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The Accused had entered clinical medical school in l964 but found himself victimised on account of  having been educated at a state grammar school, being a student of  Cambridge University and of  having entered via that university’s competitive Open Scholarship System instead of being a Public School Boy who had been  chosen on social class criteria.  Accordingly, after qualifying in medicine in l969 he worked in resident posts in hospitals on the National Health Service’s ‘closure list’ in which British graduates were not usually employed below consultant level and there was instead  reliance on imported ‘temporally registered’ doctors who worked on terms determined by local administrators and were subsidised by their own governments.  The Accused again found himself victimised - on account of  being a British citizen, British graduate and of  suspected Jewish origin.  The Accused found himself unable to proceed in his medical career, apparently in retribution at his seeking, on behalf of  a consultant, help from the Ministry of  Health and  Trent Regional Hospital Board with dealing with criminality at Carlton Hayes Psychiatric Hospital in l972.

[The GMC in more recent years has used the term ‘partial registration’ in preference to ‘temporary registration’ but if a person is ‘partially registered’ it sounds as if the operation has been performed by an errant computer which has left out some letters and digits from his name and registration number, or has substituted blank spaces, and the present author, as have others, prefers to retain the old terminology].

The Accused found himself  with a negligible income.  This he could not remedy without accumulation of  some capital.  He therefore was forced to live with expenditure less than this negligible income(or in a way in which amounts of money which others would have supposed negligible were not negligible).  He could not guarantee any future income and could not afford to pay a rent.  However there were then houses in the inner cities which sometimes were put on the open market which were not wanted by the very rich.  The poor - or, as The Accused was apt to misrepresent the world, the even richer - did not want to buy them either.   Nor was it customary for them to take out mortgages or loans - and these houses therefore were not elevated in price on account of  the availability of  mortgages.  The Accused therefore bought 9 Harley Street, in Nottingham, where he was able to live very frugally and had reasonable prospects of  gradually enhancing his income.  

However, at first there turned out to be disorder and vandalism in the area.   This, to The Accused’s astonishment, was dramatically reduced when it appeared to the local population as if  The Accused had ‘beaten the police’ who had been mysteriously ordered by some outside agency to pin charges on The Accused.  They found no charges to pin.   The Accused, it turned out, though he had not realised it, had been accepted as a member of the local community and what he did, they opined, they could do as well, or they took to be done by themselves or one of their number.  The Accused’s alleged achievement was thus  regarded as proof that the local population could stand up against the outside persecutor and increased self-confidence and brought greater civilisation to the district.

However the council then, possibly by mistake or clerical error or possibly through more ulterior motives (or both - for in the real world accidents are apt to be deliberate or consistent with motivations), placed a compulsory purchase order on 1-15 Harley Street under the now obsolete l957 Housing Act which had been designed to remove inner city inhabitants, who were considered to be mentally subnormal and criminals, by demolishing their homes and scattering them around so as to break ties of  kinship and friendship.   Some councillors and officials appeared to retain such attitudes.   The new l974 Act which was intended to put an end to the indiscriminate mass demolition of  inner cities appears retrospectively, however, to have been motivated by or enacted in accordance with such l930s degeneracy theory.  Inner Cities were to be evacuated,  the prices of  houses raised to levels outside the reach of  former residents and the houses were to be filled with imported immigrants, preferably ‘illegal’.  

From the Degeneracy Theory point of  view the trouble with local ‘degenerates’ was that they reproduced and, if trained or used as a stop-gap for some function,  they and their descendents might remain and ‘take over’.  The imported preferably illegal immigrant supposedly could be used and then kicked out without there being a subsequent generation - to be replaced then pro-temp with New Immigrant.  Such politics which had been pioneered in the National Health Service appeared to have become part of  general Tory policy.   The Wilson Labour Government between l974 and l979 considerably curtailed immigration, but this made little practical difference in the long run,  the Tory government that followed encouraging importation of  immigrants supplied by approved slave-trading agencies but discouraging  those who arrived by their own steam.  The Bliar Labour government that followed was effectively a Tory government with the same policies that were pursued in the early l980s.   Nottingham Council thus supposedly signed a compulsory purchase order on 1-15 Harley Street under the l957 Housing Act in l977 when the houses were in excellent condition, the best in the district, and The Accused claims that the council then bribed and incited local residents to vandalise the area to provide justification for the C.P.O..   The council was in a position to evict residents in the area other than those in l-15 Harley Street without compulsory purchase and demolition of  the houses.  Three other houses were included in the C.P.O. apparently because there had been a prior to intention to demolish the eleven council owned houses 4-24 Harley Street, the number eleven had been specified in the order but the houses themselves were specified only on an attatched sheet which could easily be altered or substituted and when the list was surrepticiously altered the number eleven had to remain.

The Accused was best known as the manager of  a chess club based in Leicester.   This had originally been a section of  the Leicestershire Chess Club.  However, this was forced to become fully independent in l964 after disagreements with the Leicestershire Chess Club Secretary, Roger Scowen, who, according to The Accused, was naively manipulated by the ‘Wigston Mafia’, a more true blue organisation, which had been conducting a vendetta against the Leicestershire Chess Club since l933.   The Accused’s club took on the name Highcross and the Mafia’s vendetta was transferred from the Leicestershire Club to Highcross.  This forced the club into a succession of changes and in l977 it was operating as the Foxhunters Chess Club, which was an amalgamation with other clubs, notably the Gambit Club, which had been set up by J.W. “Eddy” Edington who remained on not unequivocably friendly terms with Mick Broadhurt who had led the defection from Gambit to Highcross. 

The Highcross Chess Club had grown out of  an organisation set up largely by pupils at two Leicester grammar schools, the Wyggeston and City Boys’ School, people selected by examination to undergo ‘education’ instead of being offered paid employment and the club catered not just for them but also for others who with and could be expected to remain with low or zero incomes.  The purpose of the state grammar school was to weed out and destroy potential upstarts from working class areas (unless they could rely on parental finance and influence - in which case they were not upstarts).  They had organised themselves rather than being organised by some older person - except that The Accused in l964, when the club became fully independent of  the Leicestershire Chess Club, at twenty one years of  age, was the oldest member and Mick Stokes, who organised the club from day to day while The Accused was at university was at that point, at eighteen years of age, the oldest of  those permanently resident in Leicester.    The organisation was intended as a peer structure for people who were not assured of  roots, homes, employment and income at the age of  fifteen and the organisation was loose and informal - a network of  acquaintances rather than a club or society in the usual sense, with a widespread and mobile membership scattered around the country.  Decisions were made collectively, but not generally at formal general meetings, and there was no regulation whereby a minority had to abide by the decision of  a majority.   There was no compulsion to pay subsciptions - and it was necessary to mainain a large membership and for the club to own its own premises or to use premises for which there was no charge and the tendency was for there to be club meetings every night but for these not to be well attended.   Friendly games of  chess between members at club nights were virtually unknown.  There was a tendency also for members to be occupied in the evenings by enterprises other than chess - such as part-time evening work, studies or participation in other activities and for members to meet off club premises.   The Gambit Club had grown out of  the Cedars Club -  a smaller organisation, entirely locally based, run by schoolmasters, with a more authoritarian tradition, with authority invested in officials and decisions made formally at general meetings.  Its members took up employment at fifteen or sixteen, had, by the standards of  Highcross members without permanent roots and employment,  large incomes, paid high subscriptions for what they supposed to be better facilities and had a weekly clubnight during which members regularly congregated to play chess with one another.

According to The Accused his last meeting with Roger Scowen, and his friend and sidekick, Dudley Long, whom he had not seen since l967, was at the British Chess Federation’s Congress in l977 at the Brighton Pavilion.   The facts are correct, whether or not the date is correct.   It is not clear why The Accused should have visited the l977 Brighton Congress - unless he was then at an Open University summer school at nearby Falmouth.   The Accused, on a rapid visit, was speedily proceeding through the door of  the congress hall when Scowen and Long were approaching towards him at a more leisurely pace.  Scowen mentioned that he and Dudley Long, since  taking their university degrees (Roger had been studying at Sidney Sussex College, Cambridge and Dudley at Queen Mary’s College at Mile End in London)  had been working at the National Physical Laboratory.

    “For which chess club are you now playing?”, asked Roger Scowen.

    “Same as always”, replied The Accused in surprise (He thought this information was known to all who played chess) “ - Foxhunters,  that’s Highcross”.

Roger expressed astonishment.  He had been under the impression that Highcross had been formed by the formed in l964 through the Leicester C team breaking from the Leicestershire Chess Club at a time when it had insufficient members to field a team during the forthcoming l964-5 season.  This misconception and Scowen’s attempts to import another club, Cedars, the club that was eventually to become Gambit,into the Leicestershire Club to replace it, had been one of  the major bones of  contention.   The Accused was surprised that Roger had still suffered from this delusion.   Roger had supposed that Highcross would rapidly collapse through lack of  membership..which is curious, for surely Roger remained in Leicester as secretary of  the Leicestershire Club during the l965-6 season during which Highcross had the largest membership of  any chess club in the country!

The Accused explained to Roger that his club (Leicester B and C during l963-4) had since its formation in l957 effectively been an independent unit within the Leicestershire Chess Club.  It’s entire membership (apart from, eventually, The Accused) had been under eighteen years old and subject only to the Leicestershire Chess Club’s five shillings subscription for juniors.   This five shillings was used to pay individual Leicestershire Chess League fees of  five shillings per player.   The Accused’s club members consisted of all the schoolboy chessplayers in the county, who knew each other because they met during matches and tournaments, and their friends and acquaintances.  They did not formally join the Leicestershire Chess Club unless they played in the league teams (Leicester B and C) and, if they did, the five shillings subscriptions were sent directly to the Leicestershire League Secretary.  The Leicestershire Chess Club club secretary had not been involved, did not know anything about the junior section’s affairs nor the scale of  its membership nor the plans relating to future seasons.   This had already been the procedure when Roger’s predecessor, Philip Collier, had been Leicestershire Chess Club secretary.  Roger replied that he has known none of this - and has also been misled over the other issues that are discussed in the volumes relating to l963 and l964.

Roger had been very inexperienced and in the view of  the junior section he had been meddling, interfering and adopting an ill-informed dictatorial attitude.  At one stage Scowen complained to the League Management Committee that Leicester C had been fielding players without their league subscriptions having been paid - and it turned out that all fees for Leicester B and C players had been received in time - but none for any players in any other Leicestershire Chess Club team [Possibly Roger did not know what was meant by league registration and thought this was an internal transaction within the club].  It also seemed retrospectively that Scowen’s ignorance of  the fact that junior subs were paid to the league directly was a reason for a misundertanding surrounding the Leicestershire Club’s balance sheet which was one reason for the walkout.  Scowen had been asked to be Leicestershire Chess Club Secretary by club members who were under the mistaken impression that he was a member of the Leicester B/C section and The Accused’s representative.  The Accused was unable to take on such an office himself (or supposedly not) because he was to depart to study at Cambridge University, whereas Roger, whose experience as an organiser was limited to a brief period as ‘captain’ of the Wyggeston School club ten years previously, had just completed studies at Cambridge and had no knowledge of the Leicestershire Chess Club’s organisation or its recent history.

They also had brief words over another controversy which still irked The Accused, his attempt, when becoming organiser of the Wyggeston School chess club to ‘drop’ Scowen and Long from the team in the Sunday Times schools’ competition (and everyone over sixteen years old) instead of their playing on the top two boards, a ploy disguised as the demotion of the Accused and the younger first team players to the Sunday Times second team.   The Accused still felt that if Scowen and Long had not insisted on playing (i.e. on The Accused, Kieth Emerton and Mick Miller playing for the ‘first’ team) the school would have won the competition (very easily!).  This ploy could have been justified in the absence of any age handicap, but the fact that there was age handicap built into the Sunday Times rules was sufficient ground for Scowen and Long retiring from the team, without there being any reflection on their play.  It turned out that Scowen and Long had neither realised that it was the second team that was intended to win the competion nor had been aware of the exact ages of club members and how this affected the handicap penalties.  They now admitted that the Accused’s intentions were correct and reasonable and showed no signs of feeling that they may have been insulting to their status or assessment of performance.  What had seemed to be a feud between Roger Scowen and The Accused throughout the seven years during which The Accused was organiser of the Wyggeston School Chess Club and the junior section of the Leicestershire Chess Club had been based on misunderstandings.

