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SOME SPECIAL FEATURES OF
THE ENDGAME STRUGGLE
ROOK and KNIGHT against
2 KNIGHT:s (GBR Class 0107)
by A.G. Kopnin

The textbooks on the theory of the
endgame pay no attention to this
endgame. Therefore, if one is to draw
inferences, and make generalisations
concerning the special features of the
struggle with this force, this can be
done only from studies composed
with this force.

From the material imbalance this

endgame should be drawn, as the

advantage of the exchange is not
decisive, but there may be special
features of the position that give the

stronger side the chance to play for a

win. One may list the following

features of this kind, very frequently
to be found in studies:

1) The separation of the forces of the
weaker side, permitting the stron-
ger side either to win one of the
knights, or to exchange a pair of
knights to win the resulting rook
vs knight position.

2) The detection of the weaker side’s
king on the edge of the board,
giving grounds for a mating attack.

3) The possibility to execute a fork
(double attack).

4) The possibility of setting up a
paralysis of both knights of the
weaker side. It is the special pecu-
liarity of this endgame that the
king of the stronger side can tie
down, indeed immobilise, both the
opposing knights, while the latter
defend one another. (This would
leave the rook and knight of the
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superior side free to combat the

opposing king.)
All of the foregoing motives can be
present as independent ideas in indi-
vidual studies or can be combined in
ons study. K1 is out first illustration.
Here we have the first motive, the
separation of the Bl force, so the first
move is obvious.

A.G. Kopnin
Ist Prize, Magyar Sakkélet,
Analytical Section, 1980

_
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1. Sg6. Permanently isolating bSg2.
1. ..., Sd6! this is best. If 1. ...,
Sel + 2. Kd2 Sg23.Ke2.Or 1. ...,
Sa3 2. Re8+! Kf5 3. Re2 Sf4
(Kxg6;) 4. Sxf4 (Rxg2+) 4. ...,
Kxf4 (K—;) 5. Rb2. Or 1. ..., Sc7
(a7, Kd5) 2. Rf2 Sel + 3. Kd2.

2. Rf2. Not 2. Rf1? Sf5! with a draw.

2....,Sel+

Ke3! Not 3. Kd2(c3)? Se4+. 3.

Ke2? Sc2. 3. Kd4? Sb5+ 4. Ke3

Sc3! drawing, while if here 4. Kc5

Sd3+, or 4. Ked4 Sc3+ 5. Kd4

(Ke3, Sd1+; or Kf4, Sd3+;) 5. ...,

Sb5+ 6. Kc4 Sd6+ 7. Kd4 Sbs +

drawn.

Now Bl has 2 continuations: 3. ...,

KdS (I), and 3. ..., Sc4+ (ID),

since 3. ..., Sf5+ (dS—) 4. Kd2

wins.

3.
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3. ..., Kd5 3. ..., Kd7 4. Rd2!
comes to the same thing.

. Rd2+ Not 4. Re2? Sc4 +!

4. ...,Kc5! 4. ..., Ke6 5. Sf4 + Ke7
(Ke5; Rd5 or Kd7; Kf2) 6. Re2
Scd(f5+) 7. Kf2.

4. ..., Kc6 5. Se5+ Kc5 6. Re2
Kd5 (Sf5 +; Kf2) 7. Kf4.

. Se5 Sc4+ If 5. ..., SfS+ 6. Kf2.
. Sxc4 Kxc4

. Re2 Sd3

. Re2 +. Variation I shows the win

of the isolated bS. In Variation II
the struggle is more varied, being
characterised by the typical posi-
tion K2, K3 and K4.

II

4.

3....,Scd4 +

Kd4 Sa3 4. ..., Sd6 5. Re2+ Kf6
6. Rxel SfS+ 7. Ke4 Kxg6 (Sd6 +;
Kd5 or Sg3 +; Kf3) 8. Rgl+ Kf6
9. Rfl.

4. ..., Sa5 5. Re2+ Kf6 6. Rxel
Kxg6 7. Rf6 + K— 8. Rb6.

4. ..., Sd27?!? 5. Sh4! Sb3+ (Sbl;
Re2+) 6. Kc4! Scl (Sa5+; Kc3)
7. Sg2! eSd3 8. Sf4 + Sxf4 9. Rxf4.

