
I know a club player, rated around
1700, who has a mas sive chess li -
brary and loves buy ing chess
books. Yet he reads very few of his
books prop erly and even won ders
whether they might be harm ing
his chess, in the sense of ‘ed u cat -
ing him be yond his in tel li gence’.
In a re cent con ver sa tion he went
fur ther and sug gested that he now 
be lieved that the only thing that
might im prove his re sults would
be for his house to burn down, and 
for his be loved chess books to go
up in smoke!

Such a mo tive for ar son would
elude even the most cun ning de -
tec tive, but I’m glad that the
house still stands. Yet this in di vid -
ual’s pre dic a ment leads to the
ques tion: why buy the books in
the first place? Ap par ently he gets
a buzz for about a week af ter his
pur chase, think ing of all the great
things in side the book that will
trans form him as a chess player.
For sev eral days the new chess
book is the golden child of the
house, shin ing on the cof fee ta ble.
But in ev i ta bly it will lose its magic, 
and re turn to the an o nym ity of the 
shelves. Per haps later it will be rel -
e gated again, to a box in the store -
room of a char ity shop.

The sad fact is that many books 
that are bought, chess re lated or
oth er wise, are not read; and most
of those that are read are not read 
in their en tirety. The idea of writ -

ing a book about this phe nom ena
ap peals to my sense of irony, but
in stead I of fer a sim ple con ten tion: 
good con tent might make some -
body read a book, but a good ti tle
is of ten enough to make them
buy it.

My fa vour ite non-chess ti tle is
On Hav ing No Head, fol lowed
closely by If You’re An Egal i tar -
ian, How Come You’re So Rich?
Chess ti tles tend to be more lim -
ited be cause they usu ally have to
in clude ‘chess’ to give the book a
nest in the mar ket ing jun gle. It
seems that it also helps if ‘strat -
egy’ is used, be cause the word has
a cer tain amount of gravitas that
ap peals to the ge nius com plex
within ev ery chess player.

Foun da tions of Chess Strat egy 
by Lars Bo Hansen (Gam bit) meets 
both of these cri te ria and is pre -
sented with Gam bit’s usual pol -
ished pro duc tion qual ity, so I sus -
pect it will sell very well, but the
ques tion is: will it be read?

I hope so, be cause it has that
all-too-rare qual ity among chess
books: orig i nal ity. It is built
around a cen tral idea that has at
least some in tu itive plau si bil ity;
namely that our un der stand ing of
chess strat egy might ben e fit from
a lit tle un der stand ing of busi ness
strat egy.

While be gin ning to read this
book, I was re minded of a lec ture
by Mark Dvoretsky on the sub ject

of which chess books to read, and
which to avoid. One of his points
was that if a book is writ ten by a
strong player who also seems to be 
‘a smart guy’, then the odds that
the book will be good are quite
high. He men tioned John Nunn as
an ex am ple, but I think it ap plies
to Lars Bo Hansen too. I have
never met the au thor, but he has a 
back ground as a lec turer in busi -
ness stud ies in ad di tion to be ing a
sea soned grand mas ter.

What I like about this book is
that there is no hard sell. Hansen
is a cred i ble pro po nent of the con -
nec tions he is mak ing, but he
seems to be aware that they are a
lit tle ten u ous at times. I see this as 
a good thing, be cause rather than
try ing too hard to con vince you
that there is link be tween chess
strat egy and busi ness strat egy, he
just uses this as the cen tral idea to 
or gan ise a lot of in struc tive ma te -
rial. He con stantly emphasises
that his mod els are just that –
mod els, and should not be con -
fused with the cha otic hu man re al -
ity of a chess game.

For in stance, he bor rows a model
from busi ness to char ac ter ise play -
ers as ‘re flec tors’, ‘the o rists’,
‘pragmatics’ and ‘ac tiv ists’ but he
is fully aware that per sonal id io -
syn cra sies mean that no body will
per fectly con form to any one of
these types.
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I par tic u larly like his use of the dis -
tinc tion be tween ‘out side in’ strat -
egy and ‘in side out’ strat egy.
The for mer dom i nates chess writ -
ing in that we tend to emphasise
the ob jec tive el e ments of a po si tion 
with some sort of sym bol or num -
ber, and place less em pha sis on our 
per sonal re ac tion to it. This is es pe -
cially true now that we find it hard
to think or feel any thing about a
po si tion (‘in side’) with out hav ing
an anal y sis en gine (‘out side’) there
to en dorse our thoughts, and
worse still, the en gine of ten di rects 
our thoughts to the ex tent that we
are no lon ger ‘think ing’, but
‘watch ing’. In any case, Hansen
makes a com pel ling ar gu ment that
we need a shift of em pha sis to -
wards ‘in side-out’ strat egy by
which he means (crudely sim pli -
fied) that we should start from our
abil ity to han dle a po si tion be fore
we ask who is better and by how
much.

