be where it should be but somehow 
looks a little gonnless. Black' s  king is not in 
any serious danger and the relative activity of 
the kings (potential and actual) almost rules out 
a double rook exchange for White. Black has a 
very healthy queenside majority while White's  
kingside majority is crippled. All in  all, things 
are highly unpleasant for White, who desper­
ately needs a constructive plan. Now: 

a) 22 �f l ?  is a natural move that would 
show a lack of 'trend sensitivity' Things go 
from bad to worse if you don't face up to the di­
rection of the trends and it's time for White to 
seek a transformation. After 22 . . .  ltJe6 23 :xeS 
�xeS 24 �e2 �d7, with everything stabi1ized, 
the above comments about Black's positional 
advantages can be seen even more clearly. 
White should not lose with best play, but it's 
extremely difficult to play the best moves with 
such a lifeless position. White's problem is not 
that he has fewer pieces but that these pieces 
are not as effective as their counterparts. If you 
look at mass first, you'll assume equality is 
nearby, but if you look at energy, and what both 
sides can do, it begins to look like White will 
have to do something very creative in order not 
to lose. 

b) 22 ltJd4 l is called for: after 22 . . .  :xe5 
(22 . . .  ltJe6!?)  23 .C.a5 ! i..f6 ! ?  (Black has to re­
turn the pawn, and this seems the best way to do 
it) 24 :xb5 :xb5 25 ltJxb5 lDe6 (given what 
we know about the king as 'a four-point piece' , 
you'll understand why White is not totally out 
of the woods here: the essence of the position is 
that b2 i s  significantly weaker than c7 because 
of the positions of the kings, so in the relevant 
arena, where all the action is, Black is effec­
tively a piece up, but it feels as though White 
has good chances to hold this position all the 
same) 26 ltJc3 .C.b8 27 :dl +  'it'c6 2S i..c l  
i.xc3 29 bxc3 .C.b3 30 i..d2 ltJc5, Black still has 
some initiative and White will have to defend 
well for a while. 

19 ... .C.xeS 20 :dt i..e7 21 f3 :rs? 
The beginning of a collapse, seemingly 

caused by the desire to keep the extra pawn. In 
any case, I suspect Black missed White's next 
move, which is somehow peculiar-looking. Al­
ternatively: 

a) After 2 1 .  .. 0-0 22 i..f4 :f5 23 i..xc7 ltJe6 
24 :a7 White retains some initiative due to the 

activity of his pieces, but it  looks like Black 
should hold. 

b) 2 1 .  . .  c6! looks like crass materialism, but 
actually Black just wants to dilute some of 
White's dynamism by making him exchange 
rooks in the process of winning the pawn back. 
Following 22 i..f4 :d5 23 .C.xd5 cxd5 24 ltJc3 
(after 24 ltJd6+ i..xd6 25 i..xd6 �d7 Black 
should emerge with a clear extra pawn after un­
tangling with . . . :es or .. .f6 and . . .  lDf7) 24 . . . 0-0 
25 ltJxd5 (25 ltJxb5 ltJe6 26 :xf8+ 'iitxf8 is 
equal too, although there is still some play in 
the position) 25 . . .  i.c5+ 26 Wf l  ltJe6 27 :xf8+ 
'iitxf8, it looks dead equal. 

22 :cs! 
A difficult move to see. Somehow the a8-

rook seems to belong on the eight rank now, so 

you don't  expect it to come back to c7 . Maybe 
it's just me who finds this strange though? 

22 ••. 0-0 23 :xc7 (D) 

B 

White has a serious initiative, based on his 
pieces having more energy than Black's (some­
where between slightly and clearly better for 
White). This persisted until move 100, when 
Black managed to draw. 

The Four Dimensions of Chess 

As you've probably gathered by now, I am keen 
to look at positions in terms of quality (posi­
tional aspects) and time (initiative, tactics) as 
well as material. This idea of looking at chess in 
a plural way (several aspects), rather than a mer 
nist way (material) has been with me in theory 
if not in practice for a long time and I originally 
learned about it from no less a player than 
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Garry Kasparov. However, I know of few chess 
thinkers other than Kasparov, even those as 
brilliant as Nimzowitsch, Suba and Watson, 
who have tackled chess at what I would call an 
ontological level. Ontology is just a question of 
what there is. So to ask about chess ontology, is 
to ask about how we might reduce this enor­
mously complex pursuit to its most basic as­
pects . I don ' t  believe in creating theoretical 
models or algorithms for chess, because the 
game is simply too rich and full of wonder and 
paradox to be trapped by theory in this way. 
However, there is some utility in saying what 
chess is not, so that at least if you cannot protect 
players from the chaos and complexity of the 
game, you can at least save them from the doom 
of dogmatism. Looking at chess from the three 
basic aspects above is not rigid or overly for­
mulaic, but it' s very useful for seeing an onto­
logical alternative to the idea that chess is all 
about material: "I call chess the game of three 
dimensions because you deal with three differ­
ent subjects: material, time and quality . Mate­
rial is understood by any beginner . . .  you know 
you are one pawn up, or a piece up, or one rook 
down; that is how every amateur - and every 
computer - is anticipating the position. But 
then if you grow then you learn to calculate the 
time factor as well: 'if I have a very strong at­
tack, and I sacrifice this piece then my passed 
pawn will be promoted' There you have to 
compare time and material . Many players can 
deal with these two factors, but then you go to 
the most difficult factor, which is quality . Now 
you have a strong knight, or you have a pair of 
bishops, or better pawn-structure, now you 
have to deal with three dimensions. 'If I sacri­
fice this pawn now I will be two tempi behind 
but I have a better pawn-structure for the end­
game, and I have a very good piece here' . . .  this 
is also a major problem for computers. Com­
puters cannot operate in such an unexplained 
subject as quality, and this is also a problem for 
most chess-players, even top players . . .  how to 
understand quality, because quality doesn' t 
have an exact relation to every position. And 
that's why if you play in these three dimensions, 
in every game you can have your moment of in­
spiration." (Garry Kasparov, interview with 
Brian Redhead - Kasparov 's Winning Moves 
1993). 

These are precious words (though I think he's 
wrong about computers) from an ingenious 
mind and we should treat them with great re­
spect. What astonished me is that they seem to 
have received no attention. Players seem more 
interested in the latest novelty in the Dragon 
than in what chess is all about at the most fun­
damental level. However, although I learned an 
enormous amount by considering these words, 
I felt there was something missing. 

We have learned that we live in a four­
dimensional universe with three dimensions of 
space: up/down; left/right; backwards/forwards 
and a fourth dimension which is different in 
character from the other three, but not essen­
tially separate - time. Now this suggested to me 
that Kasparov's insight, though brilliantly lu­
cid, could perhaps be made more complete by 
adding a fourth dimension. Just as we navigate 
ourselves through the three dimensions of 
space, we navigate ourselves through material, 
time and quality. But movement in the three di­
mensions of space takes place within the fourth 
dimension of time. Similarly, we consider the 
competing claims of material, time and quality 
with the clock ticking - a crucial part of the 
game and one that we constantly have to weigh 
against the other three dimensions. From an ob­
jective perspective, Kasparov's three dimen­
sions make a lot of sense, but I think this 
ontology is best applied to chess as a subjective 
contest with an understanding that a player ac­
tually has to deal with four 'subjects' during the 
game: material, time, quality and what I would 
now like to call 'ticking' . 

The following game is  well known, but even 
if you've seen it before, I'd like it to be the first 
game you consider with the idea that chess is a 
game of four dimensions. 

Kasparov - Shirov 
Horgen 1994 

1 e4 cS 2 tbr3 e6 3 d4 cxd4 4 ltlxd4 ltlf6 S ltlc3 
ltlc6 6 ltldbS d6 7 .if4 eS 8 .igS a6 9 ltla3 bS 
10 ltldS .ie7 11 .ixf6 .ixf6 12 c3 

Re-routing this wayward knight is a priority. 
White is not certain where the bishop should 
go, or whether he might castle, but what is clear 
is that this knight should not stay on a3. I dem­
onstrated this game to the Edmonton chess club 
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in Canada, and most of the audience were des­
perate to get castled, as if they felt guilty for 
•neglecting development' . However, there is al­
most no prospect of the position opening 
quickly, and we really have a manoeuvring 
contest on our hands, so the placement of our 
pieces (quality) matters more than the number 
of them in play (time). The other interesting 
thing is that some members of the club, having 
accepted that improving the knight is a priority, 
were quite tempted by the idea of playing 12 
c4? ! ,  so as to re-route the knight with gain of 
time by attacking b4 . The problem with this 
move is that it erroneously gives time priority 
over quality, in a position where time is not 
such a crucial factor. Black plays 12 . . .  b4 1 3  
lbc2 ( 1 3  ttlxb4 1i'a5; 13 'fi'a4 i.d7 14 ttlxb4 
ttJd4 with huge compensation) 1 3  . . .  l:tb8 and 
now the outpost granted to the black knight on 
d4, and the dark-square weaknesses generally, 
would be a major quality concession for White, 
especially since he has no dark-squared bishop 
to cover these weaknesses. 

12 ... i.b7 
Based on my comments to the previous 

move, one of the more experienced players in 
the audience, FM Jack Yoos, suggested that 
since Black's plan with this move involves the 
following unorthodox knight manoeuvre, and 
that 1 2  . . .  i.b7 is not an essential part of this 
plan, Black might consider 12 . . .  ttlb8 ! ?  intend­
ing the same idea, but avoiding the problems 
associated with having the bishop on b7, and 
keeping the option of moving it elsewhere, 
probably e6. This left me rather speechless, and 
so impressed that I asked 1 ack to be my partner 
in the doubles tournament a few days later. If 
we follow the traditional recipe we are left 
hungry for more because after 1 3  tLlc2 tLld7 14 
a4 bxa4 15 l:txa4 lbc5 16 l:tb4 whatever Black 
chooses, I 'm sure it wouldn' t  be 1 6  . . .  .ib7 and 
in any case I rather like Black's position. 

Black's lack of development after 12 . . .  ttlb8 
does raise a few metaphorical (bushy) eye­
brows though, and although these eyebrows 
were no use at the time, they now help me see 
that after all I said about c4 not being a good 
idea 'in this type of position ' , 1 3  c4 ! is a rather 
convincing antidote, because Black no longer 
controls b4. 1 3  . . .  lbc6! ? 1 4  cxb5 tLld4 is an 
amusing gambit, but I suspect that White will 

have the last laugh. This is a good case of 
'jumping out of the system' - despite c4 being 
generally bad, you should understand the rea­
soning why this is the case, and then be alert for 
the exception to this 'rule' You won't  be able 
to do this within your established patterns, be­
cause they will 'censor' 1 3  c4 as 'bad ' ;  you 
have to learn to 'jump out' , and this requires 
some original thinking and looking at the posi­
tion as it is, rather than as you see it with your 
established patterns. This is what I failed to do 
during the lecture but all the same I didn' t re­
gret playing doubles with 1 ack, who taught me 
a great deal in the process. 

13 lbc2 ttlb8!? 
Players with experience in Sicilians with 

. . .  e5 will appreciate the idea behind this move, 
but those who have never played this opening 
must think that this move is some sort of wind­
up. As I have said, the most important dimen­
sion in  this position is quality and so Black 
doesn' t  mind spending time improving his 
pieces. The key square is d5 and almost every­
thing revolves around this square. On c6, the 
knight not only fails to challenge for this square 
but prevents the b7-bishop from doing so. 
However, it is not so much that Black wants to 
make exchanges on this square, but rather that 
he needs to organize his forces around it so that 
it cannot be used to significant effect. More­
over, the knight has few active possibilities for 
itself on c6 but on d7 it  can come to f6 or b6 to 
help fight for d5 or, more likely, go to the c5-
square and apply some pressure on e4 . Indeed 
there are some similarities with this move here 
and 1 9  . . .  ttld7 in Shaw-Rawson in Chapter 2 .  
The c2-knight and fl -bishop can be seen as 'su­
perfluous' in that they are under-performing on 
any square other than d5 . Hence, Black wants 
to remove the knight from a square where 
White might be able to exchange it and in doing 
so keeps some 'curviness' in his position. 

14 a4! 
A timely advance. Black's regrouping does 

improve his quality, but there is some cost in 
time, and so Kasparov hurries to exploit this. In 
an ideal world Black would continue . . .  ttld7-c5 , 
. . .  0-0, . . .  i.g5, . . .  g6 and . . .  f5 with good play. In 
the absence of the a4 pawn-break, which Black's 
knight manoeuvre threatens to prevent, it's not 
clear what White should do. By the way, I think 
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it' s fair to say that Black has a small material 
advantage here, in that he has the hermaphro­
dite (two bishops). White has 'compensation' 
for the material in the form of better quality 
(more flexible structure, good outpost on d5, a4 
break) and time (can generate threats quickly). 

14 ... bxa4 15 .:xa4 lbd7 16 .:b4!? 
This was a novelty at the time. Kasparov 

aims to exploit his early initiative (time) by irri­
tating Black before he can establish quality in 
his position. 

16 •.• lbc5?! 
The most consistent move, defending the 

bishop and begging the question of why Kaspa­
rov has wasted so much time with his rook. 
From a theoretical p�rspective Black is thought 
to be fine after 1 6  . . .  .:b8 !?. At this point in the 
lecture I asked the audience to suggest a contin­
uation, with the condition that I would only ac­
cept a two-move idea, and that a single move 
wasn't enough because it could easily be a 
guess. Many members of the club thought of 
the move played, but couldn't think of a 'con­
tinuation' of the sort they were looking for. 



dte unassailable d5-knight. However, Benjamin 
doubted if any computer program would find 
enough relevant factors to compensate for the 
loss of the material, and I agree. However, 
99.9999% of human chess-players wouldn't  
understand this position either, until i t  was ex­
plained to them, and even most grandmasters 
found Kasparov' s idea something of a revela­
tion. 

By the way, the first two-move suggestion 
from the audience was 17 l:.xb7 followed by 18 
�b4 threatening, albeit vaguely, to jump in 
with the knights before Black can organize 
himself. This is fairly typical of the type of con­
tinuation we look for when we sacrifice mate­
rial. In our 'angst' we look for tactical-looking 
moves which show some promise of winning 
material back. However, when you view chess 
as a game of four dimensions this sequence of 
moves is not properly called a sacrifice, but a 
cransfonnation. White has lraded material for 
quality and some time. Moreover, by seizing 
the initiative (psychologically if not on the 
board) and forcing the opponent into uncharted 
and uncomfortable territory, White is liable to 
gain time on the clock too. Thus, although White 
loses in one dimension (material), he is gaining 
in all the other three. 

If these moves still don't make sense, we can 
also view Kasparov's idea from the perspective 
of E = mc2• All of White's remaining pieces 
(matter) are full of 'ability to do work' and thus 
have more energy, while Black's pieces have 
few claims to any such ability. Although Black 
seems to have more mass on the point system, 
from the E = mc2 perspective he is not material 
up at all. 

I don't want to overload this explanation, but 
this last point seems rather important because 
no matter how much some players appreciate 
all of the above, they are left with the feeling 
that they couldn' t imagine playing this way 
themselves. As one guy put it to me: "I see that 
the knight on b7 is bad, and I can see that Black 
is the exchange up. Now that b7-knight can 
move, but how is White going to win back the 
exchange?" The first part of the answer is not to 
look for compensation, but to consider all the 
dimensions but even if you cannot get beyond 
your material 'angst' then it's important to see 
that White's 'compensation' is not a matter of 

'time' in that he' s  going to strike while that 
knight is bad but rather a question of quality, 
which will last for the foreseeable future and 
extends beyond the bad placement of one piece. 
You need somehow to see the whole position 
rather than just think of the material and then 
look for the compensation. I 'm not pretending 
this is easy, but it has to be done. 

lS ... i.gS 
If Black had castled, White would have 

played 19 L'Llce3 with the intention of 20 L'Llc4. I 
deliberately told the audience that Black's last 
move prevented this idea (of bringing the knight 
to c4) and I was amazed that they almost all be­
lieved me! Virtually nobody saw that it could 
also get to c4 via a3. There was a huge handicap 
based on the fact that the knight doesn't look at 
all good on a3. The 'knight on the rim is dim' 
cliche simply closed off a whole idea because 
one step of the application ran contrary to es­
tablished patterns. What I liked more was that 
around four people mentioned this moment to 
me, with a huge amount of excitement, as if they 
had surprised themselves with their own blind­
ness and could see their folly for the first time. 
When you see that the knight wants to be on c4 
it' s no problem to go there via a3 but for many 
players the desire to put their knight on a good 
square has much less of a hold on them than 
'rules' which they've known for several years. 

19 L'Lla3! 0-0 20 L'Llc4 aS!?  
Quite a big decision for Black because this 

move weakens b5 and gives White a passed 
pawn. 

20 . . .  f5 ! ?  looks more threatening for White, 
but according to Kasparov White is clearly 
better after 21 .td3 f4 22 'ir'g4. 

2l .i.d3 axb4.22 cxb4 'ir'b8 (D) 
The pseudo-active 22 ... l:la2?! doesn't achieve 

much after 23 0-0 'iia8 24 L'Llcb6 'ir'a3 25 i.c4 
lld2 26 'ir'g4, when White has a commanding 
position and Black's minor pieces still look a 
bit lost. 

22 . . .  .th6 ! ?, as suggested by Kasparov, may 
be Black's best try to gain a playable position. 
After 23 0-0 1Wg5 Black's quality has improved 
somewhat, and although his knight has been ne­
glected, his queen and bishop prevent White 
from doing anything on the kingside and the 
rooks can see each other for the first time. 

23 h4! 
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A very important move in terms of keeping 
White's upward trend. Kasparov gives us a 
good example of ' moment sensitivity' that we 
saw in Chapter 2. Black's last move, vacating 
d8 for the knight and threatening . . .• a7-d4, 
gives a typical 'sign' in terms of pending 
counterplay. The change in queenside structure 
has also left d4 as a post for Black's pieces so 
White must show some controlled urgency to 
prevent the trend from turning in Black's favour 
(sensitivity) .  The last move also had a draw­
back, however, in that it weakened a lot of 
squares (especially e7) and temporarily places 
the queen on a funny square (signal). 

There is a simple point to Kasparov's move. 
On g5 the bishop controls two useful diagonals 
(h6-c 1 and h4-d8) and thus controls a lot of 
squares. This move forces it to give up one of 
the diagonals and thus gives White useful infor­
mation for deciding on the best way to proceed. 
This shows Kasparov is highly attuned to the 
time aspect of the game. 

The pedestrian 23 0-0? allows Black to coor­
dinate by 23 . . .  �d8 ! 24 �b6 l:ta7 ! ,  when Kas­
parov even thinks that Black is slightly better, 
perhaps because 25 . . .  �e6 and 26 . . .  .i.d8 threat­
ens to push White back and there is no obvious 
plan for White. Personally, I would still rather 
be White here but I agree that the position has 
gone downhill. 

23 ... .ih6 
A difficult decision. Black weakens e7 and 

f6 but offers hope to the b7-knight, who can 
still find a new life for itself past the shores of 
d8. 

After 23 . . .  .id8 24 g3! (simple - White wants 
to castle, and in the absence of . . .  �d8-e6, Black 

has no particular threat that has to be attended 
to) 24 . . .. a7 25 0-0 •d4 26 'ib3 White is again 
clearly better. The proud queen on d4 has no 
support and even though Black can exchange 
rooks with 26 . . .  :tal 27 :txal •xal + 28 littg2, 
Black remains utterly planless and has no way 
to use his remaining rook, while White can 
slowly try to creep his queen into the queenside 
to annoy the crippled black knight. 

24 �cb6! :ta2 25 0-0! 
At last. Many would find it unbearable to 

have a king in the centre in the presence of such 
a menacing-looking major piece as the rook on 
a2, but when looked at calmly you'll see that 
Black's prospects for counterplay are really 
rather limited. Moreover, only now, when White 
has used the pieces in action to keep Black un­
coordinated, is it necessary to think about using 
the rook. 

Note that instead 25 �d7 is met by 25 . . .. a7, 
attacking f2. 

25 ... :td2 26 •r3 •a7 27 �d7? 
The following analysis by Kasparov sug­

gests that White missed a chance to transform 
the nature of his advantage here: 27 .i.b5 ! �d8 
28 �d7 �e6 29 �e7+! (29 �xf8 lirxf8 30 :te l  
'ii'b8 i s  just equal, because Black i s  well orga­
nized) 29 . . .  ltrh8 30 �xf8 •xe7 3 1  �xe6 and 
now: 

a) 3 l . . .fxe6? 32 :te l !  (32 .:al g6 33 :ta8+ 
rt;g7 34 •a3 •xh4 35 •a7+ lirf6 36 .:es :td 1  + 

37 .ifl littg5 is unclear according to Kasparov) 
32 . . .. d8 (Kasparov doesn' t  mention 32 . . .  g6, 
but presumably 33 llc8+ ltrg7 34 .i.c4 threaten­
ing .ixe6 is convincing because 34 . . .  llc2 35 
.ixe6 :txc8 36 .ixc8 'ii'xh4 37 b5 ! is winning) 
33 llc6 and White is clearly better. 

b) 3 l  . . .. xe6 32 .i.c6 is given as only slightly 
better for White by Kasparov but such a posi­
tion is horrible to defend and White's better 
bishop and passed pawn are enduring features 
that mean that Black will be under pressure for 
a long time. 

27 . . .  �d8? 
Shirov should have played 27 . . .  :ta8 ! 28 

�7b6 !  (28 �e7+ litth8 29 •xf7 l:.xd3 30 �f8 
•a2 3 1  •f5 g6 32 �fxg6+ hxg6 33 •xg6 •d2 
34 •n .i.g7 35 �f5 .i.f8 36 •h5+ and White 
has to settle for perpetual check) when Kaspa­
rov gave 28 . . .  llf8, transposing back to the game 
(at move 26), but Nunn points out 28 . . .. a3 ! +. 
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28 "Dxf8 'ifr>xf8 29 bS! 
The hitch-hiker wakes from a long sleep by 

the side of the road, and decides that he's going 
to make something of himself. One of the less 
spoken about features of this game is the vigour 
with which Kasparov played the technical 
phase. Many of us might relax now that we've 
got our material back and kept some positional 
advantages, but Kasparov notices that Black 
has some problems with time too, and he takes 
full advantage of all available tactics to use this 
time advantage to gain material. 

29 ... ii'a3 
Black missed a way to make things more dif­

ficult for White with 29 . . .  'ii'd4 ! .  Kasparov's 
analysis begins with 30 J::[d l !  (30 'ii'f5 <ite8) 
3o . . .  :xd l +  3 1  ii'xd l l£le6 32 b6 t'Llc5 33 .tc2 
'ii'xd 1 + 34 .txd 1 'ite8 35 .tg4 but now his line 
continued 35 . . .  "Dd7(??), although this is a 
straightforward blunder, since 36 .txd7+ (rather 
than 36 b7?, which he gave followed by a very 
long variation) 36 . . .  <ifrlxd7 37 b7 wins trivially. 
35 . . .  lDa6(??) has been given in some sources, 
but is just as disastrous in view of the equally 
simple 36 l£lc7+. Therefore, 35 . . .  'itd8 is neces­
sary, when 36 l2Jb4 is given as winning for 
White by Kasparov, but 36 . . .  t'Lle6 then looks 
most resilient. White is of course much better, 
but I don't see an immediate knockout. 37 .th5 
g6 38 .te2 1ooks promising, however. 

30 'ii'f5! <ifrle8 (D) 

w 

30 . . .  :.xd3 is met by 3 1  'ii'd7, and White is 
winning. 

31 .tc4 :.c2 
3 1 . . .'ii'c5 32 ii'xh7! <itd7 33 'ii'f5+ 'ite8 34 

.tb3 ltb2 35 .tdl is winning for White - Kas­
parov. 

32 ii'xh7! :.xc4 33 'ii'g8+ �d7 34 l2Jb6+ 
'itr>e7 35 t'Llxc4 'ii'cS 

Even now there are some technical problems 
and it's entirely possible to cause a trend turn 
from winning to clearly better if White plays 
anything less than the best move here. Still, 
talking to your pieces should give a clear an­
swer. Which piece has been modestly watching 
the proceedings but is now needed as reinforce­
ments for Her Majesty? 

36 :.at ! 'ii'd4 
36 . . .  'ii'xc4 loses to 37 :a7+ <ifrle6 38 'ii'e8+. 
37 :a3! .tel 38 t'Lle3! 1-0 
A pleasingly harmonious move to end a su­

perlative game. 

Summary and Suggestions 
Materialism is a multi-faceted sin. It is  based 
on the fact that there is a conceptual flaw in the 
ways in which we assign values to material. It 
limits our imagination because material factors 
are so entrenched and inflexible in our thoughts 
that we often cannot see good moves which in­
volve giving it up. Material values may hold 'in 
general' but chess is exceptional and we play 
exceptional positions, one game at a time. We 
tend to suffer from angst when material down, 
and instinctively associate material loss with 
error. I suggest three main ways to try to over­
come this predicament. 

1) Try thinking of all the pieces as unique 
characters rather than just a certain number of 
points . 

2) Think of the pieces as 'bundles of energy' 
to be judged on their ability in a given position 
rather than 'blocks of wood' with a static value 
that never changes. 

3) See chess as a game of four dimensions, 
only one of which is material. 



5 Egoism 

The desire to get rid of ego implies a contest: 
ego is charged with killing ego; ego battles with 
ego; ego wins! 
CHERI HUBER 

'Ego' is not j ust about Muhammad Ali prancing 
around the ring and proclaiming he's the great­
est. Nor is it just about thinking you are much 
better than you actually are. Ego is there every 
time you think of yourself as yourself and feel 
the presence of an 'I'  Chess is about my 'I' 
against your 'I ' ; it's 'me' against 'you ' .  It's one 
ego against another. 

We all have egos, and chess without ego is 
unimaginable. 

The sin of Egoism thus encompasses all 
those errors that stem from your ego: lack of 
'objectivity' ,  failing to think of your opponent's 
ideas as carefully as your own, feeling fear, 
self-doubt, feeling 'over-awed' by your oppo­
nent's  rating, being aware of people watching 
your game, thinking of how great your play is 
during the game and so on and so on. The es­
sence of this sin is captured by GM Jonathan 
Tisdall (Improve Your Chess Now): "We prefer 
to think about what we want to do, and often 
forget to give our opponent his proper status in 
our reckonings", while the significance of Ego­
ism is expressed by Jeremy Silman (The Ama­
teur 's Mind): "The most common error that the 
amateur makes (in any situation) is to ignore 
the opponent's possibilities. Only when a direct 
threat (real or imagined) appears on the board 
do they respond, though this response tends to 
be filled with panic." 

I will touch on some of these aspects more 
than others. My main aim in this chapter is to 
highlight the fact that we play chess from an 
unavoidably 'subjective' viewpoint, and that 
striving for 'objectivity' is not necessarily help­
fuL I will look at what this means for our 
chances of outwitting the opponent, and then 
focus on two main ideas designed to tame the 
worst excesses of our Egoism: 'responsibility' 

and 'prophylaxis ' .  I begin with a striking exam­
ple that brings out many aspects of Egoism. 

w 

Jansa - Bilek 
Polanica Zdroj 1968 

It's White to move and there is an important 
question concerning the c2-pawn. Does Black 
threaten to take here? If you've absorbed my 
suggestions from the previous chapter, you ' ll 
do more than see the line whereby White gains 
two rooks for queen and pawn, and thus, after a 
quick calculation (9+ 1 = 1 0  = 5+5), conclude 
that it's nothing to worry about. Surprisingly, 
this was precisely the reaction from many of 
those to whom I have shown this position. So if 
you do fall into that leaky boat, consider the 
quality in the positions after that exchange and 
you'l l notice the awesome mobility of Black's 
queen, the weakness of the kingside pawns and 
the uncertain future of White's king. Not to 
mention the hermaphrodite, and the initiative 
being entirely in Black's hands. 

So either we defend c2 or else we put the ball 
in the back of the net on the kingside. The latter 
option looks unlikely at this stage, and although 
it is worth checking out 1 hxg6 or 1 .i.d4 before 
proceeding, you ' ll find that they don't stop the 
main threat. Hence, those who have enough 
awareness of their opponent will probably resign 
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themselves to the awkward-looking rook-shift 
1 l::tc 1 ,  but in fact there is another solution. 

t lt:Jal! 
Chess humour? There you were, all kitted­

out in your caveman outfit ready to give mate 
on the kingside, and the best move turns out to 
be a retreat to what looks like the least attacking 
square the board. When I tried to solve this puz­
zle in Hart and Jansa's classic, The Best Move, I 
didn't  even consider such a retreat and was star­
tled to find that it was there at all .  I settled for 
the sub-standard 1 .:r.cl only to read that: "This 
[ l lt:Ja1] is much better than 1 .:r.cl because the 
rook is needed for attack, not defence !"  Though 
a simple statement, this is quite a profound in­
sight, and, together with the move, it relates 
closely to some of the issues we've seen in the 
previous chapters . First of all, it considers the 
character of the pieces and their role (what they 
'say ' )  in the given position; secondly, it treats 
the position as whole (gestalt) - the knight 
looks dreadful on a1 ,  but the rest of the army 
are enormously grateful to the knight for ac­
cepting such a claustrophobic post. Finally, and 
most significantly, White's moves and plans are 
considered not in abstract, but directly in rela­
tion to Black's. 

I suspect that most players, assuming they 
saw it, could never bring themselves to play 
such a move just because they would only see 
the knight on al , and not consider it as part of 
the whole position. However, although Black's 
queenside play looks rather imposing, it really 
only has two objects - the c2-square and chas­
ing the knight with . . .  a5-a4. So with this one 
move White effectively holds up a whole army. 
Moreover, whereas the knight had no particular 
way to attack the black king, the d 1 -rook is very 
useful where it is, in that it's more difficult for 
Black to move his e-pawn (d6 weakness) and it 
can also come to the h- or e-file if necessary. 

This is prophylaxis at its best, but it's very 
difficult for us to see this type of move because 
most of the time we are too absorbed in our own 
plans to be willing to play such a 'compromis­
ing' move to halt those of our opponent. Egoism 
could manifest itself either in not seeing the 
strength of . . .  :.xc2, deceiving yourself into 
thinking that there was no need to defend im­
mediately (trying 1 i.d4 or I hxg6), seeing the 
need to defend but not looking closely enough 

at your opponent's ideas and how they relate to 
your own ( 1  .:r.cl ), or seeing I lt:Jal but feeling 
that it's too submissive a move and refusing to 
allow your opponent to make you play such 
'passive' chess (maybe 1 :.h2). 

