
In the pre vi ous is sue, Mat thew
Sadler bid fare well to New In
Chess read ers with his fi nal re view 
col umn. There have been ru mours 
that his de ci sion to leave was
prompted by an in jury, caused by
an av a lanche of ex cla ma tion
marks, but I am told that Mat thew
is thriv ing, and gain ing lots of rat -
ing points out side of the chess
world. In any case, I have been
asked to fill his shoes, and for this
is sue I de cided to fill them with
four ex cel lent items, in rec og ni -
tion of Matthew’s ex cel lence, with
two items for each shoe, be cause
Mat thew’s shoes are rather large.

Ac tu ally, the first item I would like 
to dis cuss is not a tra di tional
book, but rather a DVD. Game
Over: Kasparov against the Ma -
chine is a doc u men tary film about 
Kasparov’s match against Deep
Blue in 1997. I tend to want to
shoot re view ers who claim that
they liked some thing so much that 
the im me di ately read it or watched 
it again, but that is ex actly what I
did in this case.

There is charm on sev eral lev els.
The cin e ma tog ra phy is su perb, the 
char ac ters fas ci nat ing, but above
all there is spell bind ing nar ra tive.
Even if you al ready know the re -
sult of the match, the wider story
has many cu ri ous wrin kles (e.g.
Kasparov very nearly walked out
of the match be fore game four, PR
of fi cials ad vised the IBM team not
to smile af ter win ning the match).
More over, while Game Over is
spun as a con spir acy thriller with -
out a fi nal ver dict, the film gives a
cer tain amount of cre dence to
Kasparov’s claim that the match,
or at least the events of game two,
were, to use his own cho sen ver -
nac u lar: ‘not ko sher’.
I had al ready heard Kasparov
speak on this mat ter in a lec ture
he gave at Ox ford Uni ver sity in
1998. I viv idly re mem ber him
re-en act ing his plea to IBM: ‘Show
us the print-outs!’ he said, ‘Show
us the print-outs!’ Af ter the lec -
ture, I asked him to make sense of
the claim in his au to bi og ra phy –
Child of Change – that his child -
hood was the price he had to pay

for be com ing world cham pion.
Kasparov an swered that he never
re ally had time to ‘play’ while
grow ing up, which in trigued me
be cause he has al ways seemed
rather child-like to me. This film
con firms my im pres sion that he
very much wants the world to like
him, or even love him, and he
strives ex tremely hard to make
this hap pen. On good days he
puffs out his chest and soaks up
the ap plause, but his tan trums
sug gest a more trou bled side, that
when he is not liv ing up to his own 
strato spheric stan dards, he does
not feel at home in the world.

That said, I was of ten im pressed 
by the philo soph i cal weight of his
re marks. Stand ing on the ex act
spot where he beat Kar pov in
1985, you can see him breath ing
in the nos tal gia, but he tem pers
this by say ing: ‘I be lieve it’s dan -
ger ous to come back to your past
and carve some thing for your en -
ergy now. It be longs there. It’s
part of my life, it’s part of the
glory. It’s great his tory. I’m proud
of it, but it’s still history.’
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Kasparov’s agent, Owen Wil liams,
pres ents him self with an odd com -
bi na tion of sun glasses and large
Rus sian hat, but he de liv ers the
fol low ing cru cial line with élan: ‘I
had bad vi bra tions (about the
match)... I had the sense that the
rules had been changed, and that
he was play ing a game, but he had
not been told that this was a dif fer -
ent game. But Garry was so sure
that it was all about sci ence and re -
search and all the good things in
life, and that they were n’t re ally all 
out to kill him at any cost. But
soon we learnt oth er wise...’

So what was all the fuss about?
Much has been said about game
two – ar gu ably the best game a
com puter has ever played. There
are ques tion marks over the
Karpovian 37.Ãe4! and the missed 
per pet ual at the end of the game.
How ever, I feel the shock of game
two has to be placed in the con text 
of game one. The al most unan i -
mous ver dict, in clud ing Kaspa -
rov’s, was that the com puter
played very much like a ma chine
(in much the same way that
Magnus Carlsen con fesses to oc ca -
sion ally play ing ‘like a child’). It
seems that this game be came the
pro to type for Deep Blue in
Kasparov’s mind, which is one rea -
son why game two seemed baf -
fling to him. Had game two been
the first game, I be lieve he would
still have been shocked, but there
would have been much less
suspicion.

There is a dra matic mo ment
dur ing a press con fer ence where
Joel Benjamin cou ra geously coun -
ters Kasparov’s thinly veiled ac cu -
sa tions of cheat ing with: ‘Maybe
he should come to grips with the
fact that Deep Blue can do a lot of
things that he did not think were
pos si ble.’ Kasparov meets this

with a stony face and avoids all eye 
con tact – the clas sic su pe ri or ity
move. Then he warms the sym pa -
thetic au di ence with a witty re -
mark, but to my mind Benjamin’s
point stood firm.