My only res er va tion about the
book builds on this dis tinc tion in
the fol low ing sense: a care ful read -
ing of the text (‘out side’) shows
that the au thor has a healthy
sense of per spec tive and very lit tle 
dog ma tism, but I fear some read -
ers might pro cess it in their own
way (‘in side’) and try to ap ply
these mod els too di rectly. This is
not a crit i cism of the au thor, who
has done his best to avoid this, but 
rather a cau tion ary note to pro -
spec tive read ers: Buy this book,
and read it (!) but re mem ber the
old ad age: the map is not the ter ri -
tory.

Re turn ing to the sub ject of ti -
tles, one of Batsford’s re cent at -
tempts to energise their book ti -
tles was ‘The Con tro ver sial King’s 
In dian Sämisch’ by Chris Ward.
The book it self is a solid ef fort
writ ten in Chris Ward’s usual ‘I’m

a nice bloke, and I even teach salsa 
danc ing’ sort of way, but I’m not
sure what to make of the ti tle. My
first re ac tion was to smile, and en -
joy the fresh ap proach, but the
idea of any chess open ing be ing
‘con tro ver sial’ is a bit hol low, and
be yond that, if it’s re ally ‘con tro -
ver sial’, surely the ti tle is a bit re -
dun dant? It re minds me of those
pub lic signs that grab your at ten -
tion with: ‘Po lite no tice’ in big let -
ters, but un der neath there is an in -
struc tion in bu reau cratic jar gon
that ba si cally means: ‘Go Away!’ It
would be no less ab surd to have a
‘con tro ver sial no tice’ or a ‘fas ci -
nat ing no tice’.

When I see such things I am in -
clined to think: I’ll read your no -
tice, or your book, but please
don’t im pose an ad jec tive on me
be fore I’ve read it.

Which brings me to The Fas ci -
nat ing King’s Gam bit: A Rep er -
toire for the 21st Century by
Thomas Johansson (Trafford
Press). The less said about the ti -
tle, the better, but two things on
the back cover are wor thy of com -
ment. I have the im pres sion that
the au thor did ‘la bour with an a lyt -
i cal work for nearly two years’ and
I was in trigued by Bronstein’s re -
mark: ‘You want to play the king’s
gam bit? Well, Black can draw af ter 
3.Àf3. Play 3.Ãc4 if you want to
win!’

Dense the ory (even with ver bal
ex pla na tions) in sharp vari a tions
is not re ally my cup of tea, so I
have n’t spent a long time with this 
book, but some of the vari a tions
are suf fi ciently strik ing that I was
briefly tempted to re turn to play -
ing 1.e4 just to have the chance to
give this line a try. I felt moved to
men tion this book here for two
main rea sons: it’s clearly a la bour
of love, and that usu ally makes for

pleas ant read ing and care ful anal y -
sis; and it’s self-pub lished, which
means that there are prob a bly lots
of ‘21st cen tury kingsgambiteers’
who will be fas ci nated by the
book, but may not oth er wise have
heard of it.

Last, but by no means least, Re -
think ing The Chess Pieces by An -
drew Soltis (Batsford) is a good ti -
tle for an im por tant book. The ba -
sic thrust is that the sim ple point
scale for ma te rial val ues is in need
of a rad i cal re think. I to tally agree
with this, and al ready made my
own ver sion of this ar gu ment in
The Seven Deadly Chess Sins.
Soltis takes a wider look at the is -
sue, and de votes a whole book to
dif fer ent ways of think ing about
how the pieces should be val ued.

For in stance, he quotes Ger ald
Abrahams as say ing that a strong
player un der stands the many roles 
of their pieces but a weaker one is
‘only aware of their val ues’, and
goes on to il lus trate the many
roles of the pieces. While read ing
through this I was struck by some
fairly ob vi ous things that had
never oc curred to me be fore, for
in stance that stron ger pieces at -
tack weaker pieces more eas ily
than vice-versa.

The book is also full of lit tle
gems of in sight that Soltis must
have col lected over the years. For
in stance Nimzowitsch’s ob ser va -
tion: ‘Who checks an am bi tious
pawn best? A pawn. Who pro tects 
one of his own pieces best? A
pawn. And which of the chess men 
works for the least wages? Again
the pawn.’ But my fa vour ite was
the Rus sian aph o rism con cern ing 
the rel a tive value of the mi nor
pieces: ‘The bishop is stron ger,
but the knight is more cun ning.’