. Sf4+ Kd6
. Kc3! This leaves Bl with 3 possible

continuations:

a) 6. ..., Ke5;

b) 6. ..., eSc2;

¢) 6. ..., aSc2;

Since 6. ..., SbS+ 7. Kd2, or 6.
..., Sbl+ 7. Kb2, while after 6.
..., Kc§5 7. Rf1 variations ’’a-2”’
and ’a-3”’ arise.

a)
7. Rf1 7. Sg6+? Kd5. But now Bl

6. ..., Ke5

has yet again 3 continuations:

a-1) 7. ..., Ked;
a-2) 7. ..., eSc2;
a-3) 7. ..., aSc2;

Since 7. ..., Sb5 8. Kd2, or 7. ...,
Sbl+ 8. Kb2Sd29. Sg6+ K— 10.
Rxel.

,’a_l”
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A.G. Kopnin
After Black’s 7. ..., Ked4

7. ..., Ked (Diagram K2)

8. Rxel + Kxf4

9. Re6 Sb5+ 9. ..., Sbl+ 10. Kd3
Sa3 11. Rb6.

10. Kc4 Sa3+ 10. ..., Sc7 11. Re7
Sa6 12. Rb7. Or 10. ..., Sa7 11.
Kc5. Or 10. ..., KfS 11. Rc6 Sa3 +
12. Kb4 Sb1 13. Rc2.

11. Kd3 Sb5 Otherwise 12. Rbé.

12. Rc6 Kf3 The well known Réti

composition has arisen (Tidskrift

for Schack, 1929).

Kc4 Sa3+ 14. Kc3! SbS+ 1S.

Kd3 Kf4. If 15. ..., Kf2 16. Rb6

Sc7 17. Ke4 Se8 18. KeS Sg7 19.

Rh6. 16. Kc4 Sa3+ 17. Kd4

Sb5+ 18. KdS Sa3 19. Rcl(c3)

Sb5 20. Rc5 Sa3 21. Kd4 Sb1 22.

Kd3 and 23. Ra5. In ’a-1’’ then,

the struggle has switched to the

ending of R against S.

13.

A.G. Kopnin

3+3

Q’a-z”
7. ..., eSc2 (Diagram K3)



. Sg6+ Ked 8. ..., Ke6 9. Rf4 Sal.
(If now 9. ..., Se3(el) 10. Red +
Kf6 11. RxS Kxg6 12. Re6+ K—
13. Rb6.) 10. Kb2 Sc2 (K—) 11.
Rh4 as in the main line method.

8. ..., Kd6 9. Rf6+ K— 10. Kb3.
8. ..., Kd59. Rf5+ Ke6 10. Rf4.

9. Rf4+ Ke3

10. Kb2 wK has tied down bSS and

now the win is attained, either by

a propitious exchange of Ss, or

by driving bK to the edge and

stalemating him -- or by com-
bining both methods.

10. ..., Kd2

Se5 Kd1 11. ..., SbS 12. Rf2+

K— 13. Rxc2. 11. ..., Ke3 12. Rf8

(main line method).

Rf8 Kd2 12. ..., Sb5 13. Rd8+

Sd4 14. Sf3. 12. ..., Ke2 13. Rd8

(main line method).

Rd8+ Ke3 Or 13. ..., Ke2 14.

Sd3 Ke3 15. ScS Ke2 16. Sad(ed)

Ke3(el) 17. Sc3 Kf3(f2) 18. Re8

(main line method).

Sc6 Ke2 14. ..., Ked 15. Sa5 Ke5

16. Sb3 Ke6(ed) 17. Rc8 Kd7(d3)

18. Re3(+) K— 19. Sal wins.

15. Sa5 Ke3

16. Sb3 Ke2

And the ’main line method” play

might continue: 17. Sc5 Ke3 18. Kb3

Ke2 19. Sed4(ad) Ke3(el) 20. Sc3

Kf3(f2) 21. Re8 Kf4 22. Sd5+ Kf3

23. Kb2 Kf2 24. Sf4 Kg3 25. Sd3 Kf3

26. Kb3 Kg3(g4) 27. Rb8! This is

simpler and quicker than restricting

bK to the h-file. 27. ..., Kf3 28. Sb4

Sxb4 29. Rxb4 Sb1 30. Kc2.

K4

11,

12.

13.

14.

