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This second volume of the autobiographical trilogy Garry Kasparov on Garry Kasparov con-

tains one hundred of the most memorable games and endings played during the eight years 

when I was FIDE champion (1985-1993). This period was the peak of my playing career, as is 

confirmed by both my competitive results, and the quality of the games. 

The era described was an extremely tense and most unusual one for me. In the first four 

years, from the moment when I won the title of world champion (November 1985) until the 

conquering of the 2805 rating (November 1989), a cosmic figure for those times, I consoli-

dated my domination in the world chess arena. I twice defended my champion’s title in 

dramatic matches with Anatoly Karpov (1986 and 1987), took or at least shared first place in 

all the tournaments in which I participated, and convincingly won the tournament champi-

onship of the planet – the World Cup (1988-1989). 

However, the year 1990 began with tragic, extraordinary events. Returning to Baku after 

lengthy wanderings abroad, I found myself in the very thick of an ethnic conflict – the Arme-

nian pogroms. My mother and I as well as our relatives had to take flight. Thus in the year of 

the next match for the world championship I was suddenly deprived of both my native home, 

and my long-standing training base in Zagulba. This was a severe psychological blow, the 

collapse of my entire customary way of life. 

Not surprisingly, at precisely that time my battle with FIDE for the rights of chess players 

and with the USSR State Sports Committee for professional sport grew into a battle for 

changes in the country. After settling in Moscow I became an active political figure, inspired 

by the ideas of Andrey Dmitrievich Sakharov (our acquaintance, unfortunately, was very 

short-lived). 

There were also substantial changes to the composition of my training team, with which I 

prepared for my fifth match with Karpov. Nikitin departed and, with the exception of 

Shakarov, no one remained from those who were with me on my way to the chess crown. In 

this sense too, the 1990 match also became an historic landmark. Despite all the upheavals, I 
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managed to win it, but the history of the legendary team of the 1980s had come to an end: 

from then on completely new people appeared in it. 

From the early 1990s talented young players began assuming the leading roles in chess 

(Anand, Ivanchuk, Gelfand, Short, Kamsky, Shirov, Topalov), and Karpov and I were no longer 

able to dominate as we had done before. Paradoxically, in 1991 in none of the super-

tournaments in Linares, Amsterdam and Reggio Emilia did either of us take first place! But by 

effort of will I was able to break the negative trend. With the help of Sergey Makarychev I 

renovated my opening repertoire – and I won not only Tilburg 1991, but also Linares two 

years in succession (1992 and 1993). 

On this occasion my domination in the chess arena lasted less than two years, but on the 

other hand this time was perhaps the most fruitful in the creative respect. In clashes with 

young, inventive and tenacious opponents, some brilliant and unforgettable games were 

created. 

In February 1993 Nigel Short, the winner of the next qualifying cycle, unexpectedly sug-

gested to me that we should play our match for the world championship outside of the FIDE 

framework. Thinking that this would be a convenient opportunity to at last put chess on a 

professional basis, I agreed. Because of the rapid rehabilitation after the crisis of 1991, my 

sense of danger had evidently been dulled. The moment chosen for the declaration of war on 

FIDE was unfortunate, and the decision taken proved to be a mistake with far-reaching 

consequences. 

In response FIDE President Campomanes took an unprecedented step: stripping me and 

Short of our rights of champion and challenger, he arranged a match ‘for the world champi-

onship’ between the two reserve candidates who had lost to Short in the qualifying cycle – 

Timman and Karpov. A new spiral in chess history began... 

 

I should like to express my gratitude to my former trainers Alexander Nikitin and Alexander 

Shakarov, and also the chess compilers Vladislav Novikov and Yakov Zusmanovich, for their 

help in preparing the manuscript for publication. 
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Challenge to the Champions 
International Tournament in Linares (22 

February – 15 March 1991): 1. Ivanchuk – 9½ 

out of 13; 2. Kasparov – 9; 3. Beliavsky – 8; 4–

5. Yusupov and Speelman – 7½; 6. Salov – 7; 

7–8. Timman and Karpov – 6½; 9–11. Ljubo-

jevic, Anand and M.Gurevich – 6; 12. Gelfand 

– 5½; 13. Ehlvest – 3½; 14. Kamsky – 2½. 

 

As the chess experts had predicted, at the 

start of the 1990s a farewell was bid to the 

generation of the Fischer era and new stars 

joined the battle with the Karpov and Kas-

parov generations. They announced their 

presence in the summer of 1990 at the 

Interzonal Tournament in Manila (1–2. 

Gelfand and Ivanchuk – 9 out of 13; 3–4. 

Short and Anand – 8½, etc), in January 1991 

they all won their Candidates matches 

(Ivanchuk’s win over Yudasin was especially 

impressive – 4½-½!), and then they chal-

lenged the strongest players in the world at 

the ninth, traditional tournament in Linares. 

It was this event that began the history of 

annual super-tournaments of fourteen 

leading grandmasters – events of the high-

est category, which the journalists aptly 

christened the ‘chess Wimbledon’. As the 

press remarked, ‘here, for the first time, the 

two inseparable “Ks” played together with 

both of their “predicted rivals” – Vassily 

Ivanchuk and Boris Gelfand, while among the 

other contestants were only Candidates of the 

present world championship cycle and final-

ists of the second World Cup. The only place 

“not by ranking” was allotted to the young 

Gata Kamsky, and he very much felt the 

heavy hand of his senior colleagues.’  