The following lines are my own interpreta­
tion of why I lt:Jal was called for: 

a) 1 hxg6 .:r.xc2! 2 gxf7+ �xt7 3 'iixc2 :.Xc2 
4 'ittxc2 1i'e2+ 5 i.d2 i.a4 with overwhelming 
threats. 

b) I i.d4 l::txc2 ! 2 'iixc2 lhc2 3 llrxc2 �e2+ 
and White will lose at least three pawns. 

c) 1 .:r.h2 .:r.xc2 ! 2 'iixc2 .:r.xc2 3 .:r.xc2 gxh5 ! 
and White's position crumbles. 

d) 1 lt:Jd4 1i'xd5 2 lt:Jf5 'l'xd2 3 lt:Jxe7+ 'ittf8 
and Black wins. 

e) 1 .:r.ci !? a5 2 hxg6 (2 'iih2 g5 ! 3 i.xg5 f6 
4 .i.e3 1i'xd5 is a bit messy but I think Black is 
better) 2 ... fxg6 3 it'h2 h5 ! 4 gxh5 (after 4 lLki2 
�xd5 ! 5 lt:Jxc4 'ii'xc4 the hermaphrodite and 
queenside play give Black the better prospects, 
e.g.  6 gxh5? i.e6 ! -+) 4 . . .  i.f5 5 lt:Jai (5 lt:Jd4 
l::txd4 6 .i.xd4 i.xd4 7 hxg6 i.g7 is clearly 
better for Black) 5 . . .  b3! 6 axb3 a4 ! and Black's 
attack arrives first. 

l ... e6 
1 . . .  i.e5 "is more promising", according to 

Jansa and Hart, who add: "but even then White 
can maintain his advantage; e.g., 2 hxg6 fxg6 3 
f4 .i.c3 4 'l'h2 h5 5 bxc3." 

This is sloppy analysis and much is unsaid. 
Let's look a little deeper. I . . .i.e5 2 hxg6 and 
now: 

a) 2 . . .  hxg6 3 'ii'f2 e6 4 'ii'h4 exd5 5 i.g5 +­
is consistent with their assessment. 

b) 2 . . .  fxg6 and then: 
bl)  After 3 f4 i.g7 ! (3 . . .  i.c3? is a gratu­

itous error) it seems to me that Black can hold 
the kingside and even claim some advantage, 
e.g. 4 'ii'h2 h6 5 f5 g5 . 

b2) 3 'ii'f2 looks like an improvement, but 
then the sober 3 . . . :.ts !  4 1i'h4 .:tf7 leaves White 
struggling to equalize, e.g. 5 lt:Jb3 .i.f5 ! .  

In fact, much as I admire 1 lt:Jal ! ,  and would 
like to hail it as a winning move, it's more a 
question of damage limitation, just like 19 �! 
in Capablanca-Lasker in the previous chapter. 
Such a consideration may detract from the ro­
mance of 1 lt:Jai but it serves to highlight its 
strength as the move the position needed. Such 
a surprise can often turn the prevailing trend, 
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and, as the alternatives revealed, without the 
'humble' 1 t'bal ,  White could have been crushed 
very quickly. 

This is another aspect of Egoism - the diffi­
culty in accepting that your good moves don't  
necessarily leave you with a good position. As 
someone wise and witty once put it, ' 'your op­
ponent also has the right to exist". 

2 hxg6 hxg6 3 'il'h2 exd5 4 iih7 + � 5 .ih6 
Positional carnage on top of everything else. 

Black must have ' lost the plot' after 1 t'bal ,  
probably in line with 'Nunn's hangover theory' 
- see Chapter 7 (Looseness) . 

5 . .. .ixh6 6 Wxh6+ We8 7 'iVh8+ q;e7 8 
'iVh4+ f6 

8 . . .  �e8 9 l:tde1 +  .ie6 1 0  l:be6+ fxe6 1 1  
'iVh8+ and wins. 

9 l:hel+ <itr'd8 10 'i'xf6+ 
White has a winning position. 

Subjects and Objects 

It is an illusion to think that the subjective deci­
sion does not really exist - that once the objec­
tive truth is established, there will be a smooth 
transition to subjective acceptance. This illu­
sion is rooted in a profound ignorance of the 
nature of personal decision-making, and a de­
sire to shirk the anguish of subjective choice. 
S0REN KIERKEGAARD, Concluding 
Unscientific Postscript 

The erasure of subjectivity in order to be objec­
tive is itself a subjective act. What else can it be? 
R. D.  LANG, What 's the Matter with Mirul? 

The point of view that we can be without a point 
of view is a point of view. . .  The new physics, 
quantum mechanics, tells us clearly that it is 
not possible to observe reality without chang­
ing it. 
GARY ZUKAV, The Dancing Wu Li Masters 

Why does the word 'subjective' have such neg­
ative connotations? We don't seem to have a 
problem with being 'subjects' ,  and rightly ob­
ject to people treating us like 'objects' ,  but 
when we make decisions from a 'subjective' 
viewpoint we tend to think that we are making 
some sort of mistake, and should strive instead 
to be 'objective' This seems peculiar, and since 

Egoism stems from our subjective perspective, 
there may be some value in trying to under­
stand it. 

The most concise description of objectivity 
in chess I have seen comes from GM Paul 
Motwani 's lively and instructive H.O. T. Chess: 
"By this [objectivity] I mean the ability of a 
player to assess positions accurately. This qual­
ity of being able to see things the way they 
really are is extremely valuable to a person, and 
not only in chess. It can be very tempting to 
view things the way one· wants them to be, in­
stead of seeing them the way they actually are." 

I think Paul is saying that you are capable of 
being objective in so far as you are capable of 
seeing the position without any desire for it to 
be a certain way, as if you were to have the eyes 
of a third party. This would indeed be a useful 
quality, but although striving for such a per­
spective is well-motivated, I have my doubts as 
to whether it is possible during practical play. 
Indeed, it seems to me that during a game we 
can only be objective from a subjective per­
spective. 

I am not only saying this because it accords 
with my personal experience, but to see things 
as they 'actually are' would be an enormous 
achievement which goes against the grain of 
human perception. This discussion could easily 
become mor� philosophical than useful so I'l l 
limit myself to referring the reader back to 
Thinking, and reiterating that humans by their 
very nature are enormously self-deceptive, will 
only see that which experience has shown them 
to be there, cannot help but want the position to 
be a certain way and will always see the posi­
tion from a background of emotional memories 
and pre-established patterns. 

I mention this now because in the context of 
Egoism, it's important to realize that you can­
not escape your subjective perspective during 
the game. This is not to say that subjectivity is 
unambiguously a good thing, but just that you 
may simply confuse or limit yourself if you try 
too hard to be 'objective' 'Objectivity ' is a 
very important quality after the game, when 
you try to determine what was happening dur­
ing play. If you genuinely and dispassionately 
want to understand a game in isolation from the 
psyches of the contestants, then some sort of 
objectivity is attainable, and desirable if you 
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are to annotate the game well. But during play 
you are locked in to your own thoughts and 
feelings. You want certain things. You are 
scared by some moves and pleased to find oth­
ers. Most of all you are sitting opposite another 
subject. There is an object, and this is the chess­
board, but it lies in wait between two subjects, 
longing for interpretation. Neither player can 
see the board as it is, but only with their own, 
subjective eyes. 

This subjective perspective leads to a lot of 
mistakes, as we see in the next two examples:  

Speelman - Hartston 
The Master Game, London 1975 

1 d4 l'Qf6 2 ltJc3 c5 3 d5 d6 4 e4 g6 5 tbf3 �g7 
6 �e2 l0a6 7 0-0 0-0 8 �f4 ltJc7 9 a4 �g4 10 
'tid2 a6 11 h3 �xf3 12 i.xf3 ltJd7 13 .te2 
:b8 14 i.h6 b5 15 axbS axb5 16 i.xg7 �xg7 
(D) 

w 

This game was played with one hour each on 
the clock and the commentary was recorded af­
ter the game, for presentation on British televi­
sion, so this was not a hugely serious contest, 
but the comments are revealing all the same.  
The two subjects (players) give a report on their 
thoughts about the object (the game). Notice 
how many times the pronoun 'I' is used: 

Speelman: "I' ll attack on the queenside with 
pawn to b4. If I don ' t  do that he'l l  attack me 
there, and I would much rather be the aggres­
sor." Speelman's motivation comes from an 
awareness of his opponent's intentions but it is 
supported by a personal preference. 

17 b4 

Hartston: "Yes, I was worried about that. I 
wanted to push my b-pawn but he's prevented 
me expanding on that side. If I take the pawn he 
can check and win it back. Still, I must take. I'm 
under some pressure here." Hartston is also 
aware of the opponent, but rather than make an 
objective assessment of the form 'White is 
slightly better' he makes the assessment from 
his own perspective. 

17 ... cxb4 
Speelman: "I suppose I could play queen 

check but I think I'll play knight back and then 
try to retake with the knight and get it to the 
nice square c6." This is a good example of Ego­
ism. For one move Speelman 'forgets' about his 
opponent, and doesn't consider his opponent's 
likely reaction nor compare the options in any 
non-subjective way. It sounds a bit harsh, but 
basically he followed the dictates and desires of 
his ego. Many players would like the look of 
their knight on c6 and also try to get it there, but 
it's important to ask whether your desire can be 
realized, given that your opponent also has de­
sires. 

18 tba2 
Hartston: "Well, that's a pleasant surprise. I 

can exchange this horrible knight on c7 when 
he takes the pawn back. Wonder why he didn't 
give the queen check." 

1 8  'tid4+ <ifrg8 1 9  'ii'xb4 tbc5 20 l:fel looks 
slightly better for White. Note that Hartston is 
constantly trying to get inside his opponent's 
mind. The use of 'horrible' also indicates a very 
human perspective. 

18 ... ltJa6! 19 ltJxb4 ltJxb4 20 'tixb4 ltJf6 
Black is very close to equality now. 
21 i.xb5 ltJxe4 22 'tixe4 l:xb5 23 l:a7 lte8 
Black offered a draw in this position. Speel-

man declined, thinking he was slightly better, 
and not wanting to play another game that day, 
but he made an unsound pawn sacrifice in the 
process of overpressing, and lost. 

N. Thomas - Redpath 
Edinburgh 2000 

White is rated around 2065 and Black is the 
promising junior I mentioned in the notes to the 
first game of the last chapter. 

1 e4 e6 2 d4 d5 3 ltJd2 c5 4 exd5 �xd5 5 
dxc5 i.xc5 6 ltJgf3 ltJf6 7 i.c4 'i'd8 
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7 . . .. c6 ! is thought to be fine for Black from 
a theoretical point of view. 

8 0-0 0-0 9 �e2 (D) 

B 

This position reminds me of a famous game 
Nunn-Levitt, Lloyds Bank Masters, London 
1983,  annotated in detail in Secrets ofGrand­
master Chess. Nunn makes an instructive com­
parison with the main lines where Black plays 
. . .  cxd4. In the process of regaining the pawn on 
d4 in those lines Black exchanges off the c6-
knight (lLJb3-d4) which is not a particularly im­
portant piece for Black, but here White can ex­
change off the f6-knight (lLJe4 ), which could 
leave the black king without any defenders. 

White's most effective plan is b3, .ib2, cen­
tralizing the rooks and playing lLJe4 at a suit­
able moment, to remove the main kingside 
defender. Black's problems stem from lack of 
development and poor control of the e5-square, 
which prevents him from developing his bishop 
or challenging White's piece dominance in the 
centre. 

9 • • .  .ie7? 
Egoism. Black has his own idea of how his 

position should develop, i.e. by . . .  b6, . . .  .ib7, 
.. . lLJbd7 and . . .. c7, but pays insufficient atten­
tion to what White might do in the meantime. 
Joe shows a good sense of where the pieces be­
long in this respect, especially because the f6-
knight needs to be 'replaced' by the other 
knight. However, in seeing a drawback to the 
immediate implementation of the idea, he didn't 
stop to ask whether his position was good 
enough to allow for such a set-up without mak­
ing any concessions to the opponent. The prob­
lem is that what is best for Black is entirely 

dependent on what White will do, and thus we 
need to look at the position from the point of 
view of White's intentions if we are to discover 
how Black should proceed. 

Looking at the position after the game, and 
not as one of the players, I can approach some­
thing like an 'objective' assessment, but during 
play it is often better just to be more aware of 
your opponent. In this respect Joe saw the reac­
tion to the move he wanted to play, but did so 
from his own perspective; "I want to do this, but 
then he' II do that, so I' 11 do this instead, and 
then . . .  well, he has no obvious reply". As an es­
sential complement to this way of thinking, we 
need also to think something like: "His main 
idea is this; how do I relate to that?". 

In the given position, a close look at White's 
plans would reveal that Black's biggest prob­
lem is lack of time. If you only see Black's side 
of the board you won't  see this, but once you 
acknowledge the speed of b3, .ib2 and lLJe4, 
losing more time with 9 . . .  .ie7 would not be on 
the agenda. 

Black should play 9 . . .  b6 ! (9 . . .  lLJbd7 !?  1 0  b3 
b6 1 1  lLJe4 is similar), but Joe didn't like the 
look of 1 0  lLJe4 ! ,  and didn 't  see a suitable an­
swer, but despite the strength of this move, he 
simply had to persist in trying to get the pieces 
out, viz. 1 0  . . .  tbbd7 ! 1 1  tbxc5 tbxc5 . It's not 
pleasant to give away the bishop-pair like this, 
but in return Black is almost fully mobilized. 
Egoism often manifests itself in this way -
the refusal to make concessions to your op­
ponent, even when they are necessary. More­
over, it takes a strong player to know how to 
play with White now and most would mistak­
enly attack on the kingside. He can choose be­
tween: 

a) 1 2  b3 .ib7 1 3  .ib2, and now Black does 
best to choose 1 3  . . .. c7 ! .  The queen looks 
'safer' on e7 but it doesn't in any way contrib­
ute to the central struggle and lLJd4-f5 may be 
irritating. It's important to realize that .ixf6 is 
rarely a positional threat in such positions. 
Again it's a question of trade-offs.  You double 
your pawns and slightly weaken your king, but 
your opponent loses the hermaphrodite and un­
opposed bishop. Just as we saw in Chapter 2, 
it's a question of the ways in which advantages 
and disadvantages are transformed . However, 
when you suffer from Egoism you tend to see 
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the position exclusively from your own point 
of view. Thus you wouldn' t  be willing to give 
up the two bishops by allowing tLlxc5, because 
you' d  be blind to what your opponent was trad­
ing in return. Similarly you wouldn't  want to 
allow .1t.xf6 because you would feel the conces­
sions in your position much more intensely 
than your opponent's.  In this position White is 
perhaps slightly better, but B lack can face the 
future with some confidence because his forces 
coordinate well and there ' s  a good chance that 
White will overestimate his position and fail to 
find a good role for the c4-bishop. Following 
14 tLle5 ( 1 4  ii'e5 looks better, but B lack is quite 
active, and after 1 4  . . .  :.ac8 1 5  'ili'xc7 :.xc7 1 6  
i.e2 tLld5 ! he has the easier game) 1 4  . . .  :.ad8, 
Black might continue with . . .  tLlfe4-d6 and 
maybe a timely . . .  f6 and . . .  e5, reminding White 
that _he also has a trump in the form of an extra 
centre pawn. 

b) 1 2  .:r.d l ! ? 'ilic7 1 3  'ili'e5 ! 'ili'xe5 14 tLlxe5 
i.b7 15 f3 ! is the way to do it - the so-called 
Steinitzian restriction method. You prevent the 
knights from gaining any good squares and 
slowly gain space while keeping your bishops 
as long-rangers, well away from any tactical in­
conveniences. White can follow up with .1t.fl , 
.1t.e3 and then a gradual advance of the queen­
side pawns with a significant but by no means 
overwhelming advantage. This would have 
been a consistent line of play. Another aspect 
of Egoism is the propensity to assume fa­
vourable assessments are attainable more 
quickly than they actually are ('I want it all, 
and I want it now! '). In the given instance 
Black had ' no right' to look for equality on 
move 9, because he was Black and had already 
made a mistake (7 . . .  'ii'd8). With best play Black 
probably shouldn' t  lose from such a position, 
but if he tries to equalize too quickly he is liable 
to make his position worse. 

10 tLleS 
This seems to help Black develop and leads 

to the exchange of the queen's knight rather 
than the more important horse on f6. It's not 
such a bad move, but I prefer the simple 1 0  b3 ! ,  
fol lowed by .1t.b2, ltad l and tLle4, which would 
bring considerable pressure to bear. Black is 
several tempi behind and White will start to at­
tack before Black is ready to defend. 

10 ... tLlbd7 1 1  tLldf3 tLlxeS 12 tLlxeS (D) 

B 

Black is by no means out of the woods here 
but it' s  still not easy to develop the c8-bishop. 
Given White's advantage in time, Black is 
probably obliged to trade in a little quality 'l'ke 

in怂o�qon10 ab­'fk
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two bishops are almost worth a pawn - it will 
certainly take your opponent a long time to 
show otherwise) 17 . . . 'ii'xd6 1 8  tLlg6 'ii'b4 1 9  
tLlxf8 :txf8 and the opposite-coloured bishops 
make a draw the most likely result. One has to 
be very resistant to Egoism to make this type of 
transformation. What you have to see is that al­
though being a pawn down is no great pleasure 
for you, being a pawn up in an opposite­
coloured bishop position would seem like a 
poor trade for your opponent, given his prior 
optimism concerning his development advan­
tage. When we have an advantage, most of us 
want to exploit it quickly. So offering your 
opponent a long difficult ending, even if it's 
bad for you, may well divert him from the 
strongest line of play. 

13 :tdl :td8 14 i.e3? 
I find that such impulsive-looking moves are 

often related to the desire to win a spectacular 
game. This desire is of course related to the 
ego's need for recognition. The difficulty lies 
in thinking too much about self-satisfaction 
after the game, and not enough about your 
opponent's possibilities during it. White was 
impatient for satisfaction, and in looking to the 
'glory beyond' he made a simple miscalcula­
tion. 

Instead, 14 :txd8+ 'ii'xd8 1 5  i.g5 keeps the 
initiative. White will remain clearly better until 
Black manages to solve his development prob­
lem. 

14 ... 'ii'xb2 15 i.cS? llxd1+ 16 :txd1 i.xc5 
17 :td8+? 

White should play 17 tLld3 !?  i.xf2+! 1 8  
'ii'xf2 'ii'b6 1 9  �c5, when he at least retains 
some swindling chances. 

17 ... i.f8 18 g4 'ii'b6 19 'ii'd3 'ilic7 20 g5 
lDdS 21 l:te8 'ii'xe5 22 'ii'a3 'ii'e1 + 23 �g2 'ii'b4 
0-1 

It might seem that the mistakes made in 
these games were caused by a lack of objectiv­
ity, but I think this is only partly true at best. It 
certainly seems that the players were, at times, 
highly subjective, and too egocentric to find 
the best moves, but it doesn 't  fol low that the 
antidote to this is to be more objective. To 
maximize your chances of competitive success, 
it is essential to be aware of your opponent's 
likes and dislikes and all their human 

fallibilities. You must remember that you are a 
subject playing another subject. Consequently, 
to view the position objectively is to miss an 
enormous reservoir of insights into the ways in 
which the game is perceived during play. 

To be 'objective' is to treat as an object 
that which is primarily a battlefield between 
subjects. As we saw in the Preface, the object 
has no character until we give it one. It is useful 
to be 'objective' away from the heat of battle, 
but during play you are an ego up against an­
other ego. To wrench yourself out of this con­
text and try to view the game dispassionately 
from a third-party perspective may cause more 
problems than it solves. Not only do you dis­
turb your natural inclination to be subjective 
and by-pass the rhyme and reason of your own 
sensibilities , but in doing so you undermine 
your capacity to sense your opponent's subjec­
tive perspective, and miss opportunities to ex­
ploit this. 

I certainly think I held back my own chess 
development by trying too hard to be objective. 
For a long time I was told by various trainers 
and chess friends that I should 'be more objec­
tive' but in trying to do so I definitely lost some 
of my competitive edge. I began to view chess 
more as a series of intellectual problems than a 
fight, and thus behaved more like an academic 
than a warrior. I also felt that this aim of becom­
ing more objective was some sort of burden that 
stifled my enjoyment of the game. In fact, the 
strenuous efforts I made to be 'objective' made 
me increasingly aware of my subjective point 
of view. 

The 'objective side' of the game is not with­
out interesting features, but the pursuit of 
beauty and truth is incidental to the battle be­
tween psyches over the board. In contriving to 
escape from my subjective perspective during 
play I lost my sense of balance at several crucial 
moments. In games against grandmasters I 
found that they were almost never asking ' is 
this move true?' but rather 'will this move 
work?' Somehow we have to strive to feel 
strong in our subjective perspective during 
play, without forgetting that there is a differ­
ence between what we would like to happen, 
and what is likely to happen. Being subjective 
has its problems, but so does being objective. It 
seems we need an alternative outlook. 
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• 1  nter-subjectivity' 

A problem shared is a problem halved. 
PROVERB 

Perhaps the most reliable way to overcome our 
own subjective predicament is to share it with 
the opponent! You do this formally in any case 
of course, but I am suggesting that we can bene­
fit by being more conscious of our opponent as a 
subject and an ego and incorporating an aware­
ness of this into our over-the-board decision­
making. Thus our aim is not to look at the game 
as an object and be 'objective' ,  but to play with 
a full awareness of ourselves as a subject, and 
an equal awareness of the subject sitting oppo­
site. I have coined the term 'inter-subjectivity' 
to characterize this perspective, which is like a 
'third way' in that it refuses to be either entirely 
subjective or entirely objective, but instead 
seeks to retain the best of both. 

I was prompted to think of this perspective 
after my six-game match with GM Michael Ad­
ams in 1998. I 'celebrated' my 2 1 st birthday the 
day the score turned 3-0 and Mickey later told 
me that he was surprised I was so young: "I 
didn't realize you were so young Jon; if I'd 
known I might have played a bit differently. At 
your age you tend to see things just from your 
own point of view, but when you get a bit older 
you start to see it from both sides." This com­
ment made a deep impression on me, and the 
current chapter is an attempt to make sense of it. 

If you've ever had the pleasure of playing 
through the games of Tal, or reading his annota­
tions, you may have been struck by the way he 
seems to be acutely aware of his opponent's 
sensibilities and the magical way he seeks to 
exploit them. I certainly was when I began to 
acquaint myself with Tal as an impressionable 
1 4-year-old and I remain captivated today. 
There is a sense in which Tal was completely 
oblivious to the claims of objectivity, as is sug­
gested by many successful attacks that were re­
futed in 'objective analysis' after the games. 
However, there is a more subtle sense in which 
he was deeply 'objective' ,  not in the conven­
tional sense of considering the position without 
personal prejudice, but in a full and considered 
awareness of how his opponent is thinking and 
feeling about the position. It wasn't that Tal just 

followed the dictates of his ego and passion­
ately sacrificed to please the crowd, it was 
rather than he was acutely aware that just as he 
had fears, emotions, regrets, doubts, desires 
and confusing thoughts, so did his opponent. 

Donner puts it like this in The King : "Tal has 
put paid to all that. .. There is no system, there is 
no correctness or incorrectness, there is only 
success. This way of thinking without norms, 
apart from the infallibility of the self, doesn't 
stand a chance in everyday reality, where it will 
founder inevitably. But in the game of chess it 
is the greatest source of inspiration. That is why 
it is wrong to regard Tal as a swindler. He just 
realizes that although self-criticism and self­
knowledge are necessary, objectivity at the 
chessboard is a fiction." 

The following game includes selected in­
sights from Tal's wonderfully lucid annotations 
in his book on the 1 960 World Championship. I 
think they form an excellent basis for the idea 
of 'inter-subjectivity' in action. 

Tal - Botvinnik 
World Ch match (game 1 7), Moscow 1960 

1 e4 c6 2 d4 d5 3 tLlc3 dxe4 4 tt:lxe4 .trs 5 tt:lg3 
.i.g6 6 .i.c4 e6 7 lDle2 tt:lf6 8 lDf4 i.d6 9 tt:lxg6 
h�g6 10 i.g5?!  tLlbd7 1 1  0-0?! .a51 12 f4 (D) 

B 

Tal: "'Terrible.' 'Anti-positional.' ' Incredi­
ble.', etc . ,  etc. - White's last move was adorned 
by all the commentators, without exception, 
with such epithets. It might be supposed that 
the player who had White was absolutely unfa­
miliar with any chess book that writes about the 
game from White's point of view and it is 
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actually impossible to play like this since 12  f4 
weakens the dark squares, shuts the g5-bishop 
out of the game, and puts the white king in a 
dangerous and compromising position. I think 
the reader will not consider me immodest if I 
say that I took all of this into consideration dur­
ing the game." 

Tal continues to describe his train of thought, 
stressing the problems with retreating the bishop 
(inconsistent), exchanging it (no gain whatso­
ever), 1 2  'ii'd2 (drawish), 1 2  'ii'c l  (passive) 
" . . .  and the move 1 2  f4 is simply bad. Thus all 
the continuations seem to be negative. And fi­
nally, my roving eye again fell on 12 f4 The 
advantages of this move are less obvious 
[than its drawbacks], but they are neverthe­
less there, even though they may not lie 
within the realm of the 64 squares of the 
chessboard. First of all ,  this move will have to 
be refuted, which should entail the possibility 
of a double-edged tactical struggle, which, 
judging from Botvinnik's style of play in this 
match, would not be desirable for him. Sec­
ondly, the weakness in White's camp can only 
be exploited by breaks in the centre, but after the 
moves . . .  c5 and . . .  e5, the strength of White's 
bishops significantly increases . And finally, 
Black will only be able to attack the kingside 
after castling long, and then White's pawn­
mass on the queenside can be set in motion. It is 
possible that Black should simply have an­
swered 1 2  . . .  0-0, but this is not a refutation." 

There is a lot to take in here, but what stands 
out for me is the resistance to what anybody 
else might think of this move. Tal was fully 
aware that he would be considered 'weak' for 
playing it, but follows his own lead, rather than 
the superficial pointers of others. Another out­
standing feature is that he thinks of 1 2  f4 not 
'objectively' (when it seems rather bad), but 
with a full awareness of the alternatives he 
(subject) perceives, and how his opponent (sub­
ject) will react to each of them. In the end he 
decides that since there is no way to apply posi­
tional pressure, he will apply psychological 
pressure because Botvinnik is given the respon­
sibility to refute this move, and, as we will see, 
this is not easy. 

12 . . .  0-0-0 13 a3 'ii'c7 
"More than half an hour was spent on this, 

and this is good. It seems that it is not so simple 

to immediately refute 12 f4." Tal again reveals 
an acute awareness of his opponent. The words 
"this is good" show a recognition of the frustra­
tion caused by a fruitless search and the build­
up of tension this causes in the opponent. 

14 b4 tl:lb6 15 i.e2 i.e7 16 'ii'd3 
"White's moves are obvious enough and 

therefore it is now easy for him to play. At the 
same time, Black has a wide selection of tempt­
ing continuations, but he has to find only one, 
that which is objectively the strongest which at 
the same time should conform to the creative 
attitude in which he is playing." Poor Botvin­
nik! So many good moves available but he can 
only play them one at a time. Tal has enough 
good moves to keep the psychological equilib­
rium, but is not under any pressure to play them 
because they are all so obvious. Such factors 
should not be underestimated. Regardless of 
how the position looks 'objectively' ,  it is seen 
by the contestants during the game with a brain 
which has already been exerted, excited, con­
fused and disappointed. The longer the game 
lasts, and the more tension in each and every 
move, the more difficult it is to see the position 
as it really is. Botvinnik's position on the board 
may be better here, but there is more pressure 
on him because he has to prove something. 

16 ... tl:lfd5 
"With the text move, Black attains a definite 

positional advantage, since after the exchange 
of the dark-squared bishops, the weakness on 
f4 becomes noticeable, but psychologically, 
White would have another chance: it turns out 
that one of the 'drawbacks' of the move 1 2  f4 -
the locking-out of the g5-bishop - is not a 
drawback at all ." Again Tal reveals just how 
subjective our thought-processes are. It would 
indeed seem like a small victory for White to 
exchange this wayward bishop and a conces­
sion for Black, who couldn't exploit it. Such lit­
tle battles are only won or lost in our own head, 
but they are hugely significant in shaping the 
mood of the contestants. Botvinnik's shaky 
play before the time-control can, I think, be 
traced back to the tension caused by the little 
conceptual defeats at this early stage. After 
1 6  . . .  c5 17 bxc5 ( 1 7  c3 c4 leaves White without 
counterplay) 17 . .  .lhd4 1 8  cxb6 :rxd3 1 9  bxc7 
i.c5+ 20 �hl lhg3 2 1  i.xf6 gxf6 22 i.f3 
White "shouldn't lose" according to Tal. 
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17 i.xe7 'iflxe7 18 c4 tiJf6 
Botvinnik was obliged to spend some impor­

tant time evaluating a tempting piece sacrifice 
here: l8 . . .  tt:Jxc4 1 9  'iflxc4 'ii'h4 20 llf3 tt:Jxf4 2 1  
h 3  llxd4 22 'illc5 - it turns out that the bishop is 
better than the three pawns. Once again a little 
tension is built into Botvinnik's psyche regard­
less of the fact that all his moves have been very 
strong. Indeed, Tal seemed to underestimate the 
danger he faced here, and made a small but sig­
nificant mistake. 

19 llabl?! 
Too slow. Tal states that the immediate 1 9  a4 

was preferable but that he didn't like the look of 
19  . . . 'iflxb4 20 a5 l2Jxc4 due to 2 1  llfb1(??) 'ii'd2 
22 'iflxc4. His analysis went on 22 . . .  'iflxd4+(??) 
23 'ii'xd4 :xd4, when it might appear that 
Black has the initiative, but he points out that 24 
i.f3 ! denies Black time for 24 .. .lhf4 in view of 
25 a6 and so White can regroup with lDe2, after 
which the position is about equal . However, he 
missed that 22 . . .  'ifle3+! wins by force; therefore 
White has nothing better than 2 1  'iflxc4. De­
spite the popularity of Tal's annotations, later in 
his career he admitted that they were a source of 
embarrassment for him because they contained 
so many mistakes. Still, a striking feature of 
this game is the way that Tal steers clear of all 
the drawish lines. Despite his position being 
'objectively' worse, it seems he thinks this is 
less important than the psychological predica­
ment of both players. 