The Accused was now rarely playing in chess tournaments.  According to his recollection however he played in l977 again at a tournament being played over a summer weekend at Owen’s Park in Manchester.  Again, this happened - though the author is not convinced that it took place in l977.   Phil Lucas, now regularly playing on top board for Foxhunters and Susan Lucas, wife of  his brother George, now the highest graded lady player in the midlands, were also playing in the tournament.   The Lucases had booked rooms but The Accused instead slept rough in the building - because he could not afford the residence charges, but also because hired rooms were not necessarily much warmer or  more comfortable than sleeping rough or in some convenient location in the building.  Eddy Edington, with Peter Killick, with whom The Accused had cooperated in a rudimentary printing business before it was taken over by Eddy, had  now moved from Leicester to Bolton.   Peter happend to be playing in the Manchester Congress and, hoping to repair the misunderstanding that this had created, invited The Accused to stay overnight at Bolton.   The Accused declined.   Peter may have supposed that this was prompted by lasting resentment.  In fact The Accused did not know where Bolton was (even though Peter had assured him it was part of  Manchester and not at a great distance), feared that Eddy’s house would be no warmer than Owen’s Park, felt he could not afford bus fares and did not wish to get up early in the morning to travel back to the congress!  On this occasion it became evident that Phil and Susan needed not have gone to the expense of  hiring separate rooms.  Subsequently George and Susan were divorced and Phil, Susan and Phil’s wife, whom he had met at childrens’ home, were separately accomodated as separate one parent families in the same ill-favoured part of  Braunstone in Leicester.

Phil Lucas was a genius in his own right whose ethics and means of  survival in the face of  an unfavourable background and chronic unemployment did not meet universal approval with members of  other clubs.   After first team matches members regularly repaired to Phil Lucas’s house to play bridge.   During these sessions Phil would regularly vanish to the toilet for lengthy periods to memorise Modern Chess Openings.   Phil did not give the impression of  being a highly educated chess player or of  having the theoretical knowledge of  those who had played tournament chess since childhood.  Nor for that matter did The Accused or any of the other Foxhunters first team players.   They seemed more to be self-educated, by experience rather than book learning - and in so far as The Accused had an influence in recruitment of  club members or their training, he greatly emphasised the capacity to play tolerably without formal indoctrination and to learn through private analysis and experience.  He would say that any person could at some time of  his life, sooner or later, learn theory but only a few had a pre-existing capacity for calculation.   He also felt that it was more appropriate for those who had no other opportunities (rather than those who had prospects in some more fashionable direction or sufficient funds to have so)  to train themselves to be chess masters and to be encouraged to do so - a major source of  his disagreements with the Wigston Chess Club or Wigston Mafia which had considerable influence over local chess affairs.  Nevertheless, there were those who claimed, with some justification, that despite his reputation for originality, or even carelessness and for complicated tactical play, The Accused was the most orthodox chessplayer in the county and that he had an unequalled knowledge of  theory.   As organiser and trainer of  a succession of  talented young players who themselves had a thorough knowledge of  the currently fashionable chess openings, or  of their own favourite openings, The Accused inevitably absorbed much theory without actual study of  literature.   Phil Lucas also, despite being regarded as an orginal and self-made chessplayer, would win game after game on account of  his memorisation of  Modern Chess Openings, even against some of  the county’s strongest and most theoretically-educated chess players - which surprised The Accused, who had supposed that amongst professional chess players or regular tournament contestants the material in MCO (which was not then known to The Accused) was basic, out of  date and known to all! [The edition of  MCO read by Phil Lucas was the eleventh - some older editions listed many vague or  poor variations, whereas some later editions were overcomprehensive with many unsound or inferior variations with more accurate means of  play omitted].

The Accused, at bridge, was usually partnered by Mick Stokes, who was the only person who understood The Accused’s bidding and play and was prepared to tolerate The Accused’s tendency to play a disproportionate number of  hands or to impose his plans on his partner when defending.   This ability to understand The Accused’s methods arose in part also from Mick  Stoke’s capacity for mental arithmetical calculation (His arithmetical calculations were quicker and more accurate than The Accused’s), which, on account of  the scoring system, affects bidding and play in bridge.   Phil Lucas, partnering perhaps George or Susan, had to contend with this unbeatable partnership between Mick Stokes and The Accused.

The Accused’s bidding system differed from others in that the partners did not divulge a great deal of unnecessary information before reaching their contracts and also had a variability according to circumstances to a degree that the orthodox bridge player would have said that The Accused and his partner changed the bidding system without openly telling each other and without telling anyone else.  If  the player knows how he is going to deal with the replies the partner does not necessarily have to know what a bid ‘means’ - or in so far as a bid has a ‘meaning’ the Accused’s partner would know, but the theory was more complex than that behind systems considered appropriate for tournament bridge. .  The Accused’s play against most opponents was a boring routine of  The Accused playing every contract and making most of them, even where they were unmakeable.  In tournament bridge the contentestants play individual hands as ‘vulnerable’ or ‘not vulnerable’ (the scoring system in the two cases differing) but they do not play a series of hands with the requirement to make a non-vulnerable game and then a vulnerable game to score a rubber (there being a series of rubbers in succession).  In rubber bridge the hands are not all independent units and the mathematics of maximising scores differs from that of tournament bridge (which it does also because in tournament bridge a series of pairs are playing the same hands against different opponents and competing against each other to obtain the highest (or least high) score.  The bridge player has to balance risks (or weighted probabilities).  In theory an ace mathematician or computer programmer might calculate these risks, but they are in rubber bridge difficult to assess accurately.  It was easier for The Accused and his partner to adjust their bidding system according to the play of the opponents.   If the opponents simply let him get away with playing every hand, never interpose with any interference bids, only get themselves into contracts when they think they know what is in each others’ hands and that they will make the contract and never trap the opponent into a contract they know cannot be made and which they double, there is no need for the partners to think about or amend the bidding system.   Phil Lucas, however, differed from other bridge players The Accused encountered in being very good at outwitting The Accused.  Bridge, as played by Phil Lucas, had some resemblance to poker - and it seemed to The Accused that Phil was getting away with risks far more consistently than might be expected from the information supposedly available (or might have bizarre hands which turned what seemed to be a speculative bid into a certainty).  Mick Stokes and The Accused would vary their bidding tactics in an attempt to thwart Phil’s good fortune but there were nights when Phil would continue to keep a step ahead of them.

It is the Accused’s understanding that in tournament bridge players are expected to play their cards instantaneously and also to bid instaneously - lest a delay be taken as a signal.  In Foxhunters Bridge lengthy periods might be consumed in thinking, though it is true this was usually on the part of the person playing hand before he started playing it - and his partner is dummy and there is nobody to whom to impart information.  It did not occur to anyone that time taken could be a signal or a meth - and if a player took a long time thinking this was because there was something to think about and the thinking was more likely to give information to the opponent than the partner - and since time might be taken for thinking when there was  a reason for it, the ploy was not avialable purely for signalling.  If delay in play or bidding had been a signal all would have known it and what it meant.  It might be irritating to The Accused that when he was playing a contract of seven diamonds (doubled), Phil would hold his hand over his chest to indicate ‘lead a heart, so that I can trump it’ - because the Accused, if he had miscalculated, did not wish to be Found Out - or he did not want it to appear he had miscalculated even though had the contract actually been makeable that would have been an extra bonus and Phil’s hint made no difference to the outcome.  But such conduct was also intended to be entertainment.  Phil might also occasionally appear to think for a lengthy period before playing his card when there was nothing to think about or play the card instanteously when there was - but would then grin slyly to make it obvious he had done so.  Nevertheless the lengthy silences while players were pondering were amongst the features which might induce orthodox bridge players to regard Fohunters Bridge as bizarre - and indeed orthodox chessplayers who would treat friendly games as if they were competitive or to have the objective of one person winning against another, would have regarded the Foxhunters approach to chess and chess like games with each other, in so far as they occurrred, also bizarre.

Nevertheless, despite this cavalier approach, there were aspects of Foxhunters Bridge which othrs might have regarded as excessively formal.  Precautions were taken against confusion which were on a par with those taken when playing chess against Loughborough.  Thus cards played were not thrown into the middle of the table but turned up in front of the player and then stacked up, in front of the player, face down, crosswise if the trick is lost and straight if it is won).  This enables the play to be reconstructed or discussed after the event.  When players believed they were going to win the rest of the tricks they did not lay down the hand and claim the rest but dutifully played played through every remaining trick.

Once the player has thought out how is going to play the hand, and the various alternatives that might arise, he does not then, as play proceeds, have to remember every card that is played.  He may have to remember only how many cards have been played in each suit or in several suits or just one (or eventually so).  The Accused one night got the impression that his plans were going astray.  The cards had been played in the usual manner and were stacked face down in front of the opponents when played - and nobody was picking them up again after they had been played.  There was apparently no possible way thee could have been subterfuge.  But The Accused decided to keep a check on the cards played.  Phil Lucas played the Ace of Spades ..then a few tricks later, played the Ace of  Spades again.  The Accused  pointed this out.  Phil denied it.  The Accused reminded Phil of the play to that point.  Phil had no more spades in his hands.  He could not play the Ace of  Spades.  Phil denied it.  So they played on - and Phil produced no more spades.  But then, on the last trick, Phil triumphantly placed the Ace of Spades for a third time.  Phil denied it.  The Ace of  Spades had previously been played on the King, The Accused pointed out and Phil had won the trick.  If  this had not happened, The Accused would have won a trick with the King.  Obviously so, said Phil, but so what?  He had been cheating.  Cheating was a legitimate part of the game.

Phil also insisted (and was not contradicted) that games such as monopoly and backgammon were so simple that cheating was compulsory and that no skill was involved without it.

Phil Lucas did not know the names of  several of  the more Gambit-orientated club members and would always refer to them by nicknames of  his own.   So Paul Wylie, the second team secretary, was “Bluesuit” and Malcom Lomax, a teacher at the Wyggeston School, was “Schoolmaster”.   In private conversation he was apt to be disrespectful of  the superior classes.  He informed The Accused that Malc Whall was ‘stupid’.   Why was he stupid, asked The Accused.  “He belongs to Mensa”, replied Phil Lucas, “All members of  Mensa are stupid!”.   The Accused admitted that although such thoughts should not be entertained, this unacceptable assessment of  Mensa had not failed to suggest itself to him.   Phil Lucas would regularly refer to anyone whom he regarded as stupid as a ‘Mensa Person’!  [Neither Phil nor The Accused was aware that Cyril Johnson was not merely a member of Mensa but national secretary].   The reader is reminded that although it is great sin to sit in judgement of others and a temptation of  providence and a lack of  insight, and although St John assures us that anyone who regards another person as stupid is destined for the fires of  hell,  those who find themselves inferior or despised can protect themselves by, in their own circles, without being overheard, reversing conventional values and emphasing the supposed failings of  the supposedly superior.   No doubt Malcom Whall, in the privacy of  his circles, replied against Phil Lucas in good measure!

The Accused had at the Annual General Meeting of  the Leicestershire Chess League in l972 clashed with the League Chairman, Clifford Knight (‘Heathcliffe’) over the election of  the so-called Vice Presidents, a long standing bone of  contention.   These had been introduced orginally, according to The Accused, by the Wigston Mafia in l964, in order to vote against the relegation of  the consistently losing Wigston first team from Division l - but openly the Mafia had claimed that the intention was that the Vice-Presidents would have no votes in any context - and this was written into the league rules (though in fact they were to appear both at committee meetings and general meetings and wielded voting cards),   Heathcliffe resigned several times during the meeting and finally walked out - and it was supposed he had resigned in actuality and permanently.  However he then called a league committee meeting and informed them that he was still caretaker Chairman.   He then proceeded with the formulation and introduction of  a new constitution for what was to be the Leicestershire Chess Association - an organisation to replace a previous bipartite structure with an independent Leicestershire Chess Council and independent Leicestershire Chess League.   The Accused claims that amongst the advantages of  this amalgamation was that it would put an end to a practice he alleges was perpetrated by the treasurer of  both organisations, Harry Burdett, of refusing to present accounts to the  League AGM on the grounds that he presented combined figures at the Council AGM and refusing to present them at the Council AGM because he claimed he presented them to the League AGM!  In the Accused’s opinion the elimination of  Harry Burdett’s alleged foibles carried such a priority that any defects inherent in the amalgamation became insignificant.

The committee league members (Most of those legitimately elected being Foxhunters members or former Highcross members) initially felt greatly alarmed that the proposed constitution placed too great an emphasis on the authority and powers of  the President - and of  the controlling Policy Committee.   Instead of being a democracy run from the roots it was a dictatorship with increasing despotic power with increasing distance up the tree.   The underlying problem could well have been that Heathcliffe had asked a lawyer to advise him on the constitution or to supply him with one designed for some other purpose.   Heathcliffe was himself a lawyer.