During the opening ceremony, apart from 

the usual drawing of lots, the pairings for the 

Candidates quarter-final matches were also 

made. As in the previous cycle, Karpov joined 

the proceedings at this stage. I remember 

how he literally beamed with delight when he 

‘drew’ the 21-year-old Vishy Anand (the other 

pairings were Ivanchuk-Yusupov, Gelfand-

Short and Timman-Korchnoi). For the first 

time Karpov had a match opponent who was 

young enough to be his son! It seemed im-

probable that the very talented and promis-

ing, but as yet too young and inexperienced 

Indian grandmaster would be able to put up 
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a serious resistance against the great Anatoly 

Karpov. It would appear that the ex-

champion did not imagine what a dangerous 

opponent fate had assigned him – but per-

haps he began to gain an insight when he lost 

his game to Anand with White in the 2nd 

round. 

In the first round I was paired with Black 

against Ivanchuk. He flew in late in the 

evening, was late for the opening ceremony, 

and the next day he played against me 1 e4 

c5 2 Ìf3 d6 3 Íb5+. I thought that it was 

probably in order to obtain a solid position. 

But I played uncertainly, whereas, by con-

trast, Vassily played very strongly – and his 

win was fully deserved. As it later transpired, 

this game decided the outcome of the battle 

for first place. For me it was a warning 

signal: for the first time in ten years of 

tournament play I lost not as a result of 

some oversight, but because I was outplayed 

by my opponent. 

In the 2nd round I won a very complicated 

game against Gelfand, and also subse-

quently points were gained with great 

difficulty. Only by the 8th round, after 

beating Gurevich and Kamsky, and drawing 

with Timman, Speelman and Salov, did I 

reach a more or less respectable ‘plus two’. 

And here I had Black against Karpov, who 

had also lost to Ivanchuk and was on just 

‘minus one’: what told on his play was the 

enormous fatigue that had accumulated 

after our match and his January victory in 

the double-round tournament in Reggio 

Emilia. But I was happy with a draw, since 

without particular exertion I was able to 

solve my opening problems – a good sign, 

after a match that had been so difficult for 

Black (Game No.32 in Kasparov vs. Karpov 

1988-2009). 

That same evening Beliavsky won against 

Timman, and Ivanchuk against Anand, and 

the two leaders increased the gap between 

them and their pursuers: Beliavsky – 6½ out 

of 8 (!); Ivanchuk – 6; Kasparov – 5, etc. 

In the 9th round I had White against the 

formidable Alexander Beliavsky, and to 

retain chances of first place in the tourna-

ment I had to win ‘to order’. The game took 

place after a free day, so that each of us had 

time for preparation. A particular piquancy 

was added to the situation by our recent 

analytical collaboration before my match 

with Karpov. 

 
 

 
Game 75 

G.Kasparov-A.Beliavsky 
Linares, 9th Round, 8.03.1991  

English Opening A19  
 

 
1 c4 e6 2 Ìc3 Ìf6 (for some reason my 

opponent rejected 2...d5 and his customary 

Queen’s Gambit) 3 e4 c5 4 e5 Ìg8 5 Ìf3 

In the quiet variation 5 d4 cxd4 6 Ëxd4 

Ìc6 7 Ëe4 d6 8 Ìf3 Beliavsky had achieved 

draws with Black against Seirawan (Lucerne 

1989) and Azmaiparashvili (Amsterdam 

1990). 

5...Ìc6 6 d4 cxd4 7 Ìxd4 Ìxe5 8 Ìdb5 a6 

9 Ìd6+ Íxd6 10 Ëxd6 f6 11 Íe3 Ìe7 12 

Íb6 Ìf5 13 Ëc5!? d6 14 Ëa5 

W________W 
[rDb1kDW4] 
[DpDWDW0p] 
[pGW0p0WD] 
[!WDWhnDW] 
[WDPDWDWD] 
[DWHWDWDW] 
[P)WDW)P)] 
[$WDWIBDR] 
W--------W 
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Up to here this was a repetition of my Bel-

fort game with Andrey Sokolov, and I was 

pleased by Beliavsky’s choice: White has 

good compensation for the pawn, and his 

active piece play gives him more winning 

chances than strict manoeuvring in the 

classical set-ups of the Queen’s Gambit. 

14...Ëd7!? (but here is a new move instead 

of the previous 14...Ëe7 – Game No.40) 15 

f4! (15 0-0-0 Ëc6!) 15...Ìc6 

Of course, with gain of tempo. 15...Ìg4?! 

16 Íe2! or 15...Ìg6?! 16 Íd3! with the 

threat of Íxf5 is worse. 

16 Ëa3 

A critical moment. 

W________W 
[rDbDkDW4] 
[DpDqDW0p] 
[pGn0p0WD] 
[DWDWDnDW] 
[WDPDW)WD] 
[!WHWDWDW] 
[P)WDWDP)] 
[$WDWIBDR] 
W--------W 

16...e5? 