I found the fol low ing ex am ple
par tic u larly note wor thy:
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._T_._._
_L_.mJj.
J_.sJ_.j
_J_._._.
._._.i.i
i.nBk.i.
.i.r._._
_._._._.

._T_._._
_L_.mJj.
J_.sJ_.j
_J_._._.
._._.i.i
i.nBk.i.
.i.r._._
_._._._.

Kar pov-Anand
Brussels 1991 (Game 6)

po si tion af ter 54.h4

54...Àc4?
‘Anand called this “a real mis take” 
and ex plained: In end ings with a
bishop and knight each, ex chang -
ing dis sim i lar pieces has the ef fect
of im prov ing the de fender side’s
draw ing chances.’
55.Ãc4 Õc4 56.Õd4 Õc5
57.a4! e5 58.Õb4
‘White should now con tinue 58.fe5
Õe5 59.®f2 and ab5. Black would
have to try to win by cre at ing a
passed pawn with out los ing the
b-pawn or swap ping too many
pawns al to gether. But that is a
much more dif fi cult task than he
faced in the di a gram. Anand did n’t
elab o rate on his com ment. But his
rea son ing be hind it goes this way:
since Black was a pawn ahead in
the di a gram he would ben e fit from
trad ing sim i lar pieces, À for À or
Ã for Ã. But once dis sim i lar pieces
are swapped (55.Ãc4), trad ing the
re main ing pair of mi nors is more
dif fi cult. Black’s bishop can not at -
tack a white knight on c3 or the
rook on d4. The ex tra pawn is
harder to pro mote and White’s
draw ing chances have in creased.
The sit u a tion would be dif fer ent if
ma te rial were equal – if say, you
add a white e-pawn to the di a gram.
Then 54...Àc4 55.Ãc4 would be a
valid way of keep ing Black’s win -
ning hopes alive. He would have a

much smaller – and purely po si -
tional – edge. But White would be
the one try ing to swap the last pair
of pieces and this would be dif fi cult 
be cause they are dis sim i lar.’
58...Ãc6 59.ab5 ab5 60.Àe2
f6! 61.Õb3 ®e6 62.Õa3 Õc2
63.fe5 fe5 64.Õa6 ®d6 65.b4
Õc4 66.Õa7 Ãd7 67.Õa6 ®e7 
68.Õg6 ®f7 69.Õd6 Ãg4
70.Õd5 Õc2 0–1

Anand’s point was a real eye
opener for me, but I am not cer -
tain that his ‘rea son ing’ is quite
what Soltis sug gests. In fact I sus -
pect it’s not pri mar ily based on
‘rea son ing’ at all, but rather on
chess strength and ex pe ri ence,
which, as we know, is of ten dif fi -
cult to com mu ni cate. Soltis’s ex -
pla na tion might even be con fus ing 
for some read ers, and I think it
raises as many ques tions as it
answers.

For in stance, if the prob lem
with ex chang ing dis sim i lar pieces
is that it’s hard to ex change the re -
main ing mi nor pieces, one might
in fer that the aim from the ini tial
po si tion is to ex change the mi nor
pieces. But if, for ex am ple, I ex -
change knights, then bish ops, I’ll
be left with a rook end ing. Aren’t
they sup posed to be drawish?

I think what Soltis wants to say
is that once the knight is ex -
changed for the bishop, you are li -
a ble to be stuck with two ‘teams’:
rook and knight against rook and
bishop. These teams are play ing
the same game but of ten con trol -
ling dif fer ent col our com plexes
and crit i cal squares. The harder it
is to con test con trol of crit i cal
squares the more dif fi cult it is to
dem on strate the sa lience of the ex -
tra pawn.

But why is that? ‘It just is’ is not
a very sat is fy ing an swer, but it’s

prob a bly closer to the truth than
any kind of in duc tive ar gu ment. In
this case, White should have taken
con trol of im por tant dark squares
on d4, f4, b4 and as long as he
man aged to con trol these squares
he would have been better co or di -
nated to de fend what needs de fend -
ing (b2 and g3) and pre vent what
needs pre vent ing (f5-f4). This is not 
crys tal clear, but nor should we ex -
pect it to be. It takes a fair amount
of top-level chess ex pe ri ence to ap -
pre ci ate where Anand was com ing
from, and al though his point can
be de vel oped, it can not and should
not be for mal ized.