The younger committee members were brought with the practices of the Highcross Club.  The Chairman of  a meeting took on the role of a neutral coordinator with less powers than other people present.   He did not state his own views until others had expressed theirs and actively invite all those present to state their opinions.  There existed nothing in the manner of  a casting vote and decisions were valid only if  there was eventual unanimous agreement to abide by them.   The chairman or organiser also did not present a package plan of  his own to the meeting unless nobody else proposed anything - which sometimes happened.   A decision was never made on the basis of  the authority of  a person or  official (and the designation of  officials was somewhat vague).  There might however be effectively a conspiracy to abide by the actions or suggestions of  an official because it was known that the person or official had always been right in the past - and were the official to make what in the long term proved to be an error this conspiracy would not remain.   In day to day affairs, or in an emergency, an official or person might make a decision without mass consultation, but this did not mean that per se he had the authority to do so or that he was free to do so throughout some period office to which he had been elected.  An official could at any time by criticised, overuled or dismissed - in so far as there were any officials.  Alternatively, an official or individual might secure agreement not through persuasion but through impartial and detailed presentation of the facts and  arguments - with the usual lengthy and what outsiders might suppose to be acrimonious discussion before some acceptable policy emerged.  Highcross was not so much a democracy of  passive consensus but of  continuous disagreement, with close personal relationships being maintained by people in continuous conflict.   Outsiders found  this - which led also to club delegates voting or speaking against each other at League and other general meetings - bewildering  but members did also have a sense of  what would in the long run prove collectively practicable or acceptable.   Everyone in the club knew that if members did not wish to abide by some decision or policy, irrespective of  them supposedly having voted for it or  having been persuaded to vote for it, they would not do so.  Also, no decision was ever irreversible or such that it could not be reversed or modified until some annual or extraordinary meeting.   Further, decisions made by a majority (in so far as it was possible to determine what was a majority) were never binding on minorities and, similarly, minorities were entitled to behave as they chose so long as it affected nobody else, whether majorities or not.  Highcross operated more as a federation or collection of ad hoc independent units.  Or it was an anarchy in which people respected and did not impede other people’s wishes and interests.  They did not obey regulations because they were told to obey them.

The ancient traditions of  the Wigston Mafia, more in line with working class or factory traditions, sharply differed.   As soon as a person sat in a chair, his personality changed, he acted out a role and became a dictator, even if  he understood nothing about the subject on which decisions were being made.   Decisions made by supposed votes at general or committee meetings were regarded as binding (if this was conveient to the dictators, who could always say something else had been decided) and they were imposed rather than gatherings being encouraged to view all aspects clearly and if  necessary  to postpone decision.   Although the dictators might have their own version of what had been decided, In practice, decisions at annual meetings, as the dictators claimed them to be and sometimes also as they were, were taken to be irreversible until the next annual meeting and, in practice, the if clubs delivired inconvenient motions, they might not appear on the agenda or, if they were lost by the administration, they were ruled out of order or the chirman decided that some other decision had been reached.  Clubs were very likely to forget to submit motions or not to deliver them within time-limits.  There was, allegedly, widespread rigging in the form of  meetings being packed by voters with no legitimate votes, and suffused with threats and disruption by Wigston Mafiosi, or the rigging of a meeting so that a false appearance of  a consensus was imposed and delegates did not dare to speak - and there was the use of multiple casting votes by chairman (on the same motion 0 that is, if the administration lost by three votes, the chairman cast four).  So, at any rate, The Accused assures us.   Mick Broadhurst, of  the Gambit Club or former Gambit club had differing notions concerning democracy to The Accused but nevertheless was a youth of  very strong principles, a vocal advocate of  democracy and strongly and openly opposed to the more Wigston Mafia conduct of  Heathcliffe whom he saw not only a a dictator but as someone who commanded respect through holding an office, elected by somewhat dubious methods, and not through his wisdom or record.   Mick Broadhurst and Mick Cowley were the most prominent critics and amenders of  the constitution.  This constitution, as written,  did not openly state any underlying principles of  politics, power or democracy and they saw it as being interpreted as a recipe for dictatorship and abuse rather than democracy.

There was a succession of  general meetings to discuss the constitution.   The Accused was expected to be leader of  the critics and amenders.   However, he did not turn up at these meetings.  This caused some resentment against The Accused, who was felt as not abiding by his duties.   The Accused however knew nothing about these meetings.  He claims that notices were sent to Mick Stokes, that when Mick Stokes subsequently departed from Leicester papers were passed on to Mick Broadhurst and that Mick Broadhurst subsequently passed them to the The Accused, after The Accused had been formally elected secretary at an AGM and, not as mistakenly stated in a previous version of this work, when Mick resigned from the club.  This may have been in l978.  Only then did The Accused discover the relevent notices and why he had not previously seen them.   Mick Broadhurst even then supposed that The Accused would be angry at what he read in the accumulated literature and would openly seek  retribution against those perpetrators that remained - and supposed it might be cowardly or  dishonest of  The Accused that he did not do so.   The Accused claims that these notice and the existence of  these meetings were withheld from him because Mick Stokes, as a League Committee member, was under instructions from Heathcliffe to conceal them from The Accused,  that Heathcliffe had issued threats of retribution against The Accused and the club were The Accused to appear at the meetings - and that Mick Stokes took them seriously and felt that he could proceed more profitably in his own way without involving The Accused.   Mick Cowley was the overt leader of  the opposition, though he did portray himself as promoting proposals that had for years been pioneered by The Accused.

Despite these meetings, despite Mick Cowley’s amendments being approved and included in the constitution or adopted as practice by the Leicestershire Chess Association when it was formed, despite the constitution supposedly being approved by the clubs, rumblings against Heathcliffe and the constitution persisted.   Mick Stokes had a capacity, without doing so obviously, of  smoothing over potential wranglings and splits both in the club and in the league committee.  So long as Mick Stokes remained - Heathcliffe - for some six years as League Chairman, interim self-appointed acting League Chairman and as Association President - led a charmed life.  

At one point Heathcliffe decided to defend himself against criticism of  himself and his Constitution by setting up an advisory committee on the Constitution.   This was widely regarded as eyewash, delaying tactics or  the appointment by Heathcliffe of  a committee committed to adopting his party line.   Most of  those asked by Heathcliffe to sit on this committee - including Mick Cowley, Mick Broadhurst and Mick Stokes - for this reason declined to serve.   The Accused, who was also asked, wrote to Heathcliffe that he was perfectly willing to serve on this committee, if it in fact existed or met, provided that it was understood that he was not committed in advance to any points of  view or any party line.  Heathcliffe wrote back that he found this perfectly acceptable and that others who had agreed to serve on the committee had made the same stipulation.   The Accused’s acceptance of  this place on the committee (which effectively also meant that if  the committee met he would be its most influential member) was regarded in part with amusement and in part as a betrayal.  But the committee did not meet.  Nobody took it seriously.  Heathcliffe called no meetings.   The Chairman appointed by Heathcliffe, who also regarded the committee as an ineffectual mockery, called no meetings.   The Accused suggested to some others he knew to be on this committee, whose membership was largely secret, that they meet in any case - but none of  them took the committee seriously enough to cooperate!

Mick  Stokes became a manager at his insurance company’s head office at Harrogate, for which post Heathcliffe had  presented him with a reference!   Heathcliffe’s fortunes rapidly declined.   David Thompson, then Secretary of the Leicester Chess Club, agreed to hold the office of  League Secretary.  David Thompson, who had a partly damaged leg, was popular and respected and nobody wished him to undergo any grief in consequence of  accepting this not abundantly popular office.   A power maniac is not not the same thing as a workoholic administrator (such as Cyril Johnson, Ritson Morry or The Accused - type examples of the club secretary).  Despite the League Secretary, if he so chose, being in a better position to wield power than anyone else, power maniacs did not queue up for the position of  League Secretary, who had to do a great deal of work for no pay.  Although The Accused was after l964 never offered the post (and, as a matter of fact, never proposed himself) and woud have been willing to perform it, the perception was one of  club secretaries having to go down on their knees to beg somebody to become League Secretary.  Cyril Johnson however found that some of  the fixtures of  his club, which were scheduled by David Thompson, were inconveniently placed - sufficiently so to create difficulties in finding full teams or adequately strong teams for the divisions to which they were allocated.   The inconveniences, if  any, however, were minor when compared to some of  the bizarre timetables which in later years were to handicap The Accused’s club!    As matters stood, at least nominally or according to the recorded rules,  fixtures could only be changed with consent of  both parties, at least two weeks’ notice and with consent of  the League Secretary.   The rearranged game had to be fully completed within two weeks of  the originally designated date.  That was the theory - though there had been exceptions enough and power politics did affect the interpretation of  the rule.  Cyril felt that he might meet opposition to attempts to rearrange his fixtures.   Therefore to build a case he examined the fixtures more fully and came to the conclusion that these were rigged in favour of  the Leicester Club.  He consulted a ‘statistician’, though we do not know what statistician, who wrote a report or letter which was presented to Heathcliffe, in his capacity of  President of  the new Leicestershire Chess Association.   The statistician claimed that there was a very low probability of  the alleged bias in favour of  Leicester having been reached by chance.  Actually, this appears to be virtually improvable, especially with a relatively brief  list of  chess fixtures with only a few fixtures alleged to have been arranged on inappropriate dates - and even if  there were a low chance, there would still be a chance.   Heathcliffe immediately circulated league clubs informing them that on account of  the ‘incompetence’ of  the League Secretary all clubs were permitted to rearrange their fixtures without the existing formalities.   Heathcliffe, with perhaps the mind of a lawyer, supposed that his consitition allowed him to do on account of ‘incompetence’ and that therefore he was obliged to use the word.  When this came to the attention of  the League Management Committee they were incensed.  The notices, sent out without their knowledge or that of  the League Secretary, had been unnecessary.   He was usurping the responsibilities of the League Secretary.  Heathcliffe should not have described the League Secretary as ‘incompetent’.  David Thompson felt also that once this claim of  incompetence had been publically made it implied also that if  he was not incompetent that he had been cheating - had deliberately rigged the fixtures in the favour of  his own Leicester Club.  Such a suggestion would be far-fetched.   There did exist around the country a few organisers who were not regarded as above suspicion, but they did not play chess.   Chessplayers by nature do not like to make mistakes nor to risk being seen as making a mistake - and the Leicster Club was then the haven of  highly respectable unambitious people.

The League Committee demanded that Heathcliffe withdraw the allegation that the League Secretary had been ‘incompetent’ and apologise.   This surely was a simple matter.  Heathcliffe’s comment surely had been an error or slip of  the pen when hurriedly compiling a circular.   The reader, surely, irrespective of  whether he would have to endure further retribution, would have withdrawn the comment and apologised.   We do not know what went on behind closed doors but the reports were that despite repeated demands by the League Committee and also by the overall Policy Committee, despite delegations attempting to persuade Heathcliffe, he solidly maintained ho gegrapha gegrapha, that whatever he had written he had written and that he was not empowered or enabled to withdraw it or apologise.

The leader of  the hounds was Pat Hogan, who then still belonged to the Leicester Chess Club.   He briefly visited the Foxhunters Club when they were playing a first team match to speak to The Accused.  One of  Heathcliffe’s first acts when composing his new constitution had been to introduce a clause which was intended to throw The Accused out of  the Leicestershire Chess Association.   Mick Stokes was worried by this and it may have affected his subsequent conduct.   As the constitution was written, the President, i.e. Heathcliffe, was empowed to impose such a ban unilaterally without consulting anyone else (and could expel the entire Leicestershire Chess Association, other than himself  - though by now nobody was taking this seriously).   The Accused had told Mick not to worry.   The only person to be thrown out by this clause would be Heathcliffe himself.   Those who lived by the sword died by the sword.   Mick did not seem fully convinced.   Now Pat Hogan was saying that several clubs were collaborating to call, in accordance with procedure specified in the new constitution, an Extraordinary General Meeting to vote on and pass a motion that Heathcliffe would under this clause be permanently banned from membership of  the Leicstershire Chess Association.   Pat Hogan suggested that Foxhunters join the list.   Pat Hogan did not state which clubs were promoting this motion, though Leicester was presumably one of  them.   The original ‘resignation’ of  Heathcliffe had been prompted by his discovery that during the l972  League AGM, Mike Salisbury, secretary of  the Braunstone Club, and The Accused, were already collecting support from club secretaries for the calling of an EGM under the rules then in force,  that there would be no difficulty in obtaining the required number of signatories and that because only club delegates would vote at the EGM, whatever motion was proposed would be carried.   Although Heathcliffe’s conduct thereafter was perhaps a little irregular,  he did not subsequently cause sufficient dissatisfaction for the threat to be renewed (or perhaps he succesfully persuaded Mick Stokes to immobilise The Accused).   The Accused suspected (correctly) that Braunstone was again now one of  the movers - and Mick Cowley’s club might be expected to sign, though perhaps intending a less severe penalty against Heathcliffe.