A mistake, leading to great difficulties on 

account of the weakness of the d5-point, 

whereas it is not possible to exploit the d4-

point. Soon the correct defence was found – 

16...Ìce7! 17 0-0-0 Ëc6 with sharp play. 

After 18 Ëb3 White retains pressure, and 

Black his extra pawn: 18...Íd7 19 Îg1 d5 

(19...h5!?) 20 Êb1! (20 g4 Ìd6 21 cxd5 

Ìxd5 is not so clear, Psakhis-A.Greenfeld, 

Israel 1991) or 18...0-0 19 Îg1 d5 20 g4 Ìd6 

21 c5 (21 Ëb4 Îe8) 21...Ìf7 22 Íg2 (L’Ami-

Wells, London 2008). 

17 Íd3! 

It would appear that Beliavsky was hop-

ing for 17 0-0-0?! exf4 18 Ìd5 0-0, which is 

quite acceptable for Black, and he underes-

timated my reply, which intends 0-0. 

17...0-0 

17...exf4 is no better: 18 0-0 g5 (my Infor-

mator suggestion 18...Ìe5(?) is fatal on 

account of 19 Íxf5 Ëxf5 20 Ìd5 Êf7 21 

Îxf4 etc) 19 Îae1+ Êf7 20 Ìd5 (more 

energetic than 20 Íxf5 Ëxf5 21 Ìe4) 

20...Ìe5 21 Íe4 or 21 g3!? with an escalat-

ing attack. 

18 0-0 exf4 

It is already not easy to find a satisfactory 

move: 18...Ìfd4? 19 fxe5 dxe5 20 Íxh7+!. In 

subsequent correspondence games 18...Ëf7 

19 fxe5! (my suggested 19 Ìd5 is weaker in 

view of 19...Ìfe7! 20 Ëxd6 Íf5) 19...fxe5 

was tried, and here I would have preferred 

20 Îf2! and Îaf1 with an obvious plus. 

19 Îxf4 Ìfe7 20 Îd1 

W________W 
[rDbDW4kD] 
[DpDqhW0p] 
[pGn0W0WD] 
[DWDWDWDW] 
[WDPDW$WD] 
[!WHBDWDW] 
[P)WDWDP)] 
[DWDRDWIW] 
W--------W 

Now White concentrates his efforts on 

eliminating the d6-pawn. The pair of power-

ful bishops guarantees him an enduring 

initiative. 

20...Ìg6 21 Îff1 Ìge5 

21...Ìce5 22 Íe4 Ëg4?! (22...Ëf7 23 b3) 

23 h3 Ëh4 24 Íf2 Ëh5 25 Ëxd6 was even 

more dismal for Black. 

22 Íe4 Ëf7 23 b3 Íe6 24 Ëxd6 

With the threat of Ìd5. The centralisa-
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tion of the queen is more appropriate than 

24 Îxd6, although the immediate 24 Ìd5!? 

also deserved consideration. 

24...Êh8 25 Ëc7?! 

The exchange of queens reduces White’s 

domination, which would have been espe-

cially perceptible after 25 Ìd5! Îac8 26 h3 

Îfe8 27 Îfe1, when Black runs out of useful 

moves: 27...f5 28 Íc2 Íd7 29 Ìf4 etc. 

25...Ëxc7 

Little was changed by 25...Îfe8 26 Ìd5, 

but 25...Ëe8!? 26 Íf2! would have led to a 

more tense battle. 

26 Íxc7 Îf7 27 Íb6 (27 Íd6!?) 27...Îe8 

28 h3 

W________W 
[WDWDrDWi] 
[DpDWDr0p] 
[pGnDb0WD] 
[DWDWhWDW] 
[WDPDBDWD] 
[DPHWDWDP] 
[PDWDWDPD] 
[DWDRDRIW]
W--------W 

28...Îd7?! 

Disheartened by the unsuccessful open-

ing, Beliavsky had ended up in time-trouble 

and lost almost without a fight. Whether 

good or bad, 28...f5! was essential. 

29 Ìd5 (threatening Ìc7) 29...Îc8 

The imprudent 29...Íf7? would have lost 

to 30 Íf5! Íe6 31 Ìc7, but the clumsy 

regrouping 29...Íg8!? 30 Íf5 Îf7 was a try. 

30 g4 Ìg6?! (an unexpected blunder of a 

pawn; 30...Ìe7 was more resilient) 31 Êh2 

Continuing to intensify the pressure, al-

though 31 Íxg6!? hxg6 32 Ìf4 suggested 

itself. 

31...Ìce5 (31...Ìge5!?) 32 a4 Îd6 33 a5 

Ìd7? 

A final time-trouble error, although after 

33...Îd7 34 Îfe1 White has an imposing 

advantage (34...Íxd5 35 cxd5!). 

W________W 
[WDrDWDWi] 
[DpDnDW0p] 
[pGW4b0nD] 
[)WDNDWDW] 
[WDPDBDPD] 
[DPDWDWDP] 
[WDWDWDWI] 
[DWDRDRDW] 
W--------W 

34 Ìc7! 1-0 

 

Then, in a complicated and error-strewn 

game I won with Black against Ehlvest, and 

three rounds before the finish I finally 

caught up with my rivals, having scored, like 

Beliavsky and Ivanchuk, 7 out of 10. 