Game Over made me won der
how care fully Kasparov has con -
sid ered chess com puter pro gram -
ming. For in stance, he claims that
the com puter of day two placed
much greater em pha sis on ‘king
safety’ than on day one, and that
there fore it was lit er ally a dif fer ent 
ma chine. This is sim i lar to his
claim that the com puter changed
its ‘pri or i ties’ be cause when a
bishop on g4 was chal lenged by h3 
(in slightly dif fer ent po si tions), the 
com puter chose Ãf3 in one case
and Ãh5 in another.

Eval u a tion func tions dif fer
widely, but as far as I un der stand
it, a no tion like ‘king safety’ is
much too ab stract (and hu man!) a
con cep tion for a com puter to deal
with, and there are also no ‘pri or i -
ties’ in the sense Kasparov seems
to have in mind. Any given func -
tion can place more or less em pha -
sis on things like: num ber of
pawns around the king, num ber of 
at tack ing and de fend ing pieces,
weak squares etc, but the
weightings for these things are ap -
prox i ma tions and they will only
slightly tweak a much larger eval u -
a tion func tion, ap plied to the
whole po si tion. Any de ci sion al -
ways co mes back to brute cal cu la -
tion, based on a hugely complex
algorithm.

Much more could be said of this 
is sue, which is at the heart of the
film’s cen tral con tro versy, but my
im pres sion is that IBM did n’t
cheat di rectly. How ever, I do be -
lieve they had a sin gle-minded and 
un pleas antly zeal ous de ter mi na -
tion to win the match, and that

they went out of their way to make 
Kasparov ex tremely un com fort -
able in ev ery way that they could.

The re sult of the match was a
huge blow to Kasparov and a set -
back for chess (many felt that that 
the game had some how been
‘solved’). It was also called a de -
feat for man kind, but I fear that if
we were re ly ing on this match to
main tain our spe cies’ pride then
it was al ready a hope less task.
More over, Deep Blue was a tre -
men dous hu man achieve ment –
the ‘mon ster’ did not land in New
York in a space craft – it was de vel -
oped by some of the best hu man
minds on the planet! This makes
it all the more re gret ta ble that we
don’t know more about Deep
Blue. In deed, Frederic Friedel
aptly com pares IBM’s de ci sion to
shut it down with land ing on the
moon, not tak ing any pho to -
graphs, and not wish ing to go
back.

What ever we make of the al -
leged ‘con spir acy’, the am bi ance
of this film, built up with deft cam -
era work and ju di cious back -
ground mu sic, is com pel lingly ee -
rie. The di rec tor, Vikram Jayanti,
wisely es chews any di rect dis cus -
sion of the growth of ar ti fi cial in -
tel li gence, but the cin e ma tog ra phy 
gently re minds us of all the ma -
chines that in habit our lives. In do -
ing so he high lights that we are
sur rounded by a na scent ‘in tel li -
gence’ and are be com ing in creas -
ingly dependent upon it. (Fritz
nods, knowingly).

The con tro versy at the heart of
the film is not re solved, and re -
mains thought-pro vok ing, but the
bot tom line is that Game Over is
very highly rec om mended. Like
Kasparov’s best games, it is me tic -
u lously pre pared and beau ti fully
executed.
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Some times such a good film can
in spire great chess re sults, but re -
cently I real ised that the more in -
spired I felt, the more my big gest
weak ness – lack of cau tion – be -
came a prob lem. I have been work -
ing on my ‘sense of dan ger’ for a
while, and was greatly as sisted in
this pro cess by Se crets of Chess
De fence by Mihail Marin (Gam bit). 
This book is thor ough, styl ish and
hugely in struc tive. Marin strikes
me as a first-rate chess au thor who 
com bines deep un der stand ing
with a fe ro cious work ethic and a
con ta gious love of the game. Con -
sider the fol low ing:

T_.t._Ml
jL_D_J_J
.jS_._Jb
_B_Ji.q.
._._.n._
_._._._.
I_._.iIi
_._R_Rk.

T_.t._Ml
jL_D_J_J
.jS_._Jb
_B_Ji.q.
._._.n._
_._._._.
I_._.iIi
_._R_Rk.
Filip-Kortchnoi, Bu cha rest 1954

po si tion af ter 20.Ãb5?