The Accused said he could not speak for his club.   A proposal merely to call an EGM was not controversial.   There could be an open-ended motion or the measures to be taken could be decided at the EGM or several alternative motions could be proposed.   On the other hand,  it would be difficult to obtain support within his club for such a cruel and punitive treatment of  Heathcliffe.   Usually Fohunters (or, previously, Highcross) club delegates had a free hand to vote as they chose at the meeting, at which previously unknown facts and arguments might emerge or there might be compromises agreed at the meeting.   However, delegates were still delegates and there might be circumstances under which they felt themselves as barred absolutely from voting for a motion.  The proposal motion would be regarded with the club as immoral.  It was a rule of  the club - its only rule, The Accused would claim - that nobody could be prevented from joining the club - and that nobody could be expelled, that nobody could resign and that membership could not lapse.   A sufficient number of  members were totally opposed to expulsions from any organisation under any pretext - and also some had never even heard of  Heathcliffe.   Delegates could not be expected to vote for the proposal without unanimous support of  members.   Although it was true that The Accused had had disagreements with Heathcliffe,  it was often those who could not play chess who chose instead to be organisers or to sit on committees and, in particular, to be chairmen of  committees.   They were also sometimes in other respects not the most sophisticated.   Although Heathcliffe, in The Accused’s view, had made serious errors, The Accused could not regard him as personally and exclusively responsible.   He knew no better.  He had allowed himself  to be surrounded by and influenced by advisors who used him for their own ends and prevented anyone else from having access to or influencing Heathcliffe.   Now that support of  Heathcliffe did not appear to be a profitable proposition to anyone, these advisors chose to run with the hounds rather than the hare.   It would be juster for action to be taken against them rather than Heathcliffe, whose actions, after all, the committees and clubs had for years been tolerating.   The Accused however did not wish cruel punitive procedures to be enacted against anyone, not even Bill Oakfield -who in The Accused’s view was a hooligan, whereas Heathcliffe was misguided but well-intentioned.   Heathcliffe by now was a paper tiger.  The very fact that clubs were contemplating this action and that it was expected to succeed was proof of  that.  There was no need for Heathcliffe to be impeached or deposed. 

The Accused was not aware of  the circumstances surrounding the current allegations that Heathcliffe was described the League Secretary as ‘incompetent’.   Club secretaries had on receipt of  Heathcliffe’s circular thrown it in the bin and there appeared to be no remaining copies for anyone to inspect (The Accused had phoned round fellow club secretaries trying to get hold of a copy!  Throughout the fracas that followed The Accused was never to see a copy nor, apparently, to meet anyone who had seen one).  The Accused did not know whether Heathcliffe had made such a comment.   The Accused himself had experience of  his words being misquoted or misrepresented by those who wished to do so.   He also did not know whether or in what manner Heathcliffe had or had not denied, withdrawn or apologised for anything he may have said or written.   If  Heathcliffe had said that the League Secretary was incompetent or was believed to have said so and if  the League Committee were urging him to withdraw and apologise for what he might or may not have said or written, he should do so.  It was not clear how he could avoid doing so  and in so much as this was the action or alleged action of  an  Association official on behalf of  the Association, rather than of  a private individual, the committee was entitled to write out a withdrawal of  the commnt and an apology on his behalf.   If  Heathcliffe really could not be persuaded, that was unfortunate and hardly believable and hopefully he would change his mind.   No doubt Pat Hogan and The Accused had themselves at times perpetrated such lapses and embarrassing though they might not have been required to acknowledge the mistake.   A mountain was being made out a molehill - and Heathcliffe was now being blamed for years of  supposedly dictatorial administration against which nobody had previously made any effective protest.   Indeed,  potential protesters had been treated as outcasts, threatened with violence by the Wigston Mafia.  The proposed penalty was inappropriate.

The Accused had previously been made aware of  Heathcliffe’s stubborness.   This was a weakness of  character.   Heathcliffe could not be blamed for it.  Schoolmasters and others who were involved or had been involved in junior chess were often stubborn, dictatorial and unreasonable.  Despite this Heathcliffe had been elected President.   If  his attitudes were no longer acceptable, if there were new values and a new regime, then the comparatively harmless Heathcliffe, the last of  that regime who indeed had been instrumental in its overthrow, should not be blamed for the deeds of  others who remained ululated as heroes.  Personal injury was not a legitimate weapon in a political argument concerning chess affairs.   Heathcliffe was no longer young, had for decades laboured as an organiser, of  junior chess in particular.  Chess or chess organisation was his life and it would be mor appropriate or kinder for him to be afflcited with a brief symbolic ban and for it to be confined to holding Leicestershire Chess Association offices or to his being President and he should not be prevented from playing chess in Leicestershire or for holding office or  assuming administrative duties in his own club.

Pat Hogan assured The Accused that every effort had been made to persuade Heathcliffe to compromise.   The procedure in question was being used because it was the only means specified in the constitution of  getting rid of  a president.   The life ban was being proposed because the clause left only the option of  a life ban and there existed no procedure for shorter bans.   The ban referred only to holding elected and/or voting offices within the Leicestershire Chess Association organisation - its Policy Committee and its subcommittees.   Heathcliffe was not to be prevented from holding office in any other organisation nor would be prevented from playing chess, from playing chess in the league or elsewhere nor banned from club membership or from functions within his club.   According to Pat Hogan it was possible only to submit a single motion to an E.G.M. and not to change it on the day.   The Accused did not think so and also supposed that an EGM was not even bound by the constitution.  If the clubs chose to ignore it, they ignored it.   Heathcliffe was eventually to be impeached under this rule and he was regarded by all to be a life ban, which was never to be reversed (despite repeated pleas by The Accused that it shoud be), and it was also regarded as a complete ban on all chess activities, not merely a bar against holding certain offices.

There was a series of  EGMs to discuss Pat Hogan’s motion - some of them held, some of  them on various pretexts postponed by Heathcliffe.   At the first of  these meetings there were initially the usual threats s of violence or agitations for violence against The Accused from the alleged Bill Oakfield and attempts by the Wigston Mafia to rule by threat and disruption.  The Accused (who had done and was doing nothig) had been maliciously plotting against Heathcliffe, yelled the Wigston Mafia.  But this very threatening behaviour turned out to be discouraged by the others present and short-lived.  Such behaviour might appar to the reader to merit criminal prosecution, but The Accused was used to being bullied this way, accepted that he was socially inferior and that it was regarded as legitimate to bully and abuse him in this manner - and as surprised that the others intervened on his behalf.  Oakfied and the Mafia on previous occasions, irrespective of  whether or not they had any support, had exerted influence on meetings and there behaviour throughout would create a sense of  threat or tension.  But on this occasion, not only did their original agitations and speeches carry no weight with the audience but thereafter in the meeting their presence was completely ignored.  They never again appeared in support of Heathcliffe and, indeed, at that meeting contributed nothing to the debate.

Heathcliffe at first did not appear and there were reports that he was refusing to attend - and that he believed that the meeting would, in his absence, be unconstitutional and invalid.  But he did eventually turn up, arriving through a side door of the room via some route unknown to The Accused.   Heathcliffe did claim that the meeting was unconstitutional and invalid but also presented a defence or explanation.  According to The Accused’s memory and report, stated that the league fixtures formulated by David Thompson were riddled with inadequacies.  He pointed out several such alleged inadequacies, claiming that fixtures had been arranged on public holidays or the day immediately after.   He spoke of  the fixtures with some mockery.   A statistician had confirmed, he said, that there were errors beyond mere chance.   Only the Leicester club had a satisfactory list of  fixtures.   A statistician had reported that the published fictures were consistent with claims that some clubs had been deliberately favoured.  Heathcliffe claimed that under the terms of  his Constitution, because there was to be no meeting of the League Committee, he was required to notify the clubs of  waiver of  regulations affecting rearrangement of matches as soon as he received the information that existing fixtures were unsatisfactory (from Cyril Johnson during some private encounter).  The Constitution also obliged him to give a reason for his action and ‘incompetence’ was the only available reason specified in the Constitution.  Having made the decision this had an ex cathedra irreversible nature and he was not permitted to withdraw it or  to apologise - though he felt sorry that Mr Thompson should take the matter so much to heart.   Mr Thompson also spoke briefly, saying that prior to compiling the fixtures he had, as was customary (and as he had in fact done) asked club secretaries to state any preferences they might have as to when fixtures were or were not be held and that such information would have been taken into account when compiling the timetable.   However, when he came to compile the timetable he found that the pile of letters from club secretaries consisted of a single item - from the Secretary of the Leicester Chess Club.  David was reminded that he was the secretary of the Leicester Chess Club but looked puzzled and repeated that he had been sent this letter by the Secretary of the Leicester Club.  Presumably this letter either did not come from David Thompson, or it came from in what he regarded as a different persona or capacity or it was a statement by Leicester club members or  team secretaries which had been forwarded by himself or someone else performing a routine club secretary duty.  But what David said was correct.  Very few club secretaries or representatives informed league secretaries of the fixture preferences and, when the did, the league secretary complied with the requests.  It certainly sounded as if David had during the compilation of fixtures arranged at least one match on an inappropropriate dateand there was at least one other which Cyril could claim was scheduled in a holiday period and should be rearranged.  But nobody imagined themselves to be infallible, they hadn’t done the work and they did not approve of  David Thompson, who had done it on their behalf, being accused of ‘incompetence’.

The Accused in future years was to hear pedantry in courts of law arguments very similar to that now presented by Healthcliffe.  The victims suppose this emanates from the dishonesty of lawyers and do not see lawyers, such as Healthcliffe, as flummoxing themselves as well as justice.  Lawyers also also typically give uncritical recognition to Experts (such as statisticians).  Possibly Heathcliffe, as a lawyer, really did believe he had to be robot-governed by a constitution.  Perhaps he was a person who feared humiliation and criticism and was overreacting in his own defence.  Heathcliffe may have been gullible - and his belief that The Accused was the greatest threat he had faced suggests this.  Under a Wigston Mafia regime his approach might well have appeared plausible.  Heathcliffe’s protestations did not seem to the club secretaries and delegates present to be in order.   It had never been claimed before nor has it been claimed since, irrespective of  what it might say in the constitution, that the President had a day to day supervisory capacity and right to overrule or  determine independently actions which are the responsibilities of  sub-committees or  their officers.   Even the constitution only gives such power to the President if  he finds himself in a vacuum, unable to consult those immediately responsible, with nobody else to make decisions and when there is no alternative.   The League Secretary is responsible for the day to day administration of  the league.    The delegates were also not concerned with legalistic niceties.   They were calling on the President to issue a retraction and apology.   They did not believe that Heathcliffe had issued an unambiguous apology - and, in any case, many had made up their minds and were reacting belatedly to decades of  Wigston Mafia regime.  They wished to expel Heathcliffe and as far as he was concerned had shut themselves off from the milk of  human kindness and were intent on imposing a draconian penalty.

Speeches were aggressive and vindictive towards Heathcliffe.  The Accused’s (to Heathcliffe’s astonishment) was the only voice against the motion.  Since he had written the rule by which he was to be foisted in order to foist The Accused, perhaps he had reason to be astonished.  The Accused considered the motion cruel, vindictive and hypocritical.  The author has been presented with two version’s of The Accused’s speech, one more emotional and one more intellectual, and although both alleged speeches are masterpieces, the chances are that the Accused is taking a leaf out of the works of Cicero and that he ever uttered either of these speeches, though he may have taken a variety of approaches in private discussions.  It is very unlikely that The Accused made any reference at all to any victimisation he had himself encountered from any quarter (for which he has received no apology)  though he will have referred to the fact that was unlikely to be know to many if any of the others present that Heathcliffe, now no longer a young man, had a previous long and honourable record of service whereas wherein the discredited regime for which he was now being made the scapegoat there were others that were not.  