The 11th round proved to be the turning-

point in the tournament race. Beliavsky 

again ended up in desperate time-trouble 

and lost after blundering against Salov. All 

evening Ivanchuk put Gurevich’s position 

under pressure, and he adjourned the game 

with an extra pawn and good winning 

chances. And I, in my first duel with the 

future world champion Vishy Anand, was 

ready to employ some lethal opening 

preparation. 

 
 

 
Game 76 

G.Kasparov-V.Anand 
Linares, 11th Round, 11.03.1991  

Petroff Defence C43  
 

 
1 e4 e5 2 Ìf3 Ìf6 3 d4 
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Usually I played 3 Ìxe5 (Game Nos.50, 100 

in Garry Kasparov on Garry Kasparov Part I), 

but I prepared this line with Timoshchenko 

before the Leningrad half of the third match 

(1986), although I employed it only in the 

10th game of the fifth match (1990). 

3...Ìxe4 

The most topical line. Karpov replied 

3...exd4 4 e5 Ìe4 5 Ëxd4 d5 6 exd6 Ìxd6 7 

Ìc3 (7 Íd3!?) 7...Ìc6 8 Ëf4 Ìf5!? 9 Íb5 

Íd6 10 Ëe4+ Ëe7, but White could have 

retained some initiative by 11 Íd2!? and 12 

0-0-0 (cf. Game No.17 in Kasparov vs. Karpov 

1988-2009). 

4 Íd3 d5 5 Ìxe5 Íd6 

This sharp plan, developed by Makary-

chev, Dvoretsky and his pupil Yusupov, was 

for a long time the main line, but from the 

spring of 1992 it almost disappeared from 

serious practice, giving way to the plans 

with 5...Ìd7 (Game No.95). 

6 0-0 0-0 7 c4 Íxe5 8 dxe5 Ìc6 9 cxd5 

Ëxd5 10 Ëc2 Ìb4 11 Íxe4 Ìxc2 12 Íxd5 

Íf5 13 g4 Íxg4 14 Íe4 Ìxa1 

W________W 
[rDWDW4kD] 
[0p0WDp0p] 
[WDWDWDWD] 
[DWDW)WDW] 
[WDWDBDbD] 
[DWDWDWDW] 
[P)WDW)W)] 
[hNGWDRIW] 
W--------W 

Black has won the exchange, but his 

knight is in danger, and he hopes to main-

tain the balance by returning his extra 

material at the right time. 

15 Íf4! 

The weaker 15 Ìc3 allows Black to equal-

ise by 15...Íh3 16 Îe1 f5 17 exf6 Îae8! 

intending ...Îxe4 and ...Ìc2 (Tal-Karpov, 

Milan 1975), or immediately 15...f5 (Makary-

chev-Karpov, Oslo 1984). 

15...f5 

White is better after 15...f6 16 Ìc3 fxe5 

17 Íe3 (17 Íg3!?) 17...Íf3 18 Îxa1 Íxe4 

19 Ìxe4 (Kasparov-Timman, Paris (rapid) 

1991).  

16 Íd5+! Êh8 17 Îc1 c6 (the attempt 

17...Îad8 18 Ìc3 b5? does not work because 

of 19 e6!) 18 Íg2! (another accurate move) 

18...Îfd8 19 Ìd2! 

Not 19 f3 Íh5 20 Ìa3 Îd4 21 Íe3 Îb4 

with a quick draw (Sax-Yusupov, Thessalo-

niki Olympiad 1988). 

W________W 
[rDW4WDWi] 
[0pDWDW0p] 
[WDpDWDWD] 
[DWDW)pDW] 
[WDWDWGbD] 
[DWDWDWDW] 
[P)WHW)B)] 
[hW$WDWIW] 
W--------W 

I studied the well-known variation 19...h6 

20 h4 Îd3 (Rozentalis-Gelfand, Vilnius 1988) 

before the 1990 match, and my assistant 

Sergey Dolmatov (also a pupil of Dvoretsky) 

found the good set-up with 21 Íf1! fol-

lowed by the sacrifice of the e5-pawn in 

order to occupy this square with the knight. 

The strength of this idea was demonstrated 

a year later in Timman-Yusupov (6th match 

game, Linares 1992): after 21...Îd4 22 Íe3 

Îd5 23 Îxa1! (Yusupov and Dvoretsky had 

only looked at 23 f4, 23 f3 or 23 e6) 23...Îxe5 

24 Ìc4 White gained an enduring advan-

tage and scored an important win. 
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I wanted to catch Anand with this novelty, 

but an unpleasant surprise awaited me. 

19...Îxd2!? 

Vishy chose a line mentioned by Rozen-

talis in his Informator notes to his game with 

Gelfand. Strangely enough, in our analysis 

we had not even considered this possibility. 

20 Íxd2 Îd8 21 Íc3! 

Later it transpired that after 21 Íe3 

Îd1+ 22 Îxd1 Íxd1 23 Íxa7 Ìc2 the most 

probable outcome is a draw. 

21...Îd1+ 22 Îxd1 Íxd1 

W________W 
[WDWDWDWi] 
[0pDWDW0p] 
[WDpDWDWD] 
[DWDW)pDW] 
[WDWDWDWD] 
[DWGWDWDW] 
[P)WDW)B)] 
[hWDbDWIW] 
W--------W 

23 f4? 

