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The British, prior to the mid-nineteen-seventies, supposed that ‘Asians’ came from China, or parts they regarded as China, and all looked the same.  Similarly ‘Indians’ (or ‘Pakis’) all came from the same place and looked the same.  Even thereafter the white man was apt to suppose that all black men belonged to the same conspiracy, or that all indo-asians belonged to the same conspiracy - just as Arabs probably supposed that all Europeans, plus Americans, belonged to the same conspiracy even though Britain through much of  its history was at war with France and, later, Germany.  So The Accused imagined that because the Highfields Chess Club was predominently Indo-asian and because Tes Dhillon was Indo-asian, that the Highfields club, including Tes Dhillon, belonged to the same conspiracy.  Highfields Chess Club secretary, Chris Ross, was later to disillusion The Accused.  Chris Ross with a group of close friends, including Alan Ward, all of them now still eighteen years old or younger, had originally set up the Highfields Chess Club.  Tes Dhillon, who was older, was originally only peripherally involved or not involved at all.  Tes was a schoolteacher at the Judge Meadow School who had now set up a group of  his own - his younger brother plus four of his pupils  - these boys now fifteen years old or younger (younger than Chris Ross’s group of friends).  It turned out that Tes saw access to a first division team as useful to himself and his schoolboys but that Chris Ross’s group had no such ambition, regarded the amalgamation as having been decided without their being consulted and as being a threat to their club.  He also considered Alan Ward to be more inclined to remain within the original grouping and as being corrupted by inappropriate first division ambitions which were more imposed on him by others than his own.  The Indo-asian members were all very conscious of being subjected to prejudice in the white man’s world.  Tes too was very sensitive about racial prejudice which, he would relate, he encountered it amongst his teaching colleagues.  Indo-asian teachers were apt to enter by a different route than whites and to occupy different posts, just as immigrant doctors did within the NHS, and the whites might look down upon or appear to look down upon the foreigners.  The Accused imagine Tes to have the same collective grievance against the white interlopers as other Indo-asian members of the club (and to be in league for them).  Tes appeared to feel that The Accused was ‘captain’ of the club first team, decided who would play within it and in what board order and that his estimation of playing strength was based more on colour prejudice than objective assessment of playing strength.  The Accused in turn regarded the ‘Highfields’ assessment of playing strength as unrealistic and motivated by prejudice.  In reality whereas Tes had first team ambitions (and did play for the first team) the general Highfields attitude was more that the first team was a threat to their club.  Tes appeared to suppose that The Accused was a ‘captain’ in the sense that such a person was to be found in some school clubs, which were actually organised by schoolteachers, where the office of ‘captain’ is largely ceremonial, confers little responsibility, but confers status and a title that can entered into a C.V..  

Tes would enjoy relating how he had visited a club first team match at the Manchester Hotel soon  after the Grasshoppers amalgamation.  The Accused was playing against Geoff Carlin, who had for several years been Britain’s blind chessplayers’ champion (though his older rival, Mr Mardle, whom Accused-mum had befriended at Plymouth in 1957, was still active).

