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Introduction
At the recent Middlesex versus Young England tournament, I beat Callum Kilpatrick with the provocative 5… Nd7 variation first played by Lluben Popov at the Budapest zonal tournament in 1960 and subsequently by Larsen against Tal in their Candidates semi-final match at Bled in 1965.  John Cox casually mentioned after the game that Ruslan Scherbakov had published an article in a New in Chess Yearbook, claiming to have refuted the whole variation.  I was blissfully unaware of this during the game and, indeed, have played the move on and off for a number of years, always assuming that the variation was simply unclear and that the sacrifice 6. Nxf7 was, perhaps, good for Black.

It turns out that Scherbakov has indeed written such an article, Rush Preparations Succeed (YB 76, 2005), in which he describes how he had to investigate Lluben Popov’s move whilst preparing his pupil, Pavel Ponkratov, for the Russian junior (U18) championship in 2005.  Despite not yet having been able to lay my hands on this particular yearbook yet, I have nevertheless been able to establish the gist of what Scherbakov discovered by jumping on the Information Highway.
This article then is a valediction for 5… Nd7, a variation that I have rejected and then returned to several times over the years, rather in the same way that one can find oneself with an old girlfriend.  Everything seems familiar and cosy for a while, but then one gradually rediscovers why one parted in the past.
Except this time I mean it.
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The Game
Callum Kilpatrick (2124) – Paul McKeown (2080)

Middlesex Centenary Match vs. Young England (4)

London, 12 July 2007

2:00/40+1:00/QPF

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1. e4 Nf6 2. e5 Nd5 3. d4 d6 4. Nf3 dxe5 5. Nxe5 Nd7!?
r+lwqkvl-tr
zppzpnzppzpp
-+-+-+-+
+-+nsN-+-
-+-zP-+-+
+-+-+-+-
PzPP+-zPPzP
tRNvLQmKL+R

This provocative move is sometimes named after the Bulgarian grandmaster, Lluben Popov, who played it for the first time at the Budapest zonal tournament, 1960, and later at the Enschede zonal tournament, 1963.  It is, however, perhaps more often named after Bent Larsen who played it against Tal’ in the fourth game of their Candidates semi-final match at Bled in July 1965.  Tal’, as is well known, thought for the best part of an hour before declining to sacrifice his knight on f7.
	6.
	Nxf7!?
	


Callum Kilpatrick, it appears, has greater self-confidence than Mihail Tal’.  Regardless of the objective value of the sacrifice, the sensible course of action would have been to side-step the forthcoming complications with 6. Nf3!, which has been the choice of most practically minded players down the years.  Despite its unpretentious appearance, White should be able to maintain his usual small opening advantage and has scored very well in practise (69%).

	6.
	…
	Kxf7

	7.
	Qh5+
	Ke6


Black has, of course, to defend his knight on d5.
	8.
	c4
	


Besides this, White can try 8. g3, a relatively unexplored, but interesting attacking idea, which was the move that occupied Tal’s attention in his infamous encounter with Larsen.  In my humble opinion, attacking moves considered by Tal’ command respect and ought to be examined in some detail!

White can also take an immediate draw with 8. Qg4+ (or 8. Qh3+) 8… Kf7 9. Qh5+, as Black loses at once if he tries 8...Kd6?? 9. c4!, when he can't save his knight, e.g. 9... Nb4 10.c5+ Kd5 11. Nc3+ Kxd4 12.Qe3#.  This salon remis was first manufactured in Jensen – Neumann, World Junior Ch., Jerusalem 1961, barely a year after Lluben Popov had first played 5... Nd7.  Personally, I have often found that the implicit draw offer can unsettle one’s opponent by forcing them to choose at a much earlier stage than is usual between playing a very risky line (a piece down to boot), or acceding to a, perhaps, unwanted quick draw.  Rowson would probably comment that Black is forcing White to take responsibility for the game, an often unwelcome psychological burden.
	8.
	…
	N5f6


Other moves lose immediately, e.g. 8...N7f6? 9. cxd5+ Qxd5 10. Qxd5+ Nxd5 11. Bc4 c6 12. Nc3 g6 13. 0–0 Kd6 14. Nxd5 cxd5 15. Bf4+ Kc6 16. Bb3.
	9.
	d5
	Kd6

	10.
	Qf7!
	


White could have immediately regained his material here with 10. c5+ Nxc5 (not 10... Kxc5?? 11. Be3+ Kd6 12. Bf4+ e5 13. dxe6+ Kxe6 14. Bc4+ Nd5 15. Bxd5+ Kf6 16. Qf7#) 11. Bf4+ Kd7 12. Bb5+ c6 13. dxc6+ bxc6 14. Qxc5 Qb6 15. Qxb6 axb6, when a level endgame is reached.  Black would play Ba6 to swap light squared bishops and then play Nd5 to put his knight on a strong central outpost.  The better player ought, in any case, to win on the day.
10. Bf4+ is a serious error, which is only played by inexperienced players.  After 10… e5 11. dxe6 Kxe6, Black is safe as houses; his king will find a haven on f7 and he will develop rapidly.

Theory shows that alternative queen moves, such as 10. Qf5 or 10. Qh3 are inadequate.  Perhaps 10. Qe2 is viable, but 10. Qf7 is clearly best.

Black must now deal with White’s deadly threat of 11. Qe6+.
	10.
	…
	Ne5


Black’s alternatives 10… Nb8 and 10… Nb6 have looked increasingly discredited over time.
	11.
	Bf4
	


Black’s 10… Ne5 threatened to win White’s trapped queen.  Now, however, White will attempt to win the pinned knight over the next few moves by means of manoeuvres such as Nb1–d2–f3 or Nb1–c3, followed by 0–0–0 and then Rd1–e1, Bc1–d3 or 0–0, then Rfe1 or indeed Ra1–c1–c2–e2, etc.  Black is not without his chances and has – as this game demonstrates a number of stock tricks to win White’s queen or force a liquidation into a favourable endgame.
	11.
	…
	c5


A forced move, as c5+ is a deadly threat here.
	12.
	Nc3
	


12. dxc6? fails to 12…Qa5+ 13. Nc3 Kxc6 and Black has managed to unpin his problem knight on e5 without losing it or having his king kicked around.

I thought before the game that theory showed 12. Nc3 to be dubious and that the best move here was 12. Nd2, which leads to an amazing forced draw after 12... g5 (12... Qe8?? 13. Ne4+) 13. Bg3 g4 14. 0–0–0 Bh6 15. Re1 Rf8 16. Bxe5+ Kd7 17. Qe6+ Ke8 18. Qd6! exd6 19. Bxf6+ Kd7 20. Bxd8 Kxd8.  This endgame is equal, according to Bagirov, due to the weakness of f2, e.g. the game Kallai – Cs. Horvath, Budapest 1990, e.g. continued 21. Bd3 Rxf2 22. Re2 Rxe2 23. Bxe2 Bd7 24. Bd3 ½–½.
After the game, however, John Cox told me that Grandmaster Ruslan Scherbakov had written an article for a New In Chess Yearbook claiming he had refuted 5… Nbd7 with 12. Nc3.
Surfing the net afterwards, I found that Scherbakov, whilst preparing his pupil, Pavel Ponkratov, for the Russian junior championship in 2005,  had constructed the following amazing variation: 12. Nc3 a6 13. b4 Qb6? (formerly it was thought that Black’s active queen made life difficult for White; now it would seem that 13… b6 is Black’s only chance to survive…) 14. Rc1! g5 15. Bg3 h5 16. bxc5+ Qxc5 17. Qg6! Qd4 18. c5+ Kxc5 19. Qb1!N Kd6 20. Qb2! Kd7 (Nb5+ threatened to win the queen) 21. Rd1 Nc4 (the queen can’t move as it defends the knight on e5) 22. Qb3! Na5 (both the queen and the knight on c4 were attacked) 23. Qa3! e5 24. d6! Qb6 (the queen and the knight on a5 were again both attacked) 25. Bxe5 Rh6 26. Bd4! Qd8 27. Na4 Nd5 28. Be5 and Black’s position is very difficult, e.g. 28… Nf4 29.g3 Ne6 30.Qe3 Ke8 31.Nb6 Bd7 32.h4! g4 33.Bd3 Rb8 34.0–0 Nc6 35.Bc3 Kf7 36.Rfe1 Bg7 37.Bc4+-.
Scherbakov’s analysis depends on an important sub-variation: 15… Qxb4 16. Bd3 h5 (16…Bh6? 17. Bxe5+ Kxe5 18. Qxe7+) 17. 0–0 h4 18. Bxe5+ Kxe5 19. f4+ gxf4 20. Ne4!+-, e.g. 20… Qb2 21. Nxf6 Qd4+ 22. Kh1 exf6 23. Rfe1+ Kd6 24. Rb1 b5 25. Re6+ Bxe6 26. Qxe6+ Kc7 27. Qc6+ with mate to come.
I was, of course, blissfully unaware of all this during the game.  Happily my opponent was too!
	12.
	…
	a6


Black needs to prevent 13. Nb5+, which would win the pinned knight on e5.
	13.
	Rd1?
	


Callum had used a lot of time for each of moves from the sixth onwards, but this one in particular cost him an enormous amount of time.  My score-sheet indicates that after making this move he had used 1 hour 34 minutes – leaving him 26 minutes to reach move 40 – whereas I had used a mere 2 minutes, as I was still in my book.
Callum had intended to play 13. 0–0–0 here, but suddenly realised that it lost to 13… g6, when Black threatens to cross-pin the bishop on f4 by Bh6, winning White’s trapped queen in the process.  This is an old trick, known at least as far back as de Firmian – Rohde, USA ch. 1989, which continued 14. Bxe5+ Kxe5 15. d6 Bh6+ 16. Kc2 Qe8 17. Rd5+ Nxd5 18. Qxd5+ Kf6, when Black soon won.
The move Callum did choose, though, 14. Rd1, also fails to a standard tactical strike against White’s trapped queen.
r+lwq-vl-tr
+p+-zpQzpp
p+-mk-sn-+
+-zpPsn-+-
-+P+-vL-+
+-sN-+-+-
PzP-+-zPPzP
+-+RmKL+R

	13.
	…
	g5! -+

	14.
	Bg3
	


White maintains his pin on Black’s knight.  14. Bxg5??, of course, simply loses the queen to 14… Nxf7-+, whilst drawing Black’s king further into the centre doesn’t help White either:, because of 14. Bxe5+ Kxe5 15. Rd2 (15. Rd3 Bh6 16. Re3+ Kd6-+;  15. d6 Be6-+) 15... Bh6 16. Re2+ Kd6-+.
	14.
	…
	Bh6


Black simply threatens to round up Black’s queen with Rf8.

	15.
	b4
	


White could have rescued his queen, with 15. f3 Rf8 16. Ne4+ Nxe4 17. Bxe5+ Kxe5 18. Qxh7 Bf5 19. Qxh6, but after something like 19… Qa5+ 20. Ke2 Rh8 21. Qg7+ Kd6, his position would have been quite hopeless, as is the alternative 15. Be2 Rf8 16. Ne4+ Nxe4 17. Qxh7, because of  Nxg3 18. hxg3 Rf6 19. Rxh6 Qf8-+, etc.
	15.
	…
	Rf8!

	16.
	bxc5+
	Kxc5

	17.
	Bxe5
	


Something like 17.Qxf8 Bxf8 18.Bxe5 Qa5-+ would have been more logical, but White would have lost in any case.

	17.
	…
	Rxf7

	18.
	Na4+
	Kb4

	19.
	Bd3
	Kxa4

	20.
	Rb1
	Nxd5!


Simple!  White’s only threat was to play Bc3, trapping Black’s king.  Black will now stop Bc3 by playing his own bishop to the long diagonal. 
	21.
	Bc2+
	Ka5

	22.
	cxd5
	Bg7


White resigned.  0–1.
Summary of the Theory
The Lluben Popov Variation

1. e4 Nf6 2. e5 Nd5 3. d4 d6 4. Nf3 dxe5 5. Nxe5 Nd7!?
r+lwqkvl-tr
zppzpnzppzpp
-+-+-+-+
+-+nsN-+-
-+-zP-+-+
+-+-+-+-
PzPP+-zPPzP
tRNvLQmKL+R

This provocative move is sometimes named after the Bulgarian grandmaster, Lluben Popov, who played it for the first time at the Budapest zonal tournament, 1960, and later at the Enschede zonal tournament, 1963.  It is, however, perhaps more often named after Bent Larsen who played it against Tal’ in the fourth game of their Candidates semi-final match at Bled in July 1965.  Tal’, as is well known, thought for the best part of an hour before declining to sacrifice his knight on f7.

In his New Ideas in the Alekhine Defence, Batsford, 1996, Graham Burgess wrote:

Although rarely played, an enormous amount of analysis has been devoted to this variation, for the simple reason that if the sacrifice is not good for White, then the whole line with 4 Nf3 is far less fearsome.  The current verdict is inconclusive: there is no clear win for White, nor can one demonstrate that the sacrifice is unsound.  My hunch is that Black is OK, but some of the messy positions will be cleared up over the next few years as computers become more powerful.
Burgess’s prophecy has turned out partially to be true: computers do seem to have cleared up the messy positions arising from the sacrifice.  However his hunch that Black is OK appears to be wrong.

1. e4 Nf6 2. e5 Nd5 3. d4 d6 4. Nf3 dxe5 5. Nxe5 Nd7 6. Nxf7 Kxf7 7. Qh5+ Ke6 8. c4 N5f6 9. d5+ 10. Qf7 Nb8 seems to have been dealt a mortal blow by Francis Cottegnie, a Belgian correspondence IM, who provides the following variation: 11. c5+ Kd7 12. Bb5+ c6 13. dxc6+ bxc6 14. 0–0 Qa5 15. Rd1+ Kc7 16. a4!!N+-, threatening to trap the queen.  Black’s problems are insuperable, e.g. 16... cxb5 17. axb5 Qxa1 18. Bf4+ Kb7 19. c6+ Kb6 20. Qb3 e5 21. Be3+ Bc5 22. Bxc5+ Kxc5 23. Qe3+ Kb4 24. Qc3+.
The critical variation 1. e4 Nf6 2. e5 Nd5 3. d4 d6 4. Nf3 dxe5 5. Nxe5 Nd7 6. Nxf7 Kxf7 7. Qh5+ Ke6 8. c4 N5f6 9. d5+ 10. Qf7 Ne5 11. Bf4 c5 12. Nc3 a6 13. b4! Qb6 would seem to have been busted by Ruslan Scherbakov, who gives the following: 13… Qb6 14. Rc1! g5 15. Bg3 h5 16. bxc5+ Qxc5 17. Qg6! Qd4 18. c5+ Kxc5 19. Qb1!N Kd6 20. Qb2! Kd7 21. Rd1 Nc4 22. Qb3! Na5 23. Qa3! e5 24. d6! Qb6 25. Bxe5 Rh6 26. Bd4! Qd8 27. Na4 Nd5 28. Be5+-.  Black’s position is very difficult, e.g. 28… Nf4 29.g3 Ne6 30.Qe3 Ke8 31.Nb6 Bd7 32.h4! g4 33.Bd3 Rb8 34.0–0 Nc6 35.Bc3 Kf7 36.Rfe1 Bg7 37.Bc4.
Note that Black’s attempt to exploit the active position of his queen fails to the following important sub-variation: 15… Qxb4 16. Bd3 h5 17. 0–0 h4 18. Bxe5+ Kxe5 19. f4+ gxf4 20. Ne4!+-.
So Black has to play the previously scorned 13… b6, but even here, though, things are not rosy for Black, as we shall see.
The following table summarizes the current theoretical status of the variation:

	1. e4 Nf6 2. e5 Nd5 3. d4 d6 4. Nf3 dxe5 5. Nxe5 Nd7!?

	6. Nf3
	Declining the challenge in this way is the most practical choice for White when confronted with this variation and, despite the move’s rather unpretentious appearance, White should be able to maintain his usual small opening advantage.  White has scored very well in practise, 69% in 110 examples that I have collected; the score is noticeably more even amongst international standard players, however.

6. Nf3 has usually been answered by 6… e6, to be followed by a well-timed c5 break.  White typically achieves a comfortable edge, simply by grabbing space with c4 and then developing modestly behind his pawns:
· 6… e6 7. c4 N5f6 8. Nc3 c5 9. Be2 cxd4 10. Nxd4 Be7 11. 0–0 0–0 12. Be3 a6²;
· 6… e6 7. c4 Bb4+ 8. Bd2 Bxd2+ 9. Qxd2 N5f6 10. Nc3 c5².

White can also fianchetto his king’s bishop to target Black’s queen-side, which is loosened whenever Black plays c5:

· 6… e6 7. g3 Be7 8. Bg2 0–0 9. 0–0 b5 10. Re1 Bb7²  (Jansa – A Martin, Gausdal 1990);
· 6… e6 7. g3 b6 8.c4 N5f6 9.Bg2 Bb7 10.0–0 Bd6 11. Re1 0–0 12. Nc3²/= (Psakhis);

Baburin’s observation is perhaps relevant: I think that Black should meet it with c7-c6, limiting the g2-Bishop.
John Cox recommends that Black plays c6, g6 and then later c5, a plan championed by Miroschnischenko:
· 6… c6 7. g3 g6 8. Bg2 Bg7 9. 0–0 0–0 10. Re1 (10. c4 Nc7 11. Nc3 Nb6 12. Qe2 Be6 13. b3 Bg4, with Nc7–e6 to come) 10... c5 11. dxc5 Nxc5=

6. Nf3 doesn’t kill the Lluben Popov, but it does force Black just to play chess – and with the Black pieces too – which is probably not what he had in mind!

	6. Nxf7!? Kxf7 7. Qh5+ Ke6

	8. Qg4+
	The Jensen – Neumann salon remis means that 5. Nd7 cannot be relied on as a sole repertoire choice.  I have found, though, when playing higher rated players, that the implicit draw offer can place an extra psychological burden on one’s opponent by forcing them to choose at an early stage between an extremely risky line or acceding to an unwanted quick draw.

	8. g3
	8. g3 is relatively unexplored and quite interesting.  It is also rather dangerous, the line 8. g3 b5 9. a4 c6 10. Bh3+ Kd6 11. Nc3!², particularly, causes Black some difficulties.  Note that 11… N7f6?? 12. Bf4+ Nxf4 13. Qe5# is impossible, whilst 11… b4 12. Bf4+ Nxf4 (12… e5 13. dxe5+ Kc5 14. Ne4+ Kb6 15. a5+‚) 13. Ne4+ Kc7 14. Qa5+ Nb6 15. Qe5+ Qd6 (15… Kb7?? 16. Nc5#) 16. Nxd6 exd6 17. Qxf4 Bxh3, proposed by Valery Popov and played in Balinov – Posch, Oberwart 2001, leaves Black worse, because despite having three pieces for a queen, he suffers from poor development, poor pawn structure and an exposed king.  John Cox has suggested 11… e6!? 12. axb5 13. Qe5+ Ke7 as a plausible way forward for Black.

	8. c4 N5f6 9. d5+ 10. Qf7

	10… Nb6
	10... Nb6  looks busted because 11. c5+! Kxc5 12. Be3+ Kd6 13. Nc3 Nbxd5 (13… a6 14. Bf4+ Kd7 15. Rc1+-; 13… Bg4 14. Be2 Qe8 15. Nb5+ Kd7 16. Bxg4+ Nxg4 17. Qe6+ Kd8 18. Nxc7!! Nxe3 19. Nxe8 Nc2+ 20. Kd1 Nxa2 21. Qf7!+-) 14. Nxd5 Nxd5 15. Qxe5+! Kxe5 16. 0–0–0, which has been seen in several games, seems to leave Black completely tied up and unable to develop his pieces.  If that’s not bad enough, then Burgess and Davies both quote 11. Nc3 Qe8 12. Bf4+ Kd7 13. Qe6+ Kd8 14. Qe5 Qd7 15. 0–0–0, from Nguyen Anh Dung – Miroshnichenko, Budapest 1999, with the immediate threat of c5+-.