Alas, at the board I failed to find the correct 

23 Íf1! (the end of Rozentalis’s variation 

with the evaluation ‘clear advantage to 

White’), which was later studied in detail in 

correspondence tournaments. After 23...Êg8 

24 Íc4+ Êf8 25 b4 Ìc2 26 Íb3! Black would 

have faced a very difficult defence. 

23...Ìc2 24 Êf2 Êg8 25 a4 a5! 26 Íxa5 

Ìd4 27 Íf1 Íb3 ½-½ 

 

The competitive significance of this game 

was enormous: by not winning it, I also 

failed to win the tournament. In the 12th 

round Ivanchuk quickly beat Gelfand (Boris 

blundered a piece and resigned as early as 

the 18th move), Beliavsky defeated Kamsky, 

and, after being on the verge of defeat, I beat 

Ljubojevic. Then the adjournments took 

place, and just before the finish the leading 

trio looked like this: Ivanchuk – 9 out of 12; 

Kasparov – 8½; Beliavsky – 8.  

In the last round Beliavsky lost to Karpov, I 

could do nothing against Yusupov and I 

saved the game only by a miracle in a time 

scramble, while Ivanchuk drew with Tim-

man and retained sole first place. This was 

his finest hour! After such a triumph the 22-

year-old Lvov player was now firmly recog-

nised in the chess world as the main chal-

lenger for the crown. 

For the first time in the nearly ten years 

that had passed since Tilburg 1981, I failed 

to take or at least share 1st place. It was not 

only a matter of the crisis that was natural 

after a world championship match, and not 

only due to my lack of a constant trainer or 

the growing pressure of the young wave 

(Ivanchuk and Gelfand had been joined by 

Anand). The slump in my play was also 

caused by my enormously chaotic Moscow 

existence, the lack of order in my life and my 

involvement in politics. 

At that time I outlined my beliefs in an 

article ‘Is it not too much for the cham-

pion...’, published in the newspaper Moscow 

News (1991 No.2): 

‘I should like at last to explain myself. To 

those for whom my ideas away from the 

chess board seem like the extremism of a 

young man. To those who, shrugging their 

shoulders, ask in perplexity: why does he get 

involved in politics? In chess he is the leader, 

the world champion, and, as the satirist said 

ironically – a respected person. Perfectly 

successful and even independent in compari-

son with most of his contemporaries. And if 

he were to stick to playing, he would add to 

the achievements of Soviet sport. But instead 

of this – participation in democratic rallies, 

risky political forecasts in the press, and even 
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the refusal to play under the USSR flag in the 

last match with Karpov... Is it not too much 

for a chess player, even if he is the champion? 

‘I think that the main role in my current 

views has been played by several factors. The 

first is the situation in which I have found 

myself. After all, the motto “Chess is above 

politics”, widely propagated in our country 

for decades, was in fact a screen, behind 

which the essence was concealed. The idea 

of the country’s ideologues was that, with 

their victories abroad and their titles, sports 

people should “once again” demonstrate the 

superiority of the socialist system, and its 

successes in promoting the complete devel-

opment of a person. Chess players, in par-

ticular, were earmarked for demonstrating 

on the international arena the successes of 

our society as regards intellect. 

‘This political reality arose back in those 

distant years when Mikhail Botvinnik distin-

guished himself in chess. And when in the 

1970s the Karpov-Korchnoi confrontation 

arose, the situation was politicised in the 

extreme. The matches for the title of world 

champion were played not by two out-

standing grandmasters, but by a representa-

tive of the foremost ranks of Soviet youth, 

enjoying comprehensive state support, 

against a renegade and traitor, who had 

dared to express his dissatisfaction with the 

existing order in the country. 

‘Willy-nilly it turned out that, in entering 

the battle for the supreme title, a chess 

player became involved in high-level politics. 

He had to “conform” to the views of the 

ruling structure, and to be a “person of the 

system”. Otherwise the system would not 

compromise its principles. And they, alas, 

were by no means to do with sport. And so it 

turns out that in our country the world chess 

champion is not a title, but a duty, and one 

that is rather politicised. 

‘It is said that for a serious politician I 

spend too much time on chess, and for a 

chess player – an unjustified amount on 

politics. But after all, an ability to assess your 

actions critically, analyse a situation and 

anticipate your opponent’s moves is neces-

sary in any matter. If, of course, you want to 

achieve something in it. In chess I have 

achieved. And it is largely thanks to this that 

politicians are already listening to my opin-

ion about the developing situation in our 

country. It is a pity that for the moment this 

is only in the West. 

‘Chess is a black and white game, without 

compromises. At least, for anyone who 

wants to come first. In making this choice I 

was helped by my character and upbringing. 

And the battle for and around the title of 

world champion helped to determine my 

attitudes. I began with democratic changes 

in the chess world, I was the first to speak 

out for the democratisation of Soviet sport, 

and now I am doing what I can to further 

this process in society. The title of champion 

is not only for the satisfaction of personal 

ambition. It is to advance and proceed 

further. Everything is rapidly changing. In 

1985 I criticised the directors of chess, and 

today I am publicly disagreeing with the 

president of the country...’ 