19 ... 'i/id7! 20 llbdl 
Inconsistent, but there was nothing better: 20 

:fd 1  llh4 2 1  '1We3 'iic7 22 llfl 'ifld7.  
20 • . •  �b8 21 'iib3? ! 
2 1  a4 !?  lDxa4 22 'iia3 lDb6 23 :d2 followed 

by :a1 gives White reasonable compensation 
and was probably an improvement on this slug­
gish move, which loses a lot of time. 

21. . •  'iflc7 22 a4 llh4 23 aS lDc8 24 'ifle3 (D) 
"The situation has changed somewhat. Now 

Black has strengthened his position with natu­
ral moves and White is forced to solve a diffi­
cult problem, as well as handle the joyless task 
of defending his weaknesses. The position re­
mains extraordinarily complicated and the de­
cisive moves will occur in mutual time-pressure." 

It seems that Tal places much more emphasis 
on the fact that the position is complicated than 
whether one side is better or worse. During a 

B 

game both sides experience and respond to the 
complexity, but a judgement of the form 'Black 
is slightly better' is really rather meaningless in 
a game where the tension is felt so acutely, and 
errors are likely at any time. This reminds me of 
· something GM Peter Wells told me of a post­
mortem with GM Stuart Conquest in which Pe­
ter asked "Did you think you were better bereT', 
to which Stuart replied: "I don ' t  have such 
thoughts during the game. I just look for ideas." 
This is a little at odds with my suggestion in 
Chapter 2 about having some feel for whether 
your position is getting better or worse, but it is  
a valuable insight all the same. Certainly in 
games which are exceptionally tense, like last­
round games for example, you might do more 
harm than good by trying to keep track of the 
'objective' assessment because the errors which 
decide the outcome will be more closely related 
to the tension than to the assessment. 

24 ... l2Je7 25 'ii'eS :hh8 26 bS 
"Objectively a risky continuation but I did 

not see any other means of strengthening the 
position. Black intended to play 26 . . .  tt:Jf5 and 
after 27 l2Jxf5 exf5 a rook would quickly go to 
e8. Therefore White decides, ignoring the weak­
nesses of the position, that he cannot wait any 
longer to open up lines on the queens ide." Tal is 
determined not to give Botvinnik the initiative. 
Part of playing from an inter-subjective per­
spective is that you try to keep your oppo­
nent under some sort of pressure all the 
time, whether it be psychological, clock re­
lated, or just in the position. 

26 ... cxb5 27 'iifxbS 
"Now the b-file has been opened and the 

white bishop obtains some freedom of movement 
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along the diagonal. But this was achieved at an 
expensive price: the weakness of White's pawns 
take on a catastrophic character." Tal seems to 
know that what he is doing is a little risky from 
an objective perspective, but allowing his op­
ponent to settle down and assume the initiative 
is also risky, albeit from a more subjective per­
spective. 

27 ... a6 
If 27 . . .  lDc6 then 28 'ii'b2. Tal was quite will­

ing to give up the a-pawn and Botvinnik seems 
to be in no hurry to take it. During play it is im­
possible to be sure of when or whether Black 
should take this pawn. All that is clear to both 
players is that it is double-edged and so when­
ever it is taken, the psychological tension will 
rise. 

28 'ii'b2 l:d7 
This rook does an excellent job of overpro­

tecting the b7-pawn and threatening to double 
on the d-file. Black seems to be stifling all of 
White's counterplay and so to prevent the trend 
from slipping away, White decides on a drastic 
measure. 

29 cS!?  
Ceding the d5-square and fixing the structure, 

but continuing the attack. From a psychological 
perspective it's important that White doesn't al­
low Black to feel immune from danger and this 
cannot be done without a few compromising 
moves. Botvinnik will see the new-found out­
post on d5, but he will also be acutely aware 
that the dangerous c-pawn is one step closer to 
his king, and that the worrying idea c6 should 
be attended to, whether it is really a 'threat' or 
not. 

29 •• .'.ta8 30 .if3 ltlc6 (D) 

w 

"Now White's position is extraordinarily 
difficult to improve and the d-pawn gets weaker 
and weaker. It is interesting that the opposing 
knights on g3 and f6 will be there almost until 
the end of the game. The knight on f6 does not 
allow his white counterpart to go to e4 and then 
to d6, and in view of this, it does not allow itself 
the possibility of occupying the solid square d5 . 
On the other hand, it is not to White's advan­
tage to withdraw the knight, since on e2 it 
would have a passive position. To make the po­
sition more lively, White goes in for still an­
other positional sacrifice." 

Tal's comments about the knights are very 
instructive. I kept on thinking that if I were 
White, improving this piece would be my first 
priority. Here's where the inter-subjective view­
point is very useful because when you look at 
the knights from both sides you see that they 
are actually in some sort of mutual stand-off. In 
any case, Botvinnik has played very well, but 
has taken a long time over his moves and the 
game has been very tense. Moreover, his king 
position is still a little precarious. Howt怀ov v�
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to play . . .  l£rl5 (to cover b6) because this would 
free the knight on g3. 

32 ••• 'ii'a4! 33 llfd3! l:tc8 
33 . . .  .:lhd8 34 lLJe2 l£rl5 followed by a grad­

ual preparation of . .  .f6 and . . .  e5 may have been 
stronger. Botvinnik has shunned several sharp 
lines and now, with no clear way to improve his 
position, he decides to grab the a-pawn. To do 
so he first needs to cover the c6-square. 

34 l:bl 'ii'xa5?! 
"It is possible that this capture is appropri­

ate, since Black's defensive resources are very 
great, but nevertheless, it is very risky in time­
pressure." I suspect that both players knew that 
it was perfectly sound to take this pawn from an 
'objective' point of view, but at the moment it 
was taken rd imagine Botvinnik felt a tinge of 
regret, and Tal a jolt of optimism. 

35 l:b3! 
35 :a3 'ii'd8 and after . . .  l:c6 Black covers 

everything. 
35 • •  .'ii'c7 36 'iia3 �a7 37 l:b6 
"The concluding phase of this game is quite 

characteristic of play in time-pressure. White 
basically sets up a double threat. Now Black 
cannot continue 37 . . .  lDd5 in view of 38 lDe4, 
besides which 38 c6 is also threatened." Re­
gardless of objective threats, it can't  have felt 
too comfortable for Black to be looking at this 
rook on b6. At such moments we are inclined to 
look at the variations as if we were looking over 
our shoulder checking there is nobody behind 
us . 

37 ... 'iixf4 38 lDe2 
"Probably White would have got sufficient 

counterplay for a draw in the variation 38 "ii'b4 
"ii'xd4+ 39 'ii'xd4 l:xd4 40 l:xb7+ �a8 4 1  c6, 
but now there is a different outcome!"  Tal 
doesn't indicate whether he saw this drawing 
option but decided to play for more, but it 
wouldn't surprise me if he did. It seems that Tal 
was motivated not so much by what he 'should' 
do from an 'objective' perspective, given that his 
position is worse, but rather what he 'should' do 
from an inter-subjective perspective, given that 
his opponent was nervous and running short of 
time. 

38 •• .'ii'e4 39 'ii'b3 (D) 
39 ... 'ii'd5?? 
"In the time-scramble, Botvinnik did not 

find the only defence to the threat of lba6+, 

B 

which is 39 . . .  �a8. I do not maintain that then 
White would have a strong enough attack to 
save himself, but in my opinion, there would be 
many tactical resources in the position. Possi­
ble, for example, would be 40 h3 or 40 l:b4. Af­
ter both continuations, the position would be 
very sharp. Now the game is over very quickly." 

When I loaded this game from ChessBase's 
Mega Database the only annotation given was 
39 . . .  �a8 -+, which I saw after I had read Tal 's 
notes. At first I wanted to check the position to 
discover which was closer to the truth, but then 
I realized that this was missing the point. The 
interpretations are not in fact at odds, it's just 
that they come from different perspectives. 
From an objective point of view, Black would 
remain two pawns up after 39 . . .  �a8 and since 
White has no convincing way to continue the 
attack, we would have to conclude that with 
best play Black's position is winning. I suspect 
Tal would agree with this, and his note seems to 
do so implicitly. However, from an inter­
subjective point of view, it is highly unlikely 
that anyone, even Botvinnik, could play the 
best moves from here until the end of the game 
after such enormous nervous tension during the 
course of the game and in a position full of 
tricks, so to call the position 'very sharp' is also 
a reasonable assessment. 

40 l:xa6+! �b8 41 "ii'a4 1-0 

Responsibility 

The greater part of all the mischief in the world 
arises from the fact that men do not sufficiently 
understand their own aims. 
GOETHE 
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Tal's precarious sacrifices weren't always 
'objectively' sound. By this I mean that third­
party analysis frequently showed that stronger 
defensive play would have shown them to be 
erroneous .  Yet during play his opponents often 
collapsed inexplicably, as if they had been 
knocked off balance by the sudden change of 
course the game had taken. This was far too 
common an occurrence to attribute simply to 
Tal 's good fortune and many have spoken in 
general terms about the practical difficulties in 
defending against such attacks. However, by far 
the most acute insight I have read on this matter 
comes from an idiosyncratic book called Dy­
namics of Chess Psychology by Cary Utter­
burg. 

According to Utterburg, the key concept for 
understanding the success of Tal 's 'psycho­
logical sacrifices' is existential responsibility. 
Utterburg argues that the human mind pos­
sesses the capacity to understand chess 'exi­
stentially' ,  i .e. in a manner which defies any 
objective, well-defined formulation. So in the 
normal course of things we are 'existentially re­
sponsible' for the course of the game and feel 
ourselves, as subjects, to be conscious co­
creators of the game and therefore responsible 
for its outcome. This 'existential state' is, I pre­
sume, much like that which I described as 'just 
playing' in Chapter 3. The claim is that Tal 's 
psychological sacrifices dislodged opponents 
from a perspective where they could 'just play' 
because his sacrifices were often so outlandish 
as to make the opponent feel like they were no 
longer a co-creator. 

Now I'm not sure what you make of all that 
and I know that the very word 'existential' is 
enough to put many people off, but maybe 
you' ll have more sympathy for the idea in the 
context of the following: 

Averbakh - Tal 
USSR Ch, Riga 1 958 

1 d4 lLJf6 2 c4 e6 3 lbc3 c5 4 d5 exd5 5 cxd5 d6 
6 e4 g6 7 �e2 �g7 8 l2Jf3 0-0 9 0·0 �e8 10 
'ii'c2 lba6 11 �f4 l2Jb4!?  12 'ii'b1 (D) 

"Black's next move is ultimately incorrect, 
but it's interesting from a practical point of 
view because it seizes sole existential responsi­
bility for the nature of the struggle; whereas 

B 

White has been implementing ideas of his own 
thus far, now they ' re irrelevant since Tal has 
essentially redefined the game along his own 
lines ." - Utterburg. 

1 2  ... lLJxe4 
"Objectively better was 1 2  . . . 'ii'e7, leading to 

a position with dynamically equal chances. 
Nevertheless, with a psychological sacrifice, 
Tal has disoriented his opponent by seizing re­
sponsibility for the game� since White is a mod­
ern master whose existential understanding is 
grounded in the recognition that he's responsi­
ble for the game, Tal 's sacrifice has severed an 
essential component from his opponent's psy­
che." 

This last line struck me as highly pertinent. 
Tal does indeed take something away from the 
opponent when he sacrifices in this way and it 
may be best thought of as the opponent's ego. 
Indeed it seems that he confiscates his oppo­
nent's ego, only to hand it back in a bruised 
state after the ' shocking' complications are 
over. In doing so, he shows us how difficult it is 
to play chess well without our egos� without the 
feelings of responsibility, confidence and per­
sonal power it gives us. 

Have you ever felt that you were marching to 
your opponent's tune during a game, only to 
'wake up' after resigning and realize that you 
were barely conscious at the board? More sim­
ply, do you ever find yourself complying with 
your opponent's ideas and never creating any of 
your own? Even more generally, do you ever 
finish a game and say something like: "I just 
wasn't there tonight"? All of these cases seem 
to stem from a failure to take responsibility for 
your actions. This is why I think Utterburg's 
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insight is so compelling - a cJose look at Tal's 
games does seem to suggest that for several 
moves his opponents are playing perfectly nor­
mally and then suddenly they seem to lose their 
balance and allow Tal to walk all over them. 
Although it may seem abstract, the perspective 
of existential responsibility makes better sense 
of this than any other explanation I have read. 
We don't  need the 'existential' to take this idea 
on board. All you need to appreciate is that it is 
hugely important that you feel responsible 
for the direction and outcome of the game, 
that you don't let your opponent take this re­
sponsibility from you, and that you strive, 
whenever possible, to take it from your op­
ponent. 

13 tZJxe4 .if5 14 tiJfd2 tlJxdS 15 .i.xd6? 
Kholmov recommended instead 15  .1g3 �e7 

16 .if3 lbd8 17  l:tel ! .  
"Tal's psychological sacrifices tended to es­

trange his opponents from their sense of re­
sponsibility, leaving them in a temporary state 
of disorientation similar to that which weaker 
players encounter every day." Averbakh was a 
strong grandmaster and however obvious this 
defence may look now, it would be irresponsi­
ble( !)  of us not to place ourselves in the context 
of the game, which is when the decisions had to 
be made. 

1S ... tlJf6 16 .if3 
Or 1 6  .1xc5 tDxe4 17 tlJxe4 .i.xe4 1 8  'ir'dl 

'ir'g5 ! .  
16 . • .  tZJxe4 17 tlJxe4 .i.xe4 18 .1xe4 'i'xd6 

19 'ir'c2 .:e7 (D) 

w 

The rest of the game is not hugely relevant 
to this chapter, but it is quite instructive and 

enjoyable. Black's extra pawn is not so signifi­
cant in itself because with opposite-coloured 
bishops it is hard to create a passed pawn that 
could advance to light squares without being 
taken.  The real advantage of the extra queen­
side pawn is that it enables Black to attack on 
the kingside! The extra pawn has huge value in 
that it provides an 'anchor' for the bishop when 
it arrives on the d4-square. This blocks the d-tile 
and makes it difficult for White to exchange 
rooks. Moreover, B lack's bishop will have an 
influential and secure post while White's bishop 
will have little to do. White is vulnerable on h2 
and f2 in particular, and has no way to compete 
with Black on these squares. 

20 .if3 .:ae8 21 .U.ad1 .id4 22 a4 b6 23 b3 
l%e5 24 l:d2 h5! 

Black anticipates g3 and brings another unit 
into the attack. 

25 .U.e2 :.Xe2 26 �xe2 h4 27 <itb 1 �f4 28 g3 
'ir'f6 29 'i'd1 l:d8 30 .ig4 

30 'iii>g2 looks more stubborn at first glance, 
but Black wins by force with the following ele­
gant manoeuvre: 30 . . .  .i.c3 3 1  .i.d3 (otherwise 
. . .  l:d2) 3 l .  . .  'ii'c6+ 32 'iii>gl h3 !  33 f3 �d6 ! 34 
�e2 (or 34 .i.c2 'i'e7 35 'ir'c l 'ii'e2) 34 . . .  'tlfe7 35 
'ii'c2 l:[d2 36 �xc3 'ii'xe2, etc. 

30 . . .  .1xf2! 31 'ife2 l:[d2! 32 'tli'e8+ 
Or 32 'ili'xd2 'ii'c6+. 
32 ... �g7 33 gxh4 'ili'd4 34 .ih3 'ii'd3! 35 

.ig2 .Eld1 !  
These last two moves remind me o f  a rule (or 

guideline) suggested to me by GM Neil Mc­
Donald ('McDonald's Rule' ) :  when one side 
has domination of one colour complex, the win­
ning breakthrough invariably takes place on the 
other colour complex. 

0-1 
After 36 'ii'b5 l:[xfl + 37 .i.xfl 'ii'e4+ 38 .ig2 

'ir'xh4 the two extra pawns and ever-present 
danger to the white king ensure victory. 

To support further the idea of 'responsibil­
ity ' ,  Utterburg considers the difficulties for a 
subject playing against the opponent's initia­
tive: "Why should anyone be troubled by the 
fact that his opponent has seized the initiative 
(assuming that he has enough material ' in the 
bank' to balance the chances)? Under the model 
of [existential responsibility J an opponent's ini­
tiative is less firmly grounded than one's own, 
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causing it to seem more chaotic and unmanage­
able (my responsibility is closer as a subject 
than other people's responsibility ... )" 

There seems to be a lot of truth in this and 
many a dodgy attack succeeds because the at­
tacker felt responsible for having started it and 
therefore wants to see it conducted well, while 
the defence is placed in that situation involun­
tarily and doesn' t feel the same responsibility 
for defending well. Bearing this in mind, I am 
reminded of two players who scored very well 
against Tal : Korchnoi and Polugaevsky. Both of 
these players had very strong characters and 
worked enormously hard both at the board and 
away from it. They both identified themselves 
with their chess games and thus had no prob­
lems taking responsibility for all aspects of 
their games against Tal. 
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1 985) in the Taimanov with 8 . . .  d5 was an ex­
quisite demonstration of the power of prophy­
lactic thinking. I suspect that this game can 
easily be found elsewhere by readers so I will 
just single out the following moves, all of 
which strike me as being "deeply prophylactic":  
17  . . .  h6, 1 8  . . .  b4 ! ,  2 l . . .g5! ! ,  23 . . . tlJd7 ! ,  24 . . .  'iif6 !,  
27 . . .  ii.g6 ! and 28 . . .  g4 ! .  

Yusupov was also keen to stress that prophy­
laxis should not be seen as in any way defensive 
or passive, but rather as a very active, even ag­
gressive way of looking at chess. This was a 
particularly interesting insight because another 
aspect of the average player's thoughts on pro­
phylaxis is that it tends to lead to highly pro­
found but usually quite defensive moves, and of 
course this may not appeal to your average 
1800 hacker. The truth, however, is that pro­
phylaxis is every bit as important in attack 
as it is in defence. It's all about seeing chess as 
a struggle between subjects. Prophylaxis is 'ac­
tive' in the sense that every aspect of a battle is 
ultimately about defeating the opponent. The 
attackers who are most likely to succeed are 
those who acknowledge the opponent's right to 
defend himself. They strive to work around 
these defences that they have seen ahead of 
time, and always make plans for themselves 
with reference to the opponent. 

I felt the best way to 'popularize' prophy­
laxis here was by talking my way through a few 
of my own games. Hopefully an account of my 
own thought-processes, and consideration of 
my opponent's, will reveal just how ubiquitous 
prophylaxis is, and that it's not an especially 
difficult notion when you allow yourself to be­
come aware of your opponent's intentions. 

Rowson - L. Cooper 
Walsall 1997 

1 c4 b6 2 d4 e6 3 tlJc3 Ji.b7 4 a3 fS 5 dS tlJf6 6 
g3 g6 7 tlJf3 exdS?! 8 cxdS i.g7 (D) 

So, nothing startling so far, you might think; 
"just get castled as quickly as possible and take 
it from there". That's fine as a stal眇⸃t 

y�
p t ঞ a l

yo oppi侐ar'ir'� an4
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11  0-0 lba6 12 b4! axb4 13 axb4 c5 
This looks like a big mistake in hindsight, 

but it's not so easy for Black to play with such 
passive queenside pieces, e.g. 13 . . .  'ii'e7 14 i.f4 
tDe4 1 5 lbxe4 fxe4 1 6  d6 ! and White is on top. 

14 dxc6 dxc6 15 tiJd4! 'ii'd7 16 'ii'b3+ �h8 
17 lbe6 lUe8 18 lbxg7 �xg7 

White is clearly better due to the two bish­
ops, Black's weakened dark squares and vul­
nerable queenside pawns. I won on move 43.  

Rowson - Motwani 
Scottish Ch, Edinburgh 1999 

1 lbf3 dS 2 c4 c6 3 e3 lbf6 4 tDc3 g6 5 d4 i.g7 
6 i.e2 0-0 7 0-0 i.g4 8 cxdS tDxd5 9 h3 i.xf3 
10 i.xf3 e6 1 1  e4 lbb6 12 e5 lb8d7 13 tDe4 
'ii'c7 14 i.g5 f5 15 exf6 lbxf6 16 tiJc5 �ae8 (D) 

w 

A tricky position. Black is fully mobilized 
and has a variety of ideas including . . .  lbfd5-f4 
and . . .  e5 . Although . . .  e5 will 'open up the posi­
tion for the two bishops' it will also give 
Black's rooks considerable activity, which is 
not ideal given my lack of development. More­
over, the pawn-structure allows Black to have a 
very well anchored knight on d5, which in most 
cases is at least as good as my light-squared 
bishop. For these reasons I was keen to prevent 
. . .  e5 and my thoughts revolved around this aim. 
I also realized that if! could prevent . . .  e5, Black 
would be rendered very passive, and e6 could 
become weak. 

17 �el! 
Not such a difficult move of course, but I 

wasn't  very comfortable about weakening f2, 
and the battle for the . . .  e5 break is not yet over. 

17 .. .  'iff7 
The queen no longer covers e5, but Black has 

a somewhat ominous presence on the f-file and 
. . .  tDfd5 and . . .  e5 is still pending. 17 . . .  e5 18  dxe5 
�xe5 1 9  tDe6 is a very important tactic here. 

18 i.h4! 
This is the key prophylactic move and is a 

good example of what I was saying about pro­
phylaxis being a very 'active' notion. This move 
overprotects f2 and thus comforts my king, and 
the main aim is to cover e5 from the g3-square. 
These are all 'negative' aims, in the sense that 
I 'm just preventing the opponent's plans, but 
only by doing so can I allow myself to imple­
ment my own plans successfully, and part of the 
plan is to threaten to cause trouble by landing 
my versatile bishop on d6. 1 8  i.f4 (also strong) 
didn' t  seem so clear to me after 1 8  . . .  tDc4. I 
didn't like the vulnerability of my bishop on f4, 
and the most forcing line seems to end in Black's 
favour: 1 9  b3 ( 1 9  'il*'e2 ! ?) 19 . . .  e5 20 dxe5 lbh5 
2 1  i.xh5 'ii'xf4 22 tiJd3 tiJb2 23 tbxf4 tL'lxd1 24 
tbxg6 hxg6 25 i.xg6 �e6. 

18 • • .  lbfd5 19 .tg3! 
Black's plans have effectively been stopped 

and it's hard to make sense of his position. On 
the other hand, White has threats of i.g4 and 
i.d6. It often happens this way with prophy­
laxis: that when you 'plug' your opponent's in­
tentions, your own plans flood into the position. 

19 .•. e5! 
An excellent practical decision. Those who 

know Paul will not be surprised to hear that I 
consider him relatively resistant to Egoism! 
Here this manifests itself by having the serenity 
to accept that he is worse and making a fight of 
it by starting a new type of game. 

20 dxeS lbf4 21 �xf4 'ii'xf4 
Now there are various ways to keep the extra 

pawn, but the presence of opposite-coloured 
bishops and the difficulties in coordinating 
White's position mean that the battle is far from 
over. Paul fought tenaciously, but his position 
on the board and the clock were too bad to al­
low for a full recovery, and I won on move 4 1 .  

Cummings - Rowson 
British League (4NCL) 1997/8 

1 lbf3 dS 2 g3 i.g4 3 i.g2 lbd7 4 d4 e6 5 0-0 
i.d6 6 b3 c6 7 c4 i.xf3!?  8 i.xf3 fS (D) 
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Essentially we now have a Stonewall Dutch 
with Black having carried out the task of the 
elaborate manoeuvre . . .  i.d7-e8-h5 followed by 
. . .  i.xf3 in two moves instead of four. I already 
prefer Black's position, if only because I have 
the advantages of a Stonewall (space, kingside 
attacking chances, solidity) without the disad­
vantages (finding a role for the c8-bishop, 
dark-square weaknesses, White's e5 outpost). 
That said, the position is still about equal be­
cause there's nothing much wrong with White's 
position, and the two bishops should ultimately 
count for something. 

.I 
w 

9 i.a3?! 
This is a significant positional error. In the 

Stonewall it is generally favourable to ex­
change these bishops, and often in this way, be­
cause White can try to exploit the dark-square 
weaknesses in Black's position and hope to 
show the remaining light-squared bishop to be 
'bad' . But here I have no bad pieces remaining, 
and have no problems covering the dark squares 
with my knights. Indeed, I have space for all my 
pieces and I feel sorry for White's remaining 
bishop on f3 which has, according to the appro­
priate cliche, to bite on granite. However, the 
main reason this move is mistaken is that it 
gives away the hermaphrodite, which was the 
only positive feature of White's position. As 
was suggested in the previous chapter, this is 
equivalent to giving away material. I suppose 
my opponent fell victim to the conventional 
idea that since my pawns are on light squares, 
exchanging my dark-squared bishop must be an 
achievement, but this is only one aspect of the 
position, and not the most significant one. 

It seems clear that dropping the bishop back 
to g2 will be a good idea sooner or later, allow­
ing for f3 intending e4, or maybe to put a knight 
on f3 ; and since ifs not yet clear where the 
other pieces should go, 9 i.g2 !?  seems to be the 
best move. Moreover, it is useful to know where 
Black will put his king's knight before develop­
ing the queenside pieces, and this move-order 
prevents 9 . . .  liJh6. After 9 . . .  l2Jgf6 1 0  liJd2 0-0 
1 1  i.b2 'iie7 1 2  .C.b1 !? (to keep the bishop with 
i&.al after . . .  i.a3) 1 2  . . .  a5 1 3  'iic2  the game is 
balanced. 

9 . . .  liJdf6! 
The closed position means that there is no 

rush to develop the g8-knight and, in any case, 
after 9 . . .  i.xa3 1 0  l2Jxa3 the knight is on its way 
to its ideal square, d3. This is already prophy­
lactic thinking - I am aware of where my oppo­
nent's pieces should go. On d3 the knight 
covers c5, e5 and f4, and can support b4 as well. 
Since it's not in my interest to help the knight 
get there, I decide how I relate to my oppo­
nent's intention and in doing so I find the opti­
mal development for my pieces. 

10 i.xd6 'iixd6 11 liJd2 liJh6 12 i.g2 ttJn 
The knight is well placed here, covering e5 

and sometimes coming to g5. 
13 'iic2 (D) 

B 

What does White want here? I decided that 
White's plans were based around making use of 
his bishop, either with f3 and e4 or else a grad­
ual advance on the queenside and bringing the 
bishop into play on the fl -a6 diagonal . To keep 
the bishop at bay, it is in my interest to keep the 
centre closed, so I wasn't too keen on plans in­
volving central pawn-breaks like . . .  e5 or . . .  c5 . I 
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could just castle and play . . .  a5 but that seemed a 
bit vague and wouldn't test my opponent in any 
way. In the end I decided that my threesome on 
the f-file indicate that I should seek play on the 
kingside, and my h8-rook was very quick to 
agree. 

13 ... h5! ?  
The main idea of this move i s  prophylactic in 

that by targeting g3 I discourage the idea of f3 
and e4 and by threatening to soften the kingside 
I oblige the bishop to stay near the king. The 
other idea is actually to trap the bishop ! I want 
to push the bishop to h l  with . . .  h3 and then play 
. . .  g5-g4 after which, in theory, it is trapped be­
cause even f3 and e4 cannot change the struc­
ture in any way which would allow the bishop 
to move. I didn't really think I would find time 
to achieve this, but I enjoyed the idea all the 
same. Moreover, I remember showing this idea 
to IM Luke McShane a few days later when, af­
ter a momentary glance to check that the bishop 
would indeed be trapped on h l ,  he couldn' t 
contain his laughter! ( ' the unexpected punch­
line' - see Thinking). This was my main idea, 
but it's important not to be too rigid, and there is 
some chance that an attack down the h-file 
might transpire if White is too slow with his 
counterplay. 

14 cxdS cxdS 15 l:.ac1 
Intending 'fkc7. 
15 . .. �d7 
Preventing flc7 and connecting the rooks. 
16 'fkd3 
Intending 'fibS+. 
16 ... a6 
Preventing 'fibS+. 
17 b4! 
b5 does not seem to be such a huge threat be­

cause I can just leave it, and while White is 
working out what to do next I will probably 
play . . .  ltJgS intending . . .  lDe4 or nasties down 
the h-file. lDb3-c5 is a more serious idea be­
cause I don't want to weaken the c6-square by 
playing .. .  b6, if only because bS and l:.c6 would 
then be dangerous. I had quite a deep think and 
saw that even if the knight gets to cS there was a 
way I could try to remove it, so I went ahead 
with my main idea. 

17 ... h4 18 ltlb3 
After 1 8  b5 ! ?  lDg5 ! ?  I still prefer Black, but I 

must admit that it's quite unclear. 

18 ... h3?! 
There comes a point where you have to com­

mit, and I decided that h-file action was less 
likely to succeed than the slower plan of play­
ing against White's bishop. Moreover, as we saw 
in the last chapter, such an 'alien' in White's 
camp is such a significant positional feature 
that it can be considered as a material advan­
tage for Black. However, in a few moves I suf­
fer from lack of kingside counterplay, so I 
suspect that this was not the right time to play 
this move. 

19 lDc5+ rl;e7 20 �h1 (D) 
When I showed this game to GM Dharshan 

Kumaran, he raised his eyebrows at this point, 
and suggested that White should prefer 20 �f3 
intending e3 followed by re-routing the bishop. 
After 20 . . . :a7 21 e3 l:ha8, Black will play . . .  b6 
and then probably . . .  gS and maybe . . .  g4, to keep 
the bishop from breathing. 

B 

The text-move (20 �h l )  is not so kind to the 
bishop, but it keeps the rest of White's position 
healthy and I have to stay on guard against f3 
and e4. 

20 ... :a7! ?  
I was pleased with this move, which makes 

creative use of my rooks. The main idea is just to 
play . . .  l:.ha8 and then . . .  b6. Without this move, 
it is difficult to remove the knight from c5, 
which is by far White's most effective piece in 
this position. 