	10… Nb8
	10... Nb8 (which used to be thought a viable alternative to 10… Ne5) looks busted because of 11. c5+ Kd7 12. Bb5+ c6 13. dxc6+ bxc6 14. 0–0 Qa5 15. Rd1+ Kc7 16. a4!!N, which threatens to trap Black’s queen, was uncorked in Cottegnie – Bortolin, corr. 2007.  16... cxb5 17. axb5 and now:
a) 17... Qxa1 18. Bf4+ Kb7 19. c6+ Kb6 20. Qb3 e5 21. Be3+ Bc5 (21... Kc7 22. b6+ +-) 22. Bxc5+ Kxc5 23. Qe3+ Kb4 24. Qc3+ +-.

b) 17... Qxb5 18. Nc3 Qxc5 19. Be3ƒ.

	10… Ne5 11. Bf4 c5

	12. Nd2
	12. Nd2!? seems to force a draw.  12... g5 (12... Qe8?? 13. Ne4+) 13. Bg3 g4 14. 0–0–0 Bh6 15. Re1 Rf8 16. Bxe5+ Kd7 17. Qe6+ Ke8 18. Qd6! exd6 19. Bxf6+ Kd7 20. Bxd8 Kxd8.  This endgame is equal, according to Bagirov, due to the weakness of f2.  Kallai – Cs. Horvath, Budapest 1990 continued 21. Bd3 Rxf2 22. Re2 Rxe2 23. Bxe2 Bd7 24. Bd3 ½–½. 

	12. Nc3 a6 13. b4!

	13… Qb6
	13… Qb6, formerly thought the only viable move, seems to be busted.  Scherbakov proposes 13… Qb6 14. Rc1! g5 15. Bg3 h5 16. bxc5+ Qxc5 17. Qg6! Qd4 18. c5+ Kxc5 (18… Kc7 19. Qd3!+-) 19. Qb1!N Kd6 20. Qb2! Kd7 21. Rd1 Nc4 22. Qb3! Na5 23. Qa3! e5 24. d6! Qb6 25. Bxe5 Rh6 26. Bd4! Qd8 27. Na4 Nd5 28. Be5 when Black’s position is difficult, e.g. 28… Nf4 29.g3 Ne6 30.Qe3 Ke8 31.Nb6 Bd7 32.h4! g4 33.Bd3 Rb8 34.0–0 Nc6 35.Bc3 Kf7 36.Rfe1 Bg7 37.Bc4+-.

Black’s attempt to exploit his active queen fails in the following important sub-variation: 15… Qxb4 16. Bd3 h5 (16…Bh6? 17. Bxe5+ Kxe5 18. Qxe7+) 17. 0–0 h4 18. Bxe5+ Kxe5 19. f4+ gxf4 20. Ne4! +-, e.g. 20… Qb2 21. Nxf6 Qd4+ 22. Kh1 exf6 23. Rfe1+ Kd6 24. Rb1 b5 25. Re6+ Be6 26. Qxe6+ Kc7 27. Qc6+ Kd8 28. Qxa8+ with mate to follow.

	13… b6
	13… b6 is Black’s only chance of survival, but rather passive.

The good news is that 14. Rb1, which used to be thought to refute 13… b6, appears to lead to one of several perpetual checks after 14… cxb4 15. Rxb4 g5 16. Bg3 Kc5!! 17. Rb1 Nxf7 18. Na4+ 19. Rd1+ (19. f3 Ke3 20. Rb3+ Kd4 21. Rb1 Ke3=) 19… Ke4 20. Bd3+ 20. Bd3+ 21. Bf1+ with perpetual check.
The bad news is that 14. bxc5+ bxc5 15. Bd3! looks very dangerous for Black.


The Theory
1. e4 Nf6 2. e5 Nd5 3. d4 d6 4. Nf3 dxe5 5. Nxe5 Nd7!?
r+lwqkvl-tr
zppzpnzppzpp
-+-+-+-+
+-+nsN-+-
-+-zP-+-+
+-+-+-+-
PzPP+-zPPzP
tRNvLQmKL+R
5… Nbd7 probably originated in Bulgaria and was perhaps first played by the Bulgarian grandmaster, Lluben Popov, at the Budapest zonal tournament, 1960, and again at the Enschede zonal tournament, 1963.  This move was more widely noticed when Tal’ infamously thought for the best part of an hour before declining to sacrifice his knight against Larsen in the fourth game of their Candidates semi-final match at Bled in July 1965.  Dragoslav Andrić reported:

Tal admitted candidly that he had never seen this move before and spent 45 minutes considering whether to reply 6. NxP, only to decide that there would be no more than a draw after 6… KxN 7. Q–R5+ K–K3.  Larsen had presumably spent hours examining the possible sequels; but it is curious that when the same position came about in the sixth game, he ruled out the sacrifice by playing 5… P–K3.  — Chess, vol. 30, nn. 489–90, Aug.–Sep. 1965, p. 385
Even more curiously, when Larsen repeated the line, against Fischer in an exhibition blitz game, he played like an ape and lost terribly — Fischer – Larsen, Santa Monica 1966.
After Tal – Larsen, this controversial little move went into hibernation and was rarely seen, until taken up in earnest by Pete Sowray, who famously used it to defeat Murray Chandler at the Aaronson Masters in 1979.  More importantly, however, the genial English FM was one of the first to genuinely study the move and its variations in depth.
6. Nxf7!?
Many White players of a practical turn of mind have, down the years, tried a whole host of moves at this point to side-step the complications.  Only 6. Nf3 should amount to much, though:
a. 6. Nxd7 Bxd7 7. c4 (7. Bc4 is unpretentious and equal after 7… Bf5) 7… Nf6 8. Qb3 c5 9. d5 e6 is approximately equal, e.g. 10. Nc3 (10. Qxb7 Rb8 11. Qxa7 Ra8 – with an immediate draw; 10. dxe6 Qe7 11. Nc3 Qxe6+ 12. Be2 Bc6) 10… exd5 11. exd5 Qc7;

b. 6. g3 should be met by 6… Nxe5 (although 6… e6 7. Bg2 would also have made sense if followed up by 7… c5, rather than 7…Bd6, Peter Burlage – Guido Jansen, Netherlands tt 1994) 7. dxe5 c6! when White can try 8. Bg2 Bf5 9. c3 Qc7³ or 8. c4 Nb4 9. Qxd8 Na3 10. Bf5 ³;

c. 6. Qf3 Nxe5 7. dxe5 was played in Ligterink –Rivas, Amsterdam zt 1978, 1–0 (41) and Mariotti – Dan Cramling , Baerum 1980, 1–0 (40).  I think Black should equalise easily with 7… Nb4 8. Na3 Qd4! 9. Qe3 Qxe3 10. Bxe3 a6 11. Rd1 e6;

d. 6. Nd3 would hardly seem critical, but has been played by such a luminary as Vlastimil Hort: 6… e6 7. c4 N5f6 (Fritz wants to play 7… Ne7!? here, suggesting the position is dead equal.  It seems a tad artificial to me.) 8. Nc3 c5 9. Be3 cxd4 10. Bxd4 Bd6 11. Be2 a6 12. c5² and the veteran grandmaster had a pleasant position with more space, open lines and a queen-side majority Hort – M Deutschmann, Bundesliga 1998–99.  It seems that Black should have avoided 10… Bd6, which lost a tempo to the cramping c4–c5 and 11,,, a6, which rather justified c5, was poorly timed.  I would suggest 10… Be7 11. Be2 0–0 12. 0–0 Qc7÷ would have been more logical, when 13. Nb5 seems pointless, as it would eventually lose a tempo to 13. a6.  It seems to me that the white king’s knight would look poorly placed then after its extravagant detour;

e. 6. f4 it seems has been played by Geoff Jones of Brighton.  Sadly I have no material to hand, but I 6. f4 has, of course, been seen in similar positions.  White has some ideas and could easily develop a winning attack based on quick development, space, open lines  and moves such as f4-f5 and Bf1–e2–h5.  However, I'm sure it's also the sort of move that Alekhine's players love to see – you don't play the Alekhine's unless you have can defend as necessary and relish the thought of counterattack when the opponent has left holes in his position.  I think Black should play 6... e6, with the idea of playing c7–c5 as quickly as possible, whilst developing the king side as quickly is needed to ensure king safety.  7. Be2 (other moves look less consequent, e.g. 7. c4 Ne7 (7... Bb4+!?) 8. Bd3 c5; 7.Bd3 c5; 7.a3 c5 8.c4 Ne7 when White looks a little loose) 7… c5 8. Bh5 Nxe5 9. dxe5 c4 (9… Be7 is not necessary) 10. 0–0 Bc5+ 11. Kh1 b5 12. f5!? ÷ could be to either player’s taste; I would choose Black;
f. 6. Bc4 Nxe5! 7. dxe5 c6 8. Qf3 (necessary to prevent 8. 0–0 Bf5 with equality, whilst 8. Nc3 hands Black the initiative after 8… Be6)  8… Qc7! (van der Wiel), with the following possibilities: (i) 9. 0–0?! Qxe5 10. Nc3 Be6 and Black is comfortable with an extra pawn; (ii) 9. Bxd5 Qxe5+! 10. Be4 f5 11. Nc3 fxe4 12. Qxe4 Qf6 gives Black the two bishops and approximate equality; and (iii) 9.  Bf4 g5! 10. Bg3 h5 11. h4 (11. Nc3?! Be6 12. h4 Qa5! 13. hxg5 – or 13. Bb3 g4 14. Qd3 Nxc3 15. Qxc3 Qxc3 16. bxc3 Bf5³ – 13… Nxc3 14. Be6 Nd5!³ and Black wins material) 11… g4 is equal;
g. I have always thought 6. c4!? to be rather more awkward than it looks at first sight.  6… Nxe5 (not 6… N5b6? 7. Nxf7! Kxf7 8. c5!²; 6… N5f6 might transpose to the variations after 6. Nf3.) 7. cxd5! (not 7. exd5 Nb4 when, if anything, Black is a little better,) 7… Nd7 8. Nc3 Nb6 9. Qf3 is unexplored and Black has not yet equalised;
h. 6. Nf3! is the most practical choice for White when confronted with this variation.  Despite its unpretentious appearance, White should be able to maintain his usual small opening advantage and has scored very well in practise, 69% in the 110 examples that I have been able to collect.  The score is noticeably more even amongst international standard players, however.
The immediate 6… c5 is supposed to be dubious.  Pavasovic – Hillarp Persson, European Team ch., Batumi 1999, 1–0 (37), is, perhaps, the best reference.  It is quoted by Davies and annotated in depth by Finkel for Chessbase (CBM 74 or MB 2004).  Play continued 7. c4 N5f6 8.d5, when Finkel suggests that, instead of Hillarp Persson’s  8… Ne4?! 9.Bd3 Nd6 10.0–0 g6 11.Re1 Bg7 12.Bg5 Nf6 13. Nc3², Black should have continued 8… e5!? 9. dxe6 Qe7 10. Qe2 Qxe6 11. Qxe6 fxe6 12. Nc3 Bd6 13. Bd3 b6 14. Ne4².
Traditionally 6… e6, to be followed by c7–c5, has been Black’s response.  White then has the choice of two main ideas, (i) 7. c4 and (ii) 7. g3.
(i) 6… e6 7. c4, when 7… N5f6 8. Be2 c5 9. 0–0 Bd6 10. Nc3 0–0 11. Bg5 h6 12. Bh4 g5 13. Bg3 Bxg3 14. hxg3 b6 15. d5 Re8 16. Re1 a6 17. Bf1 was Lautier – Shirov, Biel 1992, ½–½ (53), quoted by Burgess in NIAD as giving White a small – but “entirely manageable” – plus.  However, this play is rather unusual, whilst 6… e6 7. c4 N5f6 8. Nc3 c5 9. Be2 cxd4 10. Nxd4 Be7 11. 0–0 0–0 12. Be3 a6, which can be seen e.g. in several games by Raj Tischbierek, is more thematic.  Although White then stands optically a little better, Black’s disadvantage is more clearly manageable in my view.  An interesting alternative plan for Black is to play Bf8–b4+ before c7–c5, e.g. 6… e6 7. c4 Bb4+ 8. Bd2 Bxd2+ 9. Qxd2 N5f6 10. Nc3 c5², as played in Cuijpers – Pliester, Rotterdam 1990, 0–1 (38).
(ii) 6… e6 7. g3, when White intends to target Black’s queen-side in response to the freeing move c7–c5, a plan which has scored particularly heavily for White.  It was first seen in Jansa – Andrew Martin, Gausdal 1990, 1–0 (45), in which Black adopted an extended fianchetto with 7… Be7 8. Bg2 0–0 9. 0–0 b5 10. Re1 Bb7.  Although that game was lost by Black, it is not apparent that this was a result of the opening.  In Boudre – Hauchard, French ch. 1992, 0–1 (47), Black played 7… c5, regardless, and after 8. Bg2 Be7 9. 0–0 0–0 10. c4 N5f6 11. Qe2 cxd4 12. Nxd4, White was rather better due to his advantage in space and development.  In Psakhis – Komarov, Benasque 1995, 1–0 (41), Black chose for simple development with 7… b6 8.c4 N5f6 9.Bg2 Bb7 10.0–0 Be7 11.Nc3 0–0 12.Bf4 Bd6 13.Ne5 Bxg2 14.Kxg2². This game was extensively annotated by Psakhis (Inf. 64/94) and Psakhis and Baburin (CBM 50 and MB).  Psakhis suggested 10… Bd6, which seems logical, as the bishop soon ended up there anyway; he gave the short variation 10… Bd6 11. Re1 0–0 12. Nc3, with the evaluation ²/=, by which hieroglyphic one might assume that Black’s disadvantage to be no more serious than in, say, the Queen’s Indian Defence.  Baburin’s observation was interesting: This is an unusual idea in this line, I think that Black should meet it with c7-c6, limiting the g2-Bishop.  In the later game Sutovsky – Baburin, Port Erin 1998, ½–½ (53), he failed to take his own advice and had to defend with precision after 7.c4 N5f6 8.g3 c5 9.Bg2 cxd4 10.Nxd4 Bb4+ 11.Bd2 Bxd2+ 12.Qxd2 Nc5 13.0–0 0–0 14. Re1 a5, etc.
6… c6 in combination with g7–g6, as pioneered by Evgenii Miroschnichenko, is another Black method.  Cox quotes the game Piza – Miroschnischenko,  Pardubice 1996, 0–1 (70), which continued 6… c6 7. g3 g6 8. Bg2 Bg7 9. 0–0 0–0 10. Re1 c5 11. dxc5 (it is too late to chase Black’s knight: 11. c4 N5b6 12. b3 cxd4 13. Nxd4 Nc5 14. Bb2 Qd7 to be followed by Rf8–d8, etc.) 11… Nxc5 12. Nbd2 (Rather poor, but 12. c4 Nb4³ is rather difficult for White.  Cox suggests 12. Qe2, but I would rebut this with the suggestion, 12… Qb6, when White isn’t really threatening to win the e7-pawn, e.g. 14. c4?! Nb4, when Black has to defend himself against Black’s ideas of Nb4–c2, Nb4–d3 and Bg7/Qb6xb2.) 12… Nb4 13. a3 Nc6 and, with the threat of  14… Bf5 tying up White’s queen-side, Black is comfortable enough; the better player will win.

Note that 10. c4 Nc7 11. Nc3 is met by 11… Nb6, e.g. 12. Qe2 Be6 13. b6 Bg4, to be followed by Nc7–e6.  See also e.g. Moroz – Miroschnischenko, Ukrainian team ch., Alushta 1999, ½–½ (99).
Importantly, Cox also points out that after 6… c6 7. c4 Nc7 8. Nc3 g6 9. Be2 10. 0–0 0–0, play has transposed to the old main line of the Miles variation (i.e. 4… dxe5 5. Nxe5 c6 6. Be2 Nd7 7. Nf3 g6 8. c4 Nc7 9. Nc3 Bg7 10. 0–0 0–0).  This is solid and reliable and has scored well for Black in practise.
Note that this transposition would not be possible if 6… g6 were played, rather than  6… c6.  7… N5f6 would then be necessary, e.g. Byrne – Rohde, New York 1989, 1–0 (37).
All in all, 6. Nf3 sets difficult problems for Black, but this is also perhaps rendered academic in the light of Ruslan Scherbakov’s recent investigations of the piece sacrifice.

But what of the sacrifice, then?
6... Kxf7 7. Qh5+ Ke6™
7… Ke6 is Black’s only move, of course, as he has to defend his knight on d5.
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8. c4
White has two other reasonable choices here:

a. White can take an immediate draw with 8. Qg4+ (or 8. Qh3+) 8… Kf7 9. Qh5+, a salon remis, first manufactured in Jensen – Neumann, Junior World Ch., Jerusalem 1961.
Black loses at once if he tries to avoid the draw with 8...Kd6?? as he can't save his knight after 9. c4, e.g. 9... Nb4 10.c5+ Kd5 (10... Kc6 11. Qe6#) 11. Nc3+ Kxd4 12.Qe3#.

b. 8. g3 is relatively unexplored, but interesting.  It is, incidentally, the move that occupied Tal’s attention in his infamous encounter with Larsen.  Attacking moves considered by Tal’ command, in my humble opinion, respect and ought to be examined in some detail!
8. g3 was first played in the game, Angelov – Orev
, corr., Bulgaria 1961, which continued 8. g3 b5 9. b3 b4 10. a3 N7f6 11. Bh3+ Kd6 12. Qe5+ Kc6 13. Bg2.  According to Burgess (TCA), Black should now have continued with 13… Qd6.  I don’t understand this, though, as surely White will regain his material with interest after 13… Qd6 14. axb4 Kd7 15. 0–0(±)?
The first thing to note is that 8… b5 is probably forced, as White should be able to regain his material with relative ease after 8… N7f6 (8… g6!? – Berelovich – Neverov, Cairo 1999, ½–½(39)) 9.Bh3+ Kd6 10. Qe5+ Kc6 11. Bg2! (White could also regain his material with 11. Bxc8 Qxc8 12. c4, but Black ought to survive after 11… e6) 11… b5 (forced anyway!) 12. a4 b4 13. c4 bxc3 14. bxc3 Ba6 15. Nd2±, when White won quickly in Utkin – Grants, corr. 1971.
After 8. g3 b5 9. a4 — White normally challenges the b-pawn to gain the c4-square — Black has three plausible responses:

(i) 8. g3 b5 9. a4 Bb7? 10. Bh3+ Kd6 11. Qf7 c5 (11… c6 meets 12. Nc3 with the idea of Ne4+ followed by Ne6) 12. Nc3! (to gain access to f4) 12… Nxc3 13. Qe6+ Kc7 14. Bf4+ Kc8 15. bxc3 g5 was seen in Greiner – Sowray, corr., England 1988.  Now 16. dxc5, with the idea of 0–0–0 followed by Rxd7, would have won on the spot.

(ii) 8. g3 b5 9. a4 b4 has been recommended by Sowray.  It hasn’t received much attention, apart from the email game Blank – Rawlings, ICCF 1999, which turned out badly for Black after the apparently logical 10. c4 bxc3 11. Bh3+ Kd6 12. bxc3 g6 13. Qe2 c6 14. c4 Qa5+ 15. Bd2 Nb4 16. 0–0 Kc7 17. Na3, when Black was simply lost.  Sowray suggested 12… N7f6 13. Qe5+ Kc6 14. Bg2 Ba6 15. Nd2 e6 16. c4 as being tenable for Black; I cannot agree, it looks simply awful.  I would suggest instead  9… b4 10. c4 bxc3 11. Bh3+ Kd6 12. bxc3 c6!? 13. c4 Nb4 14. Bf4+ e5 15. dxe5+ Kc7 16. e6+ Kb7 17. exd7 Nd3+!  I think that, despite his pawn deficit, Black would have equal chances in a totally unclear position due to White’s (!) exposed king and weak light squares.  Sowray also showed that Black should not be worse after 9… b4 10. c4 bxc3 11. Nxc3 N7f6 12. Bh3+ Kd6 13. Bf4+ Kc6 14. Qe2 a6.
(iii) 8. g3 b5 9. a4 c6 is the normal continuation.

10. axb5 – or 10. Nc3 –  10… g6 11. Qe2+ Kf7, originally suggested by Larsen, seems entirely unclear, although White has done well in practise, e.g. Ernst – Komarov, Dortmund 1992 or Sivokho – Abraskin, Chigorin memorial 2002.

10. Bh3+ Kd6 11. Nc3! (11. axb5 cxb5 12. Nc3 N7f6 is fine for Black as his king can find  safety on c6) sets Black problems.