Geoff Carlin had his own Braille clock and a Braille chess set, a little bigger than a pocket set, and would indicate his moves out loud when he had decided them and the opponent would also speak his moves after playing them and then press the clock.  Geoff’s fingers would be continuously wandering over the Braille board - as if he was thinking with his fingers - but neither The Accused nor anyone else could read the code, if there was one, and made no attempt to do so - recognising that that would be improper and unfair.  In his earlier games with Mr Carlin The Accused would announce that he had played Nf6, Geoff’s fingers would wander over is board and Geoff after an interval would suggest that there was no such a move as Nf6 - and The Accused would admit that he had meant Ng6.  What exasctly the rules were in such a situation we do not know - but Geoff  would accept the amendment without protest and The Accused would delay before playing his next move in order to correct any time disadvantage his error had caused his opponent.  There were also occasions when Geoff realised that the two had different positions on the board or The Accused suddenly realised it because Geoff had made an uncharacteristically inappropriate move - and they would then reconstruct the game and go back to the position at which they supposed the error must have taken place.  A blind player would seem to be severely handicapped if short of time - and particularly so against a speed -merchant such as The Accused.  The Accused would try to avoid himself and Geoff Carlin getting  short of time and also supposed it would be incorrect to claim a win on time if his opponent ran out before making the required moves.  The Accused, in any case, rarely claimed a win on time other than on occasions where the opponent allows himself  to lose on time instead of resigning.  There was however at least one occasion on which Geoff discovered, a few moves after the time control, that he had lost on time and conceded the game, despite The Accused assuring him that he wasn’t bothered.  It is very easy  for members of the top board fraternity to become overconfident when playing against less celebrated opponents, some of whom are talented players despite never amassing mega-gradings.   The naive might suppose that a blind player cannot perform lengthy calculations or will be vulnerable to complicated positions in whichit looks as if the opponent will win tactically.  Possibly they are.  But Geoff Carlin wasn’t.  He may have bcome so towards the end of his career.  The Accused had learnt that Geoff  Carlin was infallible in tactical calculations  and took care not  to miscalculate when playing against him.   It is very easy for county team selectors to overlook players who more habitually play on the middle rather than upper boards of league first division teams.  The Accused would confide to the selecters that Geoff was one of the most reliasble players available - advice which was heeded - and Geoff performed well on relatively high boards of the county team.

The Accused was not in the habit of  overdressing when the temperature did not warrant it and when he found it necessary to concentrate hard and calculate over the chessboard he regularly reduced his upper coverings to a T-shirt or less.  Tes saw The Accused faced with a very complicated position and perhaps Tes thought The Accused was material down, or that he would lose material or that he was losing.   The Accused duly stripped down to his T-shirt, huddled himself into a posture he adopted when thinking - with the hands over the ears, a habit with which he had been infected by C.H.O’D Alexander - and continued to be in some abstraction or concentration until Mr Carlin finally resigned seventeen moves later.  Tes Dhillon claimed that The Accused had deliberately removed his sweater because he knew that because Mr Carlin was blind he would abnormally sensitive to the smell of  sweat under the armpits.   Mr Carlin he said had lost because of  this secret weapon.   This consideration about the hypersensitive sense of  smell had never occurred to The Accused, though perhaps it should have.

The Accused pointed out to Tes Dhillon that at the point at which he had removed his sweater Mr Carlin had already got a lost game.   What The Accused was then working out was a forced mate in seventeen moves.  He had not counted the seventeen moves but he had worked them out and knew what they were.  They could be counted after the event.   Tes refused to believe this.  Nobody, he said, could think seventeen moves ahead.  This however is not entirely true.   It may be unreasonable in usual circumstances to expect a  human, and still less a computer, to analyse every possible variation seventeen moves ahead.   If a complex position requires analysis seventeen moves ahead it is quite possible that this could not be done within the time allocated for a chess game.  But if, supposing it is White who is winning, every move that White makes leaves Black with only one alternative or  only one reasonable alternative, or it is relatively easy to dispose of  the alternatives on analysis, then there is no reason at all for a chessplayer - with a reasonable amount of  time on the clock (and The Accused habitually played fast enough to ensure that he had enough for at least one thinking period) - not being able to work out a forced mate in seventeen  moves.   The Accused was regularly in those days analysing forced variations of  that depth over the board and although more eminent players like to boast that they do not indulge in lengthy calculations - or, according to legend, most of them are ‘positional’ players and only a few wild eccentrics espouse tactics - all of them calculate and all of them would routinely recognise such a forced mate in seventeen moves, despite this one involving some impressive shifting of wood all over the board.  A players would see it before it materialised though a spectator might not.  The Accused  therefore assumed, at the time when he removed his shirt, that Geoff  already knew the game was lost and that The Accused was merely perofming a rountine computer-style check of everything to avoid some blunderous oversight.