Incidentally, my autobiography Unlimited 

Challenge, published in 1989, concluded 

with these words: ‘I regard 1987 as a turn-

ing-point in my life. The publication of my 

book Child of Change and the ensuing rift 

with the Soviet Sports Committee can really 

be said to have determined my relations 

with the system. Today I am free of illusion; 

in the words of Robert Jordan in Heming-

way’s For Whom the Bell Tolls: “There were 

fifty years of undeclared war against fascism 

ahead, and I had signed on for the dura-

tion”.’ 
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One-off Inspiration 
Euwe Memorial Tournament (Amsterdam, 

2–13 May 1991): 1–2. Salov and Short – 6 out 

of 9; 3–4. Karpov and Kasparov – 5½; 5. 

Korchnoi – 4½; 6–7. Hjartarson and Timman 

– 4; 8. M.Gurevich – 3½; 9–10. van der Wiel 

and Ljubojevic – 3. 

 

Two months after Linares, Karpov and I 

met at the Euwe Memorial – a tournament of 

ten grandmasters in Amsterdam. Due to my 

participation in the turbulent social and 

political life of the country (I should remind 

you: this was the last year of the USSR’s 

existence), I was unable to run into good form 

and on this occasion I performed terribly. 

Moreover, although on the whole Amsterdam 

was somewhat weaker than Linares, I found 

points even harder to come by. 

Playing the Sicilian Najdorf against van 

der Wiel in round 1, after 6 Íg5 e6 7 f4 I 

chose 7...Ëc7 (instead of the critical 7...Ëb6) 

8 Ëf3 Ìbd7 (instead of 8...b5) which al-

lowed a forced drawing variation, and in an 

attempt to devise something I almost lost. In 

a better position in the 2nd round I was 

unable to finish off Gurevich. In the 3rd 

round I had a very complicated game with 

Short – I gained an advantage, but lost it as 

time-trouble approached. Something similar 

occurred in the next game with Salov. Then I 

had excellent King’s Indian play against 

Hjartarson, but Black’s initiative, alas, was 

insufficient for a win. 

In the 6th round I played Karpov, who by 

that time had managed to win one game and 

together with Salov and Korchnoi was half a 

point behind the leader, Short. A win over me 

by the ex-champion could have become the 

springboard for overall victory in the tourna-

ment, but I turned up for the game in a 

fighting mood, hoping finally to make full use 

of the white pieces (incidentally, in Horgen 

1995, immediately after the match with 

Anand, I also began with five draws, and then 

lost in nightmarish style with White against 

Ivanchuk, who in the end became one of the 

tournament winners). Karpov as though 

sensed that there was a large-scale battle in 

prospect, and he again chose the very sharp 

line in the already complicated Zaitsev Varia-

tion of the Ruy Lopez, in which he had suf-

fered a severe defeat in the 20th game of our 

recent match. He had prepared an improve-

ment (cf. Game No.74, note to Black’s 19th 

move) and then, exploiting my uncertain 

play, he seized the initiative and was very 

close to a win, but in desperate time-trouble 

he allowed me to save the game. 

By the 7th round, in which I had to do bat-

tle with the uncompromising Viktor Korch-

noi, for the first time I was seriously in 

contention for the title of ‘drawing king’. I 

had never played worse, and there were only 

three more rounds before the finish. 

Korchnoi was in the mood for a grand battle, 

clearly realising that a better chance of 

beating me might not present itself. I was 

also not intending to back out – it was time I 

won! The choice of opening variation in our 

duel was pre-determined. 

 
 

 
Game 77 

V.Korchnoi-G.Kasparov 
Amsterdam, 7th Round, 

10.05.1991  
King’s Indian Defence E99  

 
 

1 Ìf3 Ìf6 2 c4 g6 3 Ìc3 Íg7 4 e4 d6 5 d4 

0-0 6 Íe2 e5 7 0-0 Ìc6 8 d5 Ìe7 9 Ìe1 

The fanciful 9 a4 allows Black a comfort-

able game: 9...a5! 10 Ìe1 Ìd7 11 Íe3 f5 12 

f3 Ìc5 13 Ìd3 b6 14 b4 Ìxd3 15 Ëxd3 

axb4 16 Ìb5 Êh8! 17 Ëb3 Ìg8 (Korchnoi-

Kasparov, Barcelona 1989). 
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9...Ìd7 

A year later as an experiment I employed 

against Shirov (Manila Olympiad 1992) and 

Korchnoi (Debrecen 1992) the risky variation 

9...Ìe8 10 Íe3 f5 11 f3 f4 12 Íf2 h5 13 c5 

g5 (cf. Game No. 40 in My Great Predecessors 

Part V). 

10 Íe3 

Korchnoi’s favourite set-up, which earlier 

was considered rather slow and less good 

than 10 Ìd3 f5 11 Íd2 (Game No.64), but 

which has now become very topical. 

10...f5 11 f3 f4 12 Íf2 g5 

W________W 
[rDb1W4kD] 
[0p0nhWgp] 
[WDW0WDWD] 
[DWDP0W0W] 
[WDPDP0WD] 
[DWHWDPDW] 
[P)WDBGP)] 
[$WDQHRIW] 
W--------W 

13 a4!? 