21 f3?!  
I suspect this is  too ambitious, though it  is 

admirable that White should try to strike while 
his knight on cS is still hot. 2 1  a4 ! ,  intending to 
fix the queenside structure with a5 and thus 
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keep the knight on c5, looks like a better way to 
cut across Black' s plans (prophylactic think­
ing). White can afford to be a little slow now 
that the kingside is closed. Even if I succeed in 
trapping the bishop with . . .  g5-g4 there is too 
much happening in the position for this to be a 
decisive gain. I have to admit that I think White 
is objectively a bit better after 2 1 . . .l:.ha8? !  22 
a5 ! ,  because it is difficult for Black to use his 
rooks, but in a real game the position would be 
felt to be more unclear than anything else, and 
there are still plenty of chances for both sides. 

21 ... b6! 
This is more accurate than 2 1 . . .f4 because 

this gives White the murky option of 22 e4 fxg3 
23 e5 gxh2+ 24 �xh2 lbxe5 25 dxe5 fixeS+ 26 
f4, when things are rather unclear, and the a7-
rook looks a bit bewildered. 

22 lb_xa6 f4! 23 g4 
23 gxf4 b5 24 lbc5 'Ci'xf4 gives Black a dan­

gerous attack, while 23 e4? fails to 23 . . .  dxe4 24 
fxe4 fxg3 25 e5 lbxe5 . 

23 ... b5! 
Freeing the knight, but making use of the 

rooks. 
24 lbc5 l:lxa2 25 l:lal 
The more pieces that are exchanged, the 

more significant is the 'burial ' of the bishop on 
h l ,  so in principle White may have been better 
off without trading rooks: 25 fi'xb5 ! ?  l:b8 26 
tbb7 ! 'Ci'd7 27 'Ci'c5+ (after 27 'ii'xd7+ ll:lxd7 28 
ll:la5 lbd8 ! Black is in control) 27 . . .  �e8 28 
ll:la5 l:xe2 29 ll:lc6 l:ta8 30 l:tc2 l:txc2 3 1  'Ci'xc2 
l:tc8 32 b5 tbd6, with a messy position. 

25 ... l:lha8 26 l:lxa2 :Xa2 27 1i'xb5 't'i'c7! 
Freeing d6 for the knight, covering b7 and 

intending . . .  't'i'a7-a3 . 
28 l:lcl 'fia7 29 '1\?n? 
This is a big mistake which clarifies the situ­

ation in Black's favour. White has lots of alter­
natives, most of which leave the position 
unclear. From a practical point of view I would 
always prefer to play Black in such a position, if 
only because it must be hard for White to adjust 
psychologically to that bishop on h l .  It's like a 
corpse, which is there in body but not in spirit 
or like the brain death of a family member over 
whom we cannot grieve. Although it may 
'awaken' at any time, I can't help but feel that 
the position wouldn't be so different if the white 
king were to nudge it off the board. 

29 ... l:tal 30 tbb3 l:txcl + 31 ll:lxcl 't'i'xd4 32 
't'i'c5+ 't'i'xcS 33 bxcS (D) 

B 

This is not as easy to win as it looks because 
White's knight and c-pawn form an annoying 
pair and it's not easy to defend the f4- and h3-
pawns. All the same, I eventually prevailed on 
move 60. 

Other Faces of Egoism 

1) 'Luck' 
It is often said that there is no such thing as luck 
in chess, and that this is one of the things that 
makes our game so noble. Yet there do seem to 
be times when we feel luck is on our side, and 
there are certain players whom we refer to as 
'lucky ' .  In my opinion, the luckiest players 
tend to be the most confident players who 
play the most inter-subjective chess. There 
may even be a correlation between the degree 
of 'egocentricity' a player shows and his pro­
pensity to 'luck' but I've no idea how you might 
test this. I certainly think there is some truth in 
Benko's claim that games lost through 'bad 
luck' were actually lost because of 'bad psy­
chology' .  All I can suggest in this respect is that 
with a healthy supply of self-confidence and a 
robust ego that knows its limits, ' luck' can be 
attained in large measures. 

2) 'Fear' 
"Fear has big eyes" according to a Russian prov­
erb and all chess-players experience fear. This 
fear is often ego-related in that we don't just 
feel that a piece or king is under attack; more 
often than not we think "/ am under attack", so 
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fear is often felt as a response to a threat to the 
ego. It would foolish to say 'have no fear' be­
cause fear is actually very useful in chess and 
life in giving us that vital sense of danger which 
helps us to stay alive. However, you mustn't  let 
fear dominate your thoughts or be the cause of 
your decisions, and if you are afraid, try to es­
tablish whether your fears are well grounded or 
whether they are based on emotional memories 
or external factors like losing out on prize 
money. Rather than run from your fear, or let it 
overwhelm you, incorporate it into your inter­
subjective perspective during play. Once again, 
the best way to deal with your psychological 
problems is to 'share' them with your oppo­
nent! The following quotation from Tal is in­
structive in this respect: "Later I began to 
succeed in decisive games. Perhaps because I 
realized a very simple truth: not only was I wor­
ried, but also my opponent." It is important to 
realize this, in order to cope with the nervous 
tension we experience during a game. Rather 
than be totally absorbed in your own anxieties, 
remember that your opponent has problems 
too. 

3) 'Role Playing' 
This is often related to status or rating and oc­
curs when one player assumes a 'role' during a 
game, e.g. the weak player being outplayed by 
the club champion. Sometimes players just ex­
pect to lose and then when they find they have 
the worse position they just take it as normal 
and wait for the inevitable. This is related to 
Egoism in that a big factor with ego is 'self 
identity' and you will tend to try to play out that 
identity in your chess games. This can also oc­
cur to stronger players who assume their role is 
to beat a weaker player and then get frustrated 
and play badly when it turns out not to be so 
easy. The key here is to see yourself as a differ­
ent person before every game. Don' t identify 
yourself with any label or role. Dig deep into 
your own resources and try to exploit your 

opponent' s expectations of how the game 
should develop. 

4) ' Performing' 
This is related to the last point about identity 
and reveals itself in those posers who think 
about how spectacular or impressive their play 
is during the game, and hope that people are 
watching as they play a certain cunning move. 
It can also reveal itself in 'premature annota­
tions' for those who write a lot about chess. I 
myself have suffered from this on a few occa­
sions, where I started verbally describing my 
moves and their logic to myself before the 
game was even finished ! 

'Performing' can also make you more afraid 
of 'being outplayed' than losing, since whereas 
you can normally find an excuse for losing, it is 
a direct attack on your ego if your opponent 
demonstrates a superior understanding of 
chess. The day I realized that I had this problem 
was the day I lost the game to Julian Hodgson 
shown in Chapter 3 .  It made me laugh, and 
thankfully I think I've overcome it now. 

Above all else, 'performing' is very bad for 
concentration, and is liable to take your mind 
off the more important task of playing good 
moves. The only advice I can offer is that if im­
pressing people matters to you then you are 
much more likely to do this by being yourself 
and concentrating on the game. Only then are 
you likely to play chess worthy of attention. 

Conclusion 
Egoism is a multi-faceted sin which is the 
source of all errors stemming from our aware­
ness of ourselves as subjects during play. The 
best way to try to overcome it is to adopt an 
' inter-subjective' perspective, whereby you ac­
knowledge your own responsibility as a subject 
towards the outcome of the game and remain 
fully aware of the presence of your opponent 
from a psychological (responsibility) and posi­
tional point of view {prophylaxis). 



6 Perfection ism 

Perfection is spelt p-a-r-a-l-y-s-i-s. 
WINSTON CHURCHILL 

This, the most noble of the sins, lies at the heart 

of the chess-player's favourite excuse - time­
trouble. Yet time-trouble is not really a sin in it­
self, but rather a result of certain thinking pro­
cesses. So it seems more useful to look at this 
type of thinking in all its aspects before making 

general claims about why we run short of time. 
Perfectionism manifests itself as the desire to 

find the best move on each and every occasion, 
but it is more than this in its essential character. 
The perfectionist looks to an ideal, a model of 
perfection, and then tries to play in a way that 
resembles such a model . Perfectionists thus 
strive to play chess not as the chess-player they 
are, but as the chess-player that they assume 
themselves to be when they are most perfect. 

I will focus on three faces of Perfectionism: 
'Moralizing' (punishing the opponent), 'Copy­
cat Crime' (trying to emulate another player), 
and 'Jam lust' (asking too much of your posi­
tion) . Only then will we be in a good position to 
look more closely at time-trouble and the re­
lated problem of indecision . My central claim 
in this chapter is that Perfectionism results pri­
marily from lack of confidence, and that most 
perfectionists are players who don't feel at ease 
with their current playing strength. 

Moral izing 

Judge not, lest thee be judged. 
R.E.M., New Test Leper 

There are many players who have developed a 
good understanding of chess from strategic 
guidelines outlined in books and many more 
who have detailed knowledge of the do's and 
don'ts of certain opening lines. Such players 
should be very careful when playing because 
there is a great temptation to 'moralize' about 
how certain positions should be played. This is 

especially so when you have formed your 
views on chess more from reading books and 
listening to teachers than from playing, because 
you tend to look at moves with regard to whether 
they make sense with reference to what you 
have learned, rather than whether they are 
strong from a practical point of view. There is 
sometimes a temptation to think along the lines 
of 'he shouldn' t be able to do that',  'that's  not 
the way you' re supposed to play such a posi­
tion' , ' in this type of position that sort of idea is 
wrong and must be shown to be wrong' This is 
some sort of hangover from seeing chess as a 
rule-governed activity. It is a typical problem for 
perfectionists who strive for the ideal of perfect 
chess and feel any deviation from this perfec­
tion as something to be treated very seriously. 
This 'desire to punish' is very corrosive, and 
leads you to see all sorts of problems and so­
lutions that aren't there. 

The problem manifests itself by thinking of 
yourself as some sort of moral authority who 
can and should judge the validity of chess 
ideas. This is liable to lead you to spend copi­
ous amounts of time looking for non-existent 
retributions for alleged immoral acts on the 
board and/or being blind to your own mistakes, 
because in assuming the role of moralizer, you 
forget your own failings. I will explore these 
ideas throughout the following game, in which 
I was up against a phenomenally strong player 
with the black pieces. I was determined to play 
well, but somehow I felt I could only do this if I 
made sense of his moves with reference to 
mine. I anticipated that most of his moves 
would be 'perfect' and thus I felt I had to react 
very severely to any move which didn't adhere 
to this standard, for I may not have another 
chance. This disastrous state of mind led to some 
comical thoughts, but they are not so unique 
and I believe many players have this problem of 
'moralizing' Once you have decided that the 
game 'ought' to be played in a certain way it is 
very difficult to make sensible assessments. 
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Morozevich - Rowson 
British League (4NCL) 1999/00 

1 e4 cS 2 lDt'3 d6 3 l0c3 ltlf6 4 d4 cxd4 S liJxd4 
a6 6 ..te3 e6 7 f3 ..te7 8 'iid2 0-0 9 0-0-0 tt'lc6 
10 g4 tlJxd4 11  \i'xd4 

This move is under-rated and probably no 
worse than 1 1  ..txd4. 

l l  . . .  bS 12 h4!?  (D) 

8 

Although I now say that 1 1  'ifxd4 is under­
rated, during the game I decided that there must 
be a way to show that it's not as good as 1 1  
..txd4. l l . . .b5 was not a difficult decision, but 
then I expected 1 2  g5 ltJd7 1 3  h4 with a nor­
mal-looking game. This is actually a quasi­
transposition to a Keres Attack with 6 . . .  ttJc6 
where White has chosen to play the semi-rele­
vant 1 3  f3 instead of the strong move 1 3  h5 ! ,  
which was discovered by GM Paul Motwani. 

This comparison was pleasing for me, and I 
felt that this made some sense of why 1 1 1i'xd4 
wasn't  played more often .  But then Moroze­
vich, after thinking for about three minutes, 
kept his g-pawn back and advanced the h-pawn. 
Since this was not what he was meant to play to 
fit in with my plans, I immediately felt that this 
move-order could not be the most accurate, and 
set about trying to exploit it. The only way to do 
this is to try to take advantage of the fact that 
my knight is still on f6 and as I looked at the 
variations I was pleasantly reminded of some 
ideas from the Richter-Rauzer lines shown to 
me when I first learned to play the Sicilian by 
FM Donald Holmes. 

So already I had assumed the role of moral­
izer in that I judged 1 1  \i'xd4 and 1 2  h4 to be 

inaccurate moves in need of 'punishment' . This 
is utterly idiotic of course, because they are both 
perfectly good moves, but for some strange rea­
son I felt it was my responsibility to show my 
super-strong opponent that he couldn' t get away 
with missing these small details and so I set 
about trying to show him the error of his ways. 

12 ... e5 
This was my attempted 'punishment' Interࠀ

I him	栀

tof I 
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so dangerous with the knight so far away. This 
seems crazy now, and only makes sense with 
reference to my 'moralizing' mindset. Other 
moves: 

a) 14 �d5 �xd5 1 5  'ii'xd5 i.e6 is good for 
Black. 

b) 14 lLle2 'ifa5 and then: 
bl ) 15  a3 is met by 15 . . .  1Z.b8. It's strange 

that I gave this much attention; a3 is rarely a 
good move in such situations. I suppose I was 
worried I would miss such a move. This sug­
gests, despite my moralizing, a basic lack of 
confidence. 

b2) 15 �bl i.e6 16 lDc l d5 ! ?. I tried hard to 
force this type of position because it had made a 
strong impression on me as a youngster. I espe­
cially liked the way that Black gained space and 
time with tempo (similar ideas are seen in the 
Rauzer with . . .  a6 and . . .  h6). Things never seem 
so easy when you're sitting opposite a 2750 
though, and Morozevich demonstrated that 
White is not worse even here: after 1 7  g5 d4 18  
.ixd4 ! lLlxe4 ( 18  . . .  exd4 1 9  gxf6 i.xf6 20 f4 
looks slightly better for White, because d4 is 
weak and it will be difficult for Black to avoid 
the exchange of light-squared bishops) 1 9  fxe4 
exd4 20 i.h3 i.c4! 2 1  'ffxd4 i.b5 White's extra 
pawn and central control seem to outweigh 
Black's structural and bishop advantage. 

The big problem here was that my moraliz­
ing prevented me from seeing the position with 
any clarity. Assuming that such a line would be 
good for me was wrong and trying to force it 
even when it wasn't remotely forced was wrong. 
I wrote in my post-game notes: "This danger­
ous pathology of trying to navigate yourself to­
wards a line that appeals to you is well worth 
eradicating." Such a phenomenon is fairly typi­
cal of Perfectionism in that you think there is a 
way the game ought to develop and then when 
your opponent deviates (shows himself to be 
'deviant' ) there is a temptation to think that he 
is 'guilty ' ,  rather than question your own mis­
placed 'morality' 

14 . . .  1Z.b8 (D) 
Now I was happy, content to have sidelined 

the knight and looking forward to attacking it. 
This is very poor judgement. It struck me after 
the game that I have some sort of problem of a 
more general nature with the idea that a king­
side attack cannot succeed with a wayward piece 

w 

on the other side of the board. This is interest­
ing with regard to the relationship between dy­
namics and statics in that when seen by itself 
the knight is indeed statically bad on a4 because 
it has little scope and is difficult to defend, but 
in fact the knight is by no means misplaced on 
a4. GM Danny King made the point very lu­
cidly when he said that this one piece holds up 
my queenside play, and since the main theme in 
the position is competing attacks, the knight is a 
hero of the white army and an irritation for 
Black. Thinking dynamically, I should only 
reach this position with some concrete varia­
tions in mind with regard to attacking this 
knight. Moreover, I think I kidded myself into 
thinking this was OK because I badly wanted to 
play the line with 1 4 lLle2. I also wanted to take 
advantage of h4 instead of g5 and thinking that 
I deserved to assume the initiative clouded my 
judgement. 

IS g5 ltJd7? 
Played quickly, still under the illusion that I 

was OK and looking forward to . . .  i.b7 -c6. I re­
jected other moves because they didn't  seem 
consistent with the idea of punishing him: 

a) 15 . . .  lLle8 looks unimpressive, but is prob­
ably better than what I played. Then 16  h5 ! ?  
'ii'a5 17 b 3  J..d7 1 8  g 6  J..xa4 1 9  bxa4 favours 
White. 

b) 15 . . .  liJh5 ! is best. It holds up the kingside 
and makes 1 2  . . .  e5 look respectable. Moroze­
vich described this as 'normal' .  After 1 6  i.c4, 
all I could think of was that it was impossible to 
make progress on the queenside and that it 
would be difficult to attack the a4-knight with 
. . .  J..d7 because of the tactical resource lLlc5. 
This was Egoism as much as Perfectionism 
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because I didn ' t  stop to think of how the re­
spective positions looked from my opponent's  
point of view. However, my failure to evaluate 
these lines correctly had more to do with my 
'desire to punish' ,  which I could only fulfil if I 
could exploit that wayward knight on a4. After 
1 6  . . .  i.d7 ! ?  ( 1 6  . . .  i.e6 17 i.b3 'ikc7 is also com­
fortable for Black) 1 7 ltlc5 ( 1 7  J.b3 ! ?  'ii'a5 1 8  
lt:!c5) 1 7  . . .  J.b5 1 8  .i.xb5 l:lxb5 1 9 lt:!b3 White 
is no more than slightly better, if that, because 
his knight is on a bad route and will soon be 
hassled by the a-pawn. These lines suggest that 
1 2  . . .  e5 wasn' t really so bad after all, but the 
spirit in which it was played was woeful. 

16 b3! (D) 
A strong waiting move, which removes any 

worries White may have over his wayward 
knig�t. "I just wanted to show you that you had 
nothing", said my opponent. Indeed it is al­
ready very difficult for Black to find an ade­
quate answer to the inevitable pawn-storm on 
the kingside. 

B 

16 ... .tb7 
Played with a certain amount of confidence, 

given that I had assured myself that taking on 
b4 was not good for White ( 1 7  'ikxb4 d5 gives 
Black strong counterplay). It was fairly stupid 
even to think that my opponent might grab such 
a pawn but the fact that he couldn't  take it 
safely made me feel quite 'righteous' about my 
strategy. 

17 hS fS?!  
I played this with some vague notion that I 

was now making sense of all my pieces. Al­
though it is a good idea to talk with your pieces, 
it is important not to become too dogmatic about 

it. Whatever I may have thought about my own 
pieces working well together at the time, it is 
clear to me now that all of White's pieces are 
better than mine. At the time I was too busy 
' moralizing' to think that I might myself be 
making some 'immoral' judgements. This is 
fairly typical of people who moralize; they 
rarely stop to question their own fallibility. The 
fact that I might be totally lost hadn' t  occurred 
to me at all and yet this now seems to be the 
case. 1 7  . . .  J.c6 would have been better, but 1 8  
g6 still looks very nasty indeed. 

18 .i.c4+! 
It is shocking to think that I was pleased to 

see this (because he could no longer take en 
passant) . In my warped state of mind I consid­
ered this good news since he now has to sacri­
fice a piece to attack my king. This is typical of 
what happens when your chess becomes 'ideal­
istic' - you think in overly general terms about 
adherence to rules and forget about the position 
in front of you. 

18 ... �h8 19 g6 
Only now did I appreciate the finality of the 

threat of h6. My position is completely lost, and 
as Nigel Short so kindly put it after the game, it 
looks like the type of position he would expect 
to get in a simultaneous display. 

19 ... h6 
19 .. .f4 20 h6 ! is the end, and due to this there 

is no way to hold Black's position. 1 9  . .  .fxe4 20 
h6 isn't any better. 

20 .i.xh6! fxe4 21 l:ldgl! e3 22 1Wxe3 dS 23 
J.xg7+ �xg7 24 h6+ �f6 25 g7 dxc4 26 h7 
(D) 

1-0 
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The final position deserves a diagram. I 
guess I didn't  quite succeed in punishing him 
after all. 

The moral (!) of the story is not to moralize 
during a chess game. Nobody plays perfect 
chess and you are liable to make your chess 
much more imperfect if you strive to 'punish' 
your opponents for their imperfection. In par· 
ticular, don't assume a move you hadn't ex· 
pected is bad; often it's just a sign that you 
should look at the position more closely to 
see what else you haven't seen. 

'Copy-Cat Crime' 

Follow that will and that way which experience 
confirms to be your own. 
CARL JUNG 

The 'crime' here is to play your moves in accor­
dance with what you think a player you admire 
would do in the same situation. This leads to 
very similar problems to those we saw in 'The 
Trappings of Analogy' in Chapter 1 and this 
sort of 'cut and paste' approach to chess invari­
ably fails to make best use of your abilities. Be­
fore we consider why this might be the case, 
please be clear that I am not saying you should 
never think of how, e.g. Shirov, Karpov, or 
Petrosian would play the position you have in 
front of you, because it can often be an excel­
lent way to 'jump out' of your patterns. There 
are definitely times when this is useful, but 
most of the time I think it will lead you astray. 

The most important thing is not to use this 
type of technique as a matter of course. The 
player(s) you admire have developed their style 
over several years based on unique personal ex­
perience and study. What you think of as their 
'style' is unlikely to be an accurate reflection of 
what their style actually is, and they will usu­
ally be strong enough to 'jump out' of their nor­
mal way of playing when the position requires 
it. What's more, it may well be such a position 
you are considering when you try to 'copy' 
them. I mention this in the context of Perfec­
tionism because it is consistent with the idea of 
creating an ' ideal ' against which to base your 
efforts. It is dangerous not only because the 
' ideal' is not always as perfect as you think it is, 
but we are liable to misunderstand the ideal in 

any case, and since reaching it may be beyond 
us, even trying to get there may be mistaken. 

B 

Bryson - Rowson 
Aberdeen 1998 

I sensed that this was a key moment in the 
game and knew the time was ripe for some sort 
of transformation. I would have placed this ex­
ample in Chapter 2 had it not been for the way I 
went about deciding on my move. Shortly prior 
to this game I had finished my six-game match 
with GM Michael Adams. I learned a great deal 
in the process of preparing, playing and analys­
ing for the games with Adams and had begun to 
feel that I had some idea of how 'Mickey' plays 
chess. So, after a little bit of personal rumina­
tion about how to proceed didn't  yield any­
thing, I asked myself what Mickey would play 
here. At first I thought he would play a move 
which just improves the position without 
changing it much, because he's rather good at 
that sort of thing. I couldn't see such a move 
though, so I assumed he would calmly re-route 
the f6-knight to c5 and slowly probe White into 
making a mistake. However, looking at this 
more closely didn't convince me of its merits . 
In general I wasn' t  keen to swap the g3-pawn 
for the h6-pawn, so it's not clear that my knight 
is any better on c5 than it is on f6. After 
28 . . .  tLld7 ! ?  29 J.dl tLlc5 30 l:d4 'ii'xg3 3 1  
ir'xh6+ I am still a pawn up, and n o  doubt 
better, but it's not clear what the future holds for 
my king. 

Therefore I figured he would do something 
else. 28 . . . ltle4 is clearly an i<!ea but I wasn't 
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happy to relieve the tension so soon. Then, per­
haps unconsciously, I had something like a vi­
sual image of Mickey playing the move 28 ... ttJe4 
and without much further ado, convinced my­
self that there was nothing better. What I fmd a 
little bit eerie is the absence of any real justifi­
cation for this move, other than the fact that I 
thought Mickey would play it. I couldn' t  under­
stand why this transpired, and still don't fully, 
but the image of Mickey playing a strong . . .  ttJe4 
must have been lodged in my memory banks 
with some emotional content because in games 
3 (21 .. .ltJxe4) and 5 (22 . . .  ltJe4) of our match it 
was this move that hastened my downfall and 
even now I can picture him playing these 
moves. This is rather speculative of course, but 
to my mind it seems the most compelling ex­
planation. The lesson to be drawn from this is 
that what we think a strong player would 
play is not always related to an understand­
ing of that player, but rather some memory 
of that player doing something which made 
a particular impression on us. 

28 ... ltJe4? 
I was so sure that this was the moment where 

I missed a chance to assume a decisive advan­
tage that I showed it to GMs Julian Hodgson 
and Bogdan Lalic at the end of the event. Julian 
agreed that this was 'the moment' and, like me, 
wondered what Mickey would play here. He 
didn't know, and was also a little unsure about 
how Black should proceed. Bogdan, on the 
other hand, just threw himself into the position 
and discovered quite a surprising solution. 

28 . . .  e5 ! 29 fxeS l:txeS seems at first sight 
very weakening, but when you look at the posi­
tion without prejudice you see that Black's po­
sition now really comes alive and all that is bad 
about White's position comes to the fore. After 
looking at this position for a bit it was clear to 
all of us that White was faced with big prob­
lems and had no significant counterplay. White's 
king is quite uncomfortable, and there's no 
comforting move that will make it less so. 30 
J.f3 'ii"gS ! reveals the strength of the idea, 
which is to have a safe square for the king on g7 
and exploit White's jumbled pieces. Black is in 
total control of the game and it's surprisingly 
difficult to make White's king feel any safer. I 
find it an especially pleasing paradox that open­
ing up the position increases the security of my 

king. Julian was quick to point out that much as 
he appreciated 28 . . .  e5 , "it' s not a very Mickey 
move". Bogdan couldn't really say why 28 . . .  e5 
looked right to him, but he felt that the awk­
ward position of the white king was a signifi­
cant positional factor. 

Looking at this example again a couple of 
years on, it strikes me that had I been thinking 
of Speelman instead of Adams I may have 
looked at a move which I didn't consider during 
the game or after it. Speelman is renowned for 
somewhat manic chess where he brings posi­
tions to life in the most surprising ways. He is 
also excellent at justifying the crazy-looking 
moves he comes up with, both verbally and with 
variations. So when I asked myself what he 
would play, I thought of 28 . . .  J.b5 ! ?  29 tDxb5 
(allowing the bishops to be swapped leaves me 
with no problems because I can play . . .  hS, 
. . .  'ii"g4 and . . .  �g7, if nothing else) 29 . . .  axb5 . 
By exchanging my least active piece and re­
moving one of my opponent's most trouble­
some, I improve the harmony of my remaining 
pieces. There is a cost in terms of the structural 
damage on the queenside, but the dynamics 
seem to make up for this . Given the relative 
' safety' of Black's advantage on move 28, it 
seems strange to compromise the queenside 
like this, but a closer look again reveals that 
White is poorly coordinated and Black's re­
maining pieces all have significant roles to play. 
Moreover, . . .  ltJe4 is now a big threat which can 
only be sensibly stopped by 30 J.f3 (not 30 
llb3 ltJe4 3 1  lldd3 liJf2) 30 . . .  lla8 3 1  �bl 
'ifixg3 32 'ifixh6+ �e7, when Black's excellent 
piece coordination leaves White in significant 
difficulties . 

So it seems that both 28 . . .  e5 and 28 . . .  J.b5 
would lead to a decisive advantage for Black, 
but neither of these moves came from thinking 
about how Michael Adams would play the po­
sition. Come to think of it, Mickey would al­
most certainly have played one of these moves, 
if only because he so rarely misses opportuni­
ties, but they are not the type of move that one 
would derive from a consideration of his style, 
and therefore it was a mistake to think of what 
he would play in this given instance. 

29 lDxe4 dxe4 30 l:tc3 f5 
White's pieces have considerable freedom 

and I've exchanged off my king's most reliable 
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defender. I may well be better even here, but 
with the time-control approaching everything 
became a bit random and we both overlooked 
chances before finally agreeing a draw on 
move 46. 

Bread,  Butter, and Jam 

You 've got bread. You 've got butter . . .  and you 
want jam!?! 
GM JULIAN HODGSON. 

These words should be borne in mind by all 
players prone to Perfectionism. The basic prob­
lem is asking too much of your position, or not 
being content with what you have, even when 
it's more than enough to reach the required re­
sult. I like to think of this as 'jam lust' because it 
usually occurs when we are already quite ex­
cited about our promising position (bread and 
butter), but get so excited that we can't  contain 
our passion to make the position even better 
(we want jam on it too). It is a fairly typical per­
fectionist trait, because most perfectionists feel 
that a good position (bread and butter) is not ad­
equate (suboptimal) and they will only be satis­
fied with 'a  perfect position' (optimal), for 
which they need jam too. 

B 

Karpov - Short 
Candidates match (game 3 ), Linares 1992 

Black has a commanding position, with ex­
tra space, a potential passed pawn and superior 
pieces. Moreover, White's e5-pawn is weak, 
and the b2-knight is short of squares. Perhaps 

more significantly, Short had been making visi­
ble progress with every move and no doubt 
wanted this trend to continue. 

44 • . •  h5 
"Short forgets where his pawn-majority is, 

and instead starts on some grand plan of encir­
clement, the net result of which is to allow 
White to exchange h-pawns, thus easing his de­
fensive task." - IM Crouch (writing in Chess 
Monthly). This seems a little harsh, given that 
Black is still winning after this move, but it 
does seem that the trend now turns in Karpov's 
favour. Short must have liked his position very 
much, but perhaps didn't feel that it was enough 
to slay the mighty Karpov, so he went in search 
of something to add a little 'flavour' to the posi­
tion. 

Short's aim is to advance the h-pawn to h3, 
thus leaving White with even less space for his 
pieces. Given that he already had bread and but­
ter, such a desire seems like a classic case of 
'jam lust' . The main point is that the bread and 
butter was more than enough to win the game, 
and the time taken to get the jam out of the cu� 
board and spread it on his bread gives Karpov 
some breathing space to organize his position. 

Short's notes in lnformator just give 44 . . . c4 ! 
45 bxc4+ bxc4 46 lDa4 (otherwise . . .  c3 wins 
the knight) 46 . . .  l:d3 "with the idea of . . .  c3" and 
the assessment that Black is winning. A little 
analysis by IM Colin Crouch confirms this to 
be the case: 47 lDb2 l:e3 48 l:d2+ (48 'ifi>f2 'itd4 
wins too) 48 . . .  lDd4 49 iDd l l:te2+ 50 l:xe2 
tDxe2 5 1  �f2 iDe 1 or 4 7 l:c2 iDd4 48 l:c3 
l:xc3 49 tDxc3+ �xeS . 