This story possible illustrate’s the handicap that affected Tes over the chessboard.  He would come to The Accused and ask what is the “best move” in a position and would also when staring at the chessboard evaluate what was the “best move”.   His chess teaching also tended to emphasise the search for the “best move” in the position.  It may be that Richard Reti, the grandmaster who pretended to disdain analysis (or had his own way of  analysing) could look at a position and pick out a ‘best move’ on ‘positional considerations’ - though if he invariably discovered the ‘best move’ he may have made chess obsolete!   The Accused, when he noticed in books on chess that players were supposed to have ‘a plan’ would confess to himself that when playing chess he never had a plan, or not much of  one.   But  Tes Dhillon caused him to revise his self-estimate.   Tes would ask: “What is the best move?”.   It might be that Qa7 mate was the best move or there might be no hesitation over which move is chosen in a position.  But The Accused’s reply usually was  “It is possible to play this position in the following manner” or “What happens if  you try to play it like this...?”.  The Accused was not aware of  looking at the positions he encountered in practical chess play, one position after the other, and asking himself  “What is the best move?”.   Perhaps world champions do so.   They can perform a lot operations where ordinary mortals have to take short cuts.   But The Accused had never before encountered this concept of  looking for the ‘best move’.   It occurred to The Accused that if  ‘best move’ was the alternative policy, then he invariably was playing chess with a ‘plan’!   The chessplayer learns that it is useful to get into certain positions or  to play them in a particular way and he hopes the moves he plays will get him into some situation he knows how to handle.  But experience teaches that the ‘best move’ policy without at least some vague plan or forward vision, whether the plan be good or bad, is an unmitigated disaster.   The misunderstanding about the ‘forced mate in seventeen moves’ may have arisen from the ‘best move’ approach -looking in some position where nothing is obviously forced at every possible move and then every possible move played after every possible move - and so on.  In that sense it probably is impossible to ‘think seventeen moves ahead’.  Computers may be better equipped at doing it, but in those days computers thought no more than five moves (that is, ten half moves) ahead , took a very long time over it and did not produce very impressive results.

The ‘best move’ concept appears to be one which requires every position, move after move, to be regarded as a new experience requiring a fresh decision - the present situation taken in isolation - but at the same time extends analysis ahead to consideration of  every possible sequence of  moves without taking any short cuts.  Whatever the explanations,  Tes Dhillon, who was apt to get nervous, was in the habit of losing on time.   The moves he played were not bad and at times he was winning when he lost on time.   It was more that he was too much of  a perfectionist to optimise performance or perhaps supposed it to be a lesser disgrace to lose on time but make no mistakes than to play more quickly, make a mistake and lose.  The reader might suppose that that it was The Accused’s duty as club manager to keep Tes well away from lightening chess or speed chess.  But the exception proves the rule.  Tes was very good at lightening chess and speed chess!  So it may more have been that Tes was beset with a phobia that he must not make any mistakes - aphobia which had to be and was abandoned when the compulsory rate of play left no alternative.  Nevertheless Tes’s need to prove his equality with The Accused was not alleviated by a discouraging catalogue of  losses (on time).

Amongst Tes’s group of  schoolboys Kevin Lee was the least ‘middle class’.  Before the formation of  Grasshoppers he had acquired a name for being ill-disciplined, unruly, afflicted with what teachers call hyperactivity or an attention deficit syndrome.   Tes, the schoolmaster, had even toyed with the notion of  expelling him.  He was heard to make such threats - though when The Accused reminded him of this, Tes was surprised that The Accused should have supposed he had any real intention of doing so.  The Accused supposed however even that Kevin might be transferrable to the first team.   In There was no need to discuss this with other first team members.  It was in accordance with tradition.     They were all distinctly unmiddleclass - except perhaps for The Accused and Roger Wright, who had played on top board awhile when Mick Stokes organised the team, now lived in Loughborough and played in matches in Loughborough.   From their point of view these syndromes were more symptomatic of  boredom and imposition of  authority and the mark of a promising chessplayer of  their own species.  In the few games that Kevin played it was fully expected that he would lose and need encouragement and support - but in fact he could adequately cope for himself and all his games ended up as draws.   He caused no trouble known to The Accused or the first team.