A.G. Kopnin
After Black’s 7. ..., aSc2
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99a_3”
7. ..., aSc2 (Diagram K4)
8. Sg6 + Ked
9. Rh1! 9. Kd2? Sg2!
9. ..., Ke3
10. SeS Ke2
11. Sc4 Kf2 11. ..., Kdl 12. Rh2 Kcl
(Sal; Se3+, Kcl; Rhl) 13. Rd2
Kbl (Kal; Se3) 14. Rdl+ Ka2
15. Rcl.
Or 11. ..., Sal 12. Sa3 and 13.
Kb2.
Rh2+ Kf1 12.
Rh8 Kf2 14. Re8.
12. ..., Kf3 13. Kd2 Ke4 14. RhS
Kf4 (Kd4; Sdé6!) 15. Rh8 (main
line method).
. Rd2 Kg1
. Rd8 Kf2
. Re8 Kf3
. Kd2 bSS are tied down by wK
and now it is possible to drive bK
back to the edge. The method of
doing this was discovered by the
author 28 years ago and written
up in a short article ’Towards
they Theory of an Endgame’’ in

Shakmaty v SSSR, vi.53.

16. ..., Kf4 16. ..., Kf2 17. Rf8 +.
17. Sd6 Kf3 Or 17. ..., Kg5 18. Rf8.
. Rf8 + Kg3 and the remaining

’main line method’’ moves might

be 19. Se4 + Kg2 20. Kd1 Kgl 21.

Sc3(g3) Kg2 22. Se2 Kh3 23. Rg8

Kh2 24. Sf4 Khl 25. Sh3 Kh2 26.

Sf2. bK is stalemated, and one bS

is lost!

12. ..., Kg3(gl) 13.

b)
6. ..., eSc2 7. Kb3 KeS 8. Sg6+ Kd4
9. Rf8 Kd3 10. Rd8 + Ke2 11. Kb2
(see variation *’a-2"").

c)
6. ..., aSc2 7. Kd2 KeS 8. Sg6+ Ked
9. Rf8, as in variation *’a-3"’.

The specification of tying down bSS
by wK does not always reap an
advantage leading to a win. In
particular, when this takes place in



the centre of the board then the result
may be drawn. K5 is an example
where we have been unable to find a
win, because here the drive of bK to
the edge is unsuccessful, nor does it
lead to the advantageous exchange of
a pair of Ss. (Readers are invited
either to be convinced of this or to
refute the author’s assertion.)

A.G. Kopnin
(Original?7
7 ,

P

3+3

Draw

It is worth pointing out that studies
with this force set themselves apart
from theoretical positions with the
same material by having a unique
solution. However, in-depth analyses
of studies can bring to light solutions
to them which are distinct from the
author’s but no less interesting.
Naturally, such discoveries discredit
the study concerned and transfer it to
the category of theoretical positions.

J. Berger, 1921
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K6 is an example of this. The
author’s solution runs: 1. Re5 aSc4 2.
Sf5 Kgé 3. Ke6 Kh7 4. Rc7+ Kg8 5.
Se7 + Kf8 6. Sd5 Kg8 7. Sf6 + Kf8 8.
Ra7. We may note that not only 8.
Ra7 wins, but equally 8. Rh7 and 8.
Kd5. If, in this line, 2. ..., Kg8 3. Ke6
Kh8 4. Rc7 Kg8 5. Se7+ wins. Or if
2. ..., Sg6+ 3. Kf6 cSe5 4. Rc7+
Kg8 5. Sh6 + Kh8 6. KfS.

The composer’s solution has duals (a
partially incorrect solution), arising
out of the possibility of an advan-
tageous exchange of a pair of Ss.
After 1. RcS aSc4 one should lay the
immediate 2. Ke6! Kg6 (K else; Sc6,
Sxc6; Rxcd4!) 3. Sf5 Kh7 (Kg5(h5);
Sdé6!) 4. Se7 Kg7(h6,h8) 5. Sc6 Sxc6
6. Rxc4!