45 �n h4 46 �g2 lDgs 47 �f2 h3 48 l:c2 
lDe6 49 �e2 �xeS SO lDd3+ �d6 51 M :dS 
52 l:c3 �c6 53 iDxh3 l:bS 54 lDC2 .Uxh2 55 
�n 

Karpov has defended calmly and now his 
pieces are quite well coordinated. White is still 
lost due to Black's superior activity, space ad­
vantage and extra pawn. However, the trend has 
turned in White's favour and unless the new 
trend is stopped by some incisive play by Short, 
Karpov has good drawing chances. Short did 
indeed miss a few wins, although nothing very 
simple, and eventually drew on move 94. 

The above manifestations of Perfectionism 
are, I think, more widespread than we tend to 
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imagine, but I'm sure most chess-players would 
single out the greatest and most prevalent prob­
lem with Perfectionism to be that old chestnut, 
time-trouble. My aim now is to consider why 
we are so inclined to fall short of time. I will 
treat the issue from a slightly unusual perspec­
tive and so the interested reader may like to 
consult further reading on this matter, for 
which I recommend Krogius, Psychology in 
Chess (Chapters 5 and 6) and Nunn, Secrets of 
Practical Chess (pages 59-61). 

The Causes of Time-Trouble (and 
a few remedies) 

The clock is just as much a part of the game as 
the board and pieces, and losing because of 
time-trouble is no different to losing because of 
weak play - it 's still a zero on the score-sheet. 
GM JOHN NUNN 

It may seem that the following list doesn't de­
scribe issues related to Perfectionism but in fact 
most of them do, if we look at Perfectionism 
broadly as the desire to follow a certain model 
towards which you aspire. After considering 
this Jist. I draw some more general conclusions 
about time-trouble, and what to do about it. My 
bottom line, however, is that it is not always 
'sinful' to run into time-trouble and we shouldn't 
always blame ourselves for doing so. What is 
important is that you realize just how important 
a part of the game the clock is, and if you liked 
what I said in Chapter 4, it may be helpful to see 
it as one of four dimensions of the game, to be 
treated with as much attention as the other 
three. 

1)  Complexity of the game 
Some games are fuJJ of difficult, time-consum­
ing decisions that require both players to use a 
lot of time to find the right moves. The more 
complex the position, the more you will need to 
use intuition to make decisions. A confident 
player will just trust his gut feeling and accept 
that further thinking won't  make the decision 
any easier. However, there are undoubtedly 
some games where "time-trouble (less than a 
minute per move is the standard, but not limit­
ing, definition) is almost unavoidable. When 

you are up against a player who poses original 
problems, you will need some time to solve 
them. Kasparov, for example, frequently ran 
short of time when playing Karpov, and now 
does so against Kramnik, although in general 
he is fairly resistant to running short of time. 
Michael Adams has. stated that one of his main 
strengths is avoiding time-trouble, but even he 
gets short of time when up against the very best 
players. 

2) Deliberately running short of time 
This normally occurs when a player has a bad 
position and wants to 'blitz' the opponent or 
just begin some sort of psychological warfare 
by playing quickly (and often noisily). In my 
experience the players who do this tend to be 
quite 'macho' and love the drama and adrena­
line rush of hand-to-hand combat under pres­
sure. I would say "don't do this ! ", but I don't 
see how that's going to help, especially because 
many players enjoy being in time-trouble. The 
'hit' you get from those ten to twenty minute 
periods where big decisions are made very 
quickly is, for many players, a big attraction of 
the game. 

3) Poor theoretical preparation 
This can lead to a doubtful mindset. If you be­
gin the game slowly and cautiously, this can un­
dermine your confidence for the rest of the 
game. Opening preparation has as much to do 
with general confidence as getting a good posi­
tion out of the opening and, although it's asking 
a lot, I would simply suggest that you get your 
openings sorted out! Indeed if you don't know 
your openings well, don' t have time to prepare 
something, or aren't suited to playing offbeat 
lines then it's very difficult to avoid giving your 
opponent the psychological advantage early in 
the game. Moreover, I firmly believe that the 
seeds of slow play later in the game are sown in 
the opening. I don' t think it's wise to play the 
opening super-quickly because then it will be 
hard to adjust when you have to think for your­
self, but in general you shouldn't spend more 
than half an hour for your first ten moves. lfyou 
are doing this you either need to study your 
openings, or prepare yourself for the game psy­
chologically so that you are more confident on 
arrival. 
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lost in random time-scrambles, something needs 
to be done. The solution may be to navigate 
your way through the complexity with your in­
tuition and be confident, trust your feelings and 
know that this is as reliable an approach as 
'thinking' your way to a solution. However, as 
we saw above, time-trouble is not always 
avoidable. 

1 1 ) General indecision 
You can't make up your mind. The 'which 
rook?' question is a classic example. If you 
dither for twenty minutes over lHdl or l:.adl 
then you are letting yourself down. Just get on 
with it ! At such moments it is worth asking 
yourself if you will need this time more later 
than you do now, and more often than not, the 
answer is yes ! In such situations you are para­
lysed by your choices and lack the confidence 
to make an educated guess. In this respect I am 
great believer in John Nunn's advice: "Chess is 
all about making decisions. Postponing a deci­
sion doesn't necessarily improve it. Try to get 
into the habit of asking yourself: is further 
thought actually going to be beneficial." An­
other question to ask is: "is this problem solv­
able, and if so how long will it take me?" Often 
the answer will be no, in which case you just have 
to make a good guess; and if the answer is yes, 
but it will take a long time, you have ' to gauge 
whether you can afford the time to work it out, 
because it might just be more practical to guess. 

12) Excessive attention to detai l  
Spending many minutes on the possible signifi­
cance of very minor matters that, deep down, 
you know to be fairly irrelevant. Just face up to 
the fact that chess results are rarely decided by 
such small matters. Most games include a 
plethora of errors on both sides, and the biggest 
ones, the ones that really matter, often occur 
when you're short of time. 

13) Excuse provision 
Many players simply can't handle losing on the 
board and fail to take responsibility for their 
moves in time-trouble or the fact that they got 
short of time. I have absolutely no sympathy for 
this. Time-trouble may be an explanation for a 
certain decision, but it is never a good excuse. 
This is what Sartre would call 'mauvaise foi' 

(bad faith) in that you don't  face up to your 
freedom in relation to your circumstances. Lack 
of confidence to compete over the board leads 
to the 'poor me, I got short of time' mindset, 
which is, I think, pathetic. 

14) Going 'walkabout' 
Some tournaments have the toilets miles away 
from the playing hall, and the cafeteria is un­
derstaffed. In these cases you can spend a long 
time away from the board while your clock is 
ticking. You can also end up talking to friends, 
or being engrossed by someone else's position, 
or just generally wandering around. I do all 
these things myself and know that they are one 
cause of time-trouble. However, I am not sure I 
could counsel against doing this sort of thing, 
basically because it tends to be fun! In so far as 
there is a remedy, learn to gauge when you 
think your opponent will use a lot of thinking 
time, and limit your 'walkabouts' to two or 
three a game. Curiously, Jonathan Parker, per­
haps the strongest 1M in the world (now a GM), 
considers 'walkabout' to be the main cause of 
his time-trouble problems. 

Furthermore, M ichael Adams told me that 
his results improved considerably when he con­
quered his 'walkabout' problem, and that lots 
of players let themselves down by wandering 
around. I suggested that stretching legs, going 
to the toilet or getting refreshments were essen­
tial for some players, to which he replied that he 
used to think that too, but one day he realized 
that he was deceiving himself and his main mo­
tivation for leaving the board was actually to 
alleviate boredom! If you take chess at all seri­
ously, it's hard to accept this as a good reason. 
Indeed Mickey now leaves the board very 
rarely and usually only when he feels he has 
seen all that's worth seeing for the time being. 
The advice here is to try harder at the board. 
Mickey's advice boiled down to "just stay at the 
board and don' t  miss things". Indeed, if you 
have to miss something, it's better to miss it 
through lack of ability than lack of effort. Con­
quering the boredom factor will be touched 
upon in the next chapter. 

1 5) Deep thinks 
This can be problem if you habitually take 
more than twenty minutes for a move more than 
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twice a game. In my experience, it is very rare 
for a think of more than twenty minutes to lead 
to a good move. Normally if you think for this 
long, or longer, you just end up confusing your­
self, and forget which line is which. 

There may be a psychological/neurological 
basis for this. For starters, Krogius writes: ''It is 
possible to detect in players who experience a 
limited range of attention, a relative backward­
ness in their understanding of the dynamics of 
play over the entire board, which is revealed in 
their tendency to make a painstaking and pro­
ductive analysis of only one particular idea or 
variation. Probably such players are affected by 
an effort to be excessively conscientious; they 
are striving for the best way in which to pene­
trate an appealing idea as deeply as possible." 
In this regard, psychologists speak of 'the uni­
tary nature of attention' which is described by 
Edward de Bono like this: "It is in the nature of 
a self-organizing patterning system to have a 
single area of stabilization. If there are two 
competing areas at a time, the large one will ex­
pand and the lesser one will disappear even if 
the difference is very slight. This arises directly 
from the wiring of the system and is not an im­
posed condition. It leads to one area of attention 
at a time." 

Having these deep thinks may be mistaken, 
on this view, because you may not be thinking 
about as much as you imagine. It's more likely 
that you'll be going round in circles on the 
same line and there is some reason to think that 
this arises because of the nature of your brain. 
Moreover, if you use the same neural pathway 
over and over, there is a chance that this path­
way will become 'drenched' , as neurologists 
put it, which means that more is by no means al­
ways better when it comes to thinking. 

That said, GM Emil Sutovsky once corn­
mended me for having a half-hour think during 
a critical moment in our game which led to a 
correct decision in a complicated position. He 
explained that Russian GM Bareev had told 
him all about 'The Linares guys' and how they 
use their time, which made a big impression on 
him. Apparently, if you watch the world's best 
playing live, you see a sequence of moves 
played fairly quickly followed by a substantial 
pause. They know all about the dangers of 
Blinking and so use their time in these critical 

moments, but don't  worry so much about small 
details at other moments and trust their fantas­
tic judgement. 

This suggests that deep thinks may not be 
such a crime, but that you should be careful ऀ܀ጀ騀

besw s� wowfu"u.
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1 7) Fai lure to make adequate use of 
opponent's thinking time 
This is a very common shortcoming and I think 
it's related to boredom. To tackle this problem 
we need to learn how to concentrate better, 
which I discuss at the end of the next chapter. 

18) Attention seeking 
The most ridiculous cause of time-trouble is the 
shocking desire of some players to attract atten­
tion by being short of time. This is somewhat 
absurd, and the only remedy I might suggest is 
to use other ways to grab people's attention, 
l ike wearing a funny hat, though preferably 
choose one that won't unduly disturb the oppo­
nent. 

Pragmatism 

Do or do not. There is no try. 
YODA 

Telling a hardened perfectionist to be 'prag­
matic' is a bit like telling a dog to be cat - it's 
asking a bit much, even in these days of genetic 
engineering. Yet this is the type of advice that 
the time-troubled perfectionist tends to hear. 
"You just need to be more practical", "don't 
forget about your clock", "don't leave less than 
ten minutes for your last ten moves", "never use 
more than 20 minutes for a move", "turn up on 
time", "stay at the board", "play the opening 
quickly" and so on ad infinitum. Even though 
such advice is perfectly sound and well in­
tended, it rarely helps. Pragmatism simply 
comes more easily to some people than others. 
Those who are not troubled by the desire to 
play the uniquely correct move as part of a per­
fect game are in some ways rather blessed, but 
it's wrong to assume that perfectionists can 
shake such habits (dreams?) at the drop of a hat. 

The perfectionist may lose many games 
through lack of time but they will also win 
some spectacular games by digging deeply into 
a position that the pragmatist may only have 
understood superficially. Moreover, I think it's 
limited to assume that the only aim of a chess 
game is to win. While it may be true that the 
pragmatist gets better results in general, we 
shouldn' t assume that this is the model for ev­
eryone to follow. Indeed, some players prefer to 

win one beautiful game and lose two normal 
games than to win three normal games, but cre­
ate nothing particularly memorable. 

However, for those of you who would like to 
be a bit more pragmatic, and feel this to be at­
tainable, I hope the following game will give a 
good example of pragmatic thinking. 

Rowson - Gardner 
Edmonton 2000 

1 e4 cS 2 lLic3 d6 
After a four-minute think. This made me feel 

good about my opening choice. Now my oppo­
nent took at least two minutes for each of the 
following three moves. 

3 f4 a6 4 lLir3 bS 5 d3 .ib7 
Not so bad in itself but there are other devel­

oping moves which are more flexible, and 
which should perhaps have been played first. 
The bishop is not well placed to aid queenside 
play with . . .  b4 or for the central push . . .  e6 and 
. . .  t
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1 2  d4 (this is an improved version for Black, 
since I don't usually want to play i.e3 so soon) 
1 2  . . .  cxd4 13 ll:Jxd4 ll:Jxd4 14 .ixd4 'Wic7 I think 
Black is comfortable, if only because White ' s  
king i s  a little weak i n  the long term, without 
pawns on the second rank to protect it. This re­
minds me of an elderly gentleman from Aber­
deen (I don' t remember the details; it was, as 
they say, 'a long time ago in a far-away land')  
telling me not to open the king 's  'box' in this 
way. He explained that when the box is closed 
(f2, g2, h2) the precious jewel (king) is safe 
from harm. He may get a little claustrophobic 
in the box and need a little breathing space, so 
to move one pawn in front of the king is OK. 
However, he fel t  that if you moved more than 
one of these pawns, the 'box' could no longer 
protect the king with any reliability. This may 
be a good way to think of why we generally 
shouldn' t  move pawns in front of our castled 
king: they are the 'box' which protects our most 
vital asset from the dangers of the outside world. 

10 eS 
I could have kept the tension with something 

like 10  �e l ,  which is also playable, but the 
text-move gains space and makes it easier to 
find a sequence of good moves. Once you start 
thinking of alternatives to 10 e5 you are almost 
certain to lose a fair chunk of time for no re­
ward. 10 e5 gives bread and butter;  there is no 
need to look for jam at this stage. 

10 ... ll:Jfd7 1 1  d4 
I had the option of allowing him to play . . .  d4, 

which would allow me to use the e4-square, but 
I didn't see any good waiting move and so no 
need to spend much time looking for it because 
I already had a promising option. 

l l  . . .  ll:Jc6 12 ll:Je2! 
Since the d5-pawn is going nowhere in a 

hurry, the scope of this knight had to be im­
proved at some point. Now there are two poten­
tially favourable outcomes: either I get time to 
hold the centre with c3, or there will be a good 
knight on d4. Black's position is still perfectly 
healthy, but I was already more than twenty 
minutes up on the clock. If we do think of chess 
as a game of four dimensions, then we can per­
haps compare these dimensions and assign 
them some sort of relative value. If so, I'd imag­
ine twenty minutes is worth about a third of a 
pawn, a move, or a wee bit of quality. 

12 • . •  'Wib6 
A reasonable move, preparing to castle 

queenside and pressurizing d4, but now I was 
pleased to fortify my centre. 

1 3  c3! 0-0-0?! 
My opponent took a good while over this 

move, which I sensed he wanted to play since 
he had shown no interest in castling kingside. 
The black king's 'box' is even more stretched 
than mine ! I was aware that there was now go­
ing to be some sort of race, so I improved my 
most valuable piece first, and waited for a sig­
nal from my opponent as to what I should do 
next. 

1 3  . . . a5 !  looks like a good waiting move, sup­
porting . . .  b4 and planning to activate the bishop 
on a6. On the one hand this will make the 
queenside even less safe for the black king, but 
on the other hand it's not clear how I should 
continue. Every developing move seems to have 
a drawback. 14  f5 is double-edged because of 
the . . .  ll:Jxe5 ideas. 1 4  i.e3 doesn' t nullify 
. . .ll:Jxe5 tricks, and after 14 �h2, intending f5 , 
Black plays 14 . . .  g6 ! ,  when 1 5  g4 is needed to 
keep the momentum but this is met by 1 5  . . .  h5 ! ,  
when my king has embarrassed himself. 

14 �h2! (D) 

B 

I played this one quickly. My king didn't feel 
too comfortable being eyed up by the black 
queen and now my position is both solid and 
flexible. I am ready to play a simple move like 
i.e3, but ideas like f5 (and ll:Jf4) or a4 are al­
ready in the air. 

14 • . •  fS? 
This is a significant error that gives me 

many ways to gain the advantage. Black clearly 
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intends . . .  h6 and . . .  g5 with counterplay but this 
is slow and I have many ways to cross the plan. 
From a psychological point of view, the move I 
feared most was just 14 . . .  'iic7 !?, eyeing up my 
king from afar again, and freeing b6 for the 
knight. This would have been especially un­
pleasant if played quickly because I hadn' t  yet 
decided what I was going to do with my posi­
tion. However, 1 5  a4 b4 16 .1d2 looks reason­
able in this respect. 

14 . . .  h6 looks more flexible, but then my op­
ponent may have been worried about 1 5  f5 exf5 
16 ltlf4 ltlf8 17  dxc5, when I have some initia­
tive. 

15 lUgS! 
With hindsight this may not have been the 

best move, but I give the exclamation mark for 
pragmatism and speed in that I played this in 
about three ririnutes. Black's last move gave me 
a lot of choice and it would have been easy to 
spend half an hour or more at this juncture and 
still been unsure which was best. I quickly saw 
that this move gave some advantage, even if it's 
of a slow, strategic nature. I also saw that cap­
turing on c5 or f6 may be good, and was aware 
that a4 can be considered too. I almost felt 'the 
desire to punish' here in that I could sense there 
should be a way to get a clear advantage with 
one of these lines, but then I just asked myself if 
there was any chance that I would play any­
thing other than 1 5  lUgS after further thought 
and the answer was a resounding 'no' ! I was 
aware that I may have been missing out on 
some jam, but I decided it wasn't worth the 
wait, and went on munching my bread and but­
ter. The alternatives are: 

a) 15  exf6 gxf6!  (other captures look better 
for White, but this is highly murky and Black 
now has a positional threat of . . .  f5 followed by 
. . .  l2Jf6-e4) 16 f5 doesn't  help to clarify things 
after 1 6  . . .  e5 ! 17 dxe5 l2Jdxe5 1 8 lLJxe5 lLJxe5 1 9  
lLJf4. This may be better for White but what's 
the point in looking further here, in a position 
where my opponent has counterplay, when I 
can have at least as big an advantage more cer­
tainly and without risk? 

b) 1 5  dxc5 was the main contender; I can 
start a queenside attack quite quickly here. 
1 5  .. . �xc5 ( 1 5  . . .  .ixc5 1 6 lLJg5 llde8 17  b4 .if8 
1 8  a4) 1 6  .ie3 'iic7 17 .ixc5 ! (I don't want that 
knight coming to e4 and it's important to keep 

the momentum) 1 7  . . .  i.xc5 1 8  b4 looked very 
promising at the time, and is almost forced too. 
I will soon put a knight on d4 and play a4, after 
which Black' s b7-bishop is bad and his king 
will be exposed. However, it is much less clear 
than the game continuation and is sufficiently 
murky to make it a 'three results ' position in the 
sense that a little slip is all it would take for 
Black to assume the initiative. Indeed, although 
I seem to have an overwhelming initiative, I am 
very weak on the dark squares and I don't  like 
the look of . . .  g5 and . . .  h5 coming my way. 
Given that I don't  see a reasonable line for 
Black here, this may have been stronger than 
1 5  lUgS but I still prefer the move I played, 
partly because it assures me of a large and safe 
advantage, and because in playing it quickly I 
kept the psychological pressure on my oppo­
nent. 

lS ... .txgS 16 fxgS (D) 

B 

Black's position is not fundamentally sound 
without his dark-squared bishop, and it is far 
from clear where his counterplay will come 
from. I can play on the queenside with a4 or the 
kingside with g4 and lLJf4. Another benefit of 
such a line is that it is quite depressing for 
Black. Unlike taking on c5 and giving him the 
dark squares, there is really very little to make 
Black happy here. Moreover, to play well now 
he has to move out of the counter-attacking 
gear that led to . . . 0-0-0 and . . .  f5 and try to keep 
his position as flexible as possible from a 
purely defensive point of view. 

16 ... c4? 
This makes it difficult for me to attack the 

black king and removes any worries Black may 
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have had about dxc5, but on the other (larger 
and more significant) hand I have no weak­
nesses to worry about any more. Also, although 
the position looks blocked, I have three pawn­
breaks to prise it open (b3, a4 and g4). My op­
ponent played this move quite quickly com­
pared to his other moves but this was actually a 
moment where some deep thinking would have 
helped. Indeed, after a major exchange of 
pieces or change in pawn-structure it is gen­
erally a good idea to take a fresh look at the 
position. It takes your thoughts and emo­
tions a while to catch up with the positional 
changes so there is a danger that you will apply 
an outdated aggressive mindset (for example) 
to a new position in which you need to be, for 
example, defensive (see Looseness). 

1 6  . . .  cxd4 1 7  cxd4 seems on a superficial 
level to expose Black's king and open the posi­
tion for White's bishops but much more signifi­
cant is that White has to defend d4 and Black 
has at least some scope for his rooks down the 
c-file (remember that the main feature of a 
space advantage is that it tends to make your 
rooks better than the opponent's). Moreover, 
Black's b7-bishop can live again on a6 after 
. . . b4 and . . .  a5 whereas White's g2-bishop, al­
though formally ' good',  is actually a bit short 
of ideas . White is still clearly better, but Black 
is not without chances to hold. 

17 "Df4! "De7 18 lt.Jh5! (D) 

This knight manoeuvre leaves Black tied up 
and has the bonus of overprotecting g3. 

18 ... l:[dg8 19 b3! 
The unopposed prelate threatens to breathe 

fire on the a3-f8 diagonal. Notice that it's an 

unmoved piece that can now go to a3. It' s not in 
a hurry to go there because it does a good job of 
discouraging . . .  h6 where it is, but for the first 
time in the game it seems clear on which diago­
nal this bishop belongs and that's why it hasn't  
moved until now. 

19 .. . "Dg6 20 a4! 
As a consequence of this move, Black's pas­

sive bishop is brought to life. But this bishop 
also does a good job of defending Black's king, 
so in the new circumstances of trying to attack 
the black king, this bishop is not so 'bad' at all. 

20 . . .  i.c6 21 axbS .1xb5 22 bxc4 i.xc4 
I was pleased to be relatively resistant to jam 

in this game. A part of me wanted to open the 
queenside and leave him with his bad b7-
bishop, but then I realized there wasn't much 
reason why his b7-bishop was any worse than 
mine on g2 (indeed it's actually more relevant 
to the position) and so I brought it out to c4 with 
the intention of exchanging it. 

23 l:[f2 h6 
Or 23 . . .  "Dgxe5 24 l:[b2. 
24 gxh6 gxh6 (D) 

25 ..ifi! 
This is much more thematic than 25 l:tb2 or 

25 i.a3, which were also occupying my atten­
tion. My worry was that . . .  "Dxe5 might happen 
somehow - but this doesn't  seem to be a prob­
lem and attacking Black's king is the name of 
the game. 

25 . . .  .1b3 
Ironically Black needs to keep this bishop. 

25 . . .  '1i'c6 is met by 26 i.xc4 'li'xc4 27 l:[fa2 "Db8 
(27 . .  .r.tb7 28 :xa6 'li'xa6 29 :xa6 <itxa6 30 
'li'a4+) 28 lla5 ! .  
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26 'ii'e2 aS? 
26 . . .  i.c4 27 11i'el 'ii'c6 28 .ixc4 'ii'xc4 29 

l:[fa2 �b7 is more stubborn. However, 30 :xa6 
1ixa6 3 1 lba6 �xa6 32 l2Jf6 then looks very 
strong. A pure material count is not so encour­
aging, but White's queen is in her element here 
due to the exposed king (see Chapter 4) and 
Black's knights look a bit stray. I don't see a de-· 
fence for Black to the assorted ideas of'ii'e2-h5, 
i.a3 and c4. 

27 'ii'a6+ 1ixa6 28 i.xa6+ �c7 29 :Xa5 
White now has a clear extra pawn as well as 

positional advantages. 
29 . . .  l:.a8 30 l:.a3 i.c4 31 i.xc4 :xa3 32 

i.xaJ d.xc4 33 lZJg7! lZJgf8 34 g4! fxg4 35 i.xf8 
g3+ 36 �xg3 :gs 

A creative defensive try: Black wants to take 
on f8 and g7, and then try to hold the rookending, 
but it turns out that I can keep my extra piece. 

37 l:tf7 �c6 38 i.d6 lZJb6 39 <lrf3 lZJdS 40 
l2Jxe6 l2Jxc3 41 l2Jf4 1-0 

Confidence 

Confidence is a preference. 
BLUR, Park Life 

So, the perfectionist may do well to be more 
pragmatic, but such trite advice is not going to 
help very much. In so far as there is hope for the 
perfectionist, it comes from the fact that Perfec­
tionism seems to be caused, in many ways, by 
some sort of lack of confidence, and I think it's 
easier to become more confident than it is to be­
come more pragmatic. The latter requires that 
you change your character but the former 
merely asks you to believe in it. 

There will be exceptions to this claim, but 
players who are so desperate to get things per­
fect often give the impression that they are not 
fully at ease with their current playing strength, 
and aspire to bigger and better things. Those 
who are more pragmatic tend to be more at ease 
with themselves. They don' t need to strive for 
an ideal because they don't  need to show them­
selves that they are worthy of it. 

This can be seen at the highest levels of 
chess with (at some stage in their careers) GMs 
like Glek, Wells, Motwani and even Korchnoi, 
all of whom give the impression of understand­
ing chess better than their ratings or results 

would suggest. Perfectionists also tend to study 
chess away from the board a lot and so inevita­
bly compare the clarity and thoroughness of 
study to the confusing mesh that typifies practi­
cal chess, but crucially without drawing a clear 
line between the two. In any case I find that 
many perfectionists are essentially aspiring 
and bring their desire to be better to their games. 
This aspiration makes it difficult to be practical 
because they want to 'play well' almost as 
much as they want to win. 

There seems to be a strange vicious circle in 
this respect. Some perfectionists aren't suffi­
ciently sure of themselves to trust their intu­
ition, think long and hard and outplay players 
higher rated, feel confident, mess it up in time­
trouble, which undermines their confidence, 
start again a little unsure of themselves, play 
slowly and so it goes on. I have seen this with 
many players and it has made me think that the 
perfectionist's problem, before lack of pragma­
tism, is lack of basic self-belief. Now I use the 
word 'basic' for good reason because many 
chess-players seem more confident than they 
actually are, many more are self-deceptive in 
that they think they are confident when they 
aren't and still more are contingently confident 
and quickly become less sure of themselves in 
unfamiliar territory. 

If you're taking ages to make your moves it 
suggests that you are terrified of making a mis­
take. But why be so terrified? You make mis­
takes anyway, and so does your opponent, 
right? To my mind, basic self-belief is not about 
thinking you will never go wrong, but rather 
knowing that you can and will go wrong, but 
that these mistakes don't  define you. As John 
Barton once said: "Nothing splendid has ever 
been achieved except by those who dared be­
lieve that something inside them was superior 
to circumstance." You have to see that it's OK 
to make mistakes. Part of being a strong practi­
cal player is having the serenity to know that 
you will make mistakes, and that although you 
are responsible, in one sense it could be said 
that it 's not your fault because chess is such a 
difficult game and no one can play it for long 
without making mistakes. I mention Barton's 
quote because it's important to have the confi­
dence that even if a mistake messes up your po­
sition (circumstances), you are still a good 
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enough player to fight back. The confidence 
I'm talking about is the durable confidence 
that you will do well in spite of your errors, 
not the fragile confidence that you won't 
make any at all. 

The problem for the perfectionist is that he 
finds this very hard to take and feels highly sen­
sitive about being the cause of error. If you 
can't face up to this you are liable to spend min­
utes on end doubting yourself over and over: 
"have I got it right?", "could I do better?". Now 
such thoughts are often quite stimulating, but if 
you have too many of them, doubt becomes 
your dominant mindset and that's when Chur­
chill's quotation at the start of this chapter kicks 
in. We tend to think of doubt as something cog­
nitive, but it can hold us in its clutches so firmly 
that it seems like an emotion. Indeed, 'doubt­
fulne-ss '  seems to be the defining characteristic 
of the perfectioni st during the game. 

Now I can ' t  really give advice about how to 
be more confident, but I do think that confi­
dence is often a matter of choice. If it doesn ' t  
come to you naturally I suggest that you take 
some time before your games to remind your­
self that it's OK to make mistakes and that you 
believe in yourself enough to risk making them. 
It is difficult to prove any of the above but I 
hope the following game, based on the annota­
tions of a self-confessed perfectionist, will 
bring some of these issues to light. Notes are 
based on (and include some quotations from) 
those by GM Peter Wells in ChessBase Maga­
zine. 

Wells - I bragimov 
Pulvermuhle 2000 

1 e4 eS 2 lt:Jf3 ltJc6 3 d4 exd4 4 lt:Jxd4 i.cS 5 
lt:Jxc6 bxc6 

This is provocative, and probably not very 
good, but such moves invite punishment, and 
therefore lure the opponent into the snare of 
Perfectionism. 

6 lt:Jc3 lt:Je7 7 lt:Ja4!? i.d6 
Further provocation. It is conceivable that 

Ibragimov, knowing of Pete's  propensity to get 
short of time, deliberately played moves that 
would lead his opponent to think. It's more 
likely that this was prepared though, and if so 
White's  next move puts Black's system in some 

doubt. 7 . . .  i.b6 8 lt:Jxb6 axb6 9 b3 looks slightly 
better for White. 

8 h4! (D) 

"I like this move. Since the advance . . .  f5 in­
volves definite risks, Black's only real hope to 
coordinate his awkwardly placed minor pieces 
rests on playing . . .  lt:Jg6 followed by . . .  .i.e5 or 
. . .  .i.e7.  The text predicts this, and offers excel­
lent prospects of keeping Black tied up." This is 
indeed a strong move, but it took a fair amount 
of time and energy for White to convince him­
self that it was correct. 

8 . . .  0-0 
8 . . .  f5 ? !  9 'ii'd4 ! (threatening e5 ) 9 . . . fxe4 10  

'ii'xg7 ltJg6 1 1  i.g5 i.e7 12  ltJc3 ±. 
9 hS! 
Preventing . . .  ltJg6 and threatening to cause 

at least a little mess by advancing still further. 
9 . . .  h6 
9 . . . f5?? 10 i.c4+ �h8 1 1  h6 g6 1 2  'iid4+ is 

catastrophic for Black. 
10 g4! 
Another strong but unusual move. White's 

play is to be commended, but these moves work 
due to the specifics of the position and are not 
in any way stereotypical, so it's entirely natural 
that Pete spent a fair amount of time on them. 