So the Grasshoppers chess club consisted of  four teams and four factions.  The two Foxhunters factions might well by now have learnt to live with one another, though, despite the amalgamation the second team members did not attend Highfields meetings when the club still had meetings and matches at the Manchester Hotel and thereafter were little in evidence at Highfields.   There were more dangerous resentments and machinations of which The Accused was at first not fully aware because of the amalgamation being seen as a white man’s takeover, the fact that former (Foxhunters) first team members were still playing in the first team, and  the falling apart of the old indo-asian Highfields section with the older players finding it difficult to adjust to and rely on the greater accomplishments of  the younger over the chessboard.   This led to a degree of  sabotage in the form of  players not turning up for matches or being discouraged from turning up - and there was also an underlying shortage of  players, more within the former Highfields sections, of  which they appeared not fully aware.   The only available solution for this was to draw on the reserve of  former Highcross players with whom The Accused was still in touch - but the shortage was originally not made known to The Accused by team organisers.   Tes Dhillon, seen by the former Foxhunters members as the spokesman for the former Highfields members, found himself more isolated and unable to cope with the eructations than they were aware.

A major source of  explosion was the barring rules whereby a certain number of  players could  play for the team within which they were ‘barred players’, or higher teams. but not lower teams. In the team within which they were barred they had to play above all ‘unbarred’ players (other than ‘substitutes’ replacing absentees) - but there existed ambiguity and potential dispute over what that meant. In some clubs different teams used strictly separate pools of  players, the same team was always fielded and in the same board order.   In such a case the barring rules were a formality, the league secretary designated which players were barred in his own records, and the club organisers might not even understand the barring rules or know which players were barred.  But this had not been the case at Highcross, nor at Foxhunters, nor was it so at Grasshoppers.   It was necessary for the club secretary to keep the lists of  barred players up to date and to make necessary changes, to be aware of  the regulations and to be sufficiently in touch with other teams to ensure that there was compliance with the regulations.   There were various rules, ceremonies and ambiguities of  interpretation which for the most part caused no problems but caused periodic disputes and crises when there was a difference of  opinion between clubs - usually in the form of a contrived complaint where both parties had agreed to a particular interpretation in a match and a politically conscious party in the losing team had then claimed that there had been an unfair transgression.   It was the policy of  The Accused (and before he departed, also Mick Stokes) to be very open about rule interpretations used and to ensure well witnessed agreement between the parties - though there were still opponents who then took advantage of ambiguities.  Mick Stokes and The Accused - they had to be - were the only people in Leicestershire who were fully aware of  the rules, their ambiguities, the disputes which might arise and how to avoid them [and The Accused had written most of them] - but where organisers were intent on playing politics and using regulations and spurious complaints to gain the points their teams were unable to win over the board, there was little to prevent them.

It was supposed by some that when the rules stated that there must be ‘at least three barred players’ for a team that this meant that there were only three barred players for the team.   The rules stated that if a barred player had not played for three matches in succession he could no longer be counted as one of  the minimum of  three required.   This did not make it clear whether this rule came into effect before the start of  the third match or after, but, to be on the safe side, Mick Stokes and The Accused had always assumed it was before.  There were not separate terms for barred players who had played in one of the three previous matches and these who had not.  This lead to some organisers incorrectly supposing that the players who had missed three matches became ‘unbarred’ - i.e. were no longer barred players - nor aware that had this really been the case they could have immediately rebarred the players (though this would include them amongst those who had played in one of the three previous matches).  Technically a period of  notice was required before barring or unbarring a player (and reasons had to be given) - which could be taken to indicate that any necessary changes should be taken in advance of  the third match.  The three match total also was neither intended nor include matches played by barred players before they had become barred - though this was not explicitly stated.  In practice the rule that notice was required existed only to give the league secretary time to alter his books and the requirement was ignored, a telephone call being sufficient for immediate barring or debarring (and since the reasons would be obvious, it is doubtful that anyone ever mentioned them when barring a player - though they would be if a player was unbarred, which rarely happened).  . At the beginning of  the season, either the club secretary submitted lists of  barred players (which was the rule) or (which was the practice and later also the rule should no names be submitted) the League Secretary automatically took the first so many players in each team to be barred.   In theory a club secretary could bar for the first two matches players who would never play in any match at all.  This could happen by accident, because it was wrongly assumed that last year’s players were going to play again or out of  necessity since the club was still recruiting and it was not known who would be playing.  It was later used by some secretaries, when they caught onto the rules, as a deliberate ploy - but, to be on the safe side, this never happened in The Accused’s club.   