(20.e6 was better.) Black’s po si -
tion is un der siege and Kortchnoi
de cides to change the char ac ter of 
the po si tion:
20...Ãe5!! 21.Ãc6 Ãf4
22.©f6 Ãh6 23.Ãd7 Õd7
Marin com ments: ‘The po si tion
has changed rad i cally. When play -
ing Zwischenzugs such as 22.©f6, 
a typ i cal psy cho log i cal mis take is
to be lieve that the op po nent has
missed it. This usu ally re sults in a
mis taken eval u a tion of the new sit -
u a tion and, sub se quently, on an in -
ap pro pri ate plan. Black has ob vi -
ous com pen sa tion for the small
ma te rial def i cit. The bishop pair is
a pow er ful weapon, able to sup -
port the ad vance of the d-pawn a

long way down the board. How -
ever, for the time be ing the light
squared bishop is rather pas sive;
af ter an even tual ex change of
rooks, it could also be come ex -
posed to at tacks by the queen. The 
other bishop is more sta ble and
de fends the king po si tion rather
well; there fore it shouldn’t be
exchanged too readily for the
enemy rooks.’
24.Õfe1 Ãf8! 25.h4
‘From a psy cho log i cal point of
view, this move is easy to un der -
stand: just a few mo ments ago,
White was at tack ing on the
kingside. In er tia in think ing is one 
of the most dan ger ous symp toms
in such cases. Kortchnoi gives a
more log i cal plan, aim ing to ex -
change all the rooks be fore the
d-pawn be comes too dangerous.’
Marin then anal y ses the po si tion
very deeply and of fers many in -
struc tive com ments on the vi a bil -
ity of var i ous black for tresses. He
con cludes that White still has
some pres sure, Black can prob a bly 
hold, and that the best at tempt
might be 25.Õe3!? Ãc5 26.Õd4!?
with a dark square block ade and
the aim of push ing the h-pawn.
The game continued:
25...Õad8 26.h5? d4 27.hg6
hg6 28.Õd3 Ãa6 29.Õed1?
Ãd3 30.Õd3 Õc8 31.©f3?
Ãg7
and Black had com plete con trol
and went on to win.

I learned (and en joyed!) a lot
from play ing through this ex am -
ple, which is fairly typ i cal of the
book as a whole. Marin is acutely
sen si tive to the prac ti cal side of
the game and good at ex press ing
his un der stand ing in text. I es pe -
cially ap pre ci ate that he is will ing
to in vest some time to get to the
heart of a po si tion where nec es -
sary. An excellent book.

Af ter read ing Marin’s book, seem -
ingly spec u la tive at tacks started to 
look suf fi ciently ‘dan ger ous’ that
it felt safe to work on some thing
else. I be gan to look at a few of my
older end game books, but it al -
ways felt a lit tle aim less and
open-ended – as if there was too
much to learn, and no real guide
as to what was likely to be prac ti -
cally rel e vant. Dvoretsky’s End -
game Man ual solves this prob lem. 
The au thor, Mark Dvoretsky,
needs no in tro duc tion, but this
par tic u lar con tri bu tion stands out 
a lit tle be cause of its trans par ent
prac ti cal value. On the ba sis of his
ex pe ri ence as a teacher of world
class grand masters, he has care -
fully se lected a set of endgames
(which he de fines, help fully, as
‘the stage of chess when at least
one side has no more than one
piece’.) There are pre cise po si tions 
that we re ally ought to know and
more gen eral end game ideas.
There is also plenty of ex plan a tory 
text and sev eral ex er cises to help
you as sim i late the ma te rial.

._._._._
_._.jM_.
J_._._J_
_._._._J
R_._._.i
_._.i._.
I_._._T_
_._._K_.

._._._._
_._.jM_.
J_._._J_
_._._._J
R_._._.i
_._.i._.
I_._._T_
_._._K_.