11… N7f6?? 12. Bf4+ Nxf4 13. Qe5# is now impossible.

11… b4 12. Bf4+ Nxf4 (12… e5 13. dxe5+ Kc5 14. Ne4+ Kb6 15. a5+ gives White a strong attack) 13. Ne4+ Kc7 14. Qa5+ Nb6 15. Qe5+ Qd6 (15… Kb7?? 16. Nc5#) 16. Nxd6 exd6 17. Qxf4 Bxh3 was originally suggested by Valery Popov (in his notes to Yemelin – Popov, St. Petersburg ch. 1998) and first played in Balinov – Posch, Oberwart 2001.  Black is worse, despite having three pieces for his queen, because of his poor development, poor pawn structure and exposed king. 

Finally though, one should note 11… e6!? 12. axb5 13. Qe5+ Ke7, which is John Cox’s plausible suggestion.
8... N5f6™
Other moves lose immediately:
a. 8...Nb4?? 9. a3 Nc2+ 10. Kd1 Nxa1 11. Qd5+ Kf6 12. Bg5+ Kg6 13. Bd3+ Kh5 14. Be3+ Kg4 15. Qg5# was the farcical B. Wall – J. Wall, Taylorsville 1977;

b. 8...N5b6? 9. d5+ Kd6 10. Nc3 Nf6 (10...e6 11. Ne4+ Ke7 12. d6+ cxd6 13. Bg5+ Nf6 14. Nxf6 gxf6 15. Bxf6+ Kxf6 16. Qh4+) 11. c5+ Kd7 (11... Kxc5 12. Qe5 with mate to follow) 12. Bb5+ c6 13. dxc6+ bxc6 14. Qd1+ Ke8 15. Qxd8+ Kxd8 16. Bxc6;
c. 8...N7f6? 9. cxd5+ Qxd5 10. Qxd5+ Nxd5 11. Bc4 c6 12. Nc3 g6 13. 0–0 Kd6 14. Nxd5 cxd5 15. Bf4+ Kc6 16. Bb3 was winning in Pace – Briffa, La Valleta 1996
9. d5+ Kd6
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White has a number of alternatives here: 
a. White can immediately regain his material with 10. c5+ Nxc5 (not 10... Kxc5?? 11. Be3+ Kd6 12. Bf4+ e5 13. dxe6+ Kxe6 14. Bc4+ Nd5 15. Bxd5+ Kf6 16. Qf7#) 11. Bf4+ Kd7 12. Bb5+ c6 13. dxc6+ bxc6 14. Qxc5 Qb6 15. Qxb6 axb6, when a level endgame is reached.  Black will play Ba6 to swap light squared bishops and then play Nd5 to put his knight on a strong central outpost.  The better player will win on the day, see e.g. Bastow – Sowray, Islington 1978, 0–1 (28), or Stringer, – Johnson, corr. 1988-9, 0–1 (40);

b. 10. Bf4+? is frequently chosen by inexperienced players.  After 10… e5 11. dxe6+ Kxe6 12. Qf3 Kf7, Black’s king is safe and his development easy – besides his extra piece;

c. 10. Qg5? was the strange choice in Matwiejszyn – Socha, Warsaw 1979, when 10… e5 (rather than 10… Nc5 from the game) would have guaranteed Black a large advantage;
d. 10. Qf5? was White’s choice in Chandler – Sowray, Aaronson Masters 1979, 0–1 (33).  After 10… Nc5 11. Bf4+ (11.Qf3 e5µ; White’s compensation appears inadequate) 11… e5 12. Bxe5+ (12. dxe6+ Kc6-+ as Black is safe as houses. e.g. A Roberts – B van Beurden, Scotland – Belgium corr. 1994; 12. Qxe5+ Kd7-+ as Black threatens both Qd8–e7 and Bf8–d6) 12... Ke7 13. Bxf6+ (13. Qf4 Kf7 14. Bxc7 Qe8+ 15. Kd1 Nce4 16. Nd2 g5 17. Qe3 Bc5 lead to quick Black win, Matsuura – Lima, Rio de Janeiro 2000) 13… gxf6 14. Qf3 Kf7 15. Nc3 Qe7+ 16. Be2 Qe5 17. 0–0 Bd6 18. g3 h5 gave Black a winning attack and an extra piece;

e. 10. Qh3?! Nc5 11. Qa3 e5 12. Be3 b6 13. b4 Ncd7!µ leaves White with inadequate compensation, as the apparently tempting variation 14. c5+ Ke7 15. Nc3 bxc5 16. bxc5 Kf7 17. Bc4 fails to 17... Nb6!-+ (Sowray).  Although 17. d6 appears better, it should also be inadequate after 17...cxd6 18. Bc4+ Ke8 19. cxd6 Nb6µ;
f. 10. Qe2!? seems to give White interesting compensation, although whether or not it is sufficient is unclear to me.  10... e5!? (Sowray recommends 10... Nb8 11. Bf4+ Kd7÷) 11. dxe6 Nc5 12. Nc3 Nxe6 13. Bg5 Ke7! (The dubious move 13... Nd4?! 14. 0–0–0 c5 15. Rxd4+ cxd4 16. c5+ lead to an easy win for White in Neulinger - Achs, Austria 1987, and resulted in the dismissal of Black's 10th move for many years — incorrectly I believe.) 14. Bxf6+ (14. Rd1 Bd7 15. Ne4 Qe8! µ) 14... gxf6 15. Rd1 Bd7 16. g3÷. 

10. Qf7!

White now threatens the deadly Qe6+.
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10... Ne5
Black has a number of alternatives.  First some nonsensical ones: 
a. 10... c5?? 11. Qe6+ Kc7 12. Bf4+ and Black loses;

b. 10... c6?? 11. Qe6+ Kc7 12. Bf4+ Kb6 13. Qe3+ Nc5 14. b4+-;
c. 10... Nc5?? 11. b4+-;
Besides these obvious blunders, Black has the choice of a couple of sidelines:
d. 10... Nb6? seems to refuted in at least two different ways:

11. c5+! Kxc5 (what else?) 12. Be3+ Kd6 13. Nc3 Nbxd5 (13… a6 14. Bf4+ Kd7 15. Rc1+-; 13… Bg4 14. Be2 Qe8 15. Nb5+ Kd7 16. Bxg4+ Nxg4 17. Qe6+ Kd8 18. Nxc7!! Nxe3 19. Nxe8 Nc2+ 20. Kd1 Nxa2 21. Qf7!+-) 14. Nxd5 Nxd5 15. Qxe5+! Kxe5 16. 0–0–0 has been seen in several games (e.g. Ahling Prins – Sprenger, corr., Netherlands 1983) and seems to leave Black completely tied up and unable to develop his pieces.
Burgess (TCA) and Davies both quote 11. Nc3 Qe8 12. Bf4+ Kd7 13. Qe6+ Kd8 14. Qe5 Qd7 15. 0–0–0, from Nguyen Anh Dung – Miroshnichenko, Budapest 1999, with the immediate threat of c5+-, as refuting 10…Nb6.  After the further 15...Ng4 16. Qe1 Qf5 17. Bg3 g6 18. Bd3 Bh6+ (18...Qg5+ 19. f4 must be good for White) 19. Kb1 Qf6?? 20. h3+-, Black was, indeed, completely lost.  Black varied with 19... Qf8, in Gaponenko – Miroschnischenko, Polanica Zdroj 2000, but he was again left with a lost position after 20. h3 Nf6 21. Nb5 Ne8 22. c5 Nxd5?? (Fritz suggests 22… Nd7; Black’s position seems terribly clumsy though) 23. Be4 e6 24. Bxd5 exd5 25. Rxd5+ Bd7 26. Qa5.
e. 10... Nb8 used to be thought a viable alternative to 10… Ne5.  White has three choices:
(i) 11. Bf4+ e5 12. c5+ Kxc5 13. b4+ Kd6 14. Be3 b6-+, Kupper – Popov, Enschede 1963, demonstrates, according to Burgess (TCA), that 11. Bf4 is a mistake.  Fritz, though, gives 12. dxe6+! 12...Kc6 13. g4!! Qe7 14. g5 Qxf7 15. Bg2+ Kc5 16. exf7 Nfd7 17. Nc3, leaving Black in serious trouble.  Fritz suggests 11… Kd7 is unclear.
(ii) 11. Nc3!? Qe8 (11… Bf5 12. Bd3! puts paid to a particularly egregious misevaluation by Burgess (TCA), who thought 11. Nc3 a mistake and 11… Bf5 as its refutation) 12.Bf4+ Kd7 13.Qe6+ Kd8 14.Qe5 Na6 15.0–0–0 is unclear.
(iii) 11. c5+ is White’s main choice and, according to Francis Cottegnie, a Belgian correspondence IM, refutes 10… Nb8.  He quotes the game Cottegnie – Bortolin, corr. 2007.  11. c5+ Kd7 (Kapengut  gives 11... Kxc5? 12. Be3+ Kd6 13. Na3+-; 11… Ke5? 12. f4+ Kd4 13. d6 Kxc5 14. Nxc3+- was Kirsauks – Hansaid, corr. 1967) 12. Bb5+ c6 13. dxc6+ bxc6 14. 0–0 Qa5 (14...Qe8?? 15.Rd1+ Kc7 16.Bf4+ Kb7 17.Ba6+! 1–0, Oschner - Sorenson, T., Arhus 1985; ECO B gives 14... Kc7? 15. Bf4+ Kb7 16. Qb3+-)  15. Rd1+ Kc7 16. a4!!N (threatening to trap the queen) 16… Qb4 17. Bd2 Qxc5 18. Na3 Bd7 19. Ba5+ and Black resigned because of 19... Kb7 20. Rac1 Qf5 21. Qb3!, when checkmate cannot be avoided.
Gary Lane in his Opening Lanes column (www.chesscafe.com, August 1 2007) writes:
The big test has to be to accept the piece sacrifice: 16... cxb5 17. axb5 and now

a) 17... Qxa1 18. Bf4+ Kb7 19. c6+ Kb6 20. Qb3 (this is a clever move because soon the computer agrees that Black is in trouble) 20... e5 21. Be3+ Bc5 (I wondered whether the king could escape with 21... Kc7, but found that 22.  b6+ is a killer move: 22... Kxc6 23. b7 Bxb7 24. Qc4+ Bc5 25. Qxc5#) 22. Bxc5+ Kxc5 23. Qe3+ Kb4 24. Qc3+.  Cottegnie's analysis stops here, but 24... Ka4 25. Qxe5! allows White to conjure checkmate possibilities.  For example: 25... Kb4 26. Qc3+ Ka4 27. Rd4+ Kxb5 28. Rb4+ Ka5 29. Qc5+ Ka6 30. Qb5#.

b) 17... Qxb5 18. Nc3 Qxc5 19. Be3 is very strong.  For instance, I looked at the following: 19... Qc6 (19... Qf5 20. Qc4+ Nc6 21. Nb5+ Kb7 22. Nxa7 Nxa7 23. Qa6+ Kc7 24. Qb6#) 20. Bf4+ Kb7 21. Rd6 Bd7 22. Qb3+ Kc8 23. Rxc6+ Nxc6 24. Qc4 with the initiative.

Older lines for White, which seem redundant in this light, include 12. Bf4 (see e.g. Kopec – Sowray, corr. 1990–92), 15. Bc4 (see e.g. Hammar – D Kramling, Lulea 1980 or Mutschnik – Pitschka, Stuttgart 2005) and 16. Bf4 – on which Cottegnie’s 16. a4 is a stunning improvement (see e.g. Ernst – Lindberg, Swedish ch., 1982, or Sowray – Greiner, corr. 1988).
11. Bf4™ 
Black’s 10… Ne5 threatened to win White’s trapped queen.  The next few moves are concerned with the battle between Black’s struggle to win White’s trapped queen against White’s attempt to win Black’s pinned knight by means of manoeuvres such as Nb1–d2–f3 or Nb1–c3, 0–0–0 and Rd1–e1.
11… c5™
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This is necessary to prevent 12. c4–c5+.  For example:

a. 11...g5? 12.c5+ Kxc5 13.Bxe5 Qxd5 14.b4+ Kc6 15.b5+ Kc5 16.Qxd5+ Kxd5 17.Bxc7±;
b. 11...e6? 12.Nc3 exd5 13.0–0–0±.
12. Nc3 
White has a couple of reasonable alternatives here.  First a blunder:
a. 12. dxc6? fails to 12…Qa5+ 13. Nc3 Kxe6+ and Black will win as he has managed to unpin his problem knight on e5 without losing it or having his king kicked around.

b. 12. Nd2!? seems to end with an amazing forced draw.  12... g5 (12... Qe8?? 13. Ne4+) 13. Bg3 g4 14. 0–0–0 Bh6 15. Re1 Rf8 16. Bxe5+ Kd7 17. Qe6+ Ke8 18. Qd6! (18. Qxf6? Rxf6 19. Bxf6 Kf7! and White does not have enough for the queen)
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18... exd6 19. Bxf6+ Kd7 20. Bxd8 Kxd8.

This endgame is equal, according to Bagirov, due to the weakness of f2.  The game Kallai – Cs. Horvath, Budapest 1990, e.g. continued 21. Bd3 Rxf2 22. Re2 Rxe2 23. Bxe2 Bd7 24. Bd3 ½–½.  Note, though, the game Sergei Pavlov – Sergei Katkov, Ukrainian jun. ch., Kiev 2002, 0–1 (71), though, which demonstrates that it is always possible to lose with bad play. 
A couple of observations:

(i) 13... Bh6 14. Nf3 Rf8 15. Nxe5 Qa5+ 16. Kd1 Rxf7 17. Nc6+ and White has a sound extra pawn, according to Burgess (TCA); Fritz finds, however, that Black has entirely adequate compensation.  The game Hellers – Tiger Persson, Swedish team ch., 1999–00, ½–½ (50), seems to support Fritz’s assessment.
(ii) 14... Rg8 15. Re1 Rg7 (15... Rg5?? 16. Bd3 Bh6 17. Re2+-) 16. Bxe5+ Kd7 17. Qe6+ Ke8 gives Black a slightly worse version of the endgame as he has less control over f6, according to  Horvath, whose analysis continues 18. Bc7 Bxe6 19. Bxd8 Bxd5 20. Ba5 Bc6 21. f3, which he gives as better for White (²); Fritz, though, judges it better for Black (³).
c. 12.b4!? 

r+lwq-vl-tr
zpp+-zpQzpp
-+-mk-sn-+
+-zpPsn-+-
-zPP+-vL-+
+-+-+-+-
P+-+-zPPzP
tRN+-mKL+R

(i) 12... cxb4? allows 13. Nd2 g5 14. Bg3 g4 15. c5+±;
(ii) Black should therefore play 12... Qb6, when 13. Nc3 a6 and 13. bxc5+ Qxc5 14.  Nc3 a6 transpose into variations dealt with under 12. Nc3 a6 13. b4 Qb6.  Black does have an independent idea, though.

13. Nc3 Qxb4! – taking the attack to White! – 14. Rc1.  After the further 14... g5 15. Bxe5+ Kxe5 16. Bd3 Kd6 17. 0–0 a6 (Bd7 18.Rfe1 Re8 19.Re6+ Bxe6 20.Qxe6+ Kc7 21.Qe5+!) 18. Rfe1 Qb6 19. Rb1 Qd8 20. Re6+ Bxe6 21. Qxe6+ Kc7 22. Qb6+ Kd7 23. Qxb7+ Ke8 24. Bf5 Kf7 25. d6 Rg8 26. Nd5 g4 27. dxe7 Bxe7 28. Nxe7, White had achieved a winning position in the interesting game, Batakovs – Aleksandrovs, Latvia 1991.  Aivars Gipslis extensively annotated this game in Informator, claiming a large advantage for White after 17. 0–0, because of the threat of Rf1–e1.
I believe, however, that Black has two major improvements on this game.

Firstly, 18… Qa5 saves a vital tempo  over 18… Qb6, which illogically kept the queen exposed on the b-file.
Secondly, rather than 14… g5, Black can play the developing move 14… Bf5, preventing 15. Bd3, amongst other virtues.  Play might, for instance, continue 15. Be2 g5 16. Bxe5 Kxe5 17. 0–0 Rg8 (threatening Rg7) 18. Bf3 Rg7 19. Rfe1+ Kd6 20. Re6+ Kd7 21. Rxe7+ Bxe7 22. Qxg7 Rg8 23. Qf7 Rf8 24. Qg7 Ne8 25. Qe5 Nd6-+. 
12... a6™
r+lwq-vl-tr
+p+-zpQzpp
p+-mk-sn-+
+-zpPsn-+-
-+P+-vL-+
+-sN-+-+-
PzP-+-zPPzP
tR-+-mKL+R

This is Black’s only sensible move, as he has to prevent Nc3–b5+, which would win the knight on e5.
13. b4!

White has a number of refuted alternatives here:
a. 13. 0–0–0? loses to 13... g6!, as Black threatens to cross-pin the bishop on f4 by Bf8–h6, winning White’s queen, to which there is no defence.  Black should take care though, as 13. 0–0–0 does set a dangerous trap: 13… g5? 14. Bxe5+! Kxe5 16. d6! and Black loses as 16… exd6 fails to 17. Rd5+ with mate, aided by the epaulettes on d6 and f6, follows.

r+lwq-vl-tr
+p+-zpQ+p
p+-mk-snp+
+-zpPsn-+-
-+P+-vL-+
+-sN-+-+-
PzP-+-zPPzP
+-mKR+L+R
(i) 14. Bxe5+ Kxe5 15. d6 now fails to the thematic combination 15… Bh6+ 16. Kb1 Qf6! 17. Rd5+ Nxd5 18. Qxd5+ Kf6 19. Ne4+ Kg7 20. Qe5+ Kf7 21. dxe7 Qxe7 22. Nd6+ Qxd6!! 23. Qxd6 Bf5+ with the threat of Ra8–d8.  Or 16. Kc2 Qe8 17. Rd5+ Nxd5 18. Qxd5+ Kf6, de Firmian – Rohde, USA ch. 1989 or Rozentalis – Sokolov, Bern 1992. 

(ii) 14. Kb1 Bh6 15. Bxe5+ Kxe5 16. d6 Rf8 (16… Qe8 is equivalent; 16… Qf8 17. Rd5+ Nd5 18. Qxd5+ Kf6 19. Ne4+ Kg7 20. Qe5+ Kf7 21. dxe7 Qxe7 22. Nd6+ Qxd6 23. Qxd6 Bf5+ is also good for Black) 17. Qxe7+ Qxe7 18. dxe7 Re8-+;
(iii) 14. Kc2 Bh6 15. Bg3 Bf5+ 16. Bd3 (16. Kb3 Qb6+) 16... Rf8-+;

b. 13. Rd1?, suggested by Yudasin, loses quickly.

r+lwq-vl-tr
+p+-zpQzpp
p+-mk-sn-+
+-zpPsn-+-
-+P+-vL-+
+-sN-+-+-
PzP-+-zPPzP
+-+RmKL+R

13... g5! 14. Bg3 Bh6! 15. b4 Rf8!-+ was seen in Kilpatrick – McKeown, London 2007.  White had a few alternatives, but all would have lost:

(i) 14. Bxe5+ Kxe5 15. Rd2 (15. Rd3 Bh6 16. Re3+ Kd6-+;  15. d6 Be6-+) 15... Bh6 16. Re2+ Kd6-+;
(ii) 15. Be2 Rf8 16. Ne4+ Nxe4 17. Qxh7 Nxg3 18. hxg3-+;  
(iii) 15. f3 Rf8 16.Ne4+ Nxe4 17. Bxe5+ Kxe5 18. Qxh7 Bf5 19. Qxh6 Qa5+ 20. Ke2 Rh8 21. Qg7+ Kd6 22. fxe4 Bg4+ 23. Ke3 Bxd1 24. Bd3 Rag8 25. e5+ Kd7 26. e6+ Kd6 27. Qc3 Qxc3 28. bxc3 Ba4-+;
c. 13. Rc1? can be refuted in a number of different ways:
r+lwq-vl-tr
+p+-zpQ+p
p+-mk-snp+
+-zpPsn-+-
-+P+-vL-+
+-sN-+-+-
PzP-+-zPPzP
+-tR-mKL+R
(i) 13… g6, with the familiar idea of 14. Rc2 Bh6 15. Rc2 Rf8, ought to be good enough.  For example 14. b4 Bh6 15. bxc5+ Kxc5 16. Bxe5 Bxc1 17. d6 Rf8 18. Qxe7 Nd7 19. Qe6 Nxe5 20. Qxe5+ Kc6 21. Qd5+ Kd7, when Black’s king is still being kicked around, but a rook seems a very fair price for the inconvenience;
(ii) 13… g5, again with the idea of 14. Rc2 Bh6 15. Rc2 Rf8, ought to be good enough;
(iii) 13… Qd7!?, with the idea of playing Qf5 (or Qg4) is an interesting resource.

d. 13. Bd3 introduces the additional idea of rescuing the queen by 15. Ne4+ Nxe4 16. Bxe4, when it can escape via h5, as well as that of 0–0 followed by Rfe1 to win the pinned knight on e1.  I know of no theory concerning it, but would suggest that at least one of Black’s normal ideas 13… g6, 13… g5 or 13… Qd7 ought to defend.  There is one correspondence game, Neumann – Schirmer, 1995, for what its worth.  I think 13. Bd3 g5 14. Bxe5+, as played in that game, illogical, as 14. Bg3 retaining the pin and the threats that it generates must be stronger.
13… b6™
A move that was described as “cowering” by Davies and almost invariably labelled a mistake in existing opening monographs.  Scherbakov, however, gives it as the only move.  Black has a number of alternatives:
a. 13... cxb4?

r+lwq-vl-tr
+p+-zpQzpp
p+-mk-sn-+
+-+Psn-+-
-zpP+-vL-+
+-sN-+-+-
P+-+-zPPzP
tR-+-mKL+R

This was disposed of by Keres long ago, viz. 14. c5+ Kxc5 15. Na4+ Kd6 16. Nb2+-;
b. 13... Qb6? was formerly seen as the only viable move.