There existed another rule which stated that a team board order was to be in ‘playing strength’.   In l979 League and Club Secretaries were still taking the view that this was a non-rule and that the order of  playing strength was whatever the team or club decided it to be on the occasion.  It might be that a new player appeared in a team in which on the basis of his record he should be clearly playing above barred players but was not barred himself - either because he had recently joined or because the club secretary had forgotten to bar him.  The Accused took the view that any such player was automatically to be regarded as barred and that anyone playing above barred players (other than a substitute) was to be regarded as barred.  The League Secretary was aware of  this policy but great care was taken never for it to be necessary to rely on these provisions.  The Accused always managed to inform the league secretary who would be regarded as barred before matches were played - and the danger more affected clubs in which the secretary did not realised that there was no limit to the number of players who could be barred, whether they were expected to play or not or whether they were to be included amongst those fulfilling the three match requirement or not.  There had at time been one bizarre dispute over playing strength - when Eddy Edington had objected to Mick Cowley appearing on Bd l for Highcross and winning against Peter Killick.  There was to be objections (not upheld) in future years, when the club was Leicester Academicals, when David Llewellyn, then playing in the second team, won against Frank Goodwin of Loughborough as a substitute on board three of the first team and when The Accused, also then playing in the second team, won against Geoff Lawton of Leicester, coming in as a substitute on Bd l of the first team.  The details regarding these two disputes will be discussed in future volumes.  These disputes were more politics or psychology than genuinely about rules but the reader may have noticed that these complaints only took place when a player won supposedly unexpectedly - when the result justified that the board order was correct on the basis of playing strength (but there might have been a transgression of laws of social status, which notoriously little affected board orders in The Accused’s club).  The League Committee, consisting mainly of club secretaries, was not overenthused at suggestions that some outside source should stipulate what should be their club board orders or supposed order of playing strength and as a result of these disputes substituted in the rules ‘an order of playing strength’ for ‘order of playing strength’.

 ‘Substitution’ was a provision included in the league rules through the history of the league but was ‘discovered’ and put into effect originally by Mick Stokes.  It cannot be used to introduce barred players below unbarred players but can be used to introduce unbarred players or players from a lower team above barred players.  The ceremony is that a ‘legitimate’ board order is written out and then one of the expected players fails to materialise and another player is substituted in his/her place.  This had happened so often in The Accused’s club that a penalty was introduced whereby the substitution could not take place until half an hour after the start of  the match or the substitute was permitted to play earlier but with a corresponding time penalty (that is, if he commenced at the start of play his clock would be moved on by half an hour).  The opposing side could waive this penalty.  The implication was that the claim that the originally nominated player was going to arrive could well be a pretence or be waiving between truth and pretence.  The team would usually have some foreboding that the player would not arrive.  The substitution often turned out to be a change of board order that would become permanent and might anticipate the barring of a player which according to strict regulations required a period of notice.  If it were that this was done deliberately, or even as a contingency plan, it was an attempt to produce a ‘legitimate’ board order and to avoid any technical infringements imposed by ambiguities in rules - but clever manoevres might be regarded with suspicion - and although it is hard to see what advantage could be gained by wangling board orders opponents might suspect there was some advantage even though they did not know what it might be.  The new rule was intended to assume that the substituting party was automatically guilty and to impose an automatic penalty - with no more penalty to be imposed, irrespective of the misgivings of the opponents.  Although such misgivings might provoke a complaint and politics, it was unlikely to be provable that a club had mischievous thoughts in mind when substituting a player and, in fact, although the motivations might be devious, substitutions were never intended to put opponents at a disadvantage or believed by the substituters to be morally illegitimate (in the case of The Accused being substituted on Bd l against Geoff Lawton the Leicester club should have asked the more relevent question - why he had previously been playing in the second team).  In the view of  most club secretaries the time penalty was little more than nominal.  League rules stipulated that matches commenced at 7.15 p.m.. Despite this being the rule, it was universally accepted, even by the League Committee, that matches actually started at 7.30 p.m. or even later (and the clocks then started) - unless one of the sides requested a ‘prompt start’ in advance (usually the home side, because the premises closed at 10pm or soon after).  7.15 p.m. thus became the ‘official starting time’ and club secretaries supposed that the substitutes would commence play half an hour after the official rather than actual starting time (or receive a corresponding time penalty).  Clubs rarely imposed the penalty on opponents and The Accused’s club never did.  It contradicted the Live and Let Live principle - that a club would ignore any technical infringements by its opponents in the expectation that the favour might on some subsequent occasion be reciprocated.  The Accused’s club’s opponents hardly ever insisted on the penalty - and if they did it could be guaranteed that they would then, if they lost the match, in any case go round saying that they had been swindled.  Teams which take a heavy handed attitude to their opponents invariably do lose.  Maybe they are plagued by their conscience.  The Accused’s club would however, unless very inexperienced players were involved, would insist on voluntarily accepting some penalty they supposed appropriate - even the entire half hour from the actual rather than official starting time.  The club felt that if anyone was to have an unfair advantage, they would prefer it to be their opponents.