Taimanov-Botvinnik

Mos cow 1967

Black to play and win

Dvoretsky warns the reader that
this is a dif fi cult ex er cise so I went
straight for it. I looked at this
prob lem for a good five min utes (a
long time, if you are lis ten ing to
In dian flute mu sic) and failed to
come to a def i nite con clu sion. I
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felt in my bones that Õg4 was the
right move, but know ing that
there was likely to be some beau ti -
ful hid den de tail, I tried to out -
smart the test-set ter by leap ing to
the (false) con clu sion that there
would be a killer queen check af -
ter both sides had queened their
pawns – I went look ing for that,
but to no avail.
1...Õg4!
No sur prise, but what could I have 
missed?
2.Õg4
2.Õa6 Õh4 and Black wins.
2...hg4 3.®g2 g5!
I saw this and thought it was very
clever, but de spite my best ef forts I 
seemed to lack a tempo – so much
so that I thought it might be los -
ing.
‘3...®f6 4.®g3 ®f5!? (‘it is not too
late for Black to play 4...g5!’) is er -
ro ne ous in view of 5.e4! ®e4
6.®g4’
It was here that I wasted my en -
ergy – hav ing made the pre ma ture 
de ci sion that the so lu tion would
prob a bly in volve ex chang ing
queens by force and then win ning
the a-pawn by one tempo. But
there is noth ing of that na ture to
be found and queen and a-pawn
against queen is the best that
Black can do from this po si tion.
6...e5 7.®g5 ®f3 8.®g6 e4 9.h5
with a draw.
4.h5
‘4.®g3 ®g6 5.®g4 does not help:
5...gh4 6.®h4 ®f5 7.®g3 ®e4
8.®f2 a5!? (8...®d3 9.®f3 e5?
10.a3 is a draw) 9.®e2 a4 10.a3
e6! 11.®d2 ®f3 12.®d3 e5 and
Black wins.’
4...®g7 5.®g3 ®h7!
Ah. At such mo ments I am torn be -
tween love for the sub tlety of
chess, and dis ap point ment at my
own lack of ef fort. This is not a ter -
ri bly dif fi cult move, but it’s the

type of de tail that you might strug -
gle to find, in first gear, five moves 
before.
‘5...a5? would have been a grave
er ror in view of 6.®g4 ®h6 7.e4
and it is Black who is set into
Zugzwang.’
6.®g4 ®h6
‘White re signed in view of 7.e4 a5
8.a4 e5 9.®f5 ®h5 10.®e5 g4
11.®f4 ®h4 12.e5 g3 13.e6 g2
14.e7 g1© 15.e8© ©f2 16.®e5
©e2 win ning the queen.’

I saw this last idea as a con cept – 
but never as a vari a tion. I be lieve
this ten dency to con flate con cepts
and vari a tions is one of the things
that pre vents many play ers from
im prov ing – but more on that an -
other time.

In or der to get a lot out of the
puz zles set in the man ual, you
need to in vest some ef fort, which I 
did n’t re ally do here. I be lieve this
is true of the Dvoretsky/Yusupov
school more gen er ally – they do
of fer some magic tricks, but most
of their suc cess con sists in chan -
nel ling their stu dents’ ef fort. They
se lect ex cel lent ma te rial for you to 
work with, but it won’t do much
for you if you don’t ac tu ally work!
So if you have some time and ef -
fort to in vest (it’s wise to be hon est 
with your self here) Dvoretsky’s
End game Man ual is well worth
buy ing, and could se ri ously im -
prove your endgames, and your
cal cu la tion.

Cal cu la tion? Yes that too. It
seems to me that in the end game,
more than any where else, po si -
tions are highly con crete and you
have to be very pre cise. In deed, my 
fail ure to find 5...®h7 here re -
minded me of a week I spent with
Artur Yusupov work ing on my cal -
cu la tion in 2002. Many of the po si -
tions we stud ied were end ings. I
en joyed Artur’s hos pi tal ity, but in

a chess sense it was the most gru -
el ling, re lent lessly ego-bat ter ing
week that I have ever had. I would
fre quently play out prob lems such
as these and get 95% of the so lu -
tion, but then I would lose con cen -
tra tion and make an in ac cu racy, at 
which point Yusupov would put
down his book of so lu tions, slug
some cof fee, and start to play
against me, which meant that I
had to deal with a whole new set
of prob lems! How ever, that week
of pain was very good for me, and
my game. I was equal first in the
World Open a cou ple of weeks
later and moves like 24.Àg1!
against Yermolinsky (New In
Chess 2002/6) were a di rect re sult 
of Artur forc ing me to pay at ten -
tion to de tail.

Fi nally, and quickly, be fore the
ed i tor no tices, let me men tion a
non-chess book that all chess play -
ers should read: Alain De Botton’s 
Sta tus Anx i ety (Pen guin). The au -
thor ex plores our long ing for sta -
tus and the anx i ety we feel when
com par ing our selves with oth ers.
When I started read ing this book,
it struck me that the chess world
is rife with ‘sta tus anx i ety’ be cause 
our rat ing sys tem func tions very
di rectly as a ‘sta tus-mea sur ing de -
vice’. What we fear los ing when we 
lose rat ing points is our sta tus,
and with it the amount of at ten -
tion that the chess world pays to
us. More over, one of the rea sons
that internet blitz is so ad dic tive is 
that it di rectly feeds off this in sa -
tia ble crav ing. Watch your self
drool the next time you play, as
you look at that cruel and ca pri -
cious num ber next to your name
that is sup posed to de fine your
worth. This is a po ten tially
life-chang ing book for chess play -
ers, es pe cially those who pre tend
not to care about their rat ing! n
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