This idea of a partial second solu-
tion leads us to a complete cook: 1.
Ke6 Sd3. If 1. ..., a(e)Sc4 2. RcS Kgb
3. Sf5 Kh7 4. Se7 Kg7 5. Sc6. Or 1.
.oty Sg4 2. Rc5 Sb7 3. R¢7. Or 1. ...,
Sg6 2. RcS Sf4+ (S8 +; Kf7) 3. Kf5.
2. Rc3 Sh2. 2. ..., Sf4+ 3. KeS!
Sg6+ 4. Kf6 Sf4 5. Rc5. Or 2. ...,
Sb7!? 3. Sb3! Sf4+ (Sd8 +; Ke7!) 4.
Ke5 Sg6+ 5. Kf6. Or 2. ..., Sbd(el,
f2) 3. Rc5 Sb7 4. Rc7. 3. Kf7! With
this move a mating attack is decisive,
for instance 3. ..., Khé6 4. Rg3 Sc4(c6)
5. Sf5+ KhS 6. Kf6 and 7. Rg5 mate.
We may observe that after 3. ..., Kh6
W can also win ’’beautifully”’ by
making use of the idea of the fork or
double attack: 4. Sf5+! Kg5 5. Sdé6!
Kf4. If 5. ..., Sad 6. Ra3! with a
double attack (skewer). 6. Rc5 Sb3
7. Rb5. Double attack (skewer!)

Alexey Grigoryevich Kopnin
Chelyabinsk, USSR
17.i.81.



NEW BOOK TITLES

Das Moderne Schachlehrbuch - Teil
3, Das Endspiel. By Rudolf Teschner,
Wilhelm Goldmann Verlag, Munich,
1980, 180 pages, in German. A
player’s introduction to endgame
theory, with a number of fresh
examples to leaven the standard ones.
Missing: a book list, whether for
acknowledgements or for further
reading.

Endgame Preparation, by Jon Speel-
man, Batsford, London, 1981, 177
pages. This follow-on to the GM
author’s Analysing the Endgame is in
the same informal, conversational
style of writing, sugaring the potent
analytical pills. The book’s theme
seems to me to be ’’the endgame
struggle and what is decisive in it”.
So, we have detailed expostion of
tactical motifs, zugzwang, the extra
pawn, drawing combinationa. There-
after we get more strategic, with
pawn structures in general and the
passed pawn. There’s not a lot for
the studies enthusiast, but a great
deal for the analyst, and should we
not all be analysts to some extent?

Maleetiiiidid, by I. Rozenfeld, Tal-
linn, 1981, 80 pages, in Estonian. A
mini-collection of 190 fine studies,
grouped by: checkmate, stalemate,
underpromotion, positional draw,
domination (ie win of a piece),
zugzwang, and problem themes.

Slovar Shakhmatnoi Kompozitsii, by
N.P. Zelepukhin, Kiev, 1982, 208
pages, hard cover, in Russian. This
»’Dictionary of Chess Composition”’
is a mixed bag. There is a valuable
elucidation (p. 86) of the obscure
source ?’listok Shakhmatonovo
Kruzhka Petrogubkommy’’; but there
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is no composer entry for Herbstman
or Peckover to take just two examples;
there are entries (why?) for all the over-
the-board World Champions; there is an
entry (p.197) for ’’Schwalbe’’, the
West German chess composition ma-
gazine, but for no other *’problem’’
magazine; and, horror of horrors,
our own David Joseph of Manchester
still (p. 127) hails from Lodz! The
entries under *’priority of theme”’ (p.
130), ’’publication” (p. 134) and
”study composition’’ (p. 149) are
worthwhile, and for the problem
world many themes are listed and
national *’schools’’ described.

and Some Older Books

Reprints by OLMS, the Swiss com-
pany for whom Viktor Korchnoi is an
adviser. The address: P.O. Box 159,
CH-8033 Ziirich, Switzerland. Many
chess works from the past are being
sumptuously reprinted. Among them:
’1414’. ’S00’ and ’360’ (according to
EG’s abbreviations); an Ercole del
Rio; Lolli; Stamma (which?); Bilguer;
Walker (which?); Berger; Philidor
(which?); Allgaier’s ’’ Anweisung zum
Schachspiele’’; Em. Lasker’s Chess
Magazine; Wiener Schachzeitung ma-
gazine; and Voellmy’s ’’Schachtak-
tik”’. One would like to have more
precise information as to titles, edi-
tions, languages and dates, but the
whole project is thoroughly praise-
worthy.