   Heathcliffe then adjourned the meeting before any vote had taken place and refused to name a day for resumption.  However, then, after some brief confusion, Mick Cowley rapidly got himself elected acting chairman of the meeting and adjourned it to another date to which those present agreed.  Mick Cowley as it happens was Vice-President, but rapidly persuaded the meeting not of his automatic right to deputise but that the constitution permitted election of an acting president or chairman for a meeting in the President’s absence.  Mick  Cowley had perhaps been educated in this rule by Mick Stokes and The Accused who had, without success, tried to point out this provision when Heathcliffe resigned several times during the l972 AGM, when such a regulation was to be found in the then existing League Rules (or maybe so).  On that occasion they had made no impression, but Mick Cowley now rapidy persuaded the meeting, which was more eager to be persuaded than previous meetings - though  Accused also pointed out that if the meeting recognised some person as chairman it was not important whether this was according to the constitution or not.

After Mick  Stokes’ departure, potential resentments within the Foxhunters Club also became more apparent.   Mick Stokes, Mick Broadhurst or The Accused had been Foxhunters club secretary and first team secretary - it was never unambiguously clear which, though The Accused as regularly named in the league handbook as secretary (together wiith his parents’ Leicester address and telephone number).   The Accused now formally held both offices by election at a General Meeting,  which means that, formally, Mick Broadhurst and John Vivian were (elected) club President and Chairman.   The club’s first team more followed Highcross tradition and the second team, whose secretary was Paul Wylie, more followed Gambit tradition.   The first team (and the teams in the Midlands Clubs Championship) were financed from Highcross Club funds.  First team players, particularly those former Highcross players on whom The Accused called when there was a shortage of players or when someone was needed in an emergency, might be seen on the club premises only when playing in home matches and, since there was more likely to be shortage in an away match, particularly on a Friday night, against Loughborough, some might be playing only in away matches or only at Loughborough!   Second team players met regularly on club nights, engaged in friendly chess games,  and paid club subscriptions as well as contributing on each club night to room fees.   Second team members were under the impression that some first team players, the Lucases in particular, were reluctant to pay subscriptions (and Lucases per se constituted half a team!) and that their subscriptions were subsidising the first team.   From the first team point of view perhaps these charges were an expensive price for facilities they did not require.  First division chess players do sometimes consider, or it is considered on their behalf, that they are unemployed and have no income or that they do nothing other than play chess and that they should be paid rather than pay - though this happened more in other clubs or at county level and those who profited with no protest from the prosperous did not appear to be in any great subsidy (or for that matter necessarily legitimate club or county members).  At other clubs it may have been very easy to extract subcriptions, but, apart perhaps from Paul Wylie’s second team during this era, it was very difficult to procure subs, other than very small ones, in The Accused’s club.  Criticisms  that the poor, those who appear poor or who claim poverty are not that badly off may have some justification, but justification does not generate subs - but it was also the Accused’s experience that the more prosperous who made no claims that they were destitute paupers expected to be subsidised by those who did and were.  Nevertheless, precautions were taken to avoid any any claims that might be considered valid that the second team was subsidising the first.  Subscriptions of otherwise defaulting first team members were transferred into Foxhunters’ funds from Highcross funds.  Highcross paid first team team fees to the league.  It was nearer to the truth that it was not always clear what was happening to subscriptions and that Highcross or the Accused might end up paying for second team league fees as well and much else.  The fact that the first team was effectively Highcross and paid-for out of Highcross funds (which is not greatly different from The Accused paying) was not greatly advertised.  However when he confessed to Mick Broadhurt (in the course of these allegations about the second team subsidising the first) that this was happening, Mick, whom he expected to express disapproval, said that he did not object to such an arrangement but felt that if it was taking place it should be validated as a formal agreement - to which The Accused was reluctant to be committed.  [Though that might not have made any practical difference since, presumably, if the first team really was being subsidised by the second it would find itself kicked out].

 The Accused himself, who until November l979 lived in Nottingham in fact as well theory,  rarely visited club premises other than for first team matches.  He put a high priority in keeping the first team in the league first division and in doing so in the long term and not merely for a season.   He was akin to the headmaster of  a school who is never seen by the pupils.  He did a great deal of work for the club, or allegedly so, but largely off premises.   This included maintainance of  a large network of  contacts and spending an inordinate amount of  time analysing games that might be or were to be sent for adjudication, determining the claims and preparing appeal analysis in advance lest it be needed.

The Accused’s routine was for no position to be sent up for adjudication (on behalf of any of the teams) before the appeal analysis had been prepared!  Despite this ideal The Accused still found himself  unable to find time to analyse all positions before sending in a claim and he was still prone to episodes of  bad analysis or over-hopeful analysis (when a particular result was needed to win or draw a match) - particularly regarding his own games.   The person who defends his own case may do so more completely and accurately than would an uninformed outside advocate, but from the point of  view of  the jury  his information and arguments are apt to be too voluminous.   A journalistic assessment, although it is likely to be akin to a fantasy, is preferable.   The person defending his own case also may simply be overestimating his own position.   Alan Jex, the former Wyggeston School Boy who was no secretary of  the Melton Mowbray Chess Club, was forever after to tease the Accused about a mistaken claim and appeal in a game adjudicated (correctly) in Alan’s favour (and continued to do so in later years when The Accused’s analysis became more foolproof).  The Accused had not conducted an exhaustive analysis when claiming a win and then had not, as it turns out, conducted an exhaustive analysis when appealing - though he had spent some two hundred hours on the position, succeeding perhaps only in convincing himself of  a delusion.   Nevertheless, the winning method was not so obvious as Alan woud claim and The Accused had discovered it soon after sending up the analysis on appeal (or alleged analysis).  The Accused’s analysis was however genuinely reliable and The Accused would claim it was worth five or six match points to the club first team in a season.

The arch aggressors in the adjudication game were the Loughborough Chess Club which was adept in attempts at intimidating opponents when time was called, threatening their victims that they would be liable to inordinate fees if  they did not immediately agree to the Loughborough proposal  (actually there was, in the Leicestershire League,  a ten day [that is seven days, plus three for postage] period before a claim had to be submitted for adjudication and the club could then resign a game, by sending no claim, or could claim whatever it considered to be the correct assessment].  Lougborough however were also the arch contributers to the coffers of  the Leicestershire Chess Association and British Chess Federation in fees for unsuccesful adjudications.   The Loughborough Club  had high subscriptions and claimed to have inexhaustible funds.   Claims made by Loughborough’s Otto Hardy, even when unexpected, were always, or almost always correct and his appeal analyses impeccable and instructive, but the in general there was in Loughborough claims and appeal analyses an element of  mystery and fantasy.   Unfortunately, chessplayers have a tendency to make the wrong move, or they did so in the last move played before adjournment in the Leicestershire League, and not only was it easier to analyse a position when the analyst’s side had the move but there was a stong tendency for the person to move to have the advantage!   This led to players solidly refusing to make further moves once they had made enough to wait until call of  time without losing on time.  Since opposing teams did this to Foxhunters, it was necessary for Fohunters players to do it to them.  Andy Morley and The Accused played all their games to a finish, but theirs is the only known example.  In general if a player showed virtue and generosity by playing an unnecessary move the opponent responded by sitting tight.  Any team which preferred to show greater sportsmanship, unfortunately, would find itself drastically penalised in terms of match points.  The majority of  chess positions received by adjudicators were such that the result was easily discernable,  but for the most part those sent up by Foxhunters required considerable study and analysis so that it was not unusual for The Accused to spend a hundred or more hours a week on adjudication analysis - and that even on just one position!   

The Accused continued to use Mick Stokes’ atomic grading system though he worked out the grading by a different method (which included previous atomic grading in the average, which Mick’s version had not done).  Though there was also regularly a matching of players to particular opponents.  Opposing sides were apt to have fixed or predictable board orders - which made it easier to plan in advance who was going to play against whom - discussions regularly taking place days or weeks before the match was played.  Opponents might also at times ask for particular players to be matched against each other - for some reason other than that this was believed to give the opposing team better chances.  It might be, for instance, that one player felt he was psychologically affected by particular opponents or  that both players found it convenient to play on a different day or both wanted to play to a finish or were willing to do so.  The Accused also had a habit of winning numerous games in succession and rapidly on third board of the first team or a particular player might feel happier and play more succesfully on a higher board.  Placings determined by such ulterior considerations do not appear to have significantly contradicted atomic grading assessments but it was nevertheless felt in The Accused’s teams that there was a board order based on current performance and that it was possible for obscure players to move up the board order, even rapidly, whereas in other clubs there were fixed board orders and little opportunity for new players, however talented , to move upwards.  

The Accused had paid very little attention to Mick Broadhurst and Mick Stokes’ efforts in setting up their second team and  The Accused might be little or not at all known to members thereof.   Amongst these was Malcolm Lomax.  The Accused has been overanxious to persuade the author to publish his personal opinions about other people which may not be those people’s own opinions and may not be fully informed.  Malcolm Lomax was a teacher at the Wyggeston School with a degree obtained at Cambridge University.This tended t be because of their overprotective attitude towards or excessively emotional identification with their groups of schoolboys and, in his own school days, to resentment that he and not a teacher organised the Wyggeston School chess club.  Also some teachers were themselves mediocre chessplayers and their charges, as they grew older their charges preferred Thre Accused as manager.  The Accused’s club, in chess terms, had initially been more a university than a primary school.  There were however also teachers without pretentions as players who regularly trained youngsters who became so and who also maintained excellent relations with The Accused.  Malcolm however organised no chess club, not at his school nor anywhere else.  The educastional system had changed and there was no longer much interest or potential in chess amongst schoolchildren.  In the Accused’s younger days there had been few universities in Britain - and Cambridge was the largest.  Universities, or at any rate, Oxford, and to a lesser extent and less justifiably, Cambridge, had a repuation as holdiay camps for the aristocracy or Military Officer Class.  The Accused, however, was unlikely to have many dealings with those who espoused that aspect but would rather meet people who entered University, not becaasue thast was the custom of their social class but either because they had no social class or were of intellectual inclinations or otherwise eccentric within the class within which they were born (and with limited income) and had to enter a real or imaginary quest for some means of survival - which would depend either on being judged to have performed unusually well in their degree examinations (in a ‘real’ degree) or some other pursuit they cultivated while at university.  This would also involve them in getting accepted within the appropriate little clubs of unclassifieds (such as Conservative Party politicians).  Such clubs tended to be centred around Cambridge but catered also for the lesser numberof degenerates at other universities (which, however, were little adapted to impoverished degenerates).  Wyggeston school teachers were in The Accused’s era typically Cambridge graduates with first class honours degrees (and, so for that matter, were teachers at less prestigious state schools).  Pupils were fortunate that possesors of these rare qualifications did not enter more luctrative occupations.  Resentment was occasionally expressed against the inverse relationship between income and intellectual performance.  Professors of Medicine occasionally whined that they were paid less than other hospital consultants (who whined because they were paid less than G.P.s) and professors of physics might whine because they were paid less than professors of medicine.  But they did not whine very loudly.  They regarded their existing jobs preferable to those which were better paid.  Eventually he notion of ‘incentive’ (a slogan of  Thatcherism) caught on,  butthis meant that the jobs went to people who were after the money or who on the social class grounds explained in this work were entitled to higher pay but not necessarily very bright or adapted to the function.  The Accused claims that by l977 (and much more so during the l980s) teaching had already become ‘workingclassified’.  The teacher now saw himself as ‘middle class’ and rewarded with incentive but there was therefore also entry via class vetting procedures and discrimination against degrees, particularly ‘real’ degrees, and most particularly, Cambridge degrees.  Teaching, therefore,  The Accused claimed had the characteristics of a workplace or working class community with status measured by income or the open manifestations of  class and income and income inversely related to intellectual function.  The Accused imagined therefore that Malcolm, Lomax counted as an ‘intellectual’ within the ‘work system’ and was therefore, within that system, the lowest of the low (which applied to chess playing teachers in general and, indeed, to chess playing workers in general).