Burgess (NIAD) — Other moves have been found wanting;

Davies (AD) — Counterattack proves to be the best form of defence.

r+l+-vl-tr
+p+-zpQzpp
pwq-mk-sn-+
+-zpPsn-+-
-zPP+-vL-+
+-sN-+-+-
P+-+-zPPzP
tR-+-mKL+R

However, it appears that Ruslan Scherbakov, whilst preparing his pupil, Pavel Ponkratov, for the Russian junior (U18) championship, 2005, put 13… Qb6 out of business with the following cybernetically polished variation, which he published in NIC YB 75:

13… Qb6 14. Rc1! g5 15. Bg3 h5 16. bxc5+ Qxc5 17. Qg6! Qd4 18. c5+ Kxc5 (18… Kc7 19. Qd3!+-, not 19. Qg5? from Szilagyi - Krantz, corr. 1992) 19. Qb1!N Kd6 20. Qb2! Kd7™ (Nb5+ threatened to win the queen) 21. Rd1 Nc4™ (the queen can’t move as it defends the knight on e5) 22. Qb3! Na5™ (both the queen and the knight on c4 were attacked) 23. Qa3!
r+l+-vl-tr
+p+kzp-+-
p+-+-sn-+
sn-+P+-zpp
-+-wq-+-+
wQ-sN-+-vL-
P+-+-zPPzP
+-+RmKL+R

Scherbakov’s analysis continues: 23… e5™ (23… Nc4 24. Qa4+ b5 25. Rxd4 bxa4 26. Rxc4+-; 23… Qb6 24. Na4! Qa7 25. Nc5+ Ke8 26. Qxa5 b6 27. Qa4+) 24. d6! Qb6™ (both the queen and the knight on a5 were attacked) 25. Bxe5 Rh6™ (25… Bg7 26. Na4 Qd8 27. Bd3+-) 26. Bd4! Qd8™ 27. Na4 Nd5™ (27… Ke8 28. Nb6+-; 27... Ng4 28. Bb6 Qf6 29. Be2 Qf5 30. h3 Rxd6 31. 0–0+-) 28. Be5
r+lwq-vl-+
+p+k+-+-
p+-zP-+-tr
sn-+nvL-zpp
N+-+-+-+
wQ-+-+-+-
P+-+-zPPzP
+-+RmKL+R

Black’s position is very difficult here, e.g. 28… Nf4 29.g3 Ne6 30.Qe3 Ke8 31.Nb6 Bd7 32.h4! g4 33.Bd3 Rb8 34.0–0 Nc6 35.Bc3 Kf7 36.Rfe1 Bg7 37.Bc4+-.
Fabulous!  Note in particular the extraordinary queen manoeuvre Qf7–g6–b1–b2–b3–a3.

Black attempts to use his queen’s active position on b6 in the following important sub-variation: 15… Qxb4 16. Bd3 h5 (16…Bh6? 17. Bxe5+ Kxe5 18. Qxe7+) 17. 0–0 h4 18. Bxe5+ Kxe5 19. f4+ gxf4 20. Ne4!+-
r+l+-vl-tr
+p+-zpQ+-
p+-+-sn-+
+-zpPmk-+-
-wqP+Nzp-zp
+-+L+-+-
P+-+-+PzP
+-tR-+RmK-
20… Qb2 21. Nxf6 Qd4+ 22. Kh1 exf6 23. Rfe1+ Kd6 24. Rb1 b5 25. Re6+ Be6 26. Qxe6+ Kc7 27. Qc6+ Kd8 28. Qxa8+ with mate to follow.

The books fall strangely silent on the earlier possibility of 14… Qxb4, but I think that it should transpose after 15. Bd3 g5, as I can’t see anything more constructive for Black.
A number of earlier tries by white have subsequently been rejected by theory, including:

(i) 19. Nb5+ (Scherbakov’s novelty was 19. Qb1!) 19… Kb6 20. Qb1 (20. Qxf6+ exf6 21. Nxd4 Bb4+³) 20… axb5 21. Qxb5+ Ka7 22. Qa5+ Kb8 23. Qc7+ with a draw;
(ii) 16. Qg6 Qxb4 17. Qxg5 Nfd7 (not 17… Nfg4 from the much quoted, but flawed Elburg – Krantz, corr. 1991), when the threat of Bf8–h6 forces White to take a draw with 18. Qg6+ Kc7 20. Qg5 Kd6;
(iii) 14. bxc5+ Qxc5 15. Rd1? Qa3! 16. Rd3 Qc1+! is a thematic unpinning tactic:
r+l+-vl-tr
+p+-zpQzpp
p+-mk-sn-+
+-+Psn-+-
-+P+-vL-+
+-sNR+-+-
P+-+-zPPzP
+-wq-mKL+R

After the further 17. Bxc1 Nxf7 18. c5+ Kc7! (not 18… Kxc5?? 19. Na4+ Kd6 20. Nb6+-) 19. Bf4+ Kd8 20. Na4 Bf5 21. Rd4 Ke8 22. Bc4 Rd8 23. 0–0 Bc2 24. Nb6 Rd8 25. d6 Bxd6, Black won in Wydrowski – Kryzanowksi, corr. 1993.
(iv) 14. bxc5+ Qxc5 15. Rc1? Qd4! is another thematic unpinning tactic:

r+l+-vl-tr
+p+-zpQzpp
p+-mk-sn-+
+-+Psn-+-
-+Pwq-vL-+
+-sN-+-+-
P+-+-zPPzP
+-tR-mKL+R

If 16. Bg3, then Black simply steps out the pin with 16… Kc5, if 16. c5 Kc7 17. Bg3, then Black steps out of the pin with 16… Kd8, whilst after 16. Bxe5+ Qxe5+ 17. Be2, Black will simply develop comfortably with 17… g6, etc.
(v) 14. 0–0–0 probably gives Black the choice between two different draws by perpetual:
(A) 14… cxb4 15. Na4 Qxf2 16. c5+ Kd7 17. c6+ (17. Bxe5 Qe3+ 18. Kb1 Qxe5µ, Mysliwiec – Kryzanowski, corr. 1995) 17… bxc6 (but not 17… Kd8 18. c7, Grasis – Stavrinov, Riga 1994; 17… Kd6 18. Bxe5+ Kxe5 19. cxb7 seems dubious for Black, if rather murky) 18. dxc6+ Kxc6 19. Bxe5 Qe3+ 20. Rd2 Qe1+ with a draw by perpetual is given by Gipslis and Grasis in Informator 
(B) 14… Qxb4 15. Kc2 (15. Rd3) 15… g5 (15… Bf5?? 16. Bd3 Qxc4 leads to disaster after 17. Bxe5+ Kxe5 18. Rhe1+ Kf4 19. Bxf5 Kxf5 20. Qe6+ Kg6 21. Re4+-; 15… b5 was, perhaps, an overzealous winning attempt in Wiezbicki – Kryzanowski, corr. 1994) 16. Bxe5+ (16. Bxg3?? allows another instructive unpin: 16… Qxc3! 17. Kxc3 Ne4+) 16… Kxe5 17. d6 Bg4 18. Rd5+ Nxd5 19. Qxd5+ Kf6 20. Ne4+ Kg7 21. Qxg5+ Kf7 22. Qf4+ Ke8 23. Qxg4 Qa4+ with perpetual check.
c. 13... Qc7? defends c5, but is very clumsy.  The game Votava – Sarkozy, Czechoslovakia 1988 continued 14. 0–0–0 Nfg4 15. Be2 Kd7 16. Bxg4+ Kd8 17. d6+-, but 14… cxb4 would have muddied things considerably (÷).
It is clear that the queen is less actively placed on c7 than on b6 and it also removes a flight square from the king.  I suggest that White exploits this by:

14. Na4! (Qxb4+ is not possible) 14… b6 (14… bxc4 15. c5 Kd7 16. Qe6+ Ke8 17. Qxe5 Qxe5 18. Bxe5 Nxd5 19. Bc4±; 14… g5? 15. Bxe5+ Kxe5 16. 0–0–0 when Re1+ wins) 15. 0–0–0 when Black is simply not active enough to defend against Rd1–e1, e.g. 15… Nfg4 16. Re1 Kd7 17. Qe6+ Kd8 18. Qxb6! Qxb6 19. Nxb6 Ng6 20. Bg3 Ra7 21. Bd3! Nf6 22. bxc5+-.  Note, too, how the queen has self skewered herself behind the king on the h2–b8 diagonal, making plans involving g6 and Bh6 problematic, e.g. 15… g6 16. bxc5+ bxc5 17. Re1 Bh6 18. Bxh6 Nxf7 19. Bf4+ Kd7 20. Bxc7 Kxc7 21. Rxe7+.
Finally, note that 14. bxc5 Qxc5 transposes to variations considered under 13… Qb6.  

14. bxc5+
It is unclear to me what should be regarded as the “main line” after 13… b6.  Burgess (TCA) and Davies give only 14. Rb1, whilst other sources that I have access to don’t deal with 13… b6 at all.  Blatny, whilst annotating Rozentalis – Sokolov, Bern 1992, also gives 14. Rb1 in CBM 28.  “Sancho Panza”, on the other hand, whilst outlining Scherbakov’s analyses, gives 14. bxc5+ at www.schackforum.se.  Finally, Ponkratov, coached by Scherbakov, played 14. b5 in Ponkratov – Tomilin, Noyabirsk. 2005.  I finally decided to choose 14. bxc5+ as the main line, because it seemed the most dangerous line and also because I found that Sancho Panza’s analyses were generally accurate and well-directed on other matters. 

White’s alternatives are:

a. 14. Rb1, which used to the only move discussed in this position as it was thought to win.  It seems to me, however, that it is actually quite likely to burn out into one of several spectacular perpetual checks pointed out by Fritz.

It has long been known that 14… g5 loses, vid. 14…g5 15. Bg3 Bh6 16. bxc5 17. Rb7!! Bd7 18. Bd3! Qe8 (18… Rb8 19. Rxb8 Qxb8 20. Nb5+! axb5 21. Bxe5+ Kxe5 22. Qxe7+ Kd4 23. Qe3+ with mate to follow, shown by Wolff) 19. Bf5! Rb8 (or 19… Qxf7 20. Ne4+ Nxe4 21. Rxd7#) 20. Qxe8+- with decisive gain of material, shown by Crum.

However 14… cxb4 probably leads to one of several forced draws, vid. 14… cxb4 15. Rxb4 g5™ (15… Kc5 16. Rb1!! Nxf7 17. Na4+ Kd4 18. f3 with mate to follow was shown by Bagirov) 16. Bg3 Kc5!! 17. Rb1 Nxf7 18. Na4+ 19. Rd1+ (19. f3 Ke3 20. Rb3+ Kd4 21. Rb1 Ke3 is also a draw) 19… Ke4 20. Bd3+ 20. Bd3+ 21. Bf1+ is an astonishing perpetual check, courtesy of Fritz;
b. 14. b5 was chosen by Pavel Ponkratov in his game in the Russian junior (U18) championship.  It is an interesting question whether or not this would have been the choice of his grandmaster coach, Ruslan Scherbakov.

Ponkratov – Tomilin, Noyabirsk 2005 continued: 14. b5 a5!™ 15. Bd3 g6 16. Ne4+ Nxe4 17. Bxe4 Bh6 18. Bxe5+ Kxe5 19. d6 Be6 20. Qf3 Rf8 (20… Bxc4 21.Bxa8 Qxd6 22.Rd1 Qe6 23.Bc6 Rf8 24.Bd7 Rxf3 25.Bxe6 Kxe6 26.gxf3 Bxa2 27.Rd8 Bf4 28.Rf8 Be5 29.Kd2÷ was suggested by Scherbakov) 21. Qc3+ Kxe4 22. f3+ Kf5 23. g4+ Kf4 24. Ke2 Bxc4+ 25. Kf2 Bd3 26. Rae1 1–0.
14… bxc5™ 15. Bd3!

White’s choices here are significantly weaker:

a. 15. Be2 g5 15. Bxe5+ Kxe5 16. 0–0 Qe8!µ;
b. 15. Rc1 g5 16. Bxe5+ Kxe5 17. Bd3 Rg8 18. 0–0 Rg7µ; 
c. 15. Rd1 g5µ;
d. 15. Rb1 Qa5 rather amusingly forces 16. Rc1÷.
15… g6
Black has some alternatives here, a couple of which are easily dealt with.  The last one, though, just might leave Black a little wiggle room:

a. 15… Qa5 16. Rc1 (or simply 16. Kd2+-) 16… g5 (16… Qa3 17. 0–0 g5 18. Bg3+-) 17. Bg3 h5 18. 0–0 h4 19. Bxe5+ Kxe5 20. Rfe1+ Ke6 21. Re6+ +-;

b. 15… e6 16. dxe6 Qe7 (16… Bxe6 17. Qb7 Rb8 18. Ne4+ Nxe4 19. Qxe4+) 17. 0–0–0 Qxf7 18. exf7 Ke6 19. Rhe1+- is analysis by "Sancho Panza" at www.schackforum.se;

c. 15… g5 16. Bg3 Bh6 (16… Rg8 17. Rb1! Rg7 18. Rb6+ Qxb6 19. Qxf8 Qb4 20. 0–0 Qxc3 21. Qd8+ Nfd7 22. Rb1 Qb4 22. Rxb4 cxb4+-) 17. 0–0 Rf8 18. Ne4+ Nxe4 19. Bxe5+ Kxe5 20. Qxh7 Nf6!? (20… Bf5 21. Qxh6 Qd6 22. Qh5 Kf6 23. Qe2 Qe5 24. Rae1 Rh8 25. g3+-) 21. Qxh6 Kxd6 22. Qxg5 Kc7÷.
r+lwq-tr-+
+-mk-zp-+-
p+-+-sn-+
+-zpP+-wQ-
-+P+-+-+
+-+L+-+-
P+-+-zPPzP
tR-+-+RmK-

Fritz gives White only a small numerical advantage here (²).  Black has an extra piece (for three pawns) and has no problems with development.  Nevertheless, his king and his e7 and c5 pawns look insecure and my instinct is that these factors should be decisive; I think that if White just places his pieces on active squares, something will eventually come his way.
16. Rb1±
r+lwq-vl-tr
+-+-zpQ+p
p+-mk-snp+
+-zpPsn-+-
-+P+-vL-+
+-sNL+-+-
P+-+-zPPzP
+R+-mK-+R

The following variations given by Fritz seem to indicate that Black is in trouble here:

16…Bh6 (16… Bd7 17. Kd1!! — a superbly paradoxical move, which improves on the obvious, but weak, 17. 0–0? Bh6 18. Bxe5+ Kxe5 19. Rfe1+ Kd4!! ÷, when Black survives in the most astonishing manner — 17… Bh6 18. Bxe5+ Kxe5 19. Re1+ Kd6 20. Rxe7+-.  The seemingly absurd 17. Kd1 prevents Black’s defence 19… Kd4 (which was possible after 17. 0–0) because of 20. Kc2.) 17. Rb7 Bd7 (17… Bxb7?? 18. Qe6+ Kc7 19. Bxe5+-; 17… Bxf4?? 19. Qxf6+ exf6 20. Ne4#) 18. Bg3 Rb8 (18… Qf8 19. Rxd7+ Kxd7 20. Qe6+ Kd8 21. Qb6+ Ke8 22. Bxe5+-; 18… Qe8 19. Rb6+ Kc7 20. Rxf6 exf6 21. Qxf6 Kc7 22. Bxe5 Rf8 23. Qd6 Qxe5 24. Qxe5 Rae8 25. Qe2 Rxe2+ 26. Kxe2+-; 18… Rf8 19. Qxh7! Qa5 — 19… Nxh7?? 20. Ne4#; 19… Bc8 20. Qxh6 Bxb7 21. Qxg6 Rg8 22. Ne4+ Kd7 23. Qf5+ Ke8 24. Bxe5+- — 20. 0–0 Qxc3 21. Rb6+ Kc7 22. Qxe7+-) 19. Rxb8 Qxb8 20. 0–0 Qf8 21. Re1 Nfg4 (21… Qxf7?? 22. Bxe5#) 22. Qf3
-+-+-wq-tr
+-+lzp-+p
p+-mk-+pvl
+-zpPsn-+-
-+P+-+n+
+-sNL+QvL-
P+-+-zPPzP
+-+-tR-mK-

22… Bg7 (22… Qxf3 23. gxf3 Rf8 24. fxg4 Bf4 25. Ne4+ Kc7 26. Be2+-) 23. Qe2 Kc7 24. h3 Kd8 25. hxg4 Bxg4 26. Qe3 Nxd3 27. Qxd3+-.
Games
1.
Historical Anecdotes

Jerzy Kostro – Lluben Popov

Budapest zt (15), 1960

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nf3 g6 7.Be2 Bg7 8.0–0 0–0 9.c4 N5b6 10.Nc3 c6 11.Bf4 Nf6 12.h3 Bf5 13.Qb3 h6 14.a4 g5 15.Be5 Qc8 16.Rfd1 Nbd7 17.Bh2 Re8 18.Bd3 Bxd3 19.Rxd3 Qd8 20.Qc2 Qa5 21.Ne5 Rad8 22.Rb1 c5 23.Nxd7 Rxd7 24.dxc5 Qxc5 25.Rxd7 Nxd7 26.Rd1 Nb8 27.Bxb8 Rxb8 28.b3 Qa5 29.Nd5 e6 30.b4 Qd8 31.Ne3 Qe7 32.c5 Rd8 33.Rxd8+ Qxd8 34.b5 Be5 35.Ng4 Qd4 36.Nxe5 Qa1+ 37.Kh2 Qxe5+ 38.g3 Kf8 39.a5 Qc7 40.Qc3 Ke8 41.Kg1 e5 42.Qf3 Ke7 43.b6 axb6 44.cxb6 Qc8 45.Qd5 f6 46.Qf3 Qc1+ 47.Kg2 Qc8 48.Kh2 Qa8 49.Qa3+ Kd7 50.Qa4+ Kd6 51.Qb4+ Kd7 52.Qb5+ Kd6 53.Qd3+ Ke6 54.Qc4+ Kd6 55.Qf7 Kc5 56.Qxf6 Qxa5 57.Qxh6 Qd2 58.Qf6 e4 59.h4 gxh4 60.gxh4 Qd1 61.Qg6 Kb5 62.Qxe4 Kxb6 63.Qg6+ Ka7 64.h5 Qf3 65.Kg1 Qd1+ 66.Kg2 Qd5+ 67.Kg3 Qe5+ 68.Kg4 Qh2 69.Qf6 b5 70.h6 b4 71.Qf7+ Ka6 72.h7 Qg2+ 73.Kh5 Qh3+ 74.Kg6 Qg4+ 75.Kh6 Qd4 76.Kg5 Qc5+ 77.Kg6 Qc8 78.Qf6+ 1–0