I also feel very un com fort able
with the au thor’s use of the da ta -
base sur veys of IM Larry Kaufman
and GM Gennady Timoschenko
who both sought, by a method that 
is n’t made fully trans par ent in this
book, to reach more pre cise val u a -
tions of the pieces and ex am ine
how these val ues changed when
pieces are ex changed. These stud -
ies in ter est me, but only in an ac a -
demic sense, and any ap pli ca tion of 
the find ings to prac tice should
carry a health warn ing so big that
it ob scures the find ings them selves.

For in stance, Timoschenko found, 
via his da ta base sur vey of 150,000
games, that tak ing a knight with a
bishop makes most sense in the
open ing, be cause a knight is gen -
er ally at its peak near the start of a 
game but gets weaker as the game
goes on. This is an in ter est ing but
gross gen er al iza tion, and no body
(I hope) is ex plic itly pre tend ing
oth er wise. How ever, the dan ger is
that so many as pir ing chess play -
ers are seek ing pre cisely this kind
of gen eral ad vice in the hope that
it will im prove their abil ity to
make de ci sions.

If some body fol lowed such a
guide line with out a suit ably ar rest -
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ing health warn ing, they could eas -
ily jump to con clu sions like: ‘The
Ruy Lopez Exchange is good be -
cause knights are better in open -
ings, but bish ops are better in end -
ings’. Con fu sion would swiftly fol -
low when they see that many lines
of the Ex change Lopez in volve
White try ing to ex change pieces,
thereby, it would seem, di min ish ing 
the rel a tive value of the knights.
Soltis does n’t seem to want such a
crude ap praisal, and he does n’t di -
rectly en dorse the find ings of these 
sur veys. How ever, he does n’t se ri -
ously cri tique them ei ther, which
makes me think that he has n’t
given enough con sid er ation to the
hun gry reader who has to eat these 
find ings al most raw, and di gest
them with out su per vi sion.

Yet de spite some res er va tions, I
would still highly rec om mend the
book in its to tal ity be cause it con -
tains a lot of rich and en joy able
ma te rial. I leave the fol low ing as a
glit ter ing ex am ple:

T_T_._M_
_._._DjJ
Jq.j._._
i._LjJ_.
.i._._._
_B_._I_.
._._._Ii
_Rr._.k.

T_T_._M_
_._._DjJ
Jq.j._._
i._LjJ_.
.i._._._
_B_._I_.
._._._Ii
_Rr._.k.

Karjakin-Kosteniuk
Brissago 2003 (Game 4)
po si tion af ter 29...Ãd5

30.©a6! Õc1?
30...Õcb8! 31.©d3 Ãb3 32.Õb3 e4 
33.fe4 fe4 34.©e3 ©e6 35.Õbb1 is 
un clear.
31.Õc1 Õa6?
31...Õf8 gave some hope of sur -
vival.
32.Õc8 ©e8 33.Õe8 ®f7
34.Õa8!!              1–0 n

www.newinchess.com w 79

q

Yearbook

The Chess Player’s Guide to Open ing News

 Is sue 74 con tains:

Sur veys:
Sicilian Defence: Nameless Variation 5.Bd3
Si cil ian De fence: Eng lish At tack
Si cil ian De fence: Sozin Vari a tion
Si cil ian De fence: Velimirovic At tack
Si cil ian De fence: Sveshnikov Vari a tion
Si cil ian De fence: Sveshnikov Vari a tion
Si cil ian De fence: Taimanov Vari a tion
Si cil ian De fence: Grand Prix At tack
French De fence: Winawer Vari a tion
Caro-Kann De fence: Pseudo-Panov At tack
Caro-Kann De fence: Fan tasy Vari a tion
Scan di na vian De fence: Main Line 5...Bg4
Petroff De fence: Jaenisch Vari a tion
Ruy Lopez: Chigorin Vari a tion
Ruy Lopez: Open Vari a tion
Ital ian Open ing: Game Ca nal Vari a tion
King’s Gam bit: Clas si cal Vari a tion
Slav: Krause Vari a tion
Slav: Botvinnik Vari a tion
Slav: Semi-Slav Vari a tion
Cata lan: Bogo-In dian Vari a tion
Nimzo-In dian De fence: Sämisch Vari a tion
Nimzo-In dian De fence: Vi enna Vari a tion
Nimzo-In dian De fence: Vi enna Vari a tion
Grünfeld In dian De fence: Anti-Grünfeld Vari a tion
Grünfeld In dian De fence: Ex change Vari a tion
King’s In dian De fence: Fianchetto Vari a tion
Benoni: The Snake
Benoni: Clas si cal Vari a tion
Queen’s Pawn Open ing: Trompowsky At tack
Dutch Defence: Leningrad Variation
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