A scientist may have copious evidence that grass is green but noe that a particular blade of grass  or any blade of grass is green - because he has not looked at it or because he has glanced at it and assumed that it is green.  The Accused’s theories may be self-evident but there is no evidence thast they applied to Malcolm Lomax or anyone else in The Accused’s club.  The Accused tells us that ‘persecution syndromes’ such as AIDS, lycanthropy and schizophrenia, arise from the person or person with authority and power over the person ‘identifyikng with the inappropriate or hostile peer-structure’ - heinvades or is forced into a socal class to which he does not belong.  The gays came to persecuted with AIBSBologny or even afflicted with AIDS, an iatrogenic phenomenon, palrtly through sexual repression and substitutional drug addiction becaujse they accepted money from the drug companies with a vested interest in AIDS, allying themsevlves to the traditional enemy, the medic.   Schizophrenia has similar origins with there perhaps being initial symptoms because of the inappropriate values but permanent features then induced by The Treatment.  To the normoran it is appropriate to measure human worth in terms of wages, by what is provided by wages and by boasts about wives, mortgages and holidays in Majorca.  For the intellectuals or classless it is not.  Nor is it appropriate to the classless to believe that infallible leaders can be appointed by social processes and that their guideance will rid the world of uncertainties.The Accused claims that during the Thatcherite era, partly because of the increasing economic pressures on university students and their not anticipating that they would face discrimination in offer of employment, the symtoms prdiscposing o schizophrenia became increasingly prominent in his club, whereas in the l960s its members had been immune.  If the Accused’s theory is correct, the ‘intellectuals’ come to see invome as the measure of authority and leadership in the working class system and themselves at the bottom but of higher status than the outsiders   in The Accused’s club, which catered for intellectuals.  So they wanted to rescue their status by becoming authorities and leaders in The Accused’s club.  However, the ‘mainline’ social system survives whatever happens.  It has an overall durability and within it specialised roles are allocated within subsystem - and the normoran need not understand or perceive more than applies to his own function.  He does not have to ask where does it all come from or who provides it.or how.  The Accused’s club. however, could not just stroll along.  It had to struggle continuously for survivasl and to constantly plan ahead, manoevre and adapt.  The Accused, or whoever was organising, had to understand and arrange everything and be a servant.  Members existence did not depend on the boss or the club but rather the club’s existence depended on them and they could not be ordered around.  In so far as there were leaders or social status leaders had to perform their functions but had the lowest status.  JC is believed to have made this point when preaching to the unclassified.  In the Foxhunters Club the confusion and uncertainty or apparanent anarchy was deliberately concentrated in the first team while the seond team had regular devoted and reliable members who responded to regulations or authoritarian administration and discipline imposed by a ‘captain’.  Tesam members were aware of this stability but unaware that it had by methods outside their knowledge and responsibility to be maintained (or did not know how to react if it was threatened).  Would-be bosses might also be expected to resent that the Accused appeared to be ‘running’ the club and whatever measures were taken continued to do so (because nokbody else could).  According to The Accused members who later joined or became associated with the Leicester City Transport |Club becasme particularly severely affected by the self-imposed humiliation of ‘inappropriate values’, would consume a great deal of alcohol, boasting about their moneyand holdiasy in Majorca, competing with each other in fantasies and hatching plots against The Accused and became obsessed with notions or sequences of words inculcated while in an alcoholic ‘hypnoid state’.

The reader may recvall that when the Accused commenced clinical medical studies at the London Hospital in l964 he was an unknown outsider and therefore had th lowest status.  It is alsosupposed within status systems that skill or performance at chess reflects social status.  It was therefore resented that The Accused immediastely began playing for the University chess team.  They could not believe that his credentials in that or anyhting else might exceed theirs.  This lead to problems within local club tournaments in that if The Accused were to be cajoled to enter or was expected to enter, if he won, that negated the purpose of the tournament and, if he didn’t, that confirmed the prejudices.  When the facts were more apparent and The Accused himself was comptroller what appeared to be a draconian handicap system was introduced in the hope of  avoiding the defection of the vast numberof chess playing students who saw themselves with little hope of winning the tournament (though they might perchance have done so) - and this handicap system turned out not to handicap anyone, did not, as it happens, produce ‘outsider’ winners and did not avoid loss of interest in this tournament during subsequent years..  

Mick Broadhurst with Mick Stokes, before their departure, in the hope of  maintaining club solidarity, spirit and attendance at meetings, had invented a club tournament based on the ladder system with various complex rules and handicaps imposed according to the initially estimated strength of  play or  the amendment of  that estimate according to results in the tournament.   So the tournament had an arithmetical complexity that was the mark of  Mick Stokes, whose mental arithmetic was faster and more accurate than that of  a computer,  but nevertheless members found it easily comprehensible (at any rate Malcolm Lomax did, though The Accused didn’t or didn’t bother).  One of the main reasons for a handicap system was to avoid first team players discouraging second team players, for whom the tournament was most intended.   This handicap, which was effected by calculating the amount of  time permitted to the player according to a points system,  did not really handicap first team players.   If  Mr Lomax had an hour for his moves and The Accused had a minute, he still had the advantage.   He was used to playing games in a minute - and also he was unaffected by whatever time his opponent had left.   This indifference was learnt by Leicestershire players in league games against the Wigston player Andy Morley (son of  J.M. Morley).  Andy was notorious for getting into time trouble or apparent time trouble.   Routinely he would have a minute left for twenty moves.   This would exhilarate opponents and cause them to play quickly and carelessly in order to hurry Andy by not enabling him to think in his opponent’s time.   This then rebounded disasterously on Andy’s opponent.  Andy had all moves worked out in advance and did not need the time!   The Accused had played Andy Morley often enough and had learnt not to look at his opponent’s clock.  On the other hand, Malcolm Lomax might well be expected not to make use of  his hour and instead to rush his moves in the hope of  hurrying his opponent.   Time-trouble also in general has a propensity for confusing and panicking the opponent more than the person in time-trouble.   It might also have proved disconcerting to Mr Lomax had The Accused, not intentionally as gamesmanship but because it was his habit,  with,say only five minutes left on his clock got up while his clock was running, gossippped with a bystander about the horse race at Kempton, nd then returned noncholantly to play his move.    Since The Accused did not believe that he would face any genuine handicap he avoided playing games in this club tournament.   Mr Lomax, who had not met The Accused before, however, espied him on one club night.  Mr Lomax wanted to win the tournament but under the rules there was nobody currently available whom he could challange (or be challenged by) and play.   Mr Lomax knew only that The Accused was a first team player.   First team players were no more formidable than second team players, he supposed.   Second team players, especially schoolmasters, are tempted to think so - though the world sometimes turns out to be not as it ought to be.   So Mr Lomax decided he would play The Accused in order to gain some more points.   The Accused said that he was not anxious to play and that, in any case, he could not guarantee to award Mr Lomax more points.   Mr Lomax apparently did not believe this.  Perhaps he had had experience of  Phil Lucas who had honed a skill, akin to that of  a chess problemist, of  forcing his opponent to win - or so it appeared .  This is not meant sarcastically but literally.  The Accused, who had played no games in the tournament previously, had not been awarded any handicap. The Accused suggested, as was fair on the assumption that a handicap was a handicap, that he be given the maimum handicap and Malc Lomax the minimum (that is, none).  Mick Broadhurst, the ultimate arbiter, looked glum and unconvinced - but then said that if  The Accused agreed to it it was a good a solution as any!   The Accused considered himself quite capable of  perpetrating some losing blunder - and took what care he could not to do so - and won.   Mr Lomax did not appear to be unequivocably delighted.  The Accused then set up the pieces again and began playing  through the game just played with the purpose of  giving Mr Lomax a few general and specific hints.  The Accused’s way of  doing of  this (for educational or training purposes) was usually initially to play through opening moves rapidly until he came to some position near the end of  the game he supposed was of  interest rather than to set out immediately with opening analysis or opening theory (which might come later) - that is backward analysis, rather than forward.  This is an excellent training method, for both sides, but this did not please Mr Lomax.   As far as he was concerned, this upstart was now showing off  after a lucky and unlikely win.   He also voiced his objection to The Accused’s use of  the word ‘line’.   Chessplayers, he opined, should not forever be speaking of  ‘lines’ and they should not be playing ‘lines’.   Apparently he had heard this word being used and supposed it was chessplayers’ jargon, one-upmanship and snobbery and perhaps a reference to particular ways of  playing recommended in books whereas ‘line’ meant merely a sequence of  moves (or a sequence of  at least one half of  a move).  He could not suggest what alternative world could be used though continued to maintain that the concept ‘line’, whatever it meant, was not permissible.   Mr Lomax therefore suggested rectifying the situation by playing The Accused a second time (with colours reversed) - as was permitted within the regulations and even usual.   The Accused was aware that it was possible that Mr Lomax might win, but it was possible also that he might not.   Mr Lomax had commenced the project with the purpose of  climbing up a ladder with the intention of  getting to the top and if  he ended up with a loss and a win instead of a loss the status quo was restored.  If Mr Lomax was not given this option he was likely to be displeased.  It was also expected that a player would cooperate if, under the rules, he could be ‘challenged’ and was ‘challenged’.  If denied this right, Malcolm might even rush back to the Wyggeston School to dish out to some pupil a hundred lines or dive head first into the school swimming pool (which was now, in the furtherance of progress and avoidance of lawsuits, filled in with concrete).   Nevertheless Mr Lomax insisted - and lost.   He was not pleased.   The Accused however thereafter found himself challenged by everyone in the tournament and they fared as Mr Lomax had fared - so it balanced out.   But The Accused did gather from this experience with Mr Lomax and then with his colleagues that second team players knew very little about The Accused or first team players!

The resentment of  the second team towards the first team escalated over a period of approximately fifteen months.   Mick Broadhurst and Paul Wylie (second team secretary) were the ringleaders or spokesmen.   One likely factor was confusion over the functions of  a club secretary.   There had historically been in the Accused’s club no clear separation between the duties of club and first team secretary nor indeed, overall, any clear definition of offices or separation of duties.  Those who are familiar with some school teams which are organised by teachers may be familiar with the concept of  a ‘captain’ - a title which apparently confers some honour and authority and combines the functions of  club secretary and team secretary though the schoolteacher appoints the ‘captain’ and the captain does no secretarying.   That is done by the schoolteacher.   Those whose ambitions do not extend beyond such honour conferred by a teacher but with no functions think that the term captain sounds very good on a CV or  job application.   The Highcross Chess Club had had no ‘captains’ or if it had appointed one it would have assumed that his only duty or power was to throw a coin prior to the match for which he had been appointed ‘captain’.   In Highcross and Foxhunters Mick Stokes and The Accused had shared responsibilities of  both club secretary and first team secretary and The Accused also now held both offices.   The Accused also sometimes played on the top board of the first team.   However the amalgamation of even two of  these three functions (that is, taking first team coin thrower and organiser as separate functions) in a club above school level (or in a school club not run by teachers) is unusual.   It was an esoteric Highcross tradition for its club organisers to be tolerably competent chess players and also to have some experience as team secretaries.   The Foxhunters second team referred to their team secretary Paul Wylie as ‘captain’ and Paul also ran a military style regime such as the term ‘captain’ might suggest.   Mick Broadhurst may claim that The Accused had merely a different style of  authoritarianism.   It is very difficult to combine leadership and respect for democracy.   Nevertheless anyone who stepped out of  line in the second team was dropped from the team.  The Accused by contrast had to travel round Leicester to find players, had to cajole them into playing and could not afford to offend them or lose them.   The second team players, it is true, did not step out of  line and were not dropped from the team and it is equally true that whoever was asked to play for the first team, if  he or she had no pre-existing engagement, agreed to play and played.   The second team players also supposed that The Accused was first team ‘captain’.  There were several cases of  persons in The Accused’s club with ambition to be a ‘captain’.   There have been previous allegations relating to Brian Riddleston in l964.   But nobody ever wants to be club secretary.   Those who want to be a captain, an honour without responsibilities, do not know what a club secretary is or does and suppose the office of  club secretary to be identical with that of  first team ‘captain’.   Although the Highcross system did not appear dictatorial, authoritarian or hierarchical to its members, it might do so very much in the eyes of those used to a set-up such as in the work-system wih a much more sharply defined division of labour.

When there are tensions in extracurricular activities there are also tensions at home and at work - and mos typically, financial anxieties or fear of unemployment   Malcolm Lomax was a schoolmaster having to put up with, during what was not the happiest era for schoolmasters, not only the pupils but the other teachers.  Mick Broadhurst, who described himself as having an unfavourable background, had graduated from being an apprentice to a fabric dying company, or, as he described it, a dyeing industry, attached to one of  Leicester’s increasingly less secure hosiery companies.  Paul Wylie was a milkman, delivering to doorsteps at five o’ clock in the morning - and milkmen saw themselves as being put out of business by the competitive prices charged for milk in supermarkets.  Although there were no reports of their being unhappy in their work, their lives were not to be envied.  These occupations might be exciting for a while - but they had no prospects of escape.  They had reason for not wishing to be humuliated also in the lives outside work.