Josef Kupper – Lluben Popov

Enschede zt (9), 1963

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N5f6 9.d5+ Kd6 10.Qf7 Nb8 11.Bf4+ e5 12.c5+ Kxc5 13.b4+ Kd6 14.Be3 b6 15.Bc5+ bxc5 16.bxc5+ Kxc5 17.d6 Qe8 18.Qxc7+ Qc6 19.Qd8 Qe4+ 20.Be2 Nc6 21.Qc7 Nd5 22.Qf7 Qf5 23.Qe8 Bb7 24.d7 Be7 25.g4 Qe4 26.f3 Qb4+ 27.Nd2 Raxe8 28.Rc1+ Kd6 29.dxe8N+ Rxe8 0–1

Mihail Tal’ – Bent Larsen

Candidates sf (4), Bled 1965

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Bc4 e6 7.Qg4 h5 8.Qe2 Nxe5 9.dxe5 Bd7 10.0–0 Bc6 11.Rd1 Qe7 12.Nc3 Nxc3 13.bxc3 g6 14.a4 a6 15.Rb1 Qc5 16.Be3 Qxe5 17.f4 Qf5 18.Bd3 Qg4 19.Qf2 Be7 20.Bd4 0–0 21.Be2 Qf5 22.Bd3 Qg4 23.Be2 Qh4 24.g3 Qh3 25.Bf3 Rad8 26.Bxc6 bxc6 27.Be5 Qf5 28.Qe2 Bd6 29.Rd3 Bxe5 30.fxe5 Rxd3 31.cxd3 Rd8 32.Rd1 c5 33.c4 Qg4 34.Qxg4 hxg4 35.Kf2 Rb8 36.Rd2 Kg7 37.Ke3 g5 38.d4 Rb3+ 39.Kf2 cxd4 40.Rxd4 Kg6 41.Rxg4 Rb2+ 42.Kg1 Kf5 43.Rd4 Kxe5 44.Rd7 f5 45.Rxc7 Ke4 46.Rd7 Rc2 47.Rd6 e5 48.h4 gxh4 49.gxh4 Rxc4 50.h5 Kf3 51.Rd3+ Kg4 52.h6 Rc7 53.Rd6 e4 54.Kf2 a5 55.Rg6+ Kh5 56.Ra6 f4 57.Re6 Rc2+ 58.Ke1 Rc1+ 59.Kd2 Rh1 60.Rxe4 Kg4 61.Re6 Kg3 62.Rf6 f3 63.Ke3 Re1+ 64.Kd3 Re7 65.Rg6+ Kf4 66.Rf6+ Kg3 67.Rg6+ Kf4 68.Rf6+ Kg4 69.Kd4 Kg3 70.Rg6+ Kh3 71.Rg7 Rxg7 72.hxg7 f2 73.g8Q f1Q 74.Qe6+ Kh4 75.Kc5 Qb1 76.Qc4+ Kg3 77.Qc3+ Kf2 ½–½

Robert J Fischer – Bent Larsen

Santa Monica, exhibition game 1966

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.Qg4+ Kf7 9.Qh5+ Ke6 10.Qg4+ Kd6 11.c4 N7f6 12.Qg3+ Ke6 13.cxd5+ Qxd5 14.Nc3 Qxd4 15.Be3 Qb4 16.a3 Qxb2 17.Bc4+ Kd7 18.Rd1+ Ke8 19.Nb5 1–0

Murray Chandler (2380) – Peter J Sowray (2210)

Aaronson Masters, London (2), 1979

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N5f6 9.d5+ Kd6 10.Qf5 Nc5 11.Bf4+ e5 12.Bxe5+ Ke7 13.Bxf6+ gxf6 14.Qf3 Kf7 15.Nc3 Qe7+ 16.Be2 Qe5 17.0–0 Bd6 18.g3 h5 19.Qg2 h4 20.Rfe1 hxg3 21.hxg3 Bh3 22.Qf3 Rag8 23.Bf1 Bg4 24.Qg2 Qh5 25.Be2 Nd3 26.Bxg4 Rxg4 27.Re4 Nf4 28.Rxf4 Bxf4 29.Ne2 Bd6 30.Rc1 Rg7 31.c5 Qxe2 32.cxd6 cxd6 33.Rc7+ Kg6 0–1
2. Declining the Sacrifice – Various 

6. g3

Peter Burlage – Guido Jansen,

NED tt ch B (4), 1994

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.g3 e6 7.Bg2 Bd6 8.Nxd7 Qxd7 9.0–0 Ne7 10.Nd2 Nf5 11.Ne4 Be7 12.c3 c6 13.Re1 b6 14.Bf4 Bb7 15.a4 Nd6 16.Qg4 Nf5 17.a5 Rc8 18.Ng5 Bxg5 19.Bxg5 0–0 20.a6 Ba8 21.h4 c5 22.Bxa8 Rxa8 23.dxc5 bxc5 24.Qc4 Qc7 25.Re2 Qb6 26.Rd2 h6 27.Bf4 Rfd8 28.Rad1 Rxd2 29.Rxd2 Rc8 30.b4 Rc6 31.b5 Rc8 32.Qd3 c4 33.Qd7 Qc5 34.b6 axb6 35.a7 Qf8 36.Qb7 Ne7 37.Bb8 Nc6 38.Qxc8 Qxc8 39.a8Q Nxb8 1–0

6. Nxd7

Robert Sutterer – Georg Siegel

Baden ch., Eberbach 1980

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxd7 Bxd7 7.Be2 e6 8.c4 Nb6 9.0–0 Bc6 10.Be3 Be7 11.Nc3 Bf6 12.Qd3 Qe7 13.Ne4 0–0–0 14.Nxf6 gxf6 15.f3 Rhg8 16.Rf2 f5 17.Qc3 Qh4 18.Rd1 f4 19.Bc1 Rg5 20.Qe1 Rdg8 21.Kh1 Rh5 22.Qg1 Rg6 23.Bf1 Qg3 24.Rdd2 Nxc4 25.Bxc4 Rgh6 26.h3 Rxh3+ 27.gxh3 Bxf3+ 28.Rxf3 Qxf3+ 29.Qg2 Rxh3+ 30.Kg1 Rg3 31.Bf1 Qe3+ 0–1

6. Qf3

Gert Ligterink (2440) – Manuel Rivas Pastor (2200)

Amsterdam zt (8), 1978

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Qf3 Nxe5 7.dxe5 e6 8.Bd3 Bd7 9.0–0 Qh4 10.Nc3 Bc6 11.Be4 Rd8 12.g3 Qe7 13.Be3 g6 14.h4 h6 15.Rad1 Bg7 16.Nxd5 exd5 17.Bxd5 Rxd5 18.Rxd5 0–0 19.Qe4 Kh7 20.Qd4 Bxd5 21.Qxd5 c6 22.Qb3 Bxe5 23.Bxa7 Re8 24.Bc5 Qf6 25.Rd1 Bxb2 26.Rd7 Kg7 27.Rxb7 Bc3 28.a4 Re6 29.a5 Qe5 30.Be3 Rf6 31.a6 Be1 32.a7 Qf5 33.Rxf7+ Rxf7 34.Qxf7+ Qxf7 35.a8Q Qf6 36.Qa7+ Kg8 37.Bxh6 Bc3 38.Be3 Be5 39.Qc5 Kf7 40.Qc4+ Kg7 41.Qg4 1–0

Sergio Mariotti (2500) – Dan Cramling (2330)

Baerum (1), 1980

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Qf3 Nxe5 7.dxe5 Nb4 8.Na3 Qd5 9.Qf4 e6 10.Bd2 Qc5 11.c3 Nc6 12.Nc4 g6 13.b4 Qe7 14.b5 Nb8 15.h4 h5 16.g4 Nd7 17.Rb1 Bg7 18.g5 Qc5 19.Be3 Bxe5 20.Qxe5 Qxe5 21.Nxe5 Nxe5 22.Bf4 Nd7 23.Bxc7 Nc5 24.Be5 Rg8 25.Ke2 b6 26.Bg2 Bb7 27.Bxb7 Nxb7 28.Rhd1 Nc5 29.Rb2 Rd8 30.Rd4 Rxd4 31.cxd4 Nd7 32.Rc2 Ke7 33.Rc7 Ra8 34.a4 a6 35.a5 Kd8 36.axb6 Nxe5 37.dxe5 axb5 38.Rxf7 Ra6 39.Rf8+ Ke7 40.b7 1–0

Vlastimil Hort,V (2526) – Matthias Deutschmann

Bundesliga  (9.8), Germany 1998–99

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nd3 e6 7.c4 N5f6 8.Nc3 c5 9.Be3 cxd4 10.Bxd4 Bd6 11.Be2 a6 12.c5 Bc7 13.0–0 e5 14.Be3 Nb8 15.Nb4 0–0 16.Bf3 Qe8 17.Bg5 Nc6 18.Bxc6 bxc6 19.Bxf6 gxf6 20.Qf3 Rb8 21.Nxc6 Bb7 22.Nd5 Qe6 23.Qxf6 Rfe8 24.Qxe6 Rxe6 25.Nxb8 Bxd5 26.Rfd1 Ba8 27.Rd2 1–0

6. Bc4

3. Declining the Sacrifice – 6. Nf3

3.1  Various
Dusko Pavasovic (2510) – Tiger Hillarp Persson (2507)

EU-chT (Men) Batumi (2.3), 30.11.1999

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

(See CBM 74 for Finkel’s notes.)

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nf3 c5 7.c4 N5f6 8.d5 Ne4 9.Bd3 Nd6 10.0–0 g6 11.Re1 Bg7 12.Bg5 Nf6 13.Nc3 h6 15.Qd2 g5 16.h4 g4 17.Nh2 h5 18.Bf4 Kf8 19.Re2 Bf6 20.Bh6+ Kg8 21.Rae1 Nf8 22.Bg5 e6 23.Re5 Nd7 24.Bxf6 Nxf6 25.dxe6 Bxe6 26.Rxc5 Kf8 27.Qf4 b6 28.Rce5 Rc8 29.Rxe6 fxe6 30.Rxe6 Nde8 31.Nd5 Kf7 32.Qe5 Rh6 33.Re7+ Kf8 34.Qe6 Nd6 35.Nxf6 Rc7 36.Rxc7 Rxf6 37.Qd7 1–0
Vasilios Kotronias (2550) – Veselin Topalov (2520)

Elenite (8), 1992

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nf3 g6 7.c4 N5f6 8.Nc3 Bg7 9.Bd3 0–0 10.0–0 c5 11.d5 Ne8 12.Re1 Nd6 13.Bg5 Bf6 14.Qd2 Nb6 15.Qf4 Bxg5 16.Nxg5 f6 17.Ne6 Bxe6 18.Rxe6 Nd7 19.Rae1 Ne5 20.Qg3 Rf7 21.b3 b5 22.Nxb5 Nxb5 23.cxb5 g5 24.R1xe5 fxe5 25.Qxg5+ Rg7 26.Bxh7+ Kh8 27.Qxe5 Qb8 28.Qxb8+ Rxb8 29.Bd3 Rg4 30.g3 Rd4 31.Bc4 Rd1+ 32.Kg2 Rd2 33.Rxe7 Rxa2 34.Rf7 Rd8 35.h4 Rd6 36.g4 Kg8 37.Rf5 Kg7 38.g5 Kg6 39.Rf8 Rd2 40.Kg3 1–0

Robert Byrne (2465) – Michael Rohde (2540)

New York exhibition match (2), 1989

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nf3 g6 7.c4 N5f6 8.Nc3 Bg7 9.g3 0–0 10.Bg2 Nb6 11.b3 e5 12.dxe5 Qxd1+ 13.Nxd1 Ng4 14.Bb2 Nd7 15.e6 Re8 16.0–0 Rxe6 17.Bxg7 Kxg7 18.Nd4 Re8 19.Nb5 Rd8 20.Nxc7 Rb8 21.Nc3 Ndf6 22.Rad1 Bd7 23.h3 Ne5 24.Rfe1 Nc6 25.Rd6 Rbc8 26.N7b5 a6 27.Nd4 Nxd4 28.Rxd4 b5 29.Red1 Re8 30.Bb7 Rc7 31.Bxa6 bxc4 32.Bxc4 Bxh3 33.a4 Ng4 34.Nd5 Rb7 35.Nf4 Ne5 36.Nxh3 Nf3+ 37.Kg2 1–0

Manuel Apicella (2450) – Arnaud Hauchard (2430)

French ch. playoff, Strasbourg 1992

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nf3 N7f6 7.h3 Bf5 8.Be2 e6 9.0–0 h6 10.a3 Bd6 11.Re1 c6 12.c4 Ne7 13.Nc3 0–0 14.Bf1 Bh7 15.Ne2 c5 16.dxc5 Bxc5 17.b4 Bb6 18.Bb2 Nf5 19.Qb3 Ne4 20.c5 Bc7 21.Nc3 Ng5 22.Nb5 Nxf3+ 23.Qxf3 a6 24.Rad1 Qc8 25.Nxc7 Qxc7 26.Qc3 f6 27.Bc4 Kh8 28.Bxe6 Rae8 29.Qf3 Nh4 30.Qg4 Ng6 31.Bc4 Ne5 32.Bxe5 Rxe5 33.Rxe5 Qxe5 34.Rd7 f5 35.Qd4 Qxd4 36.Rxd4 Rc8 37.Rd7 b5 38.cxb6 1–0

3. Declining the Sacrifice – 6. Nf3

3.2  6… e6 7. c4 N5f6
Joel Lautier (2580) – Alexei Shirov (2710)

Biel (7), 1992

(see CBM 31 or MB for Pavel Blatny’s notes)

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nf3 e6 7.c4 N5f6 8.Be2 c5 9.0–0 Bd6 10.Nc3 0–0 11.Bg5 h6 12.Bh4 g5 13.Bg3 Bxg3 14.hxg3 b6 15.d5 Re8 16.Re1 a6 17.Bf1 Bb7 18.dxe6 fxe6 19.Qd6 Qe7 20.Rad1 Rac8 21.Ne5 Qxd6 22.Rxd6 Nxe5 23.Rxe5 Rc6 24.Rd2 Kf7 25.Be2 Ke7 26.Nd5+ Nxd5 27.cxd5 Rd6 28.Rxe6+ Rxe6 29.dxe6 Bc8! 30.a4 Rf8 31.Bc4 b5 32.axb5 axb5 33.Bxb5 Bxe6 34.Be2 Rd8 35.Rc2 Kd6 36.f3 Bf5 37.Rd2+ Ke7 38.Rxd8 Kxd8 39.Kf2 Ke7 40.Ke3 Kd6 41.Bd3 Be6 42.f4 Bd7 43.Be4 Bc8 44.Ba8 Be6 45.Kf3 Bc8 46.Ke4 Bd7 47.Bb7 Be6 48.Ba8 Bd7 49.Bd5 Bb5 50.Bb3 Bd7 51.Bc4 Bc8 52.Bd5 Bd7 53.Bc4 ½–½
Viktor Bologan (2585) - Arnaud Hauchard (2420)

Oakham Young Masters (6), 1992

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nf3 e6 7.Be2 Be7 8.0–0 0–0 9.c4 N5f6 10.Nc3 c5 11.Bf4 cxd4 12.Qxd4 Nc5 13.Rfd1 Qxd4 14.Nxd4 Nfe4 15.Nxe4 Nxe4 16.Bf3 Ng5 17.Be2 Ne4 18.Rac1 a6 19.g3 f5 20.Nf3 Bc5 21.Be3 Bxe3 22.fxe3 Kf7 23.c5 Kf6 24.Bd3 Ng5 25.Nxg5 Kxg5 26.Bc4 Kf6 27.Rd6 Rf7 28.e4 Rc7 29.exf5 Rxc5 30.fxe6 b5 31.Rf1+ Ke7 32.Rd7+ Bxd7 33.Rf7+ Kd6 34.Rxd7+ Ke5 35.e7 Kf6 36.Rd8 Kxe7 37.Rxa8 Rxc4 38.Ra7+ Kf8 39.Rxa6 Rc1+ 40.Kg2 Rc2+ 41.Kf3 Rxb2 ½–½

Karsten Müller (2515) – Andrei Sokolov (2490)

Bundesliga (6.3), Germany 1998–99
Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nf3 e6 7.c4 N5f6 8.Be2 Be7 9.Nc3 0–0 10.0–0 c5 11.Bf4 cxd4 12.Qxd4 Bc5 13.Qd2 b6 14.Rad1 Bb7 15.Nb5 a5 16.Nd6 Ba6 17.a3 a4 18.Qc2 Qe7 19.Bg3 Nh5 20.Bh4 f6 21.Ne4 Nf4 22.Rfe1 Nxe2+ ½–½
Sergei Tiviakov (2640) – Yuri Yakovich (2515)

Russian ch. (11), Elista 1994

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nf3 e6 7.Be2 c5 8.c4 N5f6 9.0–0 cxd4 10.Nxd4 a6 11.Nc3 Be7 12.Bg5 0–0 13.Bh4 Ne5 14.Bg3 Ng6 15.Bf3 Qb6 16.Na4 Qa7 17.Bc7 e5 18.Bb6 Qb8 19.Nc2 Be6 20.Bd5 Nxd5 21.cxd5 Bd7 22.Ne3 Bb5 23.Re1 Bb4 24.Nc3 Qd6 25.Qb3 ½–½

Stephan Berndt (2501) – Raj Tischbierek (2521)

Bundesliga (7.5), Germany 1998–99

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nf3 e6 7.c4 N5f6 8.Nc3 c5 9.Be2 cxd4 10.Nxd4 Be7 11.0–0 0–0 12.Be3 a6 13.Qc2 Qc7 14.Rad1 b6 15.Qc1 Re8 16.Bf4 e5 17.Bg3 Bf8 18.Nf5 Bb7 19.Ne3 Rac8 20.Ned5 Qc6 21.Rfe1 Nxd5 22.Nxd5 Nf6 23.Qb1 Nxd5 24.cxd5 Qd6 25.Bf3 g6 26.h4 Bg7 27.h5 f5 28.hxg6 hxg6 29.Rd2 Qb4 30.Red1 Rcd8 31.d6 e4 32.d7 Rf8 33.Bd6 Qa4 34.b3 Qc6 35.Bxf8 Bxf8 36.Be2 b5 37.Qc2 Qb6 38.Qc3 Bc5 39.Qg3 Bxf2+ 40.Qxf2 e3 41.Qf4 exd2+ 42.Kf1 Rxd7 43.Rxd2 Rxd2 44.Qxd2 Be4 45.Bf3 Qe6 46.Qd4 ½–½

Sergei Movsesian (2640) – Raj Tischbierek (2515)

Porzellan Cup (1.1),  Dresden 1999

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nf3 e6 7.c4 N5f6 8.Nc3 c5 9.Be2 cxd4 10.Nxd4 Be7 11.0–0 0–0 12.Be3 a6 13.Qd2 Ne5 14.Rfd1 Neg4 15.Bg5 Qc7 16.Bxg4 Nxg4 17.Bxe7 Qxe7 18.Qe2 Nf6 19.Qe5 Re8 20.Na4 Ng4 21.Qg3 e5 22.Nb6 exd4 23.Nxa8 h5 24.h3 Nf6 25.Rxd4 Bxh3 26.Nc7 Rc8 27.Nd5 Nxd5 28.Qxh3 Nb6 29.Rad1 g6 30.Rd6 Qc7 31.Rxb6 1–0

Christopher Lutz (2591) – Raj Tischbierek (2544)