10 . . .  �e8 1 1  i.e3 
"A classicist at heart, I felt it was about time 

to develop some pieces." - Wells. This is an in­
structive remark for what comes later. White's 
early advances have given him a large amount 
of territory and have made it very difficult for 
Black to mobilize. If White just completes de­
velopment he will have a significant positional 
advantage. 
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ll . .  .'�b8 (D) 

w 

Black intends to play . . .  tt.Jg8, move the bishop 
from d6 and then play . . .  d5 . This is quite slow 
and shouldn't  trouble White. Now, White has 
the attractive option of immediately attacking 
Black's king with g5 , attacking f7 but loosen­
ing the white position or just getting his pieces 
out and playing on his positional advantages 
(better structure, more space). Pete now spent a 
long time trying to find an immediate kill with 
one of the first two options. This is a good case 
of 'jam lust' in that White already had his bread 
and butter and has played well to get it, but now 
his appetite got the better of him and, from a 
practical point of view, he made a big mistake. 

12 i.d3! 
This is not the mistake; in fact this is a per­

fectly good move that strengthens the centre 
and gets another piece out. The mistake was not 
to play it sooner. It was quite right for White to 
have a look at 12 g5 and 1 2  i.c4 but I think he 
should have opted for the 'bread and butter' 
option as soon as he realized that the complica­
tions from these 'jam moves' were quite diffi­
cult and by no means clear. There is a question 
of confidence here because if you fear that 
you'll only get one opportunity in a game, you 
are inclined to dwell on your decisions more 
than you should. This is especially true when 
you are already behind on the clock. Black 
wasn't playing especially fast either but it's bad 
to be short of time regardless of your oppo­
nent's time when you have the advantage be­
cause if you reach a mutual time-scramble, as 
they did in the game, the game will be very ran­
dom and the position will matter less than the 

clock. Let's have a closer look at White' s  al­
ternatives: 

a) 12 g5 !? .  "Every 'chessical' bone in my 
body told me (and continues to tell me) that this 
is the right move. It was, also, unsurprisingly, 
the one my opponent was most afraid of." My 
intuition is at odds with Pete on this one, al­
though it's not surprising that Black was afraid 
of the most aggressive move. My hunch is that 
it's too early for White to develop a significant 
attack, but that White's long-term positional 
advantages are very significant indeed. While 
thinking over his 1 2th move, Pete spent a long 
time trying to find a convincing follow-up after 
1 2  . . .  tt.Jg8, but there doesn't seem to be one. 

a1 ) 1 3  'iid4 hxg5 1 4  h6 1i'f6 1 5  hxg7++ 
'ltxg7 seems quite OK for Black. 

a2) After 1 3  1i'd2 l:txe4 14 tt.Jc3 l:txe3+ ! 
( 14  . . .  i.b4 !?) 15  'iixe3 'ii'xg5 I prefer Black, be­
cause of the bishops and the ragged structure. 

a3) 1 3  i.d3 ! ?  - see the next note. 
a4) 1 3  gxh6 tt.Jxh6 and then: 
a41)  14 i.g2 ! ?  'ii'f6 15 1i'd2 probably fa­

vours White, but the position is full of complex­
ity and it's easy for both sides to make mistakes. 
White is 'playing for three results' here whereas 
in the game he had a chance to play for just two. 

a42) Pete felt that 14  i.d3 1i'f6 (Pete doesn't 
mention 1 4  . . .  i.f8 ! ?  in his notes, but it looks 
more combative to me; with White's king in the 
centre, . . .  d5 could cause some problems) 1 5  
'iid2 was White's best try, and by implication, 
that 12  g5 was the right move, but I'm not so 
sure. With the knight on a4 and the long-term 
structural weaknesses, White is relying on his 
early initiative to bring in the jam, but such a 
position looks more unclear than anything else 
to me. Black can play . . .  i.f8 and . . .  d5 quickly, 
and there's always a . . .  tt.Jg4 irritation in the air, 
like insects on your jam. 

b) Pete also considered 12 i.c4 "at some 
length" but saw nothing too encouraging after 
12  . . .  tL\g8 1 3  i.xf7 l:txe4 14  tt.Jc3 l:te7 ( 14  . . .  i.b4 
15 i.g6 l:te7) 15 i.g6 i.e5 when Pete felt that 
the white position was "a bit loose". Indeed, 
Black's pieces coordinate well and . . .  l:tb8 and 
. . .  d5 will make things even better. 

12 . . .  tt.Jg8 13 'ii'd2 
"Again it is difficult to make the 'violent' 

things work." 13 g5 hxg5 1 4  'iid2 i.e7 ! and 
now: 
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a) 15 h6 tbxh6 1 6 0-0-0 d5 17 lldgl dxe4 1 8  
llxg5 exd3 ( 1 8  . . .  i.xg5 19 i.xg5 f6 20 i.xh6 
exd3 21 i.xg7++ �xg7 22 'iih6+ is a draw) 19 
llxg7?! 'i!txg7 20 i.xh6+ �g6 doesn't seem to 
work for White. The wayward position of the 
knight on a4 is most keenly felt in such lines. 

b) 15 0-0-0 d5 16 h6 l2Jxh6 17 i.d4 i.f6 and 
Black defends. 

13 ... i.f8! 
Overprotecting h6 and freeing the d-pawn. 
14 0-0-0 
14 g5 d5 15 f3 ! ? is given as slightly better for 

White by Pete. I find it curious that he's so keen 
to make g5 work. Personally, I am reluctant to 
weaken White's structure in this way, but 
maybe I'm just not aggressive enough. 

14 ... d5 (D) 

w 

15 exd5?! 
"Such a moment in the game, when the ini­

tiative is clearly slipping, presents very severe 
psychological problems." Pete admitted that he 
was generally very "doubtful" here; doubting 
he was better any more, doubting he ever was 
better, doubting if he'd make the time-control, 
doubting if he should let the queen out like this. 
In such a doubtful state it's very hard to see 
things clearly. In fact it seems to me that White 
has been much better and is now, but the advan­
tage is more positional than dynamic and so 
White should pretty much try to keep things as 
they are. 

With 15 f3 ! White keeps some space advan­
tage, retains long-term attacking chances against 
the black king and enjoys a structural edge on 
the queenside. The a4-knight does a good job of 
controlling c5. White may only have bread and 

butter, but it' s a big fresh loaf and the butter is 
newly churned. I 'm sure if you'd shown this 
position to Pete as a third party he would agree 
that White is better and that 1 5  f3 is the best 
move and I think he would make these judge­
ments very quickly. But curiously Pete told me 
that he was only dimly aware of 15  f3 as a pos­
sibility during the game. I suspect this is due to 
the 'hyper-drive' state he put himself in with 
those pawn advances and looking at all those 
complex variations where he doesn't  quite mate 

the opponent' s king. Pete was still primarily 
looking at the position from the point of view of 
mating Black and then lost the plot when there 
was no answer to the question he was asking 
the position. The ending after 1 5  . . .  dxe4?!  16 
i.xe4 'iixd2+ 17 l:txd2 shows White's advan­
tages in their pure form, but even if Black fails 
to cooperate on move 15 ,  White has plenty of 
ideas, including 'iic3, 'iia5, i.c5 and also g5. 

15 ... i.xg4! 16 lldgl 'iixd5! 
Black wins a pawn and develops his pieces. 

Pete does extremely well to stay in the game 
now. 

17 tbc3 'iid7 18 l:h4 i.f5 19 l:d4 'ii'c8 20 
lU4 i.xd3 21 'iixd3 'iie6 22 l:e4 

The black queen is given no rest and White 
does have some compensation now due to 
Black's broken structure and the sensitivity of 
the pawns on f7 and g7. 

22 ... 'iih3 23 'iic4! 
There was a brilliant idea behind this move. 
23 ... 'ii'xh5 
Black shows a good sense of danger, and 

now the position heads towards equality. The 
beautifully geometric sequence 23 . . .  llxe4 24 
tbxe4 'iixh5? 25 tbg5 ! hxg5 26 'iixc6 +- was 

White's intention . Whenever Pete shows me 
such ideas, often in the context of a game he 
lost on time, I can't help but feel that he's often 
too creative for his own good. 

24 'i'xc6 tbf6 25 l:xe8 AxeS 26 'iixc7 a5 27 
a4 

It's tricky to play such a position in mutual 
time-trouble. This move is desirable in general 
but not especially urgent. Pete suggests that 
White should occupy the key diagonal with 27 
i.d4! ,  when 27 . . .  'iih4 28 l:[d 1 leaves White's 
pieces slightly more actively placed. 

27 ... �h7 28 �b1 tbe4? ! 29 l2Jxe4 :Xe4 30 
'iic8! 
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"Already with the following tactical shot in 
mind. Unfortunately I failed to realize that it  
prepares a tactical blow in two parts, and without 
the follow-up Black will recompose himself and 
White's king is suddenly the more vulnerable." 

30 ... ie7 31 ixh6! (D) 

A sensational blow, especially given that 
Pete's flag was hanging. However, it's often 
difficult to continue after such a move (cf. 32 
t2Jd5 ! in Rowson-Benjamin in the next chapter) 
because it makes you so excited that you lose 
your normal sensibilities . Indeed it would be 
good to have a commercial break at such mo­
ments to give you time to marvel at the move, 
and also take in the position as a whole. I' m not 
sure if this applied to Pete in the given in­
stance, but the problem is that your thoughts 

are overwhelmed by the move, and you take it 
out of context, forgetting there's still a game to 
be played. 

31...i.f6 32 ie3? 
A tragedy for Pete, who didn't have time to 

find 32 ig5 ! with similar tactical motifs. After 
32 . . .  i.xg5 33 'ii'f5+ 'ii'g6 34 J:xg5 'ilfxf5 35 
J:xf5 J:xa4 36 .:txf7 ± White would have excel­
lent winning chances, assuming he could have 
made four more moves before his flag fell; al­
ways a traumatic 'if' to have in a good position. 

32 ... .:xa4 
Material equality, but Black's bishop attacks 

and defends, while White's does neither. 
33 'iic6 l:h4 34 'ii'a6 
I tried to find an improvement for White 

here, but I would have lost on time. 
34 ... a4 35 'ii'd3+ g6 36 'ii'd7 �g7 37 l:d1 

J:b4 38 id4? 'ii'xd1+ 0-1 
A painful game to lose given that Pete played 

so many excellent moves. 

Conclusion 
Peifectionism manifests itself in many different 
ways, principally time-trouble. 

It would be naive to think that time-trouble 
can be avoided altogether, but it happens to 
some players much more than it should. Players 
falling short of time would do well to think 
deeply about their self-confidence, as only 
from this basis do they have a chance of becom­
ing more pragmatic . 



7 Looseness 

In walking, just walk. In sitting, just sit. Above 
all, don 't wobble. 
YUN-MEN 

This final sin, although distinctive, includes 
shades of all those we have considered thus far. 
It can be described as that state where you are 
prone to fall prey to all of the sins at one time, as 
if overwhelmed by a cascade of misplaced 
thoughts and feelings. More precisely, ' loose· 
ness' refers to the feeling that you are not in 
control of the game, whether you are drift· 
ing, overwhelmed by nerves, or tricked by 
emotional memories ('echoes'). The name of 
the sin was chosen in recognition of that gen­
eral feeling of 'looseness' when you don't feel 
together somehow and lack focus or the ability 
to concentrate. 

This is the sin that underlies that seemingly 
inexplicable phenomenon - 'losing the plot' , 
or 'losing the thread' as they call it in North 
America. I prefer the former description and 
will use it here, mainly because the idea of an 
unfolding story in which we, the main charac­
ters, have to keep track of the plot and contrib­
ute towards it, appeals to me, and also because 
it seems more emotive. Indeed, I associate 'plot' 
with drama and suspense, but ' thread' makes 
me think of woolly jumpers. 

Nunn (Secrets of Practical Chess, page 15) 
suggests that losing the thread/plot is  mainly a 
result of carrying over an inaccurate evaluation 
from one position to another. The idea, consis­
tent with my argument in Chapter 1, is based on 
the fact that humans tend to evaluate at some 
level before calculating. As a result, they will 
tend to look at variations and assess their rele­
vance with reference to their initial evaluation, 
which is, thinks Nunn, inherently unreliable be­
cause it is not based on concrete analysis of the 
position in question. I will refer to this as 
'Nunn's hangover theory' because it is based 
on a mistake you make at one moment 'hanging 
over' to cause problems in the next moment, 

just as too many drinks at night hang over to 
cause problems the next morning. 

Nunn's insight is useful, and this type of 
thinking can indeed lead to problems of a plot­
losing character (although it's also extremely 
useful in rapidly cutting down on the lines we 
feel compelled to consider as well, as Nunn 
points out). However, I have always felt that 
'losing the plot' is a much more multi-faceted 
phenomenon, and has as much to do with emo­
tions and memories as thinking processes. So 
although I will come back to 'Nunn's hangover 
theory' ,  I also want to look at the role of nerves 
in chess, what happens when we collapse, why 
we drift without direction and how our memory 
plays tricks on us. I believe all of these contrib­
ute to that feeling of 'looseness' which every 
chess-player knows only too well. 

'Tension Transference' and 
'Neura l  H ijackings'  

The modern chess game requires such tension. 
It 's impossible.Jor a normal human to with­
stand. 
GM VIKTOR KORCHNOI 

How often do you feel totally out of control? 
How often are you so overwhelmed with anger, 
lust, joy, excitement or anxiety that you can't 
think straight and feel strangely detached from 
your actions? It happens more than you might 
think, and recent studies in neuroscience sug­
gest that we can quite literally lose our rational 
faculties as they are swamped by emotion. 

These emotional avalanches have been called 
'neural hijackings' and their reality and im­
portance has been uncovered in the research of 
Dr Joseph Le Doux, presented in his book The 
Emotional Brain ( 1 998). The evidence sug­
gests that at these moments a centre in the 
limbic brain proclaims an emergency, recruit­
ing the rest of the brain to its urgent agenda. 
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The 'hijacking' occurs almost instantaneously, 
triggering the reaction crucial moments before 
the 'neocortex' ,  the thinking brain, has had a 
chance to get to grips with what' s happening, 
and even longer before it gets round to deciding 
if the relevant stimulus is threatening. The de­
fining feature of these 'hijacks' is that once the 
moment passes, those possessed have the sense 
of not knowing what came over them. It' s like 
our brains detect emergencies without our con­
sent and have a neural shortcut that allows the 
'amygdala' (a cluster of interconnected struc­
tures above the brain stem, thought to be the 
brain' s 'emotion specialist') to take control of 
our response while the neocortex is still coming 
to a decision. This, of course, has huge survival 
value in evolutionary terms because it allows 
us to react to danger before we are consciously 
aware of it. 

In chess terms too, it can have some benefi­
cial effects in that you will steer clear of certain 
lines that are considered unfavourable by your 
emotional memory. However, much of the time 
these 'hijackings' are the cause of us losing the 
plot, which in turn can be the cause of us losing 
the game. Indeed, at particularly tense mo­
ments, chess-players are inclined to 'lose it' in a 
way very similar to the outcome of 'neural 
hijackings' .  When Kasparov lost to Ivan Sok­
olov in Wijk aan Zee 1 999, for example, the 
game, although still theoretical, was unusually 
sharp and tense before Kasparov went wrong 
with 2 l . . Juh7 instead of 2 l .  . .  �f8, which was 
the move favoured by theory. After the game 
Kasparov could only say: "It was a complete 
collapse of my nervous system not to play 
21 .  . . �" and this expression "complete collapse 
of my nervous system" resonated well with 
many of my own experiences of losing the plot. 

The relationship between the nervous sys­
tem and the amygdala is not entirely clear, but 
the idea of the nervous system collapsing intu­
itively seems a lot like being flooded with emo­
tion. Certainly the more 'steely' your nerves, 
the less likely you are to be 'hijacked' This re­
minds me of something Spassky said on his loss 
to Fischer in Reykjavik in 1972. I don't remem­
ber the exact words but it was something to the 
effect that at the start of the match his health 
was in excellent shape but his nerves were in tat­
ters, and that this weak nervous system was the 

principal cause of his defeat. It would be inter­
esting to look again at this match with the aim 
gauging how often Spassky was 'neurally hi­
jacked' ! 

It should be stated that these hijackings are 
quite rare under normal circumstances. In gen­
eral, the thinking brain is like the manager of 
your thoughts, but when you unconsciously de­
tect an 'emergency' in any shape or form, the 
hijack mechanism comes into play and makes 
your decision for you. It should be said that 
such 'emergencies' are also triggered by ex­
treme positive emotions. So a state of over­
whelming excitement can also give your system 
such a shock that it feels the need to 'hijack' 
your brain and protect you from this extreme 
state, whether there's really any threat at hand 
or not. However, a chess contest is not really a 
normal situation by human standards and 
we frequently rmd ourselves feeling a degree 
of tension that leads the brain to the conclu­
sion that an emergency is imminent. 

Moreover, other brain scientists have shown 
that in the flrst few milliseconds of our perceiv­
ing something (e.g. a new position) we not only 
unconsciously comprehend what it is ('check! ')  
but we also decide whether we l ike it or not 
( ' it's just a check' ). It seems that the cognitive 
unconscious presents our awareness with not 
just the identity of what we see, but an opinion 
about it too. Our emotions literally have a mind 
of their own, and it can form and hold views in­
dependently of the thinking mind. 

Not all feelings take a direct route to the 
amygdala, but those that do include the most 
charged and basic like fear and anxiety. These 
are the types of feelings which chess-players 
are exposed to during a game, and much as this 
may cause you to err on the chessboard, I'm not 
sure I can offer much advice against billions of 
years of evolution which have led to your exist­
ing neural circuitry. I could proclaim the virtues 
of 'staying calm' , but I doubt if that would help. 
However, there is no reason to be defeatist - we 
just have to understand how to use these emo­
tions intelligently, without pretending it will be 
easy. 

Given that this type of hijacking is most 
likely to occur in important games where you 
are short of time, a slightly more useful piece of 
advice is to suggest that you expect, or at least 
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prepare yourself for, the unexpected. They 
say you conquer fear through knowledge, and 
so you can deal with your fear by facing up to 
the fact that you are not under threat of any 
physical harm during a game and that since 
your opponent can't  change the rules of the 
game, he's limited in the types of surprise he 
can pull . Moreover, at the end of the day, if you 
lose you lose, and life goes on. However impor­
tant the game may be, it' s useful to get this into 
perspective before you start playing. Then 
when the game becomes really tense, you' ll be 
able to keep a healthy distance, and won' t be 
such an attractive host to the 'hijackers' .  

Talking of tension, I have noticed that there 
is an interesting issue of 'transference' in this 
respect in that we often seem to release tension 
on the board as a means of relieving the tension 
that we feel ourselves. Indeed I've noticed that 
players who are capable of keeping the tension 
on the board for a long time (e.g. e ' Ȩel̀�
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mutual time-trouble, with both of us having 
about five minutes to reach move 40. 

B 

3l • • .  gxf6 
Or 3 1 . . .lPxf6 32 1r'g5+ �f7 33 l2Je5+. 
32 1ixh7+ �f8 33 .:td7 (D) 

Now I knew I was completely winning but I 
think I was already susceptible to the hijackers 
as a result of my highly excitable state. Julian 
looked disgusted with himself, and admitted 
later that 3 1  i.xf6+ was a complete surprise. 
He put on his best grisly face, looked left, then 
right, saw there was only one sensible thing he 
could do in the circumstances, and got on with 
the game. 

33 . . .  1ixd7 34 'ii'xd7 i.dS 
Now that all happened a little fast and I 

must admit that my heart rate was probably not 
at a particularly healthy or sustainable level.  
Winning this match was suddenly a distinct 
possibility and as a 1 9-year-old who had read 
about Hodgson in magazines from a young age 
I'm not sure I was ready for such an achieve­
ment. In any case, the tension was becoming 
unbearable, and my nervous system was scream­
ing for relief. In an effort to remove the tension 
from my body, I yielded to it by quickly playing 
a line that seemed to release the tension on the 
board. In fact only his most cooperative re­
sponse leads to the end of the game but it seems 
that the decision was enacted by my emotional 
brain before my thinking brain could catch up 
and overrule. 

Another curious thing about this position is 
that when we looked at it after the game, Julian 
felt that it wasn't so clear and thoughtfully mas­
saged his bishops as if to say that they shouldn't  

be underestimated! They certainly make a strong 
visual impression and when you're short of 
time that counts for a lot. However, Black is 
completely lost and I have a choice of fairly 
simple wins. Julian is well known to be quite an 
optimistic player and it seems this can do your 
nerves a lot of favours ! I find it very instructive 
that whereas I was giving myself a heart attack 
with the thought 'I 'm winning !  I ' m  winning ! '  
Julian didn' t  have any thought like ' I ' m  los­
ing' .  Instead he just did what he had to do at the 
time, and enjoyed the more pleasing aspects of 
his position. 

35 e4?? 
I can't really explain what this was all about, 

but since my first thought was 35 . . .  i.xe4 36 
'i'xe6 with overwhelming threats, it 's like my 
nervous system was saying, 'OK, OK, looks 
good . . .  whatever, you're winning in any case, 
just hurry up and finish.' More generally, this is 
a fairly typical mistake in time-trouble; to have 
a one-track mind about certain variations and be 
over-prone to assume forcing moves like checks 
and captures are best. 35 1ih7 ! with the princi­
pal threat of lDh4-g6 1ooks like the cleanest kill. 

35 . • .  l:.g7 ! 
Ah. I didn't expect that one, and he played it 

very fast. I now saw a promising ending and 
used a good chunk of my remaining time decid­
ing whether to keep the queen. 

36 'WbS 
I would have played this more quickly had I 

seen 3 5  . .  J�g7 coming, but I suddenly felt a lit­
tle worried that I might blow this position (this 
match was full of missed opportunities) and 
was distracted by a safe alternative. The clock 
kept ticking, as clocks do, and by the time I had 
played 36 1Wb5 I experienced a cocktail of re­
gret (35 e4 ?), anxiety (more mistakes to come, 
little time left), confusion (weird position, how 
to clarify), impatience (the game is lasting lon­
ger than it should have, let's get it over with) 
and all this was shaken and stirred with more 
than a capful of adrenaline. Julian, on the other 
hand, was beginning to look less dejected and 
could sense that this might be his lucky day. 

After 36 1Wxg7+ �xg7 37 exd5, 37  . . .  l:.xa2 ! 
is actually good for Black, but I spent most of 
my time musing over 37 . . .  exd5 38 l:.a 1 !  fol­
lowed by lDf3-e1 -d3, which gives White a very 
promising ending with little risk. 
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36 . . .  i.xe4 37 'ilc4? 
Given my shaky state of mind, I should now 

have taken this chance to clarify the situation, 
even if it lessens my advantage somewhat. 37 
l:xc5 bxc5 38 'ii'xcS+ �f7 39 'ii'xb4 i.xf3 40 
gxf3 l:xa2 41 h4 would have brought me to the 
time-control safely, and given me a position 
which I certainly shouldn't lose, and have good 
chances of winning (it's very difficult to coor­
dinate the rooks). 

37 ... i.d5 
For some reason I had missed this retreat, 

and this oversight only served to make me more 
'loose' . 

38 'ii'h4 rtie7 39 liJel 
Not particularly bad, since it's no longer 

easy to clarify the situation. I wanted to pre­
empt the threat of . .  J�ag8. 

39 ... .:txa2 40 4Jd3? 
A big mistake, but it's hard to play quiet 

moves when short of time and my emotional 
brain was doing all the 'thinking' 

40 ... i.xg2+ 
I'll never forget Julian's face as we re-played 

these events in the post-mortem: he munched 
this pawn with a long arm action, smiled, and 
said something like "Well I thought 'thanks' ,  
I'll keep taking them if you don't mind." 

41 rtie2 
I've managed to coordinate my pieces but at 

the huge cost of three pawns . I doubt if Black 
is worse any more, and even if he were, it 
wouldn't  matter too much because by this point 
we were both nervous wrecks. Neither of us 
could quite believe what had just happened and 
we both anticipated further errors to come. 

41...i.d5 42 'il'h8 ltg4 (D) 

This was accompanied by the practical sug­
gestion that we should call it a day. I was bit 
surprised by this draw offer and accepted very 
quickly. I had forgotten, in all my anxiety, that 
my opponent didn't  experience this game with­
out emotion either. Moreover, although Black 
has experienced a favourable trend, my post­
crisis walkabout (in those days a common oc­

currence) had calmed me down. In any case, 
my queen suddenly looks like rather a strong 
piece. 

lfl.lh 

A Quick Survival Guide to 
Time-Trouble 

Either this man is dead or my watch has stopped. 
GROUCHO MARX 

Given that the looseness in the game we have 
just examined occurred, as it often does, in 
time-trouble, this is a good moment to consider 
briefly how to avoid this type of collapse when 
you fall into time-trouble in your own games. 
Time-trouble may occur because of Perfection­
ism but once you are in time-trouble you are 
much more liable to be 'loose' than to strive for 
perfection. Some think the solution is simply 
not to get into time-trouble in the first place, but 
I find this far too utopian, and as I said in the 
last chapter, getting into time-trouble is often 
justified. 

The first thing to be aware of is that time· 
trouble makes you highly prone to go for all 
'the old certainties, such as checks, captures, 
queen moves, forcing moves, simplification, 
materialism, king safety - all the things we 
were attracted to when we learned the game. 
This is a type of defence mechanism whereby 
your nervous system wants to minimize tension 
by eliminating the uncertainty of non-forcing 
or non-simplifying moves. All you can really do 
is be aware of this propensity and consciously 
try to override it when it seems misplaced. 

The second point is that time-trouble is 
very different from blitz despite the superfi· 
cial similarities. There are lots of players who 
play well in one and hopelessly in the other 
and vice versa. The reason for this is linked to 
memory, which, as we' ll see later, plays a big 
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role in our thinking processes. Basically, your 
thoughts in a game are always linked to prior 
events in the game and so the decisions you 
make are not 'fresh' as they are in blitz, but are 

full of baggage from earlier parts of the game. 
The relevance of this is that the position often 
changes very fast in time-trouble, and it's diffi­
cult to snap out of some ideas and evaluations 
you've held for such a long time. The key is to 
keep conscious evaluation to a minimum during 
time-trouble and just look for effective ideas. 

The third issue is that nerves make you very 
'jumpy' and it's  difficult to look at a variation 
long enough to reach a firm conclusion because 
before you know it you've 'jumped' to looking 
at something else. For this reason, Krogius rec­
ommends that you 'regulate the attention' and 
strictly don't allow yourself to look at new 
moves until you have at least a working hypoth­
esis about the value of the others. Also, in gen­
eral you are less likely to be 'jumpy' when you 
are attacking than if you're defending because 
the costs of a mistake are rarely as high. Indeed, 
in general it is easier to attack than to defend 
when short of time. 

Finally, don't forget your opponent! You 
may be wrapped up in anxiety, but if all you 
think about is your internal confusions, you 
lose your sense of balance and miss the chance 
to exploit your opponent's shaky emotional 
state. Furthermore, because time-scrambles are 
highly inter-subjective, momentum is even more 
important than normal. All that I said about 
trends in Blinking is even more true in time­
trouble. It doesn't matter so much if your posi­
tion is worse, what matters is that during the 
emotional trauma of time-trouble you concen­
trate on improving it. As you saw in the game 
above, your opponent (in this case me!)  will of­
ten gift you further opportunities if you can 
somehow get some favourable momentum go­
ing. 

Drifting and 'Sl ippage' 

Be not afraid of going slowly, be afraid only of 
standing still. 
CHINESE PROVERB 

It is very easy to drift. It only takes a couple of 
moves where your concentration fades a little, 

and your intent dwindles, for you to find your­
self in a compromised position. Drifting often 
takes the form of playing several moves that 
individually make a lot of sense, but don't 
add up to anything significant. For example, I 
used to practice my French over blitz sessions 
with a friend called Emmanuel Urien, who 
seemed to be around 1700 strength, but yo­
yoed in that he could perform well above and 
well below this (he would sometimes demon­
strate a game he lost to a 1500 and then could 
proceed to outplay me in blitz ! ). I mention this 
because we had many blitz games (5 minutes to 
1 )  which began in the same way: 1 e4 c5 2 tbf3 
d6 3 d4 tbf6 4 tbc3 cxd4 5 tbxd4 a6 6 i.e2 e6 7 
0-0 tbbd7 8 i.e3? !  b5 9 a3? !  i.b7 10 f3 i.e7 1 1  
'iid2 0-0 12 l:tadl lZ.c8 and Black has an excel­
lent position. From moves 8 to 12 all of White's 
moves look quite reasonable, but at the end of 
the sequence White has very few prospects to 
take the initiative. 

This was a type of drifting on Emmanuel's 
part. He used to think quite hard over each of 
these moves, and couldn't  find anything wrong 
with them as he considered them one by one. 8 
i.e3 is a perfectly sensible-looking developing 
move, then he keeps his knight centrally posted, 
then protects his centre pawn, then connects his 
rooks, then brings a rook to the half-open file -
how can we blame him? Perhaps all we can say 
is that he played move by move with no real 
sense of direction. He would have been better 
off pausing at one of these moments to look be­
yond the immediate move and make some sort 
of plan for the middlegame. 

Drifting is also caused by what Krogius calls 
'dispersal of attention' whereby you look a lit­
tle at everything but focus on nothing in partic­
ular. A consequence of this is that when faced 
with a variety of plans we don't  choose at all, 
but rather mix plans that may be incompatible 
and thus implement neither of them effectively. 
This is also caused by the mistake of getting 
your questions in the wrong order. It's impor­
tant to ask 'what should I do? '  before asking 
'how should I do it?' - otherwise your moves 
will resemble the ramblings of a headless 
chicken. 

The basic antidote to drifting is, of course, 
planning. Yet so many trees have fallen to ex­
plain the importance of having a plan that I am 
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reluctant to dwell upon it here. Suffice it to say 
that long gone are the days when a plan lasted 
for several moves on end, and was implemented 
without hitches. These days plans refer to little 
strategic operations over the course of one, two 
or three moves at a time, rarely more, and they 
usually contain one or two strategic ideas rather 
than a grand strategy for the game as a whole. 
Thus to avoid misunderstanding over the word 
'plan' it may be better to say that the antidote to 
drifting is, rather, to think schematically. 