Piket played 13 b4 against me (Game 

No.58). Korchnoi also tried 13 Ìb5 (Game 

No.39 in My Great Predecessors Part V), but 

from 1996 he switched to 13 Îc1!? with the 

idea of 13...Ìg6 14 c5! Ìxc5 15 b4 Ìa6 16 

Ìd3 h5 17 Ìb5 Íd7 18 a4 Íh6 19 Îc3 

(Piket-Kasparov, Linares 1997; Korchnoi-

Cvitan, Pula 1997). 

13...Ìg6 

If 13...h5, then 14 a5! (Korchnoi-Forster, 

Switzerland 1994; Korchnoi-Xie Jun, Prague 

1995). But consideration should be given to 
13...a5!? 14 Ìd3 b6 15 b4 axb4 16 Ìxb4 

Ìf6 17 Îa3 Íd7 with double-edged play 

(Yusupov-Kasparov, Yerevan Olympiad 

1996). 

14 Ìd3 (14 a5! is more energetic – in the 

1990s Korchnoi won half a dozen games 

with this move) 14...Ìf6 

There is no sense in keeping the knight on 

d7 any longer: the c4-c5 break is inevitable. 

15 c5 h5 

With the obvious threat of ...g5-g4. The 

alternative is 15...Îf7 or 15...Êh8 16 a5 Îg8 

(as played by Landa against Korchnoi), for 

the moment managing without ...h7-h5 and 

leaving the h5-square for the knight. 

16 h3 

A questionable novelty – a weakening in 

the place where White is being attacked: 

now the opening of lines on the kingside will 

be even more dangerous for him. 16 cxd6?! 

is also inaccurate: 16...cxd6 17 a5 g4 18 Ìb5 

g3! with a counterattack (Larsen-Torre, 

Bauang 1973). However, 16 a5! g4 17 c6 

(Korchnoi-Xie Jun, Amsterdam 2001) or 17 

a6 bxa6 18 Ìb4 is sounder. 

16...Îf7 17 c6 

This was the idea of my highly-experi-

enced opponent, but it all turned out rather 

differently than he had planned… 

W________W 
[rDb1WDkD] 
[0p0WDrgW] 
[WDP0WhnD] 
[DWDP0W0p] 
[PDWDP0WD] 
[DWHNDPDP] 
[W)WDBGPD] 
[$WDQDRIW] 
W--------W 

17...g4? is incorrect in view of 18 fxg4 

hxg4 19 cxb7 Íxb7 20 Íxg4. After 17...Íf8 

there is the unpleasant 18 Ìb4! (my Infor-

mator suggestion 18 Ìb5 is weaker because 

of 18...bxc6) 18...b6 (otherwise cxb7 and 
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Ìc6) 19 a5! etc. And after 17...bxc6 18 dxc6 

Íe6 19 Ìb4 White seizes the d5-point and 

the initiative: 19...g4 20 hxg4 hxg4 21 fxg4 

Îb8 22 Ìbd5! Îxb2 23 Íxa7 Ëa8 24 Íf2 

Ëxc6 25 Íf3 and a4-a5. 

17...a5! 

I was terribly proud of this unexpected 

move, impeding White’s offensive. Black also 

plays on the opponent’s territory (as though 

to counter-balance 16 h3), hoping later to 

make progress on the kingside while White 

is creating a passed pawn on the a-file. 

18 cxb7 

The immediate 18 b4 allows 18...b6 19 

bxa5 bxa5!, when White’s activity comes to a 

standstill, whereas Black calmly prepares an 

attack by ...Íh6, ...Îg7 and ...g5-g4. 

18...Íxb7 19 b4 

The attempt to play against the c7-pawn 

– 19 Îc1 Íc8 20 Ìb5 g4 21 Ëc2 runs into 

21...g3! 22 Íe1 Íxh3! 23 gxh3 Ëc8, when 

White is forced to return the piece – 24 Ìf2 

(24 Íd1?! Ìh4!) 24...Ìe8 (not rushing with 

24...gxf2+? 25 Îxf2!) and then ...Ìh4 with a 

comfortable game for Black. 

W________W 
[rDW1WDkD] 
[Db0WDrgW] 
[WDW0WhnD] 
[0WDP0W0p] 
[P)WDP0WD] 
[DWHNDPDP] 
[WDWDBGPD] 
[$WDQDRIW] 
W--------W 

19...Íc8! (to support ...g5-g4) 20 bxa5 Íh6! 

With the intention of breaking out after 

...g5-g4 and ...Íg5-h4. Here the routine 

20...Íf8?! has no point: the d6-pawn does 

not need defending. 

21 Ìb4 

After the game Korchnoi claimed he could 

have gained an advantage by 21 a6. After 

21...Íxa6 22 Ìb4 White’s position, thanks 

to his passed a-pawn, is indeed better. 

But after 21...g4! 22 fxg4 hxg4 23 hxg4 

Íg5 he is forced to find almost the only 

moves to defend: for example, 24 a7 Ëf8! 25 

Îe1 Ëh6 26 Îb1 Îh7 27 Êf1 Ëh1+ 28 Íg1 

Ìh4 29 Íf3 Ìxg4! 30 Îb8! Ìxf3 31 Ëxf3 

Ìh2+ 32 Êe2 Ìxf3 33 Îxa8! (in Informator 

I expressed doubts about Black’s attack 

because of 33 gxf3(?) Ëg2+ 34 Êd1 Ëxf3+ 

35 Êc2, overlooking the winning 35...Îxa7! 