There had to be difficulties within the Foxhunters Chess Club surely beyond a squabble about whether there was an elitist dictator.  Morale within chess clubs may also depend on the performance of its teams or poor morale may be associated with poor results (though in this case the squabbles might also have been a way of creating group solidarities and improving morale).  Although some first division teams consider it very important to win their division and become dispirited, neurotic or involved in acrimonious disputes when they do not, the tradition in The Accused’s club had been more for the first team to maintain its first team placing and overperformance might be a sign of absence of reserves, failure to use reserves or other errors or deficiencies.  The purpose of winning a division would be seen as promotion to a higher division.  Lower division teams such as Paul Wylie’s traditionally did not weep copiously if they lost games or matches and were not encouraged to do so.  Paul however insisted that it was very important for his team spirit and to ensure that players were motivated to participate to have the ambition to win the division and to win it.  For this reason the team would refuse promotion to higher divisions not so much on the grounds that they were not strong enough to win it.  If Paul and other second team members informed The Accused that was true then he had to accept that in their case it was.  Nevertheless he would point out, though not necessarily very forcibly, that it was not the policy within the league nor  necessarily desirable for teams to remain divisions for which they were too strong.  The usual treatment with a team such as Paul’s which regularly won its division would be not merely promotion but leapfrog promotion by several divisions at a time.  Results might also be expected to improve rather than remain static.  Further, the standard of play in the lower divisions was not necessarily higher in the higher division than the lower, and this was even more true of the strongest teams or strongest players.  It was usual for new teams to enter in the lowest division or divisions and there were also now in every season withdrawals of teams which meant that teams would find themselves in higher divisions even if they did not win the lower.  Winning matches or divisions was hardly a major concern for team secretaries.  What was was getting full teams in play every match - and if that was done the team would perform adequately as well.  It was the teams that defaulted games that found themselves relegated or eventually withdrew.  Nevertheless, eventually the League Secretary or Committee refused to abide with Foxhunter’s ll’s request to remain in the same division and Paul woulkd complain that his team was outclassed in the new division and that this depressed morale and made it more difficult to organise the team.  Foxhunters, by the former Highcross standards, was a small club and in danger of not having an adequate number of members or of not raising full teams for matches.  Organisation of the first team had always consumed a great deal of time and effort and had throughout its existence, if ever at all, fielded the same team more than once - and had always needed a pool of reserves (including players asked only very occasionally).  It was now also not usual for second team members to be asked to play for the first (and second team players generally did not have ambitions to play for the first team and  had no ambition to graduate to winning peformances in the first team).  In fact, when the second team became short of players, John Manger, who was a Highcross player who would agree to play for the first team during emergencies joined the second team - and Paul agreed to The Accused’s suggestion that he play on first board.  John had played on the upper boards via the atomic grading system and had peformed well against stronger players but felt apprehensive and explained that the objective was also to reinforce existing players by not requiring them to move up the board order.  John however turned out to peform well in the second team, winning games - in contrast to a high percentage of draws in the first team.   Dave Varman, a second team player, came to play in later years more regularly for the first.  The Accused may have had a limited view of second team affairs and there might have been an overall shortage of players which affected, though not necessarily very obviously, the second team more than the first.  Regulations limited the degree to which regular first team players were permitted to play for the second (and none of them might be permitted to play at all).  The second team was formulated as a group of six players who played in every match.  This did not allow for there being a reserve - and the second team did not have the tradition with the first team of the strongest players, irrespective of the potential effect on the result, dropping out before the commencement of a match to permit others to play [Those who dropped out might, secretly, be convinced that this would reduce chances of winning matches, but there was then no evidence of it ever having done so and there was not to be for several more years].  The club was not recruiting new players, or very few.  Nor were other clubs and in fact Foxhunters was making more effort than other clubs to recruit and recruiting more members - but two or three a year was a lot.  Apart from Lucas’s enrolment into the first team pool had been by re-establishing contact with former members rther than new members.  Recruitment of new members takes place mainly in September and they are unlikely to be found during other months, whether urgently need or not.   There was also an underlying potential disagreement in that The Accused still considered the club in the long run as an unviable enterprise and supposed that it was necessary eventually to reamalgamate with the Leicester Club (from which Highcross had split, when it had still been the Leicestershire Chess Club, in l964).  The Accused considered Highcross to be the legitimate members of the Leicester Club and also suspected the Leicester Club would eventually collapse if they did not rejoin.  Such a reconstruction had not been possible largely beause of the hostility of Pat Hogan, who had influence with the Leicester Club (though he eventually left it and joined Braunstone), towards The Accused.  Mick Stokes had opposed previous opportunities for reamalgamation but it had been necessary he would not have opposed it or he would have approved of it in the right circumstances or eventually.  Under his administration the eventual amalgamation with Leicester had been a possibility, and since ‘eventual’ may be now, in a hundred years or never, it can be regarded as policy.  Had there not been the confusion that led to the not entirely planned amalgamation between Highcross and Gambit the reamalgamation with Leicester would probably then, by stages, have taken place.  There was an amalgamation more regularly proposed - by the Spinney Hill chess club and proposed by the Spinney Hill chess club.  But there were impracticalities such as that Spinney Hill met at a working men’s club, that its players at least nominally had to be members of the working men’s club - and probably were - that working men’s clubs have regulations, that the combined club might be too large for the accomodation, that Spinney Hill might be primerally concerned with recruiting The Accused (and, in later years, Alan Ward).  This amalgamation however might have been a way out of a crisis.  Mick Broadhurst and the club second team however had little acquaintance with the clubs which would have been acceptable as partners to the first team and, indeed, at that time are unlikely to have approved of any amalgamation - and, in particular, Mick Broadhurst was likely to have seen Leicester as a hostile club and have supposed (as it was commonly supposed) that was a unresolvable hostility between Highcross and Leicester dating back to the l964 split.  

The vocal objections referred largely to Phil Lucas, whom the second team members saw as a paracite who did not pay his way.   The Accused was accused of encouraging an elist regime in which the second team subsidised the first,  the first team kept aloof from the club and human value or status was measured in terms of  prowess on the chess board.   It was not unusual for strong chess players to get a free berth in clubs or even to be paid (though this might not be openly admitted).   A sizeable proportion of  stronger chess players were impoverished and ambitious organisers would offer inducements.   Phil Lucas himself once mysteriously defected to the Humberstone Club.  He had in fact already registered for Foxhunters and The Accused knew nothing about his playing for Humberstone.   Phil however very soon decided to abandon Humberstone and return to Foxhunters.   One explanation given by Phil was that he had been bribed and had taken the money and run.   Another was that it was an essential part of  the bribe that he would be given a lift from home to matches and that this had not materialised.   Bribes or inducements came out of  organisers’ own pockets, not from club funds.   Paul Wylie would have found elitism more pronounced in other clubs and in those clubs there was a fixed board order with the most venerated and elevated player not always really the strongest.   Paul would have found that not merely was there an elitist pecking order but it was not the skill at chess that determined the pecking order but the pecking order that determined the presumptive skill in chess.   The truth was near to the point of  view expressed by Phil Lucas himself.   He was an impoverished outcast who would have been welcomed by no other club other than Foxhunters and he was able to progress to the top board rapidly, commencing as a beginner, which would have been possible in no other club, because (Phil claimed) of  the club’s use of  the atomic grading system rather than it having  fixed board orders and status ladders.

Mick Broadhurst, Paul Wylie, The Accused and, presumably, someone else met on Victoria Park to play tennis.   Tennis is usually played in the summer, outside the league chess season.  The Accused found that everything he said was being misinterpreted or misstated and being used as evidence that he was a Nazi promoting an elitist regime.   Paul yelled at The Accused a forceful lecture to this effect. The second team knew nothing about the club’s previous existence as Highcross and considered themselves to be the entire club, and were surprised to find themselves suddenly informed that they were part of a more longstanding and larger club -whereas The Accused saw the present phase in the club’s existence, if  the club was to survive at all, as one that was temporary and  had seen the second team more as an annex akin to the teams of his employees run by Mick Stokes, which had very similar attitudes, but whose existence was hardly noticed other than at some General Meetings which hardly anyone else attended in the then much larger Highcross Club.   The Accused at that time feared that such a membership, with its working class authoritarian traditions of  obeying leaders and role-acting presiders sitting behind a table, might eventually destroy the club - even though Mick Stokes was their boss and they did as he said!   It seemed to The Accused that members of  this type paid subcriptions, which they could afford to pay, then supposed they had bought the club and its assets and had a right to appropriate and squander its finances - largely, The Accused considered, contributed by himself at the expense of  some hardship with the purpose of establishing the club in the long term rather than for available assets immediately to be squandered.

Mick Broadhurst’s, and Paul Wylie had similar attitudes, had clashed with Eddy and Heathcliffe because he considered him a dictator but Mick was now growing in the impression that The Accused was also a dictator.  The fact that The Accused was less obviously so, he suspected,  just made him more dangerous.   The Accused was a politician and manipulative.  It was however not necessarily unusual for chess club secretaries to be regarded as manipulative and politicians - and dictators.  Mick Broadhurst was an exception rather than typical.. and club members put up with it.

The reader may have to work out for himself what difficulties were facing the club.  His analysis may be no less informed than the Accused or author’s.  There does however appear to have been a problem over two clubs with conflicting traditions having been amalgamated and each considering itself the most essential and trying to preserve itself.  The organisation of the Highcross Chess Club of the past was akin to Mick Stokes being a grandmaster playing a game of chess or performing in a simultaneous display, with The Accused, the previous World Champion, whispering into his ears - and everyone else chiming in.  This may not have been appropriate to the clubs current active members - or not to all of them.  Mick Broadhurst would repeatedly have to upbraid The Accused for using what he called the ‘Royal we’ - the ‘we’ used by the nanny telling children ‘we are now going to cross the road’, ‘we are going to each our cod liver oil’ or ‘we are going to get our bottoms snapped’.  The Accused however found it difficult to express himself otherwise and considered himself to speaking about policies which had been determined long ago and known to all and agreed by all and if it was that ‘we have agreed to try to cross the road’ then also ‘we are trying to get to the other side’ and ‘we do not wish to be run over by a lorry as we do so’.  The Accused was under the impression that everything in which he was involved within the club was done so with collective agreement.  In Highcross days, when The Accused said ‘we’ it would have been so but now apparently there was a section of the club that considered it was not being asked (or supposed that what The Accused supposed were the affairs of only the first or second groups were the affair of both).  The Accused also felt that there was a tendency for some to come up with suggestions that were unrealistic and with which nobody agreed - and the Gambit club may have had a different concept of agreement or decision, regarding it as always being achieved by formal resolution and votes at general meetings.  However, The Accused, felt also that Mick Broadhurst’s methods were a form of dictatorship - that he put a high praemium on the results of votes on formal resolutions at general meetings - and The Accused felt that these were unrepresentative, that those present were led on by those who sat on chairs behind tables (though Mick, in fact, never objected to seating arrangements that ignored any symbolisations of authority and status), that the table-sitters produced simplistic arguments intended to lead on the naive, that such resolutions alienated those who did not agree with them and removed the option of people changing their minds when their sanity recovered or the situation changed.

The Accused when speaking to members of  the second team or members who were more affiliated to ‘working class’ tradition would when asking them to do such-and-such would explain the entire context in which the action was to be peformed and the reasons for it.  It might be some complex manoevre with A doing this and B doing that and C doing this..   The Accused was asking the audience to make up their own minds and to cooperate because they agreed to cooperate.  The result might be a flat refusal or insistance by the person that he would do some other thing irrespective of  what might be not merely The Accused’s opinion or the collective opinion.  Such people appeared to suppose that compliance with any request (or even with Leicestershire Chess League rules) was an offront to their status or dignity.  The Accused would find that if he gave explanations or reasons or he outlined and issued and asked the others what they suggested that what he said was ignored, or that some words taken out of context were misrepresented and that he would instead be greeted with emotional yelling that he was a dictator.  This puzzled The Accused.  The Accused supposed that dictatorship was exactly that what this was not - and that administrators in other organisations always gave instructions or took decisions without giving any explanation.  There appeared also be amongst some so great a need to be The Greatest or to be seen as such that they refused to understand or learn or to have sufficient humility to respect that another person might sometimes be right.