Thinking schematically basically means to 
think of 'schemes' or ideas, rather than just 
moves. If you find yourself playing one move at 
a time with no real sense of what might happen 
next, you will almost certainly feel a state of 
'slippage', by which I mean a subjective feel­
ing that the game is falling out of your grasp. I 
think the only way to avoid this slippage is to 
make sure you have sowe idea of what you are 
trying to achieve on the board at all times. We 
look at this more closely below, but for now I 
offer the following game to show how drifting 
and slippage can come about, and to give an ex­
ample of 'Nunn's hangover theory' in action. 
White is a Scottish grandmaster and Black is a 
strong English IM, needing to win for a GM 
norm in the last round of a closed tournament. 

McNab - Gormally 
Oakham 2000 

1 �f3 �f6 2 c4 c6 3 g3 d5 4 b3 i.g4 5 .i.g2 
�bd7 6 .i.b2 e6 7 d3 i.d6 8 �bd2 0-0 9 0-0 
"iie1 10 a3 e5 1 1  h3 .i.xf3 (D) 

12 exf3!? 

Danny was pleased to see this odd-looking 
move at the time because there is no obvious 
continuation after 1 2  �f3. when White is prob­
ably just a little better due to the bishops. How­
ever, Colin McNab is extremely experienced in 
this type of line, and this idea of doubling the 
pawns followed by playing d4 has been seen 
before. From a psychological perspective Danny 
was 'relieved' in that it is difficult to win such 
quiet positions when you are so tense, but after 
12 exf3 the game becomes more dynamic. 

l2 .•• a5 13 l:el 'ifd8 14 'ifc2 'ifb6 15 d4 exd4 
16 cxd5 cxd5 17 'ifd3 (D) 

Gormally suggested 17 f4 ! ?. 

I. 
B 

This is a difficult position to assess. White's 
12th move looked peculiar and now his position 
seems a bit clumsy. Black is well centralized, is 
temporarily a (passed) pawn up, and seems to 
have good scope for his pieces. However, Chap­
ter 2 reminds us to look at the trends as well as 
the position, and here we see that the last few 
moves have not been unkind to White and that 
White's position has a great deal of potential. 
b5 is a significant light-square weakness; White 
will soon play f4 and has good chances of re­
gaining the d4-pawn. Black may be better, but 
the position has too much dynamism to make 
that assessment in the absence of variations. 
Danny already felt that he had a large advan­
tage, perhaps partly because 1 2  exf3 makes a 
dubious impression and he has played sensible 
moves since then, but also because it is his 
move and he thought he would make good use 
of it. Indeed he now saw a combination that was 
consistent with his assessment and assumed it 
would lead to favourable transformations. 
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This is quite a good example of Nunn's ac· 
count of why we lose the plot. After making an 
evaluation based on no lines in particular in a 
fairly complex position with many imbalances, 
it is very difficult even to see lines that contra­
dict the assessment, never mind look for them. 
So here the favourable tactic is assumed to be 
' the main line' even though it would actually be 
extremely cooperative of White. White's alter­
natives are not treated 'equally' in terms of right 
to be heard and are not considered improve­
ments, but they are rather just 'other moves' 
which are not significant enough to change the 
assessment. When one of these 'others' is actu­
ally played, we carry the same assessment over 
to the new position, not questioning whether 
we had it right before, or looking closely at 
whether the new position warrants a new as­
sessment. However, assuming I am being fair to 
Danny's thought-processes, I should say in his 
defence that it is very difficult (virtually impos­
sible) to be anything other than highly subjec­
tive in a game where the rewards for one subject 
are potentially so much higher than for the 
other. 

17 ... ttle5!? (D) 
This is the beginning of the neat tactic that 

Danny saw. In so far as Black had a 'plot' for 
this game, it was to play well, win, and get the 
GM norm. This move certainly seems to be part 
of playing well, and if White follows ' the main 
line' , or rather the line most consistent with 
Black's plot, then the second and third aspects 
are not far away. That said, Danny tells me that 
he didn' t  expect 18 'iixd4? at all ,  and why 
should he when it's so obviously bad (see be­
low for details)? However, there is a certain 
emotional attraction to this line, and the fact 
that it was favourable was one of the factors in 
Danny thinking he was better. This is important 
because after White's  reply it turns out to be al­
most irrelevant to the position and yet Danny's 
evaluation stays the same. 

Since Black's knight sortie doesn't seem to 
improve his coordination, there is something to 
be said for a quieter approach: 17 . . .  l:.fe8 ! ?  1 8  f4 
l:.xe1+ 19  l:.xe1 'iia6!?. This line looks strange 
when you start with the assumption that Black 
is much better, but then it's also a bit strange to 
start with that assumption ! Then White has the 
following options: 

a) 20 'iixa6 l:.xa6 2 1  .i.fl l:.c6 (2l . . .l:.a8 22 
l:.c1 !) 22 ttlf3 l:.c2 23 l:.e2 d3 (23 . . .  l:.xb2 24 
l:.xb2 .i.xa3 25 l:.c2 .i.c5 26 .i.b5 looks better 
for White; the most significant value of the ex­
tra exchange here is the variety of pieces that 
White has - Black has little to do with his two 
knights in such a position while each of White 's 
pieces has a unique role to play) 24 l:.xc2 dxc2 
25 .i.d3 ttle4 26 .i.xc2 .i.c5 27 ttld4 ttlb8 ! ?  
with a drawish, but not drawn position. 

b) 20 'iixd4 .i.c5 21 'iic3 'iid6 is, I guess, 
about equal, but I quite like Black since there is 
no convenient way to defend a3. 

After considering these lines, which I pro­
posed to him, Danny still felt that 1 7  . . .  ttle5 was 
the best practical try under the circumstances, 
even though it doesn't make the most of his po­
sition against best play. I 'm not sure I agree be­
cause 17 . . .  ttle5 raises the nervous tension in a 
game where Black is likely to be unpleasantly 
tense already. 

18 'iif5! 
Avoiding 18 'iixd4?, when 18 . . .  .i.c5 ! 19 'il'xe5 

.i.xf2+ 20 �fl l:.ae8 2 1  'figS h6! is simple, 
pretty and very effective; Black's queen will 
enter the white position decisively, e.g. 22 'il'h4 
.i.xe1 23 l:.xe1 'iib5+ !  24 'itf2 l:.xe1 25 �xe1  
l:.e8+. No wonder i t  felt as though things were 
going Black's way ! 

After Colin McNab's  actual choice, Danny, 
still thinking he ought to be doing well, was at­
tracted to 1 8  . . .  ttlc4, but seeing that this led to 
some murky positions he assumed there must 
be a simpler way to preserve his 'advantage' 
Danny said that if he'd known he was in any 
danger of being worse, he wouldn't  have played 
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1 8  . . .  .l:.fe8 and would have preferred the compli­
cations of 18  . . .  lt:Jc4. He also said that during the 
game, because he thought his position was better 
in general, he had the feeling that he could do 
almost anything he wanted. The interesting 
thing from my point of view is that even over a 
week after the game, which is when we first 
spoke about it, Danny was under the impres­
sion that 18 . . .  �4 gave him an "unclear advan­
tage" ( !  - see Blinking), and yet although it is 
quite unclear, if anyone is better at the end of 
the complications it seems to be White, mainly 
because Black's  light squares are so weak. 

18 ... .:t'e8 (D) 
The drifting starts here and from now on 

Black's  position goes rapidly downhill, even 
though it's not actually bad at this stage. 
18 . . .  �4 is the critical line: 

a) I remember Danny showing me 19 .i.e 1 
as if it were forced, but now when I look at the 
positi9n, it seems that White should just take 
the knight. When you assume you are better, 
there is often a tendency to think that all tactics 
favour you. So in the given instance I 'd imagine 
Danny just assumed this was better for him. 
19 . . .  ti:Je3 ! looks good for Black, since after 20 
fxe3 .i.xg3 21 .l:.e2 dxe3 22 ti:Jfl .i.f2+ 23 �hl 
d4 ! he has more than enough compensation for 
the piece. However, just as we saw with 1 8  
'iixd4?, the most interesting line is not al­
ways the most important and there is no rea­
son for White to allow this. Danny saw this idea 
before playing 17 . . .  lt:Je5 and felt it was right, 
but somehow didn't  like the fact that it was so 
unclear. Given his earlier assessment, he felt 
there ought to be a simpler way than this. He 
may have been right on this last point, but per­
haps he should have decided this before com­
mitting himself to 17 . . .  lt:Je5 . 

b) 19  bxc4 ! 'ill'xb2 20 .l:.ed 1 !  was apparently 
pointed out by Colin after the game. Given the 
material equality and White's  damaged struc­
ture, Black would be forgiven for thinking that 
he's not worse. However, White's  pieces are 
much better coordinated and whereas Black's 
d4-pawn and White's pawns on f2 and f4 shield 
White from dark-square problems, the oppo­
site-coloured bishops leave Black with some 
problems on the light squares. Then: 

b1)  20 . . .  l:.fe8 2 1  cxd5 l:.e5 22 'ill'd3 ! b5 (if 
22 . . .  .l:.xd5, then 23 lt:Jc4 'iib5 24 f4 ±) 23 �4 ! 

lt:Jxe4 24 fxe4 appears better for White, but the 
most forcing line, 24 . . .  .l:.ee8 25 .l:.ab 1 'iixa3 26 
.l:.b3 'iia2 27 l:.xb5 l:.eb8 28 .l:.xb8+ .l:.xb8 29 
'ill'xd4 .l:.b l 30 .l:.xb l 'iixb1 +  3 1  'it>h2 'illb4 ! ,  
looks drawish. 

b2) 20 . . .  .i.xa3 ! and now: 
b21 )  2 1  .l:.ab1 'iia2 22 .l:.a1 'iib2 23 .l:.ab1 in­

vites a repetition, which in the circumstances 
Danny would not have allowed, and so may 
have ventured the speculative 23 . . .  'iic3 !?  24 
.l:.b3 .i.b2 25 .l:.xc3 dxc3 26 lt:Jfl d4 ! ,  when, al­
though White is probably winning, Black has 
an eager a-pawn and it will be hard for White to 
keep his cool. 

b22) 2 1  cxd5 l:.fc8 (Gormally suggested 
2 1 . . .'.rb4 ! ?, when after 22 .l:.ab1 iia4 23 .i.fl 
.i.b4 24 tt:'le4 ! lt:Jxe4 25 fxe4 the potential king­
side attack looks more significant than Black's 
extra pawn, but both sides have winning 
chances) 22 .i.fl 'iic3 (22 ... d3 ! ?  23 .i.xd3 .i.c5 
24 .l:.ab1 'i!id4 25 ti:Je4 lt:Jxe4 26 fxe4 g6 27 'iif4 
looks better for White) 23 ti:Jc4 .l:.xc4 24 .i.xc4 
'ii'xc4 25 .l:.xa3.  Black's remaining pawns are 
vulnerable and so White is better. 

w 

19 .i.O! 
Covering d3, eyeing up b5, and threatening 

to take control with f4. White's intentions are 
fairly clear - to play f4 and 'il'd3-b5 . Although 
Black shouldn't  be worse yet, he needs to find 
'a scheme' ,  and fast. 

19 ... a4? 
But this is the wrong scheme ! This pawn is 

now very weak in the long term and since Black 
cannot use the c4-square this is just a mistake. I 
suspect this move is some sort of 'activity 
hangover' from the emotions caused when 
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considering 17 . . .  lt:Je5 and all the associated 
complications. 1 9  . . . lt:Jc6 looks like a reason-
able move. Then: B 

a) After 20 f4 Black still needs a ' scheme' 
20 . . .  h5 ! looks like the solution. White can' t  
play 2 1  tiJf3 due to the weakness on b3 so one 
way or the other White's kingside will be weak­
ened. At the moment . . .  h4 is a threat because 
the reply g4 runs into ... lt:Je7 ! followed by . . . lt:Jg6 
and various dark-square nasties .  2 1  h4 is not a 
move White wants to play since it weakens g4 
and removes the option of chasing the f6-knight 
with the g-pawn. This seems to leave only 21  
'i'd3 but then after 2 l . . .h4 22  'i'b5 'iia7 !?  Black 
threatens to bring a rook to the e3-square with 
considerable effect. So, it seems that the posi­
tion after 20 . . . h5 is at least promising for Black. 
However, to get there Black must voluntarily 
retreat from e5 the proud knight that had occu­
pied his attention for several minutes in the 
sharp variations above and have some sense of 
what White is trying to achieve (f4, lt:Jf3). 

b) White can probably improve with 20 
'iid3 but then 20 . . .  h5 ! is still strong because 
White needs to play h4 to hold the kingside to­
gether and f4 to develop his own position. 2 1  h4 
'iic7 ! ?  22 f4 'iid7 !?  23 t:bf3 :te4 looks about 
equal, though I think I'd prefer to play Black 
because White is tactically a little vulnerable, 
e.g. 24 tt:Jxd4? ..txa3 +. 

20 f4 tt:Jc6 
20 . . .  tt:Je4 was given as a 'missed win '  by 

some commentators, but this seems to be far 
from true. After 2 1  tt:Jxe4 lt:Jf3+ 22 <it>h 1 dxe4 
(22 . . .  lt:Jxe1 23 t:bg5) 23 l%xe4 'i'xb3 24 l%xe8+ 
:xeS 25 ..Wb5 White is indeed struggling to 
hold on but 2 1  :txe4 ! dxe4 22 fxe5 l%xe5 looks 
more difficult for White than it actually is. 
Once again Black has problems on the light 
squares. 23 'iid7 ! (23 lt:Jc4 l%xf5 24 lt:Jxb6 l%d8 
25 .i.xd4 axb3 26 .i.e3 .i.c5 looks good for 
Black) 23 . . .  l%e6 (how else to defend against 
lt:Jc4?) 24 ..tc4 l%e7 25 'i'g4 (White is definitely 
not worse here and should soon assume the up­
per hand) 25 . . .  l%aeS 26 :tel and now it's not 
clear if Black has a good move, as 26 . . .  h5 can 
be met by 27 1i'g6!?  .i.c7 2S 'iixh5 e3 29 t:bf3 
g6 30 il'h4 ! .  It's all a bit of a mess, but White is 
much better since Black cannot really do any­
thing due to the various pins. 

21 b4 (D) 

White is now in control of the game and the 
two bishops are potentially very strong. Black 
needs to have a good think now and try to stop 
the unfavourable trend. Danny admits that he 
had 'lost the plot' and � losl䈰䈕th➀䈐B∀a倀allod 
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B 

29 .•. 'ii'xf6 30 :.XdS %ld8 
Or 30 . . .  ..txa3 3 1  %le5 :lf8 32 �g5 g6 33 

'ii'c3 ! 'ii'd6 34 �xf7 ! .  
3 1  �g5 1-0 

Finding the Plot 

Fall seven times, stand up eight. 
JAPANESE PROVERB 

In so far as losing the plot is related to prema­
ture (and mistaken) evaluation, as it was in the 
above game, the solution may lie in some of my 
suggestions in Thinking and Blinking. There I 
emphasize that our conscious minds need to be 
supported by our unconscious, and that all our 
thinking is ultimately evaluative. I also suggest 
that we don't really know what it means to have 
an advantage. I think there is no simple solution 
to the type of problem Danny had above, but it 
probably helps if the evaluation is fairly uncon­
scious (so that we are not blinded to certain 
moves because of the dominance of a blanket 
assessment) and flexible (may be better here, but 
trend unclear). We somehow need to evaluate 
so that we know which type of moves/positions 
to look for but also think of our assessments 
with an open mind. One way to do this is to 
think of your assessments as if they were part of 
a legal system� in other words 'innocent until 
proven guilty '. The knowledge that your assess­
ment could be wrong, together with the work­
ing assumption that it's correct, should go some 
way towards helping you avoid losing the plot. 
Of course it's not so easy to keep your judge­
ments open-ended, but, just as in life, we do 
ourselves less damage that way. 

On a related point, if you find that you are in 
danger of drifting, or wake up to the fact that 
you've lost the plot, all is not lost. There is al­
ways a way to find some sort of 'plan' and it is 
much better that you should play with a mini­
plan, or silly plan, or over-zealous plan than 
with no plan at all .  That said, sometimes the 
best plan is to do nothing at all so what I really 
mean by having a plan is this: if someone were 
to ask you 'what are you trying to do?' that 
you should have an answer. 

The above game suggested that we often be­
gin to drift just after a sequence of moves that 
don't  go quite as we intended. However, even 
when the position is unclear or favourable for 
you, there are moments where it is extremely 
hard to know what to do next. The following 
two examples show the type of thinking re­
quired to avoid drifting, and show that even if 
you never really had a plot, it is possible to find. 
or create one. 

Van Delft - Vink 
Dutch Under-20 Ch, Leiden 1999 

1 e4 c5 2 �f3 d6 3 d4 cxd4 4 �xd4 llJr6 5 M 
a6 6 ..te3 e5 7 �b3 ..te7 8 f3 �bd7!? 9 •d2 
'ii'c7 10 g4 b6 11  h4 b5 12 0-0-0 �b6? (D) 

Black's opening set-up is a little unusual. 
but not obviously bad. 1 2  . . . b4 1 ?  could be tried 
here. 

w 

13 'ii'f2?! 
13 g5 ! hxg5 14 hxg5 %lxh1 15 gxf6 ..txf6 16 

..txb5+ is very strong for White, as pointed out 
to me by Merijn van Delft. This idea is also pos­
sible on the next move. 
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13 ... .C.b8?! 14 �b1 ? !  i.e6 15 i.d3?! �a4 
16 �e2 d5 

Merij n has not played the first part of the 
game well, and his passive moves have given 
Black the initiative. However, White began to 
wake up here, sniffed out the unfavourable trend 
and looked for ways to counter it. 

17 �g3 dxe4 
17 . . .  d4 1 8  i.e 1 g6 ! ?  was the sober sugges­

tion of IM Jan Gustafsson after downing his 
third beer. Black seems to have good control of 
the game, but 19  g5 is awkward. 

18 �xe4 �d5 19 g5! ?  
Giving away the bishop is a significant con­

cession. Merijn  felt the most important thing 
was to be combative, and not let his opponent 
settle down to a comfortable advantage. 19 i.cl  
�b4 i s  not pleasant for White but after 20  i.n 
Black still has to demonstrate an advantage. 

19 .. .l1Jxe3 20 'i!ixe3 .C.c8 (D) 

w 

This move implies ideas of . . .  �xb2 if the 
e4-knight ever moves, but beyond this, it's not 
clear that Black has any particular plan. Al­
though he has certain positional advantages, 
there is a question mark over his king. White 
sensed that this was a turning-point and now had 
a deep think. There are many 'normal' moves 
like 2 1  l:.hg 1, 2 1  g6, 2 1  .:he 1 and 21 gxh6, but 
in all cases Black has sufficient resources and 
retains certain positional advantages. Merijn 
decided that exchanging light-squared bishops 
was a good idea and so wanted to enact the ma­
noeuvre �g3 and i.f5 . This is a reasonable aim 
because Black cannot easily play . . .  g6, and 
Black won't be able to move the bishop from e6 
because of the c8-rook. However, there are 

problems with tactics on the pawns on c2 and 
b2 that prevent this idea at present, so White 
needs to deal with this issue first. Merijn's next 
move, although not especially strong from a 
positional point of view, can almost be consid­
ered the winning move because it was here that 
Merijn effectively said "This is what I 'm up to; 
what are you going to do about it?", and Black 
didn' t  find an adequate answer. 

21 11fcl !  
Prior to this move, Merijn  had a keen aware­

ness that he had been playing badly and said to 
himself: "If I carry on like this, I'm just going to 
lose." This prophylactic move, based on an 
awareness of the opponent's likely resistance to 
the idea he wants to implement, is the start of 
the 'comeback' . White has been rather plotless 
up to this point, but with this move he is think­
ing schematically for the first time and intends 
a particular strategic operation rather than just 
drifting move to move. A further thought at this 
point went something like: "I've played badly, 
but I won't buckle, and I will win this game." I 
have to say that 2 1  11fc 1 is not such a 'good 
move' in the conventional sense that it im­
proves White's position, but rather in the inter­
subjective sense that White took responsibility 
for the game. The unfavourable trend was ac­
knowledged and with this retreat it began to be 
reversed because White became more 'con­
scious' of the direction of the game, and his re­
sponsibility for it. His opponent, who had played 
the better chess up to this point, was left to think 
for himself. In some ways it's more of an 
achievement to play a move like 21 11fc 1 at a 
crucial moment in a game of uncertain quality 
than to play a generally good game. Alterna­
tives include: 

a) 2 1  �g3 �xb2 ! 22 �xb2 'ii'c3+ 23 �b1 
i.a3 24 i.xb5+ axb5 25 11fxc3 .:xc3 and Black 
is much better. 

b) 2 1  gxh6 l:xh6 (2 l .  . .  gxh6 !?  22 l:thgl  f5 
23 �f2 �xb2) 22 l:.hg1 �f8 ! with a clear ad­
vantage to Black. 

c) 21 g6 is met by 2 l .  .. f5 ! 22 �f2 �xb2. 
d) 21 c3 ! ?  �b6 ! 22 1llg1  �f8 gives Black 

some advantage but the position is still tense. 
e) After 2 1  1lf g 1 !  �f8 22 l%h2 I think I still 

prefer Black, but White has an annoying threat 
of .C.g2, and it's not clear how Black will re­
spond. 
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21. .. tLlb6 
In the absence of tactical tricks, this knight is 

a little redundant on a4, so it's understandable 
that Black wants to re-route it. However, it is 
now difficult to prevent White's main plan, so 
Black may have been able to improve here, and 
keep some advantage, for instance by 21 . . .l:d8 ! ?  
(after 'ii'c 1  the rook does little on the c-file and 
this move also anticipates lZJg3 by giving the 
king a { relatively } safe haven on c8) 22 tLlg3 
hxg5 23 hxg5 :txh 1 24 l:xh 1 g6 25 l:h8+ (25 
lZJe4 �d7 ! ?) 25 . . .  'itd7 26 l:xd8+ �xd8 27 'ii'd2 
�c8, when the two bishops and weak pawn on 
g5 give Black a little advantage. 

22 tLlg3! ttJd5 
22 . . .  g6 doesn't  quite hold here, or elsewhere 

it seems. 23 gxh6 i.f8 24 h7 ! l:xh7 25 h5 i.h6 
26 hxg6 i.xc 1 27 gxh7 and White wins. 

23 i.f5 lLlf4 24 i.xe6 tLlxe6 25 ttJf5 
Now although there's not much wrong with 

Black's position, White has clearly enjoyed a 
favourable trend and was feeling very confident 
at this stage. 

25 . • .  hxg5 26 hxg5 l:xh1 27 l:xh1 g6 28 
tLlxe7 'ii'xe7 29 'ii'e3 (D) 

White's  activity is partly balanced out by the 
weakness of g5 but, as I've said, it's easier to at­
tack than defend when you're approaching the 
time-control, and Black's position goes down­
hill quite fast. 29 l:h8+! ?  is a good alternative. 

29 ... '1'c7? ! 
Now White takes the initiative by sophisti­

cated means. The critical line is 29 . . .  'ii'xg5 ! 30 
'il'b6 ! (White has other queen moves, but Black 
has counterplay based on . . .  'il'g2, . . .  l:xc2 and 
the weakness of the back rank; White should 

certainly avoid 30 l:h8+? �d7 3 1  'ii'd3+ tLld4 
32 tLlxd4?? 'l'g 1+) 30 . . .  'ii'g2 (after 30 . . .  'ii'f5 3 1  
'ii'd6 lLlf8 32 lZJc5 'ii'xf3 3 3  'fixeS+ lZJe6 34 l:e I 
'ii'f2 35 b4 ! White is not worse) 3 1  l:h8+ lZJf8 
32 c3, when B lack has to force a draw with 
32 . . .  'iixf3 33 'iid6 'ii'f5+ 34 �cl 'ii'fl+ 35 �c2 
'ii'f5+ 36 �c l 'ii'fl+, etc. 

30 c3!? �e7 31 .:e1 ! l:h8 32 lZ::Icl!  (D) 

B 

This is a good move, which shows the value 
of centralization. Black's king will feel the 
presence of this knight, which was doing little 
on b3. 

32 ... l:.h4? 
32 . . .  l:h5 ! 33 tiJd3 :txg5 34 lLlxe5 �f6 ! and 

Black seems to hold on. 
33 lZJd3 e4 34 fxe4 l:g4 35 tlJb4! 1Wc5 36 

lLldS+ �f8 37 'ii'h3 1-0 
White's play after 2 1 1Wc l was admirably di­

rect. 

Portisch - Christiansen 
London 1982 

1 d4 lLlf6 2 c4 e6 3 tLlt'3 b6 4 a3 i.b7 5 tLlc3 dS 
6 cxdS tLlxd5 7 'ii'c2 i.e7 8 e4 tLlxc3 9 bxc3 0-0 
10 i.d3 c5 1 1  0-0 cxd4 12 cxd4 lL:ic6 13 i.b2 
l:c8 14 'ii'e2 i.f6 15 l:adl g6 16 h4! 'ii'e7 17 h5 
l:fd8 (D) 

Portisch's games are often very instructive 
and here he shows us how it is possible to for­
mulate plans when there seems to be no obvi­
ous continuation. When I first saw this game I 
was still courting the Griinfeld and since this 
position is a lot like a Grtinfeld, from my biased 
perspective I assumed that Black may have 
some advantage here. I was therefore all the 
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w 

more impressed when White played a sequence 
of strong moves that highlighted all that was 
bad about Black's position. If you were playing 
White, what would you be trying to do here? 
This is not an easy question to answer because 
the pressure on the centre makes it difficult to 
start anything serious on the kingside (e.g.  with 
ltJh2-g4) and Black seems to be very well coor­
dinated in general . In such situations it can be a 
good idea to focus on one particular positional 
aspect and see if you can build a plan around 
that. It' s  important not to become blinkered by 
this single feature, but focusing your attention 
on something specific can lead to new in­
sights that you may not see if you look at the 
position too generally. 

Let's look at Black's king, our ultimate tar­
get. There are a few weak squares around it and 
it's only really protected by the f6-bishop. 
However, this prelate is difficult to exchange 
because White is not yet ready to advance in the 
centre. White can play h6 at some point, which 
would tend to signify threats to the g7 -square, 
but we are still faced with the problem of ex­
changing the bishop in this regard. However, 
another feature of playing h6 is that Black's 
king is suddenly short of air and if White were 
ever to get 'round the back' then he'd be most 
uncomfortable. But how can we ever do that 
when Black's rooks are such good guardians of 
the back rank and pressurize the centre? Ex­
change them! In fact, this thought reveals that 
Black's rooks are currently out-performing 
their counterparts in any case. 

So what we're saying is something like this: 
Black is too well coordinated to allow for a 

frontal attack on the king or an advance in the 

centre at this stage but since we have no play on 
the queenside we need another approach. h6 is 
a useful move in the long term but it' s not going 
to trouble Black seriously unless we can some­
how create mating threats. His f6-bishop can­
not be readily exchanged and his rooks currently 
prevent us from invading the seventh or eighth 
ranks. It seems that exchanging rooks would at 
least give us something to hope for, so let' s try 
to do this. What' s he going to do in the mean­
time? He' ll probably play . . .  ltJaS intending 
. . .  ltJc4 or . . .  lLlb3 but this just helps us to ex­
change on the c-file. Anything else? Well he 
might just double his rooks but then he will 
have to weaken himself on either the c- or d­
flle. 

1S 'ii'e3! 
The first step in the plan. This defends d4 but 

weakens c4. Sometimes in these positions White 
plays e5 to gain even more space and try to ex­
ploit the weakened dark squares on the king­
side, but Portisch's  strategy looks much more 
convincing. Black is quite cooperative in this 
game but even if your plan is not especially 
threatening for the opponent, having some 
sense of where you are going enables you to 
play quickly and confidently. 

1S ••• ltJaS?! 
This turns out badly even though irs hard to 

believe that it's a mistake. Black probably didn't  
appreciate that White wants to exchange rooks, 
and if he had realized that this worsens his posi­
tion, he may have preferred something like 
l8  . . .  l:tc7 !, when Black keeps pressure on the 
centre and intends to double rooks one way or 
the other. 19  l:c 1 is then consistent. I prefer 
White after 19  . .  J:rdc8 20 l:tc2 !?  because the 
pressure has been taken off d4 and it will be dif­
ficult for Black to avoid the exchange of rooks. 
However, things are not so clear after 19  . . .  :cd7 ! 
20 e5 (this seems necessary now; 20 i.b5 is met 
by 20 . . .  ltJxd4 ! 2 l i.xd7 lLlxf3+ 22 1i'xf3 i.xb2 
23 :c2 i.xa3) 20 . . .  i.g7 2 1  i.b5 :c7 22 a4 
with a tense position. 

19 .:ret!  a6?! 
Understandably, Black wants to play . . .  b5, 

but he underestimates the long-term danger to 
his king. 

20 :XeS :XeS 21 :ct lhcl + 22 'ii'xcl 'ii'dS 
Probably designed to stop ltJeS. 
23 h6! (D) 
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B 

This 'alien' pawn has made a rather big ap­
pearance in this book! Once again it causes a lot 
of problems. Black already has difficulty meet­
ing threats of 'iif4 and d5 . 

23 ... 'iic8 
There seems to be no way back after this, but 

maybe it's lost already, e.g. 23 . . .  b5 24 d5 ! exd5 
25 .i.xf6 ii'xf6 26 'iic7 or 23 . . .  l0c6 24 .i.xa6 
l0xd4 25 .i.xd4 .i.xa6 26 .i.xf6 'iixf6 27 'iic7. 

24 'iif4 'it'd8 25 tOeS b5 
Such drastic measures as 25 . . .  g5 ! ?  may be 

necessary. I don' t  then see an obvious way 
through, although White is still much better. 