Bundesliga (2.1), Germany 1999–00
Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nf3 e6 7.c4 N5f6 8.Nc3 c5 9.Be2 cxd4 10.Nxd4 Be7 11.0–0 0–0 12.Be3 a6 13.Qa4 Ne5 14.h3 Qc7 15.Rac1 Bd7 16.Qb3 Nc6 17.Nf3 Rac8 18.Rfd1 Na5 19.Qb6 Qxb6 20.Bxb6 Nc6 21.a3 Bd8 22.Bc5 Re8 23.b4 Bc7 24.Nd2 Ne7 25.Nb3 Rcd8 26.Bf3 Bc6 27.Rxd8 Bxd8 28.Bxe7 Bxe7 29.Bxc6 bxc6 30.Na4 Ra8 31.Nb6 Rb8 32.c5 Bd8 33.Na5 Bxb6 34.cxb6 Rxb6 35.Rxc6 Rxc6 36.Nxc6 Nd5 37.Kf1 Kf8 38.Ke2 Ke8 39.Nb8 Nc7 40.Kd3 Kd8 41.Kc4 Kc8 42.Nc6 Nd5 43.g3 Kc7 44.Ne5 Nb6+ 45.Kc3 f6 46.Nd3 Nd5+ 47.Kb3 Kd6 48.Nc5 Nc7 49.Ka4 1–0

Hannes Stefansson (2520) – Dimitri Komarov (2575)

Leeuwarden op (3), 1995

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nf3 e6 7.c4 N5f6 8.Nc3 c5 9.Be2 cxd4 10.Qxd4 Bc5 11.Qh4 b6 12.0–0 Bb7 13.Bg5 h6 14.Rad1 Rg8 15.Bxf6 gxf6 16.Qxh6 Qe7 17.Qf4 f5 18.Nb5 Rg4 19.Qc7 Nf6 20.g3 Re4 21.Bd3 a6 22.Qxe7+ Kxe7 23.Nc3 Rf4 24.Ne1 Ng4 25.Rd2 Rg8 26.Ng2 Rf3 27.Nh4 Ne5 28.Be2 Rf4 29.Ng2 Rfg4 30.Bxg4 fxg4 31.Ne1 Nxc4 32.Re2 Rd8 33.b3 Nd2 34.Na4 Nxf1 35.Kxf1 Bd4 36.Nb2 Bf3 37.Rc2 Bxb2 38.Rxb2 Rd1 39.Rc2 Kd6 40.Rc3 Ke5 41.Re3+ Kd5 42.Kg1 Be4 43.a3 f5 44.Kf1 Bf3 45.Kg1 Be4 46.Kf1 Kd4 47.b4 Rb1 0–1

Manuel Apicella (2450) – Arnaud Hauchard (2430)

French ch. (1), Strasbourg 1992

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nf3 e6 7.c4 N5f6 8.Be3 c5 9.Be2 cxd4 10.Bxd4 Bd6 11.0–0 b6 12.Nc3 Bb7 13.Qd2 Qe7 14.Rfd1 Rd8 15.Be3 Bb8 16.Bf4 e5 17.Bg5 h6 18.Bh4 g5 19.Bg3 Ne4 20.Nxe4 Bxe4 21.Qc3 0–0 22.Nd2 Bg6 23.Nf1 Nc5 24.f3 Ne6 25.Ne3 Nf4 26.Bxf4 exf4 27.Rxd8 Rxd8 28.Nd5 Qxe2 29.Re1 Qd3 30.Qf6 Rf8 31.h4 Kh7 32.hxg5 hxg5 33.Kf2 Qc2+ 34.Re2 Qxc4 35.Qxg5 Qd4+ 36.Kf1 Kg7 37.Re4 Qd1+ 38.Kf2 Qd2+ 39.Kf1 Qc1+ 40.Re1 Qxb2 41.Re2 Qa1+ 42.Re1 Qb2 43.Re7 Qb1+ 44.Kf2 Qxa2+ 0–1

Joel Benjamin (2555) – Vladimirs Bagirovs (2500)

30th Olympiad final (12), Manila 1992

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nf3 e6 7.c4 N5f6 8.Nc3 c5 9.d5 exd5 10.cxd5 Bd6 11.Bg5 h6 12.Bh4 0–0 13.Be2 Ne5 14.0–0 Ng6 15.Bg3 a6 16.a4 b6 17.Re1 Bb7 18.Bc4 Qc7 19.Qd3 Rfd8 20.Rad1 Nf4 21.Qc2 Re8 22.Ne4 Nxe4 23.Rxe4 Rxe4 24.Qxe4 Ng6 25.Nd2 Bxg3 26.hxg3 Qd7 27.Qc2 b5 28.axb5 axb5 29.Bd3 Qxd5 30.Be4 Qd7 31.Bxb7 Qxb7 32.Ne4 c4 33.Nd6 Qc6 34.Nf5 Re8 35.Rd6 Re1+ 36.Kh2 Qe4 37.Qxe4 Rxe4 38.Rb6 Ne5 39.f3 Re2 40.Rxb5 Nxf3+ 41.Kh3 Ng5+ 42.Kh2 Nf3+ 43.Kh3 Ne1 44.Nd6 Rxg2 45.Nxc4 Rc2 46.Nd6 Nd3 47.Rb8+ Kh7 48.Nxf7 Nxb2 49.Rd8 Rc5 50.Nd6 Rd5 51.Nf7 Rh5+ 52.Kg4 Rc5 53.Nd6 Nd3 54.Ne4 Ne5+ 55.Kf4 Ra5 56.Re8 ½–½

Alexander Delchev (2515) – Igor Nataf (2410)

15th Andorra op (3), 1997

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nf3 e6 7.c4 N5f6 8.Nc3 c5 9.dxc5 Bxc5 10.Bd3 Bb4 11.Bd2 0–0 12.0–0 a6 13.Qe2 b6 14.Rad1 Bb7 15.Ne4 Bxd2 16.Rxd2 Nxe4 17.Bxe4 Bxe4 18.Qxe4 Qc7 19.b3 b5 20.cxb5 axb5 21.Qd3 Ne5 22.Nxe5 Qxe5 ½–½
3. Declining the Sacrifice – 6. Nf3

3.3  6… e6 7. c4 with Bf8–b4

Frans Cuijpers (2400) – Leon Pliester (2390)

Rotterdam k.o. (1), 1990

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nf3 e6 7.c4 Bb4+ 8.Bd2 Bxd2+ 9.Qxd2 N5f6 10.Nc3 c5 11.0–0–0 cxd4 12.Nxd4 a6 13.Be2 0–0 14.g4 Nc5 15.Qe3 Qc7 16.g5 Ne8 17.f4 Bd7 18.Kb1 Nd6 19.Qe5 Rfd8 20.h4 Ne8 21.Qxc7 Nxc7 22.Bf3 Rab8 23.Rd2 b5 24.Rhd1 Be8 25.b4 bxc4 26.a3 Nd3 27.Nb3 Nd5 28.Nxd5 exd5 29.Na5 Ba4 30.Rf1 Nxf4 31.Bd1 Bxd1 32.Rdxd1 Ne2 33.Rde1 Re8 34.Kb2 Re6 35.Rf2 Nf4 36.Rxe6 Nd3+ 37.Kc3 fxe6 38.Re2 e5 0–1

Ljubomir Ljubojevic (2565) – Vassily Ivanchuk (2740)

7th Amber (blind) (1), Monte Carlo, 1998

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nf3 e6 7.c4 N5f6 8.Nc3 Bb4 9.Qc2 b6 10.a3 Bxc3+ 11.Qxc3 Bb7 12.Be2 0–0 13.0–0 Ne4 14.Qc2 f5 15.b4 Rf6 16.Rd1 Qe7 17.Ne5 Nxe5 18.dxe5 Rg6 19.Bh5 Rxg2+ 20.Kxg2 Nd2+ 21.f3 Qg5+ 22.Kf2 Qh4+ 23.Kg1 Qg5+ 24.Kf2 Qxh5 25.Qxd2 Qxf3+ 26.Ke1 Qh1+ 27.Kf2 Qxh2+ 28.Kf1 Qh1+ 29.Kf2 Qh4+ 30.Kg1 h6 31.Bb2 Qg3+ 32.Kf1 Qh3+ 33.Kg1 Qg4+ 34.Kf2 Kh7 35.Qe2 Qf4+ 36.Ke1 Bf3 37.Rd4 Qxd4 38.Bxd4 Bxe2 39.Kxe2 Rd8 40.Ke3 g5 41.c5 h5 42.cxb6 cxb6 43.Rc1 h4 44.Rc7+ Kg6 45.Re7 h3 46.Rxe6+ Kh5 47.Re7 Kg4 48.e6 h2 49.Rh7 Kg3 50.Rh5 f4+ 51.Ke4 Re8 52.Kf5 g4 53.Be5 Rf8+ 54.Kg5 Rg8+ 55.Kf5 Rf8+ 56.Kg5 Rg8+ 57.Kf5 Rf8+ ½–½

3. Declining the Sacrifice – 6. Nf3

3.4  6… e6 7. g3
Vlastimil Jansa (2475) – Andrew Martin (2430)

Gausdal 1990

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

(vid. Inf. 49/155 for Jansa’s extensive notes)

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nf3 e6 7.g3 Be7 8.Bg2 0–0 9.0–0 b5 10.Re1 Bb7 11.Qe2 a6 12.a4! c5!? 13.axb5 axb5 14.Rxa8 Qxa8 15.Qxb5 N5f6! 16.d5! Bxd5 17.Qe2 Ne4 18.Na3! Nd6 19.c3 c4 20.Bf4 Rc8 21.Nc2 Nc5 22.Ne3 Nde4 23.Ne5! Rd8 24.Nxd5 exd5 25.Nxc4 Qa6 26.Nd2 Qxe2 27.Rxe2 Nd3 28.Bxe4 dxe4 29.Nxe4 Ra8 30.Bd6 Ra1+ 31.Kg2 Ne1+ 32.Kh3 f5 33.Bxe7 Nf3 34.Kg2 Ne1+ 35.Kh3 Nf3 36.Re3 fxe4 37.Rxe4 h5 38.Re3 g5 39.Rxf3 g4+ 40.Kg2 gxf3+ 41.Kxf3 Kf7 42.Bc5 Ke6 43.h3 Kd5 44.Bd4 Rh1 45.h4 1–0
Jean Pierre Boudre (2405) – Arnaud Hauchard (2430)

French ch., Strasbourg 1992

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nf3 e6 7.g3 c5 8.Bg2 Be7 9.0–0 0–0 10.c4 N5f6 11.Qe2 cxd4 12.Nxd4 Nc5 13.Rd1 Qb6 14.Nc3 Bd7 15.Be3 Rad8 16.Rac1 a6 17.h3 Rfe8 18.Qc2 Bc8 19.g4 h6 20.a3 Qc7 21.b4 Ncd7 22.c5 Ne5 23.Ne4 Nd5 24.Qb3 Ng6 25.Nf3 Ngf4 26.Bxf4 Qxf4 27.Qc4 Bd7 28.Nd4 Ba4 29.Re1 Kh8 30.Ne2 Qc7 31.N4c3 Nxc3 32.Nxc3 Bc6 33.Rcd1 Bxg2 34.Kxg2 b6 35.Ne4 bxc5 36.Nxc5 a5 37.f3 axb4 38.axb4 Bh4 39.f4 Bxe1 40.Rxe1 Rd2+ 41.Kg3 Red8 42.Re4 R8d5 43.Qc3 Qd6 44.Re3 R2d4 45.Rf3 e5 46.fxe5 Qxe5+ 47.Kh4 g5+ 0–1

Lev Psakhis (2610) – Dimitri Komarov (2575)

Benasque (4) 1995

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

(see Informator 64/94 for Psakhis’s notes, or Chessbase Megabase for Baburin’s and Psakhis’s notes)

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nf3 e6 7.g3 b6 8.c4 N5f6 9.Bg2 Bb7 10.0–0 Be7 11.Nc3 0–0 12.Bf4 Bd6 13.Ne5 Bxg2 14.Kxg2 Qc8 15.Qf3 Re8 16.Rfd1 Nf8 17.Qc6 Ng6 18.Nxg6 hxg6 19.Be5 Ng4 20.Re1 Rb8 21.Nb5 a6 22.Na7 Qb7 23.Qxb7 Rxb7 24.Nc6 b5 25.c5 Nxe5 26.dxe5 Bxc5 27.Rac1 Bf8 28.b4 f6 29.f4 g5 30.fxg5 fxe5 31.g6 Bd6 32.Rf1 Rb6 33.Rf7 e4 34.h4 e3 35.Kf3 Rf8 36.Rxf8+ Kxf8 37.h5 e2 38.Kxe2 Bxg3 39.Rf1+ Ke8 40.h6 Rxc6 41.hxg7 1–0
Emil Sutovsky (2575) – Alexander Baburin (2590)

7th Monarch Assurance (8), Port Erin 1998

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nf3 e6 7.c4 N5f6 8.g3 c5 9.Bg2 cxd4 10.Nxd4 Bb4+ 11.Bd2 Bxd2+ 12.Qxd2 Nc5 13.0–0 0–0 14.Re1 a5 15.Nc3 Bd7 16.Rad1 Qb6 17.Qe3 Bc6 18.Nxc6 bxc6 19.Re2 Rac8 20.Red2 a4 21.Ne2 Rfe8 22.Nd4 h6 23.h3 Red8 24.Kh2 Rd7 25.f4 Na6 26.g4 Nc5 27.Kh1 Rdc7 28.g5 hxg5 29.fxg5 Nh7 30.h4 Nf8 31.h5 Ncd7 32.h6 Qc5 33.hxg7 Kxg7 34.Qh3 Kg8 35.g6 Nf6 36.Rf1 Qg5 37.Rdf2 Ng4 38.Rxf7 Qxg6 39.Rxc7 Rxc7 40.Kg1 Rg7 41.Nxc6 Qg5 42.Qf3 Qc5+ 43.Kh1 Nd7 44.Bh3 Ndf6 45.Nd8 Qd6 46.Bxg4 Nxg4 47.Qf8+ Qxf8 48.Rxf8+ Kxf8 49.Nxe6+ Kf7 50.Nxg7 Kxg7 51.Kg2 Kf6 52.Kf3 Ne5+ 53.Ke4 ½–½

Mohamed Al Modiahki (2425) – Igor Nataf (2485)

16th Andorra op (5), 1998

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nf3 e6 7.g3 c5 8.Bg2 b5 9.0–0 Bb7 10.a4 b4 11.c4 bxc3 12.Nxc3 Be7 13.a5 Nxc3 14.bxc3 0–0 15.Qe2 cxd4 16.cxd4 Rc8 17.Be3 Bd5 ½–½
3. Declining the Sacrifice – 6. Nf3

3.5  6… c6 with g7–g6

Vlastimil Piza (2275) – Evgenii Miroshnichenko (2420)

Komercni Banka op (4), Pardubice 1996

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nf3 c6 7.g3 g6 8.Bg2 Bg7 9.0–0 0–0 10.Re1 c5 11.dxc5 Nxc5 12.Nbd2 Nb4 13.a3 Nc6 14.Ng5 Bf5 15.Nge4 Nxe4 16.Nxe4 Qxd1 17.Rxd1 Rad8 18.Rf1 Nd4 19.c3 Nb3 20.Rb1 Nxc1 21.Rbxc1 b6 22.f4 e5 23.fxe5 Bxe5 24.Rcd1 Kg7 25.Bf3 Rfe8 26.Rxd8 Rxd8 27.Kg2 h6 28.Re1 Bb8 29.Re2 Be6 30.Rd2 Rxd2+ 31.Nxd2 f5 32.Bc6 Kf6 33.Nf3 g5 34.h3 Bc8 35.Ba8 h5 36.Nd4 a6 37.Nc6 Bc7 38.Nb4 Ke5 39.Bf3 h4 40.gxh4 gxh4 41.Nd3+ Ke6 42.c4 Bd8 43.c5 bxc5 44.Nxc5+ Ke5 45.Be2 a5 46.b4 Be7 47.Nd3+ Kd4 48.bxa5 Ke3 49.Kf1 f4 50.Nf2 f3 51.Bb5 Bxa3 52.Kg1 Bc5 53.Ng4+ Kf4+ 54.Kh2 Bb7 55.a6 Ba8 56.Bd3 Kg5 57.Bf1 Ba7 58.Bd3 f2 59.Nxf2 Bxf2 60.Bf1 Bc6 61.Bg2 Bb5 62.Bb7 Bf1 63.Bc8 Kf4 64.Bb7 Ba7 65.Bc8 Kf3 66.Bb7+ Kf2 67.Bc6 Bxa6 68.Bg2 Bb8+ 69.Kh1 Bc8 0–1

Alexander Moroz (2493) – Evgenii Miroshnichenko (2500)

Ukranian team ch., Alushta (4), 1999

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nf3 g6 7.g3 Bg7 8.Bg2 0–0 9.0–0 c6 10.c4 Nc7 11.Nc3 Nb6 12.c5 Nbd5 13.h3 Be6 14.Re1 Re8 15.Ne4 f6 16.Bd2 Qd7 17.Kh2 Bf7 18.Qe2 Rad8 19.Rad1 Qc8 20.Bc1 Ne6 21.h4 Nf8 22.Bh3 Be6 23.Bxe6+ Qxe6 24.Qc4 Qd7 25.Nc3 Kh8 26.Kg2 Nxc3 27.bxc3 b5 28.cxb6 axb6 29.Qb3 b5 30.Ba3 e6 31.Re2 Kg8 32.Rde1 Kf7 33.c4 bxc4 34.Qxc4 Qd5 35.Rc1 Rc8 36.Rb2 Red8 37.Rb6 Nd7 38.Rxc6 Qxc6 39.Qxc6 Rxc6 40.Rxc6 Ra8 41.Rc3 h6 42.Ne1 g5 43.hxg5 hxg5 44.Nc2 Ra7 45.g4 f5 46.gxf5 exf5 47.Bc1 Rxa2 48.Bxg5 Ra4 49.Rc6 Nf8 50.Be3 f4 51.Bxf4 Bxd4 52.Nxd4 Rxd4 53.Be5 Rd5 54.f4 Rd3 55.Kf2 Ne6 56.f5 Nf8 57.Rf6+ Ke7 58.Ra6 Rd5 59.f6+ Kf7 60.Ba1 Ne6 61.Ra7+ Kg6 62.Ke3 Rf5 63.Re7 Rxf6 64.Bxf6 Kxf6 65.Ra7 Ke5 66.Ra5+ Kd6 67.Kd3 Nc5+ 68.Kc4 Ne6 69.Rf5 Nc7 70.Rh5 Ne6 71.Rd5+ Ke7 72.Rd1 Kf6 73.Kd5 Nf4+ 74.Ke4 Ne6 75.Rd6 Ke7 76.Ke5 Nc5 77.Rh6 Nd7+ 78.Kf5 Nc5 79.Rc6 Nd7 80.Re6+ Kf7 81.Re1 Nf6 82.Re2 Nd7 83.Re6 Nf8 84.Re1 Nd7 85.Rh1 Nf8 86.Ke5 Ng6+ 87.Kd6 Kf6 88.Rf1+ Kg5 89.Ke6 Nf4+ 90.Ke5 Ng6+ 91.Ke4 Nh4 92.Rf8 Ng6 93.Rf5+ Kg4 94.Ra5 Nh4 95.Ra1 Nf3 96.Ke3 Ng5 97.Ra5 Ne6 98.Re5 Ng5 99.Rxg5+ Kxg5 ½–½

Yuri Kruppa (2570) – Dimitri Komarov (2575)

Platonov mem (8), Kiev 1995

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nf3 c6 7.c4 Nc7 8.Nc3 g6 9.Bg5 Bg7 10.Qd3 Nf6 11.h3 0–0 12.Be3 b5 ½–½
4. Accepting the Sacrifice – 8. g3!?