Then, on one occasion, The Accused had a brainwave.  He merely ordered in a stentorian voice: “Do such and such!”.  This was contrary to The Accused’s nature and it took some self-discipline to put on the act and do it with a straight face.. but, if the theory that had occurred to The Accused was right, it would work.  It did work!  There was compliance without a murmur.  Subsequent experiments confirmed the theory.  It is true that not everyone was that naive.  The Accused did not try this experiment of issuing orders very often but on occasion some victim would suddenly ask himself, in puzzled tones:  ‘How did I come to obey this command?  This surely is being ordered around, not democracy.’  But by standards of Foxhunters invective, such protests were very subdued - and The Accused would openly confess what he had been doing (that is, explain the theory).  This, naturally, met with some reprimand, but not nearly with the ferocity that might have been expected.  What turned out is that those who protested about democracy appeared rather to object to being asked to understand decisions or to make them for themselves.  They wanted others to make their decisions for them and to tell them them what to do, as clear commands and not with the confusion and uncertainty that results from calculation on the basis of evidence.  But they also had a cultural tradition, in some contexts at any rate, of the boss being identified as of some higher status and of their voting agreement with what was ordered by the Boss.  The Accused imagined that he had disciplined himself to avoid such self-defensive behaviour in his childhood - but the author is not convinced of that nor that The Accused had discovered behaviour specific to Accused-critics and not afflicting Accused-admirers.  It may have been that The Accused saw himself as playing a complex game of chess and was perturbed when the pieces did not move as he expected them to - though he did regard whatever happened as his own responsibility and could not be blamed on others.  In the outside world, that of bosses, it was possible for managers employed to ensure the success or survival of some concern to blame others but if the club collapsed or any plan or objective failed, it failed irrespective of  what blame The Accused might impart upon those who supposedly had not behaved as expected or required (though in one context club members were extraordinary cooperative - players promoted to pla in games where they might be considered to have insufficient experience and where their defeats might be taken as evidence of the poor judgement of the organiser registered the hoped-for but not necessarily expected results with miraculous consistency and also, club members were extraordinarily loyal despite the continuous disagreements and troubles.). 

The club, on this occasion, appeared to be heading for a split and it also appeared unlikely that either section on its own could survive.  Mick Broadhurst however resolved the difficulties by a ploy which at least to The Accused was a lesson in politics.  In l978 (at any rate, under current reconstruction it was l978, but it might have been l977 or even earlier) Mick Broadhurst organised a general meeting.  It was, in fact, designated an Annual General Meeting - with the specific purpose of dismissing The Accused as club secretary.  He did not, it is believed, consider this sufficient in itself and supposed that it was also essential to introduce a far greater division of labour and to allocate functions to people whom The Accused perhaps regarded as neither willing nor able but whom he considered would perform them if asked.  Mick, perhaps, was much more accomplished at delegating functions than The Accused.  Mick Stokes, Mick Miller, The Accused and other Highcross organisers had commenced their careers when fourteen years old or younger.  The Accused would claim that there was nobody in his club with an IQ under l80 (during the early period when the members largely had intelligence of the type that is reflected in IQ scores).  Those selected as organisers were allegedly the most intelligent and hardworking and able to perform calculations perhaps in the manner of a chessplayer but to do so over a larger arena and one of greater complexity and with more dimensions than a chessboard.  It was not the tradition for adults with no previous experience to take on administrative or planning functions, nor was there any tradition of there being a form of subsidiary civil service taking orders or peforming routines without making decisions.  Mick Broadhurst lived in a different world and The Accused did not believe him when he was told that anyone persuaded to peform any function could perform it.  But the removal of  The Accused was essential to dispel the impression that the club was subject to a dictatorship.

There may have been occasions in those days when secretaries of chess clubs were sacked.  There are occasional pigs born with wings - and when they are this causes such a commotion that it becomes recorded in history and historians suppose it was a commonplace event.  Eddy Eddington had, in a sense, been dismissed as secretary or organiser of the Gambit Club, though he did retain some of his supporters and take over organisation of another club.  As a general rule, the club secretary recruited the members and the members were attached to the secretary rather than the club.  Club secretaries were unsackable.   There might be some doubt as to who was a member of the Foxhunters chess club and who was not - at least amongst those who played for the club first team sometimes, or might have done, but not regularly.  In the Highcross tradition there was a much less formal definition of membership than in the Gambit tradition - but even though The Accused might not necessarily have had unanimous support from the first team - of which Mick Broadhurst was a member and in which Kieth McLoughlin, the remaining member from the Linwood club, was likely to regard the argument as an eccentricy and abstain.  But even if the entire second team voted against The Accused (which was not likely to happen) had The Accused sought majority support in a vote he should have had no difficulty.  It is unlikely that The Accused had any faith in Mick’s plans or that he fully understood them or realised that Mick’s manoevre was correct.  But, as it turns out, he did realise that it would not help the club, nor him, for him to oppose this attempt to depose him.  If such a ‘victory’ led to the defection of four members, or even just two, Mick Broadhurst and Paul Wylie, or even one of them, the club would find itself in considerable difficulties.  Even if the club could survive their defections, even if damage to the club had not been a consideration, such a defection in such circumstances was not desirable.  The Accused cannot be described as having submitted willingly but he did realise that it can be better to lose than to win and he could not see any route whereby his attempting to remain as secretary or remaining could other than cause serious damage.

As chess clubs in those days were organised a club organiser or  secretary was unsackable.  The number of  people who could organise clubs was limited and although many club members felt that all club secretaries were similar and equally objectionable they had to put up with them!  Club secretaries recruited the members, only they knew who they were or  where they could be found and members had a loyalty to the secretary rather than the club.  (Or if  a club cropped up somewhere else under a different name, with the same secretary, then really it was still the same club),   It would not have been difficult for The Accused to win the vote.   Although the second team supposed themselves to be the entire club or the majority, they were not.  Nor were they unanimously opposed to The Accused.   If  The Accused called on the entire retinue of  longstanding Highcross members in the pool of  players drawn upon for the first team he could easily have arranged for himself to be re-elected secretary.   Although The Accused did not fully understand the situation, he turned out to have done so sufficiently to realise that it would be wiser to lose.   Maybe it was just that he did not wish to cause pain to his opponents by winning.

It was not immediately obvious that there was anyone other than The Accused who was willing to be club secretary   It would have been embarrassing for Mick Broadhurst to take on the office after he had led the revolt against The Accused.  It was not his objective to further personal ambition and his being Secretary was unlikely to have been seen as any change of management.  For all we know, he already was club secretary.  Foxhunters were somewhat vague over what office their officers held.  Also, Mick’s plan was to distribute responsibility - for someone to be appointed who was outside the existing cabal.  In any case Mick was elected President (or whatever name the club gave to such an office), to which nobdy had any expressed or unexpressed objections.  However, at the meeting Dave Varman was proposed as club secretary.  The author understands that The Accused neither knew that Dave Varman had been asked nor that he was willing to stand.  Dave Varman was an excellent choice.  Dave, although a member of the second team had not been aware that there had been any dispute and suddenly got the idea that there might have been and that The Accused might be willing to continue as secretary and indicated that he did not wish to stand under such circumstances.  It is possible that nobody knew about any dispute other than Mick Broadhurst, Paul Wylie, Malcolm Lomax and The Accused.  It may have been that The Accused had come to the meeting still with some intention of reopening the argument and getting himself re-elected.  But he quickly seconded  Dave’s nomination - and there were no other candidates.  Paul Wylie proposed The Accused as first team ‘captain’ and there were no other candidates.  Mick Broadhurst reports that The Accused looked furious throughout the rest of  the meeting and that he fully expected The Accused to walk out and desert the club (which had not been Mick’s intention or expectation).  The Accused, in truth, did feel seriously aggrieved though he was also aware that it was absurd that he should be so but he was also asking himself whether this absurd reaction was a self-deception or self-imposed psychotherapy and, although he was determined at that point to walk out permanently he also knew that he would not do so or that if he crawled out to cry in a cubby hole he would crawl back in again.  People do have absurd or irrational reactions and they have some mysterious purpose and since they are momentary experiences in isolation those who experience them find it more convenient to forget about them and to deny they ever took place.

Whereas it has been said that it was not far from impossible for chess club secretaries to be elected out of office, also, if they were to be so dismissed it is very unlikely that they would have remained in the club or organisation or to have been heard-of again.  The Accused was sacked as secretary of his chess club at least twice and returned to be re-elected and was also voted off the Leicestershire Chess League Committee and later re-elected.  That is also unique.  It does seem to the author that had The Accused tried to remain in office and failed to so he might have found this to be permanent.  Or, if he had succeeded, he might have found himself challenged continuously by members who were increasingly dissatisfied and eventually have found himself expelled permanently - as had happened in the Leicestershire Chess Association to Heathcliffe.

.   when he had openly supported the election of  the new secretary.   Perhaps he did contemplate crawling out of  the meeting to go to cry in a cubby hole, fully aware that if  he did so he would then crawl back in again!   But then, after the meeting, Mick Broadhurst reports having experienced another shock.   He had contemplated a complete change of  regime.  Now it became apparent that the less experienced Dave Varman was soliciting the support and guidance of  The Accused.   Mick Broadhurst feared that nothing had changed.

The Accused from this experience learnt an important lesson in politics.   The fate of  Heathcliffe illustrated a familiar fact that when an adminstrator,  whether actual or figurehead, resists being democratically kicked out and fails, he is never heard of  again.   There were not many cases in the world of  chess of  people being voted out of offices or off committees, but when they were they they did not reappear.   It is difficult to envisage The Accused actively resisting being kicked out and being kicked out nevertheless, but had that happened, The Accused fully anticipated that this would kicking out would be neither nominal nor temporary.   Had The Accused succesfully resisted the attempt to oust him, the outcome might have been even less satisfactory.   It is likely to have led to the resignation of  Mick Broadhurst and Paul Wylie from the club and from others perhaps at the very least a lack of  enthusiasm.   It might have been obvious to the reader that it would have been downright stupid for The Accused other than to back out quietly but this had not been so obvious to The Accused at the time (and had not been obvious to Heathcliffe!).

The elections took place rapidly and then Dave Varman was to be seen in discussion with The Accused, asking his advice and asking that he be given assistance as secretary should be need it.  Mick Broadhurst supposed then that nothing had changed and that his ploys had failed.  Dave Varman was club secretary and later also a member of the league management committee and, until his premature death, adjudications secretary.  However, that nothing had changed was not entirely a misconception.  Members contributed to the club as they could and were not prevented from doing so according to whether or whether not they held some office.  However, if Mick supposed that his ploy had failed he was wrong.  Club members had not been dissatisfied with the performance of their secretary.  But some at least felt that they had no control over him, that no form of democracy existed.  By occasionally sacking a secretary they demonstrated who was boss or that they could overrule a secretary or interfere with his activities even though in practice they never did so.

It was usual in the Highcross Club for all club officers to be members of  the first team, except for the secretaries of  other teams - and sometimes them too.   This had persisted in Foxhunters.  The club officials did tend also to be the strongest players - and club organisers even without that were likely to concern themselves mainly with the first team.  Its members played in tournaments and in many more matches, since they would play in more competitions.  The matches lasted longer and there were apt to be adjournments and adjudications, requiring a great deal of analysis and at least in theory all members who played in league teams were members of the first team (while regular first team players could not play for lower teams).  It is difficult to see how a club with a first division team could be run without disproportionate emphasis on the first team and without other teams which were independent rather than training grounds for first team players or first team reserves having very little contact with first team members.  At Foxhunters there had also been the specific issue of first team members appearing to the second team members as privileged paracites, apparently avoiding their subscriptions and room fees and not attending meetings other than for matches - and there would be only one league home first team match, during the season, in a month (in which only six first team players would be playing and they were likely to be too absorbed to speak to anyone else.  Also, although first team members might know each other tand the members of other teams and may have done so for decades, they may never have met the second team players!).  It is true that Dave Varman in future years consented to play in first team matches when the team was otherwise short of players and that by becoming club secretary he might be seen as a first team quisling or becoming a participant in the world of club secretaries and committees.  But he was a regular second team player.

Mick Broadhurst’s AGM did succeed in recruiting a player from the second team who had not previously interested himself in organisation into being club secretary - who later also became a league committee member and adjudications secretary.  But whether or not the Accused’s influence was reduced was not the relevent issue.  The meeting demonstrated that there was democracy - that club members, and, in particular, the second team members who felt that they were exploited, treated with contempt or treated as second rate - could, if they so chose, depose the individuals or cabals which that operated as club secretaries or first team secretaries.  So long as that was proved, there was no harm in permitting the same people to carry on as before.  In the long run, it not certain that the Foxhunters club was, as it then was, a viable structure.  But Mick’s AGM did succeed in raising club morale and there was thereafter no longer any bickering by second team members about the first (or vice versa).
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