There was an additional complication as to whether regular first team players were to be regarded, should the secretary have failed to take the precaution of  listing them amongst second team barred players, were to be regarded as such - or whether they should play above or below second team barred players if they played in the second team.  Also, were third team barred players when playing in the second team compelled to play above unbarred third team players or fourth team players?  The team secretary might not even know whether players were barred within lower teams.  When the play of Andy Hyslop, a famed younger county player, was temporally affected by an automobile accident, he chose to play for the Leicester third team, or was persuaded to do so, and then found himself on bottom board when asked to play the occasional game for the first or second team (and Andy was under the impression he could not even be barred within the third team because he had not been so at the beginning of  the season) - because club organisers supposed this was required by the barring rules (though the ‘substitution’ rule could be used as remedial device) - and The Accused had to intervene on his behalf.  However there was a remarkable absence of disputes over the order in which players barred or not barred in another team were to play and when The Accused joined or rejoined the League Commitee he found, when he raised the question, that his colleagues all considered that a team’s board order was its own affair and that it was not required to take any notice of  barrings, non-barrings or board orders in other teams.  Later a rule was introduced in which players might be ‘barred’ in another sense.  Any player who had played three matches in the season for one team was not permitted to play for a team in that club below that immediately below that team.

Complaints about such rules were invariably manipulations of  power politics in the absence of  the complaining team having been put at any disadvantage or having been subjected to any fiddle.  Since the Since The Accused’s club was subjected to such political manoevres more than any other, its secretary had to be very careful to make sure that no transgressions were committed under any interpretation of the rules - and although The Accused denies that he engaged in clever tricks, had there been such tricks they would have been to avoid rule transgressions in situations where just about any course of action would be illegal under some interpretation of rules.  One of the club’s defences was to have a large pool of first team barred players.  It regularly barred all its first team players (or those that never played for any other team) even before six barred players became, at his suggestion, required for all first division teams (within the pool that had played once in three previous matches).  The degree to which teams are entirely separate units varies from club to club.  It may be that one player plays for more than one team.  The new Grasshoppers Club had four teams.  The teams might be chronically or acutely short of players and players were being moved temporally or permanently to higher teams (for any one of which, or possibly it may have been all of them, they could play twice before becoming barred from a lower team).  This meant that the club secretary had to take charge of the barrings of all players in the club and keep an eye on who was playing for each team in each match (or even select all the teams).  When the Highfields club, as it had previously existed, had only two teams, was unaware of the barring rules and probably did not break them.