Angelov – Orev, 
Bulgaria corr., 1961

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8. g3 b5 9. b3 b4 10. a3 N7f6 11. Bh3+ Kd6 12. Qe5+ Kc6 13. Bg2 Bb7 14. axb4 Kd7 15. c4 Nb4 16. Qb5+ Ke6 17. d5+ ½–½
Utkin - Grants
corr. 1971

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.g3 N7f6 9.Bh3+ Kd6 10.Qe5+ Kc6 11.Bg2 b5 12.a4 b4 13.c4 bxc3 14.bxc3 Ba6 15.Nd2 e6 16.c4 Bd6 17.Qxe6 Rb8 18.0–0 Qg8 19.cxd5+ Kb7 20.Re1 Ka8 21.Ba3 1–0
[N.B. given as Utkin – Hrantz in the Chessbase Correspondence DB.]
Alexander Berelovich (2484) – Valery Neverov (2532)

Golden Cleopatra op 3rd Cairo (4), 14.04.1999

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.g3 g6 9.Bh3+ Kd6 10.Qe2 N7b6 11.Bf4+ Kc6 12.a4 a6 13.Bg2 e6 14.Be5 Bd6 15.Bxh8 Qxh8 16.c3 Kd7 17.a5 Nf4 18.gxf4 Nd5 19.Nd2 Nxf4 20.Qe4 Ke7 21.Nc4 Qf6 22.0–0–0 Rb8 23.Ne5 Bd7 24.Nxd7 Kxd7 25.Bf1 Qg5 26.Bc4 Qxa5 27.Rhe1 Qf5 28.Qf3 c6 29.Re4 Rf8 30.Rde1 Rf6 31.Bb3 Ke7 32.Bc4 Kd7 33.Bb3 Ke7 34.Bc4 Kd7 35.h3 Ke7 36.Bb3 Kd7 37.Bc4 Ke7 38.Qg4 Kd7 39.Qf3 Ke7 ½–½

Heribert Greiner – Peter J Sowray

corr. 1988

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.g3 b5 9.a4 Bb7 10.Bh3+ Kd6 11.Qf7 c5 12.Nc3 Nxc3 13.Qe6+ Kc7 14.Bf4+ Kc8 15.bxc3 g5 16.Be5 g4 17.Bxg4 h5 18.Bxh8 hxg4 19.0–0 Qb6 20.Qxb6 axb6 21.axb5 c4 22.Rxa8+ Bxa8 23.Re1 Bd5 24.h4 e6 25.f3 gxf3 26.g4 Bd6 27.Kf2 Kd8 28.g5 Ke7 29.Ra1 Bb8 30.h5 Kf7 31.Rg1 Bf4 32.Rg4 Bd2 33.g6+ Kg8 34.g7 Nf6 35.Rh4 Be4 36.h6 Bxh6 37.Rh1 Bd2 0–1

Wolfgang Blank – Alan JC Rawlings (2165)

EM/M/A068 ICCF Email, 1999
Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.g3 b5 9.a4 b4 10.c4 bxc3 11.Bh3+ Kd6 12.bxc3 g6 13.Qe2 c6 14.c4 Qa5+ 15.Bd2 Nb4 16.0–0 Kc7 17.Na3 e5 18.c5 exd4 19.Bxd7 Bxd7 20.Qe5+ Kc8 21.Qxh8 Qxc5 22.Rac1 Qe7 23.Rfe1 Qd8 24.Qxd4 a5 25.Nb5 Bh3 26.Qe4 1–0
Thomas Ernst (2535) – Dimitri Komarov (2455)

Dortmund A open (4), 1992

(See CBM 29 for Ernst’s extensive notes.)

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7!? Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.g3 b5 9.a4 c6 10.axb5 g6 11.Qe2+ Kf7 12.bxc6 N7b6 13.Bg2 Nf6 14.c3 Bg7 15.Nd2 Re8 16.Nf3 Kg8 17.0–0 Bg4 18.h3 Bxf3 19.Qxf3 e6 20.Bg5 Qd5 21.Qf4 Qf5 22.Qxf5 gxf5 23.c7 Nfd5 24.Bd8 a5 25.Rfe1 Rc8 26. Rxa5 Nxc7 27.Bxc7 Rxc7 28.Rxf5 exf5 29.Rxe8+ Kf7 30.Rb8 Nc8 31.Kf1 Nd6 32.Bd5+ Ke7 33.Ke2 Ra7 34.Ra8 Rxa8 35.Bxa8 Nc4 36.b3 Nb6 37.Bb7 Kd6 38.Kd3 Kc7 39.Bf3 Nd7 40.b4 Nf8 41.Bd5 Ng6 42.Bg8 h6 43.Bf7 Ne7 44.b5 Nc8 45.c4 Nd6 46.Bd5 f4 47.g4 Bf6 48.b6+ Kxb6 49.c5+ Kc7 50.cxd6+ Kxd6 51.Ke4 Bd8 52.Bb3 Bb6 53.f3 Ke7 54.d5 Kf6 55.d6 Kg5 56.h4+ Kxh4 57.Kxf4 Bd8 58.d7 h5 59.Kf5 hxg4 60.fxg4 Be7 1–0
Sergei Sivokho (2503) – Boris Abrashkin (2391)

Chigorin mem-A 10th St Petersburg (7), 01.11.2002

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.g3 b5 9.a4 c6 10.axb5 g6 11.Qe2+ Kf7 12.bxc6 N7f6 13.Bg2 Bg4 14.Qd2 h5 15.c4 Nb6 16.b3 Bh6 17.f4 Bf5 18.Nc3 h4 19.0–0 Bg7 20.Bb2 hxg3 21.hxg3 Qg8 22.Rfe1 Qh7 23.Kf2 Ng4+ 24.Kf3 Qh5 25.Rh1 Ne5+ 26.Kf2 Nd3+ 27.Ke3 Qg4 28.Ne2 Rxh1 29.Bxh1 Nxb2 30.Qxb2 e5 31.fxe5 Nc8 32.c7 Ne7 33.Bxa8 Bc8 34.Bf3 Nf5+ 35.Kf2 Qg5 36.Qc1 Qe7 37.Bd5+ Kf8 38.g4 1–0
Vasily Yemelin (2485) – Valery Popov (2505)

St. Petersburg ch. (1), 1998

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

(See Inf. 72/102 for Popov’s and CBM 65 or MB for Finkel and Popov’s extensive notes.)
1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.g3 b5 9.a4 c6 10.Bh3+ Kd6 11.Nc3 b4 12.Nxd5 cxd5 13.c4 Nf6 14.Qe5+ Kc6 15.Bg2 Qd6 16.Bf4 Kd7 17.cxd5 Ke8 18.Rc1 Bb7 19.Rc6 Qxe5+ 20.dxe5 Nh5 21.Rc7 Nxf4 22.gxf4 Rb8 23.0–0 Kd8 24.Rfc1 Rc8 25.Rxc8+ Bxc8 26.f5 g6 27.fxg6 hxg6 28.Rc4 Bg7 29.f4 Rh4 30.Bf1 Bh6 31.Rxb4 Rxf4 32.Rb8 Kc7 33.Rb5 Rxf1+ 0–1
Ilja Balinov (2482) – Werner Posch (2282)

Oberwart op (8), 2001

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.g3 b5 9.a4 c6 10.Bh3+ Kd6 11.Nc3 b4 12.Bf4+ Nxf4 13.Ne4+ Kc7 14.Qa5+ Nb6 15.Qe5+ Qd6 16.Nxd6 exd6 17.Qxf4 Bxh3 18.Qf7+ Bd7 19.0–0 h5 20.h4 d5 21.Rfe1 Nc4 22.b3 Nd6 23.Qf4 Rh6 24.Re5 Rf6 25.Qg5 Bg4 26.Rae1 Nf7 27.Re7+ Bxe7 28.Rxe7+ Kd6 29.Qe3 Re6 30.Rxe6+ Bxe6 31.Qe2 Bg4 32.f3 Bf5 33.Qd2 Re8 34.Qxb4+ Kc7 35.c4 Be6 36.Qc5 Kb7 37.Kf2 dxc4 38.bxc4 Bd7 39.Qxh5 Nd6 40.Qc5 Re6 41.g4 Rf6 42.Kg2 g6 43.Kg3 Re6 44.Kf2 Ne8 45.Kg2 Nd6 46.d5 1–0

5. Accepting the Sacrifice – 8. c4 – early deviations
Bill Wall – Jerry Wall

Taylorsville, North Carolina, 1977

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 Nb4?? 9.a3 Nc2+ 10.Kd1 Nxa1 11.Qd5+ Kf6 12.Bg5+ Kg6 13.Bd3+ Kh5 14.Be3+ Kg4 15.Qg5# 1–0

Colin Pace – Peter S Briffa

La Valetta op (6), 1996

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N7f6? 9.cxd5+ Qxd5 10.Qxd5+ Nxd5 11.Bc4 c6 12.Nc3 g6 13.0–0 Kd6 14.Nxd5 cxd5 15.Bf4+ Kc6 16.Bb3 e6 17.Rac1+ Kb6 18.Rc7 Bh6 19.Be5 a5 20.Rf7 Rf8 21.Rxh7 Bf4 22.Bc2 g5 23.Rg7 Bxe5 24.dxe5 Kc5 25.Rxg5 Bd7 26.Rg4 Bb5 27.Rc1 Kb6 28.Ba4 Rac8 29.Rxc8 Rxc8 30.Bxb5 Kxb5 31.h4 Kc5 32.Kf1 d4 33.Ke2 Kc4 34.h5 Rh8 35.Rh4 Kd5 36.f4 Ke4 37.a4 d3+ 38.Kd2 Rc8 39.f5+ Kxf5 40.Kxd3 Kxe5 41.h6 Kf6 42.h7 Kg7 43.h8Q+ Rxh8 44.Rxh8 Kxh8 45.Ke4 Kg7 46.Ke5 Kf7 47.g4 Ke7 48.g5 Kf7 49.g6+ Kxg6 50.Kxe6 Kg5 51.Kd6 Kf5 52.Kc7 Ke5 53.Kxb7 Kd5 54.Kb6 1–0

Bastow – Peter J Sowray

Islington op, 1978

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N5f6 9.d5+ Kd6 10.c5+ Nxc5 11.Bf4+ Kd7 12.Bb5+ c6 13.dxc6+ bxc6 14.Qxc5 Qb6 15.Qxb6 axb6 16.Be2 Ba6 17.Bf3 e5 18.Be3 Nd5 19.Nd2 Bb4 20.0–0–0 Bd3 21.Nb1 e4 22.Bg4+ Kc7 23.a3 Nxe3 24.fxe3 Bc5 25.Rhe1 Rhf8 26.Rd2 Rf6 27.g3 b5 28.Nc3 b4 0–1

V Stringer – Maurice W Johnson

ENG corr, 1989

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N5f6 9.d5+ Kd6 10.c5+ Nxc5 11.Bf4+ Kd7 12.Bb5+ c6 13.dxc6+ bxc6 14.Qxc5 Qb6 15.Qxb6 axb6 16.Bc4 e6 17.Nd2 Bd6 18.Bxd6 Kxd6 19.Nf3 Rf8 20.0–0–0+ Nd5 21.Rhe1 Ra4 22.Re4 b5 23.Bxd5 cxd5 24.Rxa4 bxa4 25.Rd2 e5 26.Ng5 Bf5 27.f3 h6 28.Ne4+ Bxe4 29.fxe4 d4 30.Kc2 Rf1 31.Re2 Ra1 32.a3 Kc5 33.Rf2 Re1 34.Rf7 Rxe4 35.Rc7+ Kd6 36.Rxg7 Re2+ 37.Kc1 Kd5 38.Rh7 e4 39.Rxh6 e3 40.g3 d3 0–1

Alexander Matwiejszyn – Czeslaw Socha

Warszawa Cup5-B op Warsaw (4), 1979

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N5f6 9.d5+ Kd6 10.Qg5? Nc5 11.Bf4+ e5 12.Qxe5+ Kd7 13.g3 Qe7 14.Nc3 Qxe5+ 15.Bxe5 Bd6 16.Bxd6 cxd6 17.f3 b6 18.Kd2 a6 19.b4 Nb7 20.Re1 Re8 21.Na4 Kc7 22.Rxe8 Nxe8 23.Bd3 Bd7 24.Nc3 Nf6 25.g4 h6 26.h4 Rf8 27.Re1 Nd8 28.Re7 Nf7 29.c5 bxc5 30.bxc5 dxc5 31.Bxa6 Kd6 32.Re1 Ne5 33.Ke3 Nxd5+ 34.Nxd5 Kxd5 35.Rd1+ Ke6 36.Be2 Ra8 37.f4 Ra3+ 38.Kf2 Nc6 39.Bc4+ Ke7 40.f5 Nd4 41.Bd5 Kd6 42.Bf7 Rf3+ 43.Kg2 Bc6 44.Kh2 Ke5 45.Rc1 Kf4 46.Rxc5 Rf2+ 47.Kg1 Kg3 0–1

Murray Chandler (2380) – Peter J Sowray (2210)

Aaronson Masters (2), London 1979

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N5f6 9.d5+ Kd6 10.Qf5? Nc5 11.Bf4+ e5 12.Bxe5+ Ke7 13.Bxf6+ gxf6 14.Qf3 Kf7 15.Nc3 Qe7+ 16.Be2 Qe5 17.0–0 Bd6 18.g3 h5 19.Qg2 h4 20.Rfe1 hxg3 21.hxg3 Bh3 22.Qf3 Rag8 23.Bf1 Bg4 24.Qg2 Qh5 25.Be2 Nd3 26.Bxg4 Rxg4 27.Re4 Nf4 28.Rxf4 Bxf4 29.Ne2 Bd6 30.Rc1 Rg7 31.c5 Qxe2 32.cxd6 cxd6 33.Rc7+ Kg6 0–1

Everaldo Matsuura (2441) – Darcy Lima (2514)

2nd Vince Toth mem (5), Rio de Janeiro 2000

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N5f6 9.d5+ Kd6 10.Qf5 Nc5 11.Bf4+ e5 12.Bxe5+ Ke7 13.Qf4 Kf7 14.Bxc7 Qe8+ 15.Kd1 Nce4 16.Nd2 g5 17.Qe3 Bc5 18.Nxe4 Nxe4 19.Qf3+ Kg7 0–1

A Roberts – B van Beurden,B

BEL-SCO, corr. 1994

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N5f6 9.d5+ Kd6 10.Qf5 Nc5 11.Bf4+ e5 12.dxe6+ Kc6 13.b4 Bxe6 14.Qe5 Bd6 15.Qd4 Nce4 16.c5 Bxc5 17.Qxd8 Bxf2+ 18.Ke2 Bg4+ 19.Kd3 Raxd8+ 20.Kc2 Bd4 21.a4 Bxa1 22.Bb5+ Kd5 23.Na3 Be5 24.Bc4+ Kd4 25.Bc1 Nd5 26.Kb3 Nc5+ 27.bxc5 Kxc5 28.Nb5 a6 0–1

Marco Frohberg – Hanno Sislian

47th Schleswig Holstein, Kiel 1992

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N5f6 9.d5+ Kd6 10.Qh3 Nc5 11.Qa3 e5 12.Be3 b6 13.Bxc5+ bxc5 14.Nc3 Kd7 15.0–0–0 Bd6 16.f4 e4 17.g3 Ke8 18.Bg2 Bf5 19.Rde1 Qe7 20.g4 Bxf4+ 21.Kb1 Bg6 22.Rhf1 Bd2 23.g5 Bxg5 24.d6 cxd6 25.Rxf6 Bxf6 0–1

Manfred Neulinger – Peter Acs

Austria 1987

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N5f6 9.d5+ Kd6 10.Qe2 e5 11.dxe6 Nc5 12.Nc3 Nxe6 13.Bg5 Nd4 14.0–0–0 c5 15.Rxd4+ cxd4 16.c5+ Kd7 17.Qb5+ Ke7 18.Bc4 Qd7 19.Re1+ Kd8 20.Qa5+ b6 21.cxb6 Bd6 22.Nd5 Bb7 23.Nxf6 Qc6 24.Ne8+ Kc8 25.Nxd6+ Kb8 26.Bf4 g5 27.Bg3 Bc8 28.Ne8+ 1–0

6. Accepting the Sacrifice – 10… Nb6 and 10… Nb8

Alingh Prins – Ernst H Sprenger

Netherlands corr., 1983

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N5f6 9.d5+ Kd6 10.Qf7 Nb6 11.c5+ Kxc5 12.Be3+ Kd6 13.Nc3 Nbxd5 14.Nxd5 Nxd5 15.Qxd5+ Kxd5 16.0–0–0+ Kc6 17.Rxd8 b6 18.Be2 Kb7 19.Bf3+ c6 20.Rhd1 1–0

Nguyen Anh Dung (2485) - Evgenii Miroshnichenko (2500)

Budapest FS02 GM Budapest (5), 10.02.1999

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N5f6 9.d5+ Kd6 10.Qf7 Nb6 11.Nc3 Qe8 12.Bf4+ Kd7 13.Qe6+ Kd8 14.Qe5 Qd7 15.0–0–0 Ng4 16.Qe1 Qf5 17.Bg3 g6 18.Bd3 Bh6+ 19.Kb1 Qf6 20.h3 Bg7 21.hxg4 Bxg4 22.Rd2 Bf5 23.Rh4 g5 24.Re4 Rc8 25.Qe2 h6 26.Re5 Bxd3+ 27.Qxd3 Nd7 28.Re6 Nc5 29.Qc2 Nxe6 30.dxe6+ Ke8 31.Nd5 Qxe6 32.Re2 Qf7 33.Rxe7+ Qxe7 34.Nxe7 Kxe7 35.Qe4+ Kf7 36.Qd5+ Kg6 37.Qe4+ Kf7 38.Qxb7 Rhe8 39.Bxc7 Kg8 40.c5 Re1+ 41.Kc2 Rf8 42.Bg3 Re2+ 43.Kd3 Rxb2 44.Qd5+ Kh8 45.c6 Rb1 46.Qe6 Rd8+ 47.Kc2 Rdd1 48.Qe3 Re1 49.c7 Rb2+ 50.Kd3 Rd1+ 51.Ke4 Rc2 52.Qxa7 Rdc1 53.Kf5 Rc6 54.a4 Kh7 55.a5 R6c4 56.Qb6 Bc3 57.Bd6 Bd4 58.Qb7 Bg7 59.Ke6 1–0
Inna Gaponenko (2375) – Evgenii Miroshnichenko (2509)

Polanica Zdroj op-A (6), 2000

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N5f6 9.d5+ Kd6 10.Qf7 Nb6 11.Nc3 Qe8 12.Bf4+ Kd7 13.Qe6+ Kd8 14.Qe5 Qd7 15.0–0–0 Ng4 16.Qe1 Qf5 17.Bg3 g6 18.Bd3 Bh6+ 19.Kb1 Qf8 20.h3 Nf6 21.Nb5 Ne8 22.c5 Nxd5 23.Be4 e6 24.Bxd5 exd5 25.Rxd5+ Bd7 26.Qa5 Kc8 27.Nxc7 Nf6 28.Rxd7 Nxd7 29.Nxa8 Qf5+ 30.Ka1 Qxc5 31.Nb6+ Kd8 32.Qxc5 Nxc5 33.Rd1+ Ke8 34.Nc4 Kf7 35.Kb1 a6 36.Rd5 Rc8 37.b3 b5 38.Nb6 Rc6 39.Nd7 Ne4 40.Ne5+ Ke6 41.Nxc6 Kxd5 42.Nb4+ Kd4 43.Nxa6 Kd3 44.Be5 Bf8 45.f3 Nc3+ 46.Bxc3 Kxc3 47.Nc7 b4 48.Ne6 Be7 49.Kc1 Kd3 50.Nf4+ Kd4 51.Kd2 Bg5 52.g3 Bh6 53.h4 Ke5 54.Kd3 Bxf4 55.gxf4+ Kxf4 56.Kc4 h5 57.Kxb4 g5 58.hxg5 Kxg5 59.a4 h4 60.a5 h3 61.a6 h2 62.a7 h1Q 63.a8Q Qe1+ 64.Kc4 Qe2+ 65.Kc3 Qe3+ 66.Kc4 Qe2+ 67.Kc5 Qe3+ 68.Kd6 Qf4+ 69.Kc5 ½–½

Frans Cottegnie – Bruno Bortolin

corr. 2007

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N5f6 9.d5+ Kd6 10.Qf7 Nb8 11.c5+ Kd7 12.Bb5+ c6 13.dxc6+ bxc6 14.0–0 Qa5 15.Rd1+ Kc7 16.a4 Qb4 17.Bd2 Qxc5 18.Na3 Bd7 19.Ba5+ 1–0

Kirsauks - Hansaid

corr. 1967

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N5f6 9.d5+ Kd6 10.Qf7 Nb8 11.c5+ Ke5 12.f4+ Kd4 13.d6 Kxc5 14.Nc3+-
Danny Kopec – Peter J Sowray