Manual de Ajedrez, by Jose Paluzie y
Lucena, in Spanish, the date given by
Dr Chicco’s *’Dizionario’’ being 1911
-13, with pp. 169-280 covering the
endgame. Studies occur in the text
and there is a short chapter on
>’finales artisticos’’, in which we read
the typical problemist’s comment that
in studies ’’the stipulation is less



precise than in the problem, as the
number of moves in the solution is
not indicated”’. The algebraic nota-
tion is used.

Schachtaktik, by Erwin Voellmy, in 4
volumes, Basle, in German, 1927-30.
From the title one would not be led
to expect many studies in these small
books, each of which is around 130
pages. But in fact they are crammed
with them, mostly with sources meti-
culously quoted. The author acknow-
ledges Lamare (’Un Amateur de ’ex-
U.A.A.R.”) as a major source, but
his discursive and readable text is
clearly his own, as is the somewhat
obscure organisation, redolent of the
later Rueb’s. Part I is called ’’Zug
und Bereich’’, Part II >’Drohen und
Lenken”’, Part III ”’Zeit und Raum”’,
and the last part *’Uberginge’’. Each
part has an introduction, and it does
not help to read (in III) that the title
of that part (ie, >’Time and Space’’)
does not relate to the volume’s
contents but rather to ’the unifying
aspect under which I wish to draw
together the various objects’’. How-
ever the work is distinctive in the
close connection the author sees
between the study and the game.

Finales de Ajedrez, in 2 volumes, by
Dr. R. Rey Ardid, Zaragoza, in
Spanish, 1944 and 1945. The 253
pages of Vol. I are devoted to
P-endings, the 207 pages of Vol. II to
pawnless endings. A third volume, on
endings with both pieces and pawns,
was never published. These two
volumes seem best seen as a careful
compilation or résumé of endgame
theory from all available sources at
that date, for the material considered,
with commentary and occasional cri-
ticism. Again, the algebraic notation
is used.
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|DIAGRAMS AND SOLUTIONS]

No. 4650

J. Rusinek

2nd Prize, Revista Romana de Sah,
1980

Draw 5+4
No. 4650: J. Rusinek. 1. Bf2/i
Re6+/ii 2. Kxe6 Bgd+ 3. f5/iii

Qxd3 4. f7+ Kg7 5. Bd4+ Qxd4 6.
f8Q+ Kxf8 stalemate (A ’’model”’
stalemate, ie both ’’pure’” as to
square coverage, and ’’economical’’
as to material).

i) Qb3+? Kh8 2. Qb8+ Qg8 3. f7
Kg7 4. Qe6 Qg6 5. Qxg6+ Rxg6.
1. 7+ 7 Kxf7 2. Qb3+ Kg7 3. Qb7+
Kgé6.

i) 1. ..., Qxf2? 2. Qg6+ mates.
1. ..., Qg4 2. Qd8+ Kh7 3. Qe7+
Kh6 4. Qb8 +.

No. 4651 D. Gurgenidze
3rd Prize, Revista Romana de Sah, 1980

Draw

No. 4651: D. Gurgenidze. 1. Re8 + /i
Kf7 2. cRel Rb7 3. Kc6 Ra7 4. Kb6
Rd7 5. Kc6 QfS5 6. R8e5 Qgd 7. R5ed
Qh3 8. R4e3 Qg4 9. Red Qf5 10. ReS5.
i) 1. Rgl+? Rg6 2. Rxg6+ Qxg6,
and Bl has a theoretical win (the
authority given is Lissitsyn’s treatise
on the endgame, pp. 350-1).



No. 4652 G-M. Kasparyan Se6+. 5. ..., Qf8 6. Bc5+ Kxc5 7.

1 Hon. Men., Revista Romana de Sah,

Se6+. 5. ..., Ka3 6. Sd3.

No. 4654 M. Matous
3 Hon. Men., Revista Romana de Sah,

No. 4652: G.M. Kasparyan. 1. d7
Bh4 2. Rh6 Bd8 3. Rh8 h2 4. Rxh2
Bd5+ 5. Ke5 Bc7+ 6. Kd4 Kxd7 7.
Rh7+ Kc6 8. Rh6+ Bd6 9. Sb6wins. No. 4655: G.A. Umnov. 1. Rhl
No. 4653 V. Nestoresen Sc3+ (c3; Bc4) 2. Kb4 Sbl (Sxe2;
2 Hon. Men., Re{ijg'g Romana de Sah, Kxc4) 3. Bxc4 (Rh2? Kcl3) 3. ..., alQ
7 4. Ba2 Kc2 5. Bxbl + (Rxb1? Qxa2;)
5. ..., Kd2 6. Rh2+ (Kc4? QeS;) 6.
..., Kel 7. Rhl + /i Kf2 8. Kb3.
i) 7. Kc4 is given as a dual method of
drawing.