In l979, a new League Secretary, Geoff  West, discovered that there had been laissez faire in the barring rules and that, in his view, there had been numerous transgressions by many clubs.   He therefore when there had been possible infringements made inquiries.   It was his right to do so and also there was no need for him, when inquiries were completed, to award any penalty.   The inquiries usually took the form of his sending out a leaflet which he had duplicated drawing attention to facts which were filled into the appropriate blank spaces - that according to his records such and such a player had played in such and such a match in transgression of such and such a rule.  Geoff did not wish club or team secretaries to feel under threat of sanctions - but the leaflets could be so interpreted.

One of  his submissions was that The Accused had submitted no list of  barred players for the fourth team and therefore given no indication of  which players were required to play above other players.  As a matter of  fact, The Accused had done so.   The Accused claims that he had informed the League Secretary that every member of his club, unless barred under some other provision for playing for the fourth team, was a fourth team barred player and that he had during every previous season informed the League Secretary that all league players eligible to play for the lowest team were barred players within that team.  This meant that players in the fourth team could play in any order.  Geoff West took some weeks to accept that it was not necessary to submit lists of barred players for a club’s lowest team.  This was a misunderstanding.  The barred player regulations were intended to prevent the strongest players in one team from playing also in a lower team and also discourage clubs with few members from entering a large number of teams into the league.  They are not intended to impose a board order or to force teams to impose board orders upon themselves.   It is not contrary to the purpose of barring rules to bar an entire team or to bar the entire club within its lowest or only team - and if it is not intended for players to compete in more than one team, or there is only one team, barring every player is even preferable.  The author understands that the practice of barring an entire team or club was unknown in ninety years of  league chess in Leicestershire until The Accused introduced it in l957.  This had been an oversight.  The practice may originally have been a surprise or shock to pre-1957 organisers and may have led to a suspicion that The Accused was a little bit clever - but it rapidly became accepted that every player was barred in a club’s only or lowest teams and League Secretaries did not expect to obtain lists of nominated barred players for such teams.

The Accused was avoiding the barring of former Highfields players in the former Foxhunters teams (now the first team and third team) and when he was asked to supply former Foxhunters players to the second team also arranged them to be barred - so as to minimise the restrictions on the Highfields organisers when selecting their own players.  Highfields teams were not necessarily fielded in what outsiders would have regarded as current playing strength - whether in the sense of second team relative to fourth team or in the sense of board orders within teams.  They would, if a team was short of players, rope in whoever was available.  This resulted in numerous transgressions of the barring regulations which would not have taken place within the Highfield’s club previous two team structure.  For instance, now that their teams were a second team and a fourth team it was not permitted for any one to play three matches for the second team and still play for the fourth.  There also turned out to be three fourth team players who were more candidates for the first team though this suggestion was resented within the former Highfields club.

The amalgamation between the Highfields Club and Foxhunters was nominally still at an experimental or preliminary stage.  This did not mean that either club could have survived on its own.  Highfields was relatively short of members and Foxhunters, though a larger club, needed Highfields talent (including Alan Ward) to reinforce its first team.   Foxhunters were perhaps rather more aware that they needed Highfields than Highfields were aware that they needed Foxhunters.  The Accused did not yet hold the title of club secretary within the Grasshoppers club  but had some other title such as Scribe (and Mick Broadhurst was ‘interim moderator’, the equivalent of President).  To avoid the Highfields club feeling they were victim of a takeover, the clubs were still ‘officially’ separate and the wierdly named offices were intended to convey that that Grasshoppers rather than Highfields or Foxhunters offices were ‘unofficial’ - with the intention that there would be formal elections when the members were prepared to trust such a more official and permanent arrangement.  Nevertheless, as far as the Leicestershire League was concerned The Accused was club secretary.