26 .i.c3! l0c4?! 
This loses by force but the alternatives don't 

look much better: 26 . . .  lt:Jb3 27 d5 exd5 28 ltJc6 
.i.xc6 29 .i.xf6 'We8 30 .i.c3 d4 3 1  'il'f6 'il'f8 32 
.i.b4; 26 . . .  lt:Jc6 ! ?  27 lt:Jxf7 ! (27 d5 lt:Jxe5 28 
.i.xe5 .i.g5) 27 .. /tlxf7 28 e5 looks devastating. 

27 .i.xc4 bxc4 
Now White has a winning combination, but 

the seeds for this were sown on move 1 8  when 
White decided to exchange rooks. 

28 .i.a5! 'iie7 29 lt:Jd7! 1-0 
There's  no way to prevent decisive entry to 

the back rank with ii'b8. 

'Echoes' 

Tanzan and Ekido were once travelling together 
down a muddy road. A heavy rain was still fall­
ing. Coming around a bend they met a lovely 
girl in a silk kimono and sash, unable to cross 
the intersection. "Come on girl ", said Tanzan 
at once. Lifting her in his arms, he carried her 
over the mud. Ekido did not speak again until 
that night when they reached a lodging temple. 

Then he could no longer restrain himself. "We 
monks don 't go near females ", he told Taman, 
"especially not young and lovely ones. It iJ 
dangerous. Why did you do that? "  "/ left the 
girl there; ", said Tanzan, "are you still carry­
ing her? " 
Zen Flesh, Zen Bones 

What is the difference between a lion in the zoo 

and a lion in your backyard? For most people, 
only one of them is perceived to be a threat. 
Now let's suppose the lion were to do some­
thing horrific in your backyard, like mauling 
you within an inch of your life; would you then 
be in hurry to see a lion at the zoo? No, in fact 
thereafter you would associate lions with this 
defining experience and you would probably be 
terrified of them, even if you were just to see 

them on television, or at the zoo. Similarly, if 
you have lost more than one important game by 
falling for a back-rank trick, you are likely to 
feel a certain 'pang' whenever your back rank is 
even remotely vulnerable. Moreover, you are li­
able to be more inclined than most to preveot 
back-rankers in future, and will play moves like 
h3, g3 or whatever, possibly not even beiog 
conscious of why you are doing it. What we call 
judgement is often based on unconscious pref­
erences such as these, and these unconscious 
preferences are formed by emotional mem� 
ries . 

This much is implied by what we know 
about patterns, as we saw in Thinking, but only 
recently did I realize that emotional memories 
not only shape our judgement in general, but 
that within a single game, we often make deci­
sions based on emotional memories of earlier 
parts of the same game. Indeed, a chess game 
cannot be understood unless it is considered 
as a totality where one phase of the game 
leaves an emotional imprint on the next. The 
players can rarely see the position in front of 
them without visions of positions from the re­
cent past and, more importantly, these past vi­
sions are often full of emotional content. 
Consequently, we are prone to overlook certain 
moves and prefer others because we want to re­
kindle or avoid former feelings that we had ear­

lier in the game. 
After a major transition, for instance from the 

middlegame to the endgame, you can mentally 
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adapt to the new circumstances without emo­
tionally adapting, so if you 've been defending 
your king for several moves, it will be difficult 
to bring yourself to activate it in the endgame. 
Although your thinking brain will tell you it' s 
called for, your feeling brain will pull you away 
from anything that resembles the unpleasant 
memories, such as those where your king was 
under threat. The problem is that emotional 
memories are often faulty guides to the present. 

In so far as there is a solution, we have to 
make an extra-special effort to move from 
one phase of the game to another mentally 
and emotionally; otherwise we end up like 
Ekido, weighing ourselves down with images 
that are no longer relevant. This can be done by 
going for a walk after a major transition or just 
consciously trying to process the emotion 
you've felt up to that point. Here some 'selbst­
gesprach' (self-talk) can be very useful; for ex­
ample, "OK, it's the endgame now, things have 
changed; I don' t  need to worry about being 
mated any more. It's important to look at this 
position with fresh eyes . . .  " You' ll know best 
how to do it for yourself, but since transitions 
are such a big part of chess, it is hugely impor­
tant that you are emotionally ready to play the 
position at hand, rather than playing the new 
position with old, inappropriate emotions. 

I think of this type of problem as a manifes­
tation of Looseness because it tends to take you 
away from the here and now, and undermines 
your ability to think clearly about the position 
in front of you. It is partly because of this phe­
nomenon that I think a game of chess is invari­
ably better understood by the participants 
themselves than any onlookers, even if the on­
lookers have a better understanding of chess. 

I learned a huge amount from the following 
game (notes partly based on those I wrote for 
Chess Monthly), where almost all my mistakes 
stemmed from being trapped by emotional 
memories from previous stages in the game. I 
like to call memories from a prior part of the 
game echoes because it gives the sense of 
something that happened in the past being tan­
gibly felt in the present. When I realized that 
these echoes were the principal cause of my er­
rors in this game, I discovered, from looking at 
my other games, that I'd been making mistakes 
because of echoes for years ! 

Rowson - Benjamin 
Edmonton 2000 

1 e4 eS 2 �f3 �c6 3 ..tb5 a6 4 ..ta4 �f6 5 0-0 
..tcs 6 c3 b5 7 ..tc2 dS!? 8 d4! dxe4 9 dxcS!?  
'i'xd1 10 ..txd1 exf3 11  ..txf3 ..tb7 12 b4! 

This is a significant novelty, suggested by 
Wedberg in ChessBase Magazine. White will 
crack open the queenside only after fixing it. 12 
a4 b4 !  13 l:el 0-0-0 14 ..txc6 ..txc6 15 cxb4 
ltld5 1 6 ..td2 f6 17 b3 �e7 ! was about equal in 
de Firmian-Benjamin, USA Ch, Salt Lake City 
1999. 

12 ... e4!?  
1 2  . . .  a5 13  �a3 axb4 14 �xb5 0-0 1 5  cxb4 

e4 1 6  ..te2 �xb4 17 �xc7 is clearly better for 
White due to the bishop pair and passed c-pawn. 

13 j_e2 0-0 14 a4 bxa4 (D) 

I began to doubt Wedberg's idea at this point, 
and felt somewhat nervous about my lack of de­
velopment. I have certain long-term advantages 
based on pawn-structure and dark-square con­
trol but for a while I couldn't see any way to 
keep Black's activity at bay. After a deep think I 
discovered, I think, the only way to keep the 
initiative. Nonetheless, this was a defining mo­
ment for the rest of the game because to some 
extent I was already playing to Black's tune and 
thoughts of his active threats were planted in 
the uppermost reaches of my mind. By the end 
of the game they fizzled out, but they colour 
much of what is to follow. 

15 l:d1 ! 
I wanted to prevent . . .  �d5 and discourage 

Black from challenging the d-file. After 1 5  
l:xa4 �d5 ! my coordination i s  bad and I have 
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no especially natural way to complete my de­
velopment. Focusing on this line before look­
ing at any others didn ' t  do my confidence any 
favours. Although my moves were good, my 
thoughts were already a bit ' loose' and overtly 
defensive in nature. 

1S ••• ltJeS 
After 15  . .  J:t:fd8 16 l'l.xd8+ l'l.xd8 17 ..tg5 I 

would have enjoyed inflicting further structural 
damage and serious black counterplay will be a 
long time in coming. 

16 ..tf4 
An interesting example of the benefits of de­

veloping your pieces in the right order. This 
bishop may have gone to g5, f4 or e3 depending 
on Black's move and my knight may yet go to 
a3, d2 or maybe even c3 so 15 l'l.d 1 had the extra 
benefit of forcing Black to give me something 
to react to. 

16 ... l'l.fe8 17 c4! (D) 

B 

An important, but far from obvious move. 
The idea is to control the key d5-square with the 
pawn and then to bring my knight to as influen­
tial a square as possible, which in this case is 
c3, where it controls d5 , attacks a4 and covers 
e4 and e2. Although this move looks good, it 
did take a considerable amount of nervous en­
ergy. To play another non-developing move 
when already so far behind in development 
against a player with considerable tactical prow­
ess is not easy on the nerves and, however much 
my thinking brain applauded this move, my 
emotional brain was by no means at ease. 

17 ... :.e7?! 
This seems to concede defeat from a concep­

tual point of view and in a sense Benjamin was 

guilty of Blinking here. However, it' s not totally 
clear if Black' s more active option, 1 7  . . .  ltJd3 
1 8  ..txd3 exd3, was fully adequate either. Then 
19  .i.xc7 ! ( 1 9  lLlc3 ! ?  lLle4 20 l'l.xd3 a5 !) may 
look like gross Materialism, but in fact by re­
moving the c7-pawn I not only take ' 1  point' 
from Black' s army, but significantly increase 
the value of my own queenside pawns, which 
threaten to become a connected duo. 19 . . .  l'l.ac8 !?  
(this poses an awkward question to my way­
ward bishop and perhaps is just enough to keep 
the balance; 19  . . .  ltJg4!?, with the possible threat 
of . . .  lLlxf2, doesn' t seem sufficiently scary to 
deter me from 20 b5 !, after which I think White 
takes control) 20 .i.b6 (20 ..td6 �4 2 1  lbd2 
ltJc3 looks dangerous for White) 20 ... �g4! and 
now: 

a) 2 1  b5 axb5 22 cxb5 .i.d5 23 �c3 .i.c4 ! 
and Black seems to keep the balance. 

b) After 2 1  �c3 tt:Je5 ! 22 �xa4 �xc4 23 
l'l.xd3 White's extra pawn is the most signifi­
cant factor, but Black has a good deal of activity 
and my king is anxiously waiting for my minor 
pieces to come back before it's too late. The op­
posite-coloured bishops make it difficult to 
make something of the passed pawn, but they 
also make an attack against White's king fairly 
plausible. Objectively I suppose White is better, 
but, as I suggested in Chapter 5, objectivity in 
chess can cause more problems than it solves. 

18 �c3 l'l.ae8 19 ..te3! (D) 

B 

A sensible move, trying to make the e-file 
less relevant for the rooks. Perhaps I could have 
played this more quickly, but I certainly had no 
idea he was going to play what he did and be­
cause of my earlier worries I was still in an 
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overly cautious mindset, double and triple 
checking his various knight hops. 

19 . . .  .:d7?! 
This is needlessly compliant, but my oppo­

nent's switch to defensive mode shocked me so 
much that my play goes rapidly downhill from 
here. I had expected something more threaten­
ing but I suppose my position is now suffi­
ciently organized to rebuff any irritants. At this 
stage, I couldn't  work out if my opponent was 
going to be passive for a long time or if there 
was still some residual initiative that I should 
be looking out for. I knew 1 9  . . .  tbeg4 ! ?  20 
.ixg4 tbxg4 2 1  %ha4 tbe5 !?  22 b5 ! was prom­
ising for me, but it may just be winning because 
Black's queenside will be fatally compromised 
one way or another. After 19  . . .  tbd3, 20 .:dbl !?  
keeps Black's counterplay to a minimum and 
after winning my pawn back I can take my time 
about dealing with the pretentious octopus on 
d3. 

20 .:xd7 tbexd7 (D) 

w 

21 b5!? 
It's strange that I didn't see his reply to this 

even though it's totally forced (Black certainly 
can't allow me to fix the c7-pawn with c6). 
There was something to be said for delaying b5 
by 21 .:xa4, when Black can reply 21 ... c6 !?  and 
organize himself in preparation for b5 but then 
again this will limit his possibilities in other re­
spects and I can consider improving my posi­
tion with .:al -d l and maybe g4 and �g2-g3 
before playing b5. 

21...c6 
This threw me back and made me think that 

21  b5 was careless, but why should I have been 

in any way worried about my position? It' s still 
extremely good. I think the most compelling 
explanation is that my dominant mindset was 
the one I held from moves 8- 19, which was pri­
marily cautious and directed against preventing 
my opponent's counterplay. Moreover, in such 
a m.indset you are determined to avoid any un­
pleasant surprises and so a surprise of any sort 
is inclined to bother you, regardless of its ob­
jective strength. So the unpleasant feeling I 
experienced on seeing 2 l . . .c6 was much the 
same as when I saw the variation with 15  lZ.xa4 
tbd5 ! even though the positions are totally dif­
ferent. 

22 l:xa4 
I spent about twenty minutes on this move, 

which is every bit as good as 22 b6 but leaves 
both players with more to think about. The 
crazy thing is that thinking was never likely to 
help me reach a decision. I should have quickly 
realized that both moves were possible, and fol­
lowed my intuition, which told me to capture 
on a4. I guess I fell prey to Peifectionism here, 
mainly in the form of 'jam lust' . This type of 
difficult decision is typical of those which lead 
to 'echo effects' later in the game. You invest a 
lot of emotional energy and still can't make up 
your mind, so when the issue re-emerges, per­
haps in a totally different context, you are in­
stinctively resistant to dealing with the same 
problem again, even if the position has changed 
considerably. Indeed, from an emotional point 
of view the easiest option is to keep the option 
open, and leave it unresolved for the whole 
game! 

22 . . .  tbb8 23 lZ.al tbfd7 24 l:dl? 
I was guilty of drifting for a few moves here. 

For instance, the d-file turns out not to be too 
relevant here, yet because of the 'echoes' from 
earlier, when I was worried about the d-file just 
out of the opening, I still felt some emotional 
urgency about controlling this file. The supe­
rior scope of my bishops suggest that I should 
be playing on both sides of the board, so the ob­
vious move is 24 g4 ! but I think I was somehow 
worried about weakening f3, which is another 
echo of my careful mindset of earlier in the 
game. This move gives some breathing space to 
my king and prevents/discourages . . .  f5. If 
shown this position fresh, I would certainly 
have played this move. Strangely, my reasons 
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for not playing 24 g4 have little to do with the 
given position and lots to do with the position 
ten or so moves ago!  

24 . . .  fS! (D) 

w 

After the game Benjamin said that this was a 
significant achievement for Black, and that he 
now felt an upward trend in his favour. I was a 
bit vague in general, hoping that this could 
somehow be shown to be weakening, while si­
multaneously wishing that I had prevented it! 

25 �a4? 
This is another 'half move' which fails to 

make sense of itself. There is an idea of �b6 
that doesn' t  happen and I should have decided 
at this point whether it was a good idea. Simply 
25 h3, intending �h2 and g4 as in the game, 
would keep a substantial advantage. 

25 ... lDes 26 �c3?! 
I was concerned that Black's extra control of 

c6 made capturing on b5 plausible now but al­
most any transition favours White. There is an­
other echo here: I wanted to keep the option of 
b6 because my difficult decision on move 2 1  
was never quite resolved and made me feel that 
if I wasn' t  going to play b6, I should at least 
have the option of doing so. Better is 26 �b6 ! ?  
axb5 (not forced, but White threatens to im­
prove his position further with h3 and g4) 27 
cxb5 cxb5 28 .ixb5 .ic6 29 .ie2 ±. 

26 ... �bd7 
This was accompanied by a draw offer, 

which was timely since things are looking up 
for Black and I haven't exactly shown myself to 
be in control of events over the last few moves. 
However, he's still clearly worse and on this oc­
casion the offer turned out merely to shake me 

from the lack of resolve which had haunted me 
over the last few moves. 

27 h3! 
At last I have a scheme (g4) and now I felt 

my confidence growing. The trend begins to 
tum again. 

27 ... l:c8 28 b6 lle8 29 lld6 
A strange infiltration, one idea of which is to 

have my rook as ' space invader supervisor' af­
ter I play the �d5 sacrifice. The other motiva­
tion was to have .id4 after . .  .f4, again without 
blocking the rook, but this is a much less com­
pelling justification. Both players suffered 
from the same illusion here, namely that I 
should strive to keep my c5-pawn so that my as­
set on b6 is protected. But if Black ever swaps 
his f-pawn for my c-pawn, all that happens is 
that I end up putting my second c-pawn on c5 
and activate my light-squared bishop. Our mu­
tual blindness in this respect may also have 
something to do with 'role play' : Black is the 
trickster, who is reliant on swindles because his 
position is bad. He therefore, somehow, 'de­
serves' to have a serious claim to activity here, 
namely with the 'threat' of . .  .f4. 

29 ... �f8 30 g4! �f7 31 l:dl 
3 1  gxf5 !? �xd6 32 cxd6 c5 is not stupid, but 

just as with the l:xa4 vs b6 decision earlier, it's 
often more important to play a good move 
rather than to waste time trying to find the best 
move. Given the error I make in a few moves 
because of lack of time, wasting a minute here 
is about equivalent to blundering a pawn. The 
continuation 33 .ixc5 �7 34 .id4 l:c8 35 c5 
�f8 36 .ig4 h5 37 .ixh5 ttlxc5 38 f6 �6 39 
fxg7+ ttlxg7 40 .ig4 lld8 is all very interesting 
to look at now, but with around five minutes to 
get to move 40, some pragmatism was called 
for. As I suggested in Chapter 6, lack of prag­
matism tends to be linked to insufficient confi­
dence and in this case, I mistakenly lacked 
confidence in 3 1  lld 1 .  

31 ..• g6 32 �d5! (D) 
This looks decisive and I didn't see an an­

swer, but rather than look at the crowd and 
think of their reaction (Egoism) I should have 
concentrated better. 

32 ... �7! 
After 32 . . .  cxd5 33 cxd5 I will win at least a 

piece back and retain positional advantages. 
33 gxfS! gxf5 34 �c7 
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B 

Or 34 'ii>h2 cxd5 35 cxd5 f4. 
34 ... :e7 35 :al? 
Not only is this decentralizing, but it messes 

up the coordination of my whole army and 
grants Black counterplay. This served to multi­
ply the nerve factor and stole my composure. I 
sensed that this was a crucial moment and I was 
aware that I had some knight jumps, but didn't  
look carefully enough and fell prey to Material­
ism. As I said, when you are short of time you 
always look for the old certainties like material 
and checks; the more obscure ideas tend not to 
provide the comfort that a shaky nervous sys­
tem seeks. Despite my sloppy play I could still 
have won the game here with 35 lbe8 ! +-. A 
lack of creativity under pressure, patchy confi­
dence and fragile composure prevented me from 
seeing this move. After 35 . . .  'it>f8 (35 . . .  lbxb6 36 
lbf6+ �g7 37 lbh5+) 36 lbd6 lbxd6 37 cxd6 
l:tg7+ 38 �h2 'it>f7 (38 . . .  c5 39 �h6) 39 c5 
White has a decisive positional advantage. 

I considered 35 lbe6 !? (strange that I saw 
this, but not 35 lbe8 ! )  but didn't  see a follow­
up. However, this is better than what I played; I 
badly needed to 'jump out of the system' here, 
for which I should have talked to my pieces. My 
worry was that knight hops in general would 
lead me to regret not taking the key a-pawn 
while I had the chance ( 'fear of regret' ). 

35 .. .  t!Dfe5 
Part of the reason I was attracted to 35 :ai 

was that 35 . . .  lbb8? 36 �f4 lLle5 37 �xe5 Axe5 
38 l:[dl  seemed consistent with his previous 
play and was clearly winning for me. This is an­
other example of 'the desire to punish' but in a 
slightly different context. I guess my mistake 
was to assume that Joel would always prefer to 

be passive just because he had surprised me 
with this earlier- yet another misleading echo! 

36 lbxa6 tLld3! 
A good move from the point of view of con­

fusion; I had been concerned directly with my 
king and so only considered 36 . . .  lDf3+ 37 �xf3 
exf3 38 lbc7 :g7+ 39 �h i  +-, when there is 
no evidence of a black counter-attack. 

37 �xd3?! 
Maybe a little risky in the circumstances, but 

having expected 36 . . .  lLlf3+, when I would take, 
I didn't pause to consider the difference. Ba­
sically I just wanted the horse out of my face - a 
purely emotional, but understandable reaction. 
37 t!Dc7 ! was stronger, but we tend to like ex­
changing in time-pressure and for some reason 
I didn't see that Black could protect his d3-
pawn. 

37 ... exd3 38 lbb4 lbe5 
I somehow missed this, or at least it took me 

a fair while to adjust to the tricks it brings. 
39 'it>n! 
It took two heart-burning minutes to find and 

play this, probably because I'd decided I Iʰ₥to he 
.t !. his I� use csis me t t h e  9ocis u to 
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rooks on the board I have ideas of :al -a7 or 
possibly i.d6 followed by lbe5 at some mo­
ment. For example, 43 Wg2 J.b7 44 f3 rr!tf6 45 
Wf2 J:td5 46 h4 :d7 4 7 .:e 1 !  .Uxd3 48 J.g5+ 
�g6 49 lie6+ Wf7 50 :e7+. 

42 ... J:txd3 43 tbxd3 �e6 44 tbb4 
Other things being equal, this ending should 

be winning, but my poor coordination and lazy 
king might give Black just enough counterplay 
to draw. For instance, my knight doesn't  want 
to be on b4, but it' s  the only way to prevent 
Black's king from infiltrating. Given the scares 
I felt just before the time-control, part of me was 
pleased to be playing for just 'two results ' but I 
was also aware that the desired result was fur­
ther away than it had been for most of the game. 

44 . . .  tbe5! 45 .ixeS?! 
This appears promising, but relieves the ten­

sion too soon. I didn't  like the look of Black's 
knight hopping all over me, but I keep winning 
chances for longer with both minor pieces on 
the board. That said, the fact that my decision 
was mistaken is as much bad luck as bad judge­
ment, given that he only survives due to a sur­
prising tactical trick that neither of us had yet 
seen. The correct line was 45 �e2 tbd7 ! 46 
i.e3 f4 ! 47 J.d4 '1fi'f5 48 f3 lLlf8 ! 49 �d3 ltJe6 
50 h4 lLlf8 ! 5 1  lLlc2 ltJg6 52 h5 lLlh4 5 3  �e2 
.ia6+ 54 '1fi'f2 (Black is annoyingly active in 
such positions, but perhaps a bit of patience 
would have enabled me to see that White' s  po­
sition can still be improved in this sort of situa­
tion) 54 . . .  �e6 55 tbb4 i.b7 56 'it>e2 lLlf5 57 
Wd3 lLlg3 58 h6 ltJf5 59 i.g7 lLlg3 60 J.f8 '1fi'e5 
6 1  .id6+ lirf5 62 ltJc2 �g5 63 ltJd4, when 
Black's position is beginning to feel the strain. 

45 . . .  �xeS 46 �e2 Wd4 47 ltJd3 J.c8 

Joel seemed very unperturbed by this end­
ing, which is strange given how close he is to 
being lost. Clearly I cannot mobilize my knight 
without losing the b6/c5 wedge but I had 
thought that I could win his h-pawn, and queen 
my own h-pawn before he could bring his king 
back to the h-file. This is a reasonable idea with 
only one serious shortcoming. 47 . .  .f4 ! ?  was 
also possible, but seemingly unnecessary. 

48 f4 .ia6 49 Wd2 .tb7 50 h4 .tc8 51 �c2 
�c4 52 �d2 Wd4 53 hS h6! 54 '1fi'c2 

54 ltJe5 �xc5 55 lLlf7 Wxb6 56 lLlxh6 .te6 !  
- this is the rub; Black will only let me capture 
the h-pawn on h6, after which my knight is 
trapped and Black wins with his extra c-pawn. 
After the game Joel laconically remarked: 
"Yeah, the bishop usually dominates the knight 
in this type of situation". Maybe Joel had more 
patterns than me to make sense of this ending, 
which brings us full circle back to Thinking. 

l!z.l!z 

The Art of Concentration 

Those who reach greatness on earth reach it 
through concentration. 
Upanishads 

Just as I feel that lack of confidence is essen­
tially the problem with Perfectionism, so I think 
that Looseness stems from poor concentration. 
Whether you are drifting, feeling slippage, mak­
ing a sloppy evaluation, feeling very emotional, 
or feeling trapped by the past, the essential 
problem is a lack of presence in the here and 
now. I have suggested various ways that you 
can combat Looseness on a micro-level, but if 
you want to build up your immunity, it would 
be helpful to have a macro-solution - a tech­
nique that would keep your mind from wander­
ing all over the place. That said, it is no easier to 
help a person concentrate than it is to build their 
confidence; both are highly subjective experi­
ences, accessible only from within. There are, 
however, a few basic pointers to help keep your 
mind fresh and present, which is just what you 
need to keep Looseness at bay. 

1 )  Variety 
To remain attentive for any significant period of 
time we need to break the monotony of thinking 
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or looking at the same thing. You may not be 
able to move the position around, but if you are 
to stay concentrated you need to look at the po­
sition from several different perspectives and 
think in several different ways. This may mean 
asking different questions of the same position 
and moving fluently from tactical to strategic 
considerations. It may also mean looking at the 
pawn-structure in abstract and wondering how 
the king and pawn ending would be, or thinking 
of which pieces you'd like to exchange or 
where you would put your pieces if you had a 
choice. Then after such thoughts you might re­
turn to calculate a few lines and so on. I 'd like 
to think that my recommendation of 'talking 
with the pieces' and treating them as distinctive 
characters may also help to keep your attention 
levels high. Above all, just as in life, variety is 
an excellent cure for boredom. So before you go 
'walkabout' because you are bored and think 
there's nothing more to see, consider whether 
you can look or think about the position in any 
other useful way. 

2) Switching 
Concentration is also aided by switching from 
thoughts of your own to trying to get into your 
opponent's mind. Sometimes it's even worth 
literally switching, and getting up and looking 
at the position from your opponent's side of the 
board. This has helped me to see otherwise hid­
den aspects of the position on more than one 
occasion, but it's important not to disturb your 
opponent in the process. 

3) Balance 
It's not humanly possible to retain maximum 
concentration for the whole game. Just as with 
any other activity, there will typically be an ad­
justment period when you settle into the game 
followed by a period of optimal concentration, 
followed by a weakening of concentration due 
to tiredness. While you will need to apply max­
imum concentration at certain key moments, it 
is perhaps even more important that you never 
let your concentration fall below a minimum 
threshold where you are vulnerable to Loose­
ness, or even to simple blunders. What you 
need is some sort of balance whereby you hold 
yourself back from concentrating too hard at 

some moments and consciously exert yourself 
at others. Judit Polgar alluded to this indirectly 
when she said that in some positions it' s not 
worth wasting energy you' ll need later, espe­
cially when the opponent has so much choice. 
So going for a walk is sometimes the best thing 
for your concentration, and I often find that 
ideas come to me concerning the position even 
when I'm not thinking about it consciously. 

4) Breaks 
Talking of which, breaks are essential for main­
taining concentration. The physiological rea­
son is that your brain needs oxygen and you can 
increase the oxygen levels in your brain by a 
short walk. It's also true that we have limited at­
tention spans and since most of us can only 
concentrate to optimal capacity a few minutes 
at a time it can be good to 'dip in and out' of 
thinking so that when you do think it's  not too 
sloppy. Moreover, even if you are not so good at 
visualizing the position without the board and 
pieces in front of you, there are times when try­
ing to see the position in your head can bring to 
light certain aspects to which you may be blind 
when looking with your eyes - so taking your 
eyes off the board can also aid concentration if 
done intelligently. Tiger Hillarp Persson's 'pre­
time-trouble sprint' , mentioned in Chapter 3, 
should also be considered if you feel up to it, 
and was 'designed' by Tiger, precisely to in­
crease concentration and reduce nerves just be­
fore the time-control . 

Conclusion 
Looseness is more readily experienced than de­
scribed, but it refers to a mental/emotional state 
where you don' t feel yourself to be in charge of 
what's happening in the position. When it 
strikes, you are more vulnerable to all the other 
sins, and it is especially likely to strike in time­
trouble. The main manifestations covered here 
are 'Nunn's hangover theory' ,  ' tension trans­
ference' ,  'neural hij ackings' ,  'drifting' ,  ' slip­
page' and 'echoes' You can lose the plot as a 
result of any of these but when you do there are 
ways to recover, in particular with 'schematic 
thinking' .  To build up inununity to Looseness, 
it's important to learn the (difficult) art of con­
centration. 



Conclusion:  The Author 's Redem ption 

Nothing more can be attempted than to establish 
the beginning and the direction of an infinitely 
long road. The pretension of any systematic 
and definitive completeness would be, at least, 
a self-illusion. Perfection can here be obtained 
only in the subjective sense that he communi­
cates everything he has been able to see. 
GEORG SIMMEL 

The Seven Deadly Chess Sins reveal that we 
need to reconsider much that has become habit­
ual. The game of chess, as outlined here, re­
wards those who are able to feel as well as 
think, be sensitive to defining moments, love 
the contest as well as the result, view the game 
from a pluralist perspective, harness their ego 
and acknowledge their opponent, be confident 
and willing to make a mistake, while concen­
trating intelligently at all times. 

Although this book may seem intense or 
even evangelical in places, I ask the reader to 
take the occasional inconsistency or apparent 
incoherence lightly. The endeavour is not to 
create a system, nor have I gone out of my way 
to be an anarchist. Rather, I've tried to write 
about chess as I have come to understand it: a 

complex and rewarding game that lies, tantaliz­
ingly, beyond the full grasp of the human intel­
lect. 

There are problems and solutions in this 
book, and I don't pretend that there are more of 
the latter than the former. There is no virtue in 
giving easy answers to the questions posed by a 
difficult game. The best we can do is to enjoy 
trying to work things out, and not take our­
selves, or the game, too seriously. As I said in 
the Preface, theorizing about chess is a sticky 
undertaking. 
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APPEL - Rozentalis 20 

ARKELL - Miles 86 

A VERBAKH - Tal 1 54 

BARSOV - Rowson 100 
BENJAMIN - Rowson 198 

BILEK - Jansa 142 

BOTVINNIK - Tal 64; Tal 149 

BRYSON - Rowson 1 67 

CAPABLANCA - Lasker, Em. 1 33 
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HARTSTON - Speelman 145 
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MCDONALD - Rowson 48 

MCNAB - Gormally 189 

MERCS - Rowson 1 1 8 
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MINDERS - Gonzalez 36 

MOROZEVICH - Rowson 1 64 
MOTWANI - Rowson 158 
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ROWSON - Barsov 100; Benjamin 198; Bryson 1 67; Cooper, L. 157; Cummings 158;  Gardner 
1 74; Hodgson 94, 185;  Kulaots 28; Lalic, B .  66; Lalic, B. 70; McDonald 48; Meres 1 1 8; 
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D I 3 48 

Queen's Indian Defence 

E 1 2  59, 195 

Reti Opening 

A07 158 

Ruy Lopez (Spanish) 

C75 22; C78 1 98; C80 133 

Scandinavian Defence 
B01 94 
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D00 86 
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