No. 4655 G.A. Umnov
1 Comm., Revista Romana de Sah,

Draw 6+4

No. 4653: V. Nestorescu. 1. a8Q
Bb7 + 2. Kd3/i Bxa8 3. RfS+ Kgé6 4.
Rg5+ Kh7 5. Rh5+ Kg8 6. Rh8+
Kf7 7. Rxa8 Qg3+ 8. Kc4 Qc7+ 9.
Kd3, positional draw.

i) AJR hopes he’s right about the
following: 2. Qxb7? Qxb7+ 3. Kd3
Qbl and B1 will win material, for

example, 4. Sc2 Qd1 + 5. Ke3 Qf3 + No. 4656 Y, Surychey
6. Kb2 Be3 7. Sxe3 Qxe3 and wB and 2 Comm., Revista Romana de Seh,

wR are so precariously placed that
one or the other will be lost when wR
is chivvied off g-file.

No. 4654: M. Matous. 1. Sc4+ Kd3
2. Sf4+ Kxc4 3. Bb3+ Kb4 4. Bb6
Qg7+ 5. Kbl/i Qh7+/ii 6. Kcl Kc3
7.Sd5+ Kd3 8. Bc2+ wins.

i) Threatening 6. Sd5+ Ka3 7.
BeS+. 5. Ke2? Qc3 +.

ii) 5. ..., Kc3 6. Bd4+ Kxd4 7.
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No. 4656: A.V. Sarychev and V.
Israelov. 1. Sd2 Sc7 2. Kb6 SxdS + 3.
Kxb5 Sc3+ 4. Ka5 Sxbl 5. Sc4+
Kxa2 6. Kb4 draw.

No. 4657 G.M. Kasparyan

3-5 Comm., Revista Romana de Sah,
1980

Draw
No. 4657: G.M. Kasparyan. 1.
Bf8+ 2. Ke8 Rg7/ii 3. Rh6 Ba3 4.
Ra6 Bc5 5. Rc6 Bf8 6. Rh6 Bb4 7.
Rb6 draw.
i) 1. Kf7? Rh8 2. Kg6 Sf8 +.
ii) 2. ..., Rh8 3. Rg6+ Kxh4 4. Rg8.

No. 4658 Y.M. Makletsov
3-5 Comm., Revista Romana de Sah,
1980

4+4

No. 4658: Y.M. Makletsov. 1. Se5 {3
2. Rxel Rh4+ 3. Kgl f2+ 4. Kxf2
Rf4+ 5. Kg3 Rxf5 6. Kg4.

The third study (by E. Melnichenko)
in this ranked group is cooked as
printed.

No. 4659: J. Rusinek. 1. Kf2 Bh5 2.
Bc4 Rxb6 3. Kg3 Rf6 4. Kh4 Rh6 5.
Be6+ Kd8 6. Sg6, with either 6. ...,
Bxg6 7. Kg5 draw, or 6. ..., Rxg6 7.
Bf7 draw.

£7/i
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No. 4659 J. Rusinek
Special Prize, Revista Romana de Sah,

/ //

/%
/

//

Draw 4+3

Nor. 4660 An.G. Kuznetsov
and G. Rivkin

Ist Prize, 64", 1979

No. 4660: An.G. Kuznetsov and G.
Rivkin. 1. a7 Sxa7+ 2. Ka6é Sc8 3.
Kb7 Rg8 4. Rfl + Ke7 5. Rcl Kd7 6.
Rxc8 Sd8+ 7. Ka8 Kxc8 8. Sbé6+
Kc7 9. Sd5+ Kd7 10. Sf6+ Ke6 11.
Sxg8 Sf7 12. a4 dS 13. aS d4 14. Shé
Sxh6 15. a6 Sf7 16. Kb8 Sd8 17. Kc7.

No. 4661 E. Pogosyants
2nd Prize 764’ 1979