3rd North Atlantic team tournament, corr. 1990–92

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

(See Kingpin  21 for Sowray’s extensive notes or the Chessbase Correspondence DB.)
1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N5f6 9.d5+ Kd6 10.Qf7 Nb8 11.c5+ Kd7 12.Bf4 Qe8 13.Qe6+ Kd8 14.Qe5 Qd7 15.Nc3 Ng4 16.Qe2 Qf5 17.Qd2 Ne5 18.0–0–0 Nbd7 19.c6 Nf6 20.Qd4 Ng6 21.Bg3 Nh5 22.Bd3 Qg5+ 23.Kb1 b6 24.Bxc7+! Kxc7 25.Nb5+ Kd8 26.d6 exd6 27.Nxd6 Bxd6 28.Qxd6+ Ke8 29.Bc4 Bf5+ 30.Ka1 Qf6 31.Rhe1+ Ne7 32.Qc7 Rc8 33.Qxa7 Nf4 34.c7 g6 35.g3 Nh3 36.Qa4+ Kf8 37.Qa3 Kg7 38.Rd6 Qg5 39.Qc3+ Kh6 40.f4 Nxf4 41.h4! Qg4 42.Rxe7 Kh5 43.Qe3 Ng2 44.Qc1 Ne1 45.Rxe1 Rxc7 46.Rd4! 1–0
Thomas Ochsner (2200) – Torben Sorensen (2200)

Aarhus-B (5), 1985

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N5f6 9.d5+ Kd6 10.Qf7 Nb8 11.c5+ Kd7 12.Bb5+ c6 13.dxc6+ bxc6 14.0–0 Qe8 15.Rd1+ Kc7 16.Bf4+ Kb7 17.Ba6+ 1–0

T Ernst – B Lindberg

Swedish ch, Gavle 1982

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N5f6 9.d5+ Kd6 10.Qf7 Nb8 11.c5+ Kd7 12.Bb5+ c6 13.dxc6+ bxc6 14.0–0 Qa5 15.Rd1+ Kc7 16.Bf4+ Kb7 17.Be2 Nd5 18.b4 Qxb4 19.Na3 Qxf4 20.Rab1+ Qb4 21.Rxd5 Qxb1+ 22.Nxb1 Nd7 23.Rd2 +-

Peter J Sowray – Heribert Greiner

corr. 1988

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N5f6 9.d5+ Kd6 10.Qf7 Nb8 11.c5+ Kd7 12.Bb5+ c6 13.dxc6+ bxc6 14.0–0 Qa5 15.Rd1+ Kc7 16.Bf4+ Kb7 17.Nc3 Bd7 18.b4 Qa3 19.Qc4 cxb5 20.Rxd7+ Nfxd7 21.Nxb5 Qa6 22.Re1 Nc6 23.Re3 Qa4 24.Rb3 Qxa2 25.Nc3 Qa1+ 26.Nb1 Qa4 27.Nc3 Qa1+ 28.Rb1 Qxb1+ 29.Nxb1 e5 30.Be3 Be7 31.b5 Bxc5 32.Qd5 Rad8 33.bxc6+ Kc7 34.cxd7 Bxe3 35.Qxe5+ Kb7 36.fxe3 Rxd7 37.Nc3 Rhd8 38.Qe4+ Kb6 39.Qxh7 1–0

Bernt Hammar (2385) – Dan Cramling (2330)

Swedish ch., Lulea 1980

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N5f6 9.d5+ Kd6 10.Qf7 Nb8 11.c5+ Kd7 12.Bb5+ c6 13.dxc6+ bxc6 14.0–0 Qa5 15.Bc4 Kc7 16.b4 Qxb4 17.Bf4+ Kd8 18.Nd2 Nbd7 19.Nb3 Ba6 20.Bxa6 Qxf4 21.Bb7 Rb8 22.Bxc6 Ne5 23.Qe6 Nxc6 24.Qxc6 Qc7 25.Rfd1+ Nd7 26.Qd5 Ke8 27.Rd3 h5 28.Rad1 Ne5 29.Rd4 Rh6 30.Re4 Ng4 31.h3 Nf6 32.Qf5 Nxe4 33.Qxe4 Rf6 34.Nd4 Qxc5 35.Ne6 Qxf2+ 36.Kh1 Qf5 37.Qa4+ Kf7 38.Nd4 Qe4 39.Qc4+ Kg6 40.Rd3 e5 41.Qc2 Kh7 0–1

I Mutschnik (2408) – Klaus Pitschka (2212)

10th Stuttgart Open (5), 2005

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N5f6 9.d5+ Kd6 10.Qf7 Nb8 11.c5+ Kd7 12.Bb5+ c6 13.dxc6+ bxc6 14.0–0 Qa5 15.Bc4 Kd8 16.Rd1+ Bd7 17.Be3 Ng4 18.Be6 Nxe3 19.fxe3 Qxc5 20.Nc3 Qe5 21.Rxd7+ Nxd7 22.Rd1 Kc7 23.Rxd7+ Kb6 24.e4 Qf6 25.Qh5 g5 26.Qh3 Qf4 27.Nd5+ 1–0

7. Accepting the Sacrifice – White’s 12th Move Alternatives
Gabor Kallai (2420) – Csaba Horvath (2460)

Noviki-A (6), Budapest 1990

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N5f6 9.d5+ Kd6 10.Qf7 Ne5 11.Bf4 c5 12.Nd2 g5 13.Bg3 g4 14.0–0–0 Bh6 15.Re1 Rf8 16.Bxe5+ Kd7 17.Qe6+ Ke8 18.Qd6 exd6 19.Bxf6+ Kd7 20.Bxd8 Kxd8 21.Bd3 Rxf2 22.Re2 Rxe2 23.Bxe2 Bd7 24.Bd3 ½–½

Ferdinand Hellers (2605) – Tiger Hillarp Persson (2507)

Swedish team ch. (9), 1999–00

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N5f6 9.d5+ Kd6 10.Qf7 Ne5 11.Bf4 c5 12.Nd2 g5 13.Bg3 Bh6 14.Nf3 Rf8 15.Nxe5 Qa5+ 16.Kd1 Rxf7 17.Nc6+ e5 18.Nxa5 Bf5 19.Nb3 g4 20.Nd2 Bg5 21.Be2 h5 22.f3 h4 23.Be1 h3 24.gxh3 gxf3 25.Nxf3 Bf4 26.Rg1 b5 27.Bd2 bxc4 28.Bxc4 Nxd5 29.Bxf4 exf4 30.Kd2 Re7 31.Bxd5 Kxd5 32.Rae1 Rxe1 33.Rxe1 Bxh3 34.Re5+ Kd6 35.Re4 Rf8 36.Ke2 Be6 37.Ra4 Bg4 38.Kf2 Rh8 39.Rxf4 Bxf3 40.Kxf3 Rxh2 41.Ra4 Rxb2 42.Rxa7 Kd5 43.Ra4 c4 44.Ke3 Kc5 45.a3 Rb3+ 46.Kd2 Kd4 47.Ra8 Rb2+ 48.Kc1 Kc3 49.Rh8 Rc2+ 50.Kb1 Rb2+ ½–½

Sergei Pavlov (2342) – Sergei Katkov (2262)

Ukrainian U20 ch. sf (4), Kiev 2002

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N5f6 9.d5+ Kd6 10.Qf7 Ne5 11.Bf4 c5 12.Nd2 g5 13.Bg3 g4 14.0–0–0 Bh6 15.Re1 Rf8 16.Bxe5+ Kd7 17.Qe6+ Ke8 18.Qd6 exd6 19.Bxf6+ Kd7 20.Bxd8 Kxd8 21.Re2 Bf5 22.Kd1 Kd7 23.h3 gxh3 24.g3 Rae8 25.Rxe8 Kxe8 26.f4 Bg7 27.Bxh3 Bd3 28.b3 Bd4 29.Bf1 Bf5 30.Be2 Rg8 31.g4 Rxg4 32.Bxg4 Bxg4+ 33.Ke1 h5 34.Ne4 Bf3 35.Nxd6+ Kd7 36.Rf1 Bxd5 37.cxd5 Kxd6 38.Rh1 Kxd5 39.Rxh5+ Ke4 40.Rh7 b5 41.Rxa7 Kxf4 42.Rb7 b4 43.Ke2 Ke4 44.Re7+ Be5 45.Kd2 Kd4 46.Rd7+ Ke4 47.Kc2 Bf4 48.Rh7 Be5 49.Rh5 Kd4 50.Rh4+ Ke3 51.Rc4 Bd4 52.Kd1 Kd3 53.Ke1 Bc3+ 54.Kf1 Bd4 55.Kg2 Ke2 56.Kg3 Ke3 57.Kg4 Ke4 58.Kg5 Ke5 59.Kg6 Ke6 60.Rc2 Bg1 61.Re2+ Kd5 62.Kf5 Bd4 63.Re8 Bg1 64.Rd8+ Kc6 65.Ke4 Bf2 66.Kd3 Bg1 67.Kc4 Be3 68.Rg8 Bf2 69.Rg6+ Kc7 70.Kd5 Bd4 71.Rc6+ 1–0

Oleg Batakovs – Alexei Aleksandrov (2450)

Latvia 1991 

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

(See Inf 54/102 for Gipslis’s extensive notes.)

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N5f6 9.d5+ Kd6 10.Qf7 Ne5 11.Bf4 c5 12.b4 Qb6 13.Nc3 Qxb4 14.Rc1 g5 15.Bxe5+ Kxe5 16.Bd3 Kd6 17.0–0 a6 18.Rfe1 Qb6 19.Rb1 Qd8 20.Re6+ Bxe6 21.Qxe6+ Kc7 22.Qb6+ Kd7 23.Qxb7+ Ke8 24.Bf5 Kf7 25.d6 Rg8 26.Nd5 g4 27.dxe7 Bxe7 28.Nxe7 Rb8 29.Nc6+ Rxb7 30.Rxb7+ Ke8 31.Nxd8 Kxd8 32.Rb8+ Ke7 33.Rxg8 Nxg8 34.Bxh7 Nh6 35.Kf1 Ke6 36.Ke2 Ke5 37.Ke3 Nf7 38.Bd3 Nd6 39.f4+ gxf3 40.gxf3 Nf7 41.f4+ Ke6 42.h4 Nh6 43.Kf3 a5 44.h5 Kf6 45.Bg6 Ng8 46.Ke4 Ke6 47.f5+ Kd6 48.Kf4 a4 49.a3 Ke7 50.Kg5 1–0
8. Accepting the Sacrifice – White’s 13th Move Alternatives
Nick De Firmian (2595) – Michael Rohde (2550)

USA ch. (11), 1989

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N5f6 9.d5+ Kd6 10.Qf7 Ne5 11.Bf4 c5 12.Nc3 a6 13.0–0–0 g6 14.Bxe5+ Kxe5 15.d6 Bh6+ 16.Kc2 Qe8 17.Rd5+ Nxd5 18.Qxd5+ Kf6 19.Ne4+ Kg7 20.Qe5+ Kf7 21.Bd3 Bf5 22.g4 Bxe4 23.Bxe4 e6 24.Re1 Qa4+ 25.Kd3 Rhe8 26.h4 0–1

Eduardas Rozentalis (2585) – Andrei Sokolov (2565)

Bern op (5), 1992

(See CBM 28 or MB for extensive notes by Blatny, Ernst and Anand)

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N5f6 9.d5+ Kd6 10.Qf7 Ne5 11.Bf4 c5 12.Nc3 a6 13.0–0–0 g6 14.Bxe5+ Kxe5 15.d6 Bh6+ 16.Kc2 Qe8 17.Rd5+ Nxd5 18.Qxd5+ Kf6 19.Bd3 exd6–+ 20.Qxd6+ Kf7 21.Ne4 Qc6 22.Qe5 Rd8 0–1
John Elburg – Kjell Eric Krantz

corr. 1990
Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N5f6 9.d5+ Kd6 10.Qf7 Ne5 11.Bf4 c5 12.Nc3 a6 13.0–0–0 g6! 14.Bxe5+ Kxe5 15.d6 Bh6+ 16.Kb1 Qf8 17.Rd5+ Nxd5 18.Qxd5+ Kf6 19.Ne4+ Kg7 20.Qe5+ Kf7 21.dxe7 Qxe7 22.Nd6+ Qxd6 23.Qxd6 Bf5+ +-
Callum Kilpatrick (2124) – Paul McKeown (2080)

Middlesex Centenary Match vs. Young England (6), London 2007

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N5f6 9.d5+ Kd6 10.Qf7 Ne5 11.Bf4 c5 12.Nc3 a6 13.Rd1 g5 14.Bg3 Bh6 15.b4 Rf8 16.bxc5+ Kxc5 17.Bxe5 Rxf7 18.Na4+ Kb4 19.Bd3 Kxa4 20.Rb1 Nxd5 21.Bc2+ Ka5 22.cxd5 Bg7 0–1
Neumann – Michael Schirmer

corr. Europe, 1995

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N5f6 9.d5+ Kd6 10.Qf7 Ne5 11.Bf4 c5 12.Nc3 a6 13.Bd3 g5 14.Bxe5+ Kxe5 15.0–0 Kd6 16.Rae1 Kc7 17.f4 gxf4 18.Rxf4 Qd6 19.Ref1 Bd7 20.Ne4 Nxe4 21.Rxe4 Re8 22.Rfe1 e5 23.Rh4 h6 24.Qf3 Bg7 25.Rc1 e4 26.Rxe4 Rhf8 0–1

9. Accepting the Sacrifice – 13. b4
J Votava (2325) – L Sarkosy (2285)

Czechoslovakia 1988

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

(See Inf. 46/147 for Bartek’s notes)

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N5f6 9.d5+ Kd6 10.Qf7 Ne5 11.Bf4 c5 12.Nc3 a6 13.b4 Qc7 14.0–0–0 Nfg4 15.Be2 Kd7 16.Bxg4+ Kd8 17.d6+-
John Elburg – Kjell Eric Krantz

European ch. corr, 1991

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7!? 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N5f6 9.d5+ Kd6 10.Qf7 Ne5 11.Bf4 c5 12.Nc3 a6 13.b4 Qb6 14.Rc1 g5 15.Bg3 h5 16.Qg6 Qxb4 17.Qxg5 Nfg4 18.Qg6+ Kd7 19.Bxe5 Nxe5 20.Qe6+ Kd8 21.Qxe5 Rg8 22.g3 Bg7 23.Qe3 Rf8 24.f4 b5! 25.Bg2 bxc4 26.Qd2 Rb8 27.0–0 Bf5 28.d6 Bd4+ 29.Kh1 exd6 30.Bf3 Re8 31.Rfe1 Rxe1+ 32.Qxe1 Rb7 0–1
Sandor Szilagyi – Kjell Eric Krantz

ICCF corr, 1991

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N5f6 9.d5+ Kd6 10.Qf7 Ne5 11.Bf4 c5 12.Nc3 a6 13.b4 Qb6 14.Rc1 g5 15.Bg3 h5 16.bxc5+ Qxc5 17.Qg6 Qd4 18.c5+ Kc7 19.Qxg5 Nfd7 20.c6 bxc6 21.dxc6 Bh6 22.Nb5+ axb5 23.cxd7+ Kxd7 24.Rc7+ Kxc7 25.Qxe5+ Qxe5+ 26.Bxe5+ Kc6 27.Bxh8 Rxa2 28.Be2 Bd2+ 29.Kd1 Be6 0–1
Leszek Wydrowski – Antoni Krzyzanowski

corr., Poland 1993

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N5f6 9.d5+ Kd6 10.Qf7 Ne5 11.Bf4 c5 12.Nc3 a6 13.b4 Qb6 14.bxc5+ Qxc5 15.Rd1 Qa3 16.Rd3 Qc1+ 17.Bxc1 Nxf7 18.c5+ Kc7 19.Bf4+ Kd8 20.Na4 Bf5 21.Rd4 Ke8 22.Bc4 Rd8 23.0–0 Bc2 24.Nb6 e5 25.d6 Bxd6! 0–1
E Mysliwiec – Antoni Krzyzanowski

corr., Poland 1991

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N5f6 9.d5+ Kd6 10.Qf7 Ne5 11.Bf4 c5 12.Nc3 a6 13.b4 Qb6 14.0–0–0 cxb4 15.Na4 Qxf2 16.c5+ Kd7 17.Bxe5 Qe3+ 18.Kb1 Qxe5 19.Nb6+ Kc7 20.d6+ Kb8 21.d7 Bxd7 22.Rxd7 Ka7 23.Rd1 Ne4 24.Nxa8 Nc3+ 25.Kc1 Nxd1 26.Kxd1 Qxc5 27.Bd3 Kxa8 28.Rf1 e5 29.Re1 Be7 30.Qxg7 Rd8 31.Ke2 Qd5 32.Rd1 Bc5 0–1
Wierzbicki – Antoni Krzyzanowski

corr., Poland 1994

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N5f6 9.d5+ Kd6 10.Qf7 Ne5 11.Bf4 c5 12.Nc3 a6 13.b4 Qb6 14.0–0–0 Qxb4 15.Kc2 b5 16.Bxe5+ Kxe5 17.d6 Bf5+ 18.Bd3 Bxd3+ 19.Rxd3 Qxc4 20.Re1+ Kf5 21.Rd5+ +-

I Grasis – A Stavrinov

Riga 1994

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

 (See Inf. 60/103  for notes by Gipslis and  Grasis)
1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N5f6 9.d5+ Kd6 10.Qf7 Ne5 11.Bf4 c5 12.Nc3 a6 13.b4 Qb6 14.0–0–0 cxb4 15.Na4 Qxf2 16.c5+ Kd7 17.c6+ Kd8 18.c7+ Kxc7 19.Bxe5+ Kd8 20.Bd4 Qxa2 21.Bb6+ Kd7 22.Nc5+ Kd6 23.Nxb7+ Ke5 24.Bc7+ Kf5 25.Bd3+ Kg5 26.h4+ Kg4 27.Be2+ Qxe2 28.Rd4+ Ne4 29.Qf4+ Kh5 30.Rxe4 1–0
Eric Prie (2470) – Igor Nataf (2410)

15th Andorra op (6), 1997

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N5f6 9.d5+ Kd6 10.Qf7 Ne5 11.Bf4 c5 12.Nc3 a6 13.b4 Qb6 14.Rc1 g6 15.Be2 Qc7 16.Na4 Bh6 17.bxc5+ Kd7 18.Qe6+ Ke8 19.Qxe5 Bxf4 20.Qxc7 Bxc7 21.Nb6 Rb8 22.Bf3 Nd7 23.Nxd7 Ba5+ 24.Ke2 Bxd7 25.Kd3 Bb4 26.c6 bxc6 27.dxc6 Bf5+ 28.Ke2 Bc5 0–1

Svend GJ Norrelykke (2213) – Fabrice Lavoisier (2224)

North Sea Team Tournament, corr. 1998

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N5f6 9.d5+ Kd6 10.Qf7 Ne5 11.Bf4 c5 12.Nc3 a6 13.b4 Qb6 14.Rc1 g5 15.Bg3 h5 16.Qg6 Qxb4 17.Qxg5 Nfg4 18.Qg6+ Kd7 19.Bxe5 Nxe5 20.Qe6+ Kd8 21.Qxe5 Rg8 22.Qe3 Bg7 23.Qd2 h4 24.f3 Be5 25.Ne4 Qxd2+ 26.Nxd2 Bf5 27.Ke2 Bb2 28.Re1 b5 29.Kd1 Bd4 30.Nb3 bxc4 31.Na5 Rb8 32.Nc6+ Kd7 33.Nxb8+ Rxb8 34.Bxc4 ½–½

Pavel Ponkratov (2378) – Alexei Tomilin (2327)

Russian junior (U18) ch. (9), Noyabirsk 2005

Alekhine’s Defence [B04]

1.e4 Nf6 2.e5 Nd5 3.d4 d6 4.Nf3 dxe5 5.Nxe5 Nd7 6.Nxf7 Kxf7 7.Qh5+ Ke6 8.c4 N5f6 9.d5+ Kd6 10.Qf7 Ne5 11.Bf4 c5 12.Nc3 a6 13.b4 b6 14.b5 a5 15.Bd3 g6 16.Ne4+ Nxe4 17.Bxe4 Bh6 18.Bxe5+ Kxe5 19.d6 Be6 20.Qf3 Rf8 21.Qc3+ Kxe4 22.f3+ Kf5 23.g4+ Kf4 24.Ke2 Bxc4+ 25.Kf2 Bd3 26.Rae1 1–0

� Orev would later write the monograph, Zaschita Alekhin, Sofia, 1971, 68pp.
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