36 Îxc8+ Êg7 37 Íxa7 Îh2+) 33...Ëxg2+ 

34 Íf2 Ëh3! 35 Îb8! Ìxe1 36 Ìxe1 Ëxc3 

37 Îxc8+ Êg7 38 a8Ë f3+ 39 Ìxf3 Ëc4+ 40 

Êe1 Ëxe4+ 41 Êf1 Ëxf3 42 Îxc7+ Êh6 43 

Îxh7+ Êxh7, and the wild complications 

end in a draw. 

21...g4 22 Ìc6 Ëf8 

W________W 
[rDbDW1kD] 
[DW0WDrDW] 
[WDN0Whng] 
[)WDP0WDp] 
[PDWDP0pD] 
[DWHWDPDP] 
[WDWDBGPD] 
[$WDQDRIW] 
W--------W 

23 fxg4? 

Equivalent to capitulation: in White’s de-

fences there are now yawning gaps, through 

which the black pieces now inexorably 

infiltrate his position. 

Korchnoi was probably unnerved by the 

threatened capture on h3, which it would 

appear can be parried by 23 a6! (to decide on 

such a move on the threshold of time-



 
 

 
 

 
Fal l  and Rise  

383 

trouble is not easy). If 23...gxh3?! 24 gxh3 

Íxh3 the exchange sacrifice 25 a7! is good: 

25...Ìe7 26 Êh1! or 25...Ëg7 26 Êh2!. 

However, Black can sacrifice a piece on h3: 

23...g3! 24 Íe1 (24 Ía7? Íxh3! 25 gxh3 

Ëc8! 26 Îf2 Îxa7!) 24...Íxh3! 25 gxh3 

Ìh4, forcing White to give up a rook – 26 

Îf2 with very sharp, roughly equal play. 

23...hxg4 24 hxg4 (after the obviously worse 

24 Íxg4? Ìxg4 25 hxg4 f3! Black wins) 

24...Íg5  

W________W 
[rDbDW1kD] 
[DW0WDrDW] 
[WDN0Whnd] 
[)WDP0Wgw] 
[PDWDP0PD] 
[DWHWDwdw] 
[WDWDBGPD] 
[$WDQDRIW] 
W--------W 

25 Íf3 

A vain attempt to plug the hole. However, 

even the slightly more resilient 25 Îa3 did 

not help in view of 25...Ëh6 26 Ìb5 f3! 27 

Íxf3 Îh7 28 Íg3 Íe3+ 29 Îxe3 Ëxe3+ 30 

Îf2 (30 Íf2 Ëf4!) 30...Ëh6! 31 Îf1 Íxg4 

32 Íxg4 Ìxe4 33 Íh3 Ìxg3 and wins. 

25...Ëh6 26 Îe1 Ìh4! 

The right way! The stereotyped 26...Íh4? 

would have sharply reduced Black’s attack-

ing potential: 27 Êf1 Íxf2?! 28 Êxf2 

Ìxg4+ 29 Êe2, and White is still afloat. 

27 Íxh4 

Alas, White is forced to give up bishop for 

knight: things are altogether catastrophic 

after 27 Êf1 Ìxf3 28 gxf3 Ìxg4! (my earlier 

28...Íxg4 is less good because of 29 Ëd3) 29 

fxg4 f3 or 29 Íg1 Ìe3+ 30 Íxe3 Íg4! etc. 

27...Íxh4! 

In this game the King’s Indian bishop has 

made a brilliant career for itself! 27...Ëxh4? 

was incorrect: 28 Êf1 Ìxg4 29 Êe2. Now, 

however, the white king is unable to break 

out of the mating net. 

W________W 
[rDbDWDkD] 
[DW0WDrDW] 
[WDN0WhW1] 
[)WDP0WDW] 
[PDWDP0Pg] 
[DWHWDBDW] 
[WDWDWDPD] 
[$WDQ$WIW] 
W--------W 

28 g5 

A desperate pawn lunge. If 28 Êf1 Black 

decides matters with both 28...Íxe1 29 

Êxe1 Ìxg4 30 Êd2 Ìe3 31 Ëe2 Îg7, and 

28...Ìxg4 with the threats of ...Ìe3+, 

...Íxe1 and ...Îg7: for example, 29 Íxg4 

Íxe1 30 Êxe1 f3! or 30 Íxc8 Ëh1+ 31 Êe2 

f3+!. 

28...Ëxg5 29 Îe2 Ìg4 (29...Íg3!) 30 Îb1 

Íg3 31 Ëd3 (desperation) 31...Ëh4 

The threat is ...Ìe3 and ...Ëh2 mate, so 

White resigned (0-1). 

 

An impressive rout. This spectacular game 

was voted the best in the 51st volume of 

Informator. At that time this is what hap-

pened in my games with Korchnoi: even if I 

was performing indifferently in a tourna-

ment, against him I played with inspiration 

and usually I won. 

Karpov also launched a belated pursuit of 

the leaders, by winning against Timman. But 

in the next, penultimate round, I failed to 

break down the Dutch grandmaster, who 

played without any serious mistakes. And 