So Geoff West, on a couple of occasions when Foxhunters was still playing first team matches at the Manchester Hotel visited that venu during the course of such a match to draw The Accused’s attention to the Highfields rule transgressions.  It was The Accused’s responsibility, as club secretary, to ensure that these transgressions came to an end.  That is, he had to make it his responsibility if he wished to avoid sanctions against his club.  Mr West said that he was aware that internal difficulties within clubs, such as shortages of players, might force them into breaking rules.  He was not intending to conduct a witchhunt and it was his practice to ask clubs which transgressed to desist to do so in the future rather than to impose penalties - and he realised that it might take some time for clubs to put themselves into a position to avoid rule transgressions.  Nevertheless the Highfields transgressions were so numerous and persistent that it might be necessary even to expel the entire club from the league if there was not a rapid improvement.  Mr West showed The Accused the scoresheets of matches played by the club second and fourth team.  It turned out that stalwerts who now were losing every game they played were turning out on the top boards of both teams.  The Accused had not been aware that these teams had been fielded and, indeed, the facts declared by the score-cards were vehemently denied by the Highfields members and continued to be when The Accused mentioned them at Highfields.  There may have been some mystery about how accurate the score-cards were and who was actually playing for these teams.

The Accused’s attempts to persuade the Highfields section to play teams in accordance with the regulations did not meet with a cooperative response - for reasons previously explained to the reader.  The Highfields club secretary and second team secretary, Chris Ross, was also in a situation similar to that in which The Accused found himself or had found himself in his own club.  The Highfields club, like Highcross, has been set up by a group of young schoolboys - but much smaller group that the original Leicester ll, Leicester B/C or Highcross clubs.  Chris wanted to prevent this group from falling apart or to bring back those who had left.  Since we only know what did happen and not what might have happened, it is open do conjecture whether the original Highfields club was going to collapse anyway, whether the amalgamation with Foxhunters accerated the break-up, whether it delayed it, or whether it made no difference.  The Accused therefore was seen as the white intruder bringing in the white man’s rules and doing so to victimise the Highfields club.  The Accused found himself in a very embarrassing position through his repeated excuses to Geoff West that more time was necessary.  The transgressions did not cease until the old groupings within the club collapsed and, indeed, the entire Grasshoppers club was to collapse and to be replaced by the Leicester Academicals club.

Insistence on the regulations could be regarded as putting the cart before the horse - the legitimate winning of  games, matches and trophies before the provision of  facilities to play chess.  Mick Stokes and The Accused, and almost certainly also Mick Broadhurst and other club members, had been aware that other clubs broke regulations and were also of  the opinion that in some cases this was deliberate cheating.   But they had not been aware that there had been laissez faire and ignorance of  the rules on quite the scale that now emerged - and the confusion at Highfields was unique.   It had always been club policy not to complain, but since the club was subject to vendettas and repeatedly victim of scurrilous complaints, the club itself adhered to regulations very strictly.   The club had never previously had any need to break regulations.   Highcross had been the leading club in the county and was expected to abide by rules - and Foxhunters and Grasshoppers were expected to do so, even though the Highfields section was finding this difficult.  If the present transgressions persisted, the teams were going to find themselves expelled from the league (though perhaps still playing, with results unrecorded in the eventual league tables) or else the teams might not be expelled but would languish at the bottom of  their divisions with negative scores (because of  numerous penalty points).  Teams would be relegated, face refusal of readmission to the league or find themselves readmitted only into the lowest division.   This would cause further discontent in a club which was already precarious.  These transgressions could give the Wigston Mafia a pretext for  agitating that the club as a whole or particular members should be expelled from the Leicestershire Chess Association or League - with the result that members had no club to play for and would not join any other club. . 

The transgressions may have been even more serious than Geoff West or The Accused realised.   The amalgamation between Foxhunters and Highfields had originally taken place because The Accused wanted Alan Ward as a first board player for his first team - and the amalgamation had been made a condition for his doing so.   Alan, though a friend of  Tes Dhillon, turns out to have been associated with Chris Ross’s indo-asian group and a close friend of  Chris Ross and  Sadom Hussein.   They resented his defection and considerable pressure was put on him not to cooperate.   Chance remarks at the club suggested to 

The Accused that Alan might be playing for lower teams under an assumed name - though this has always been denied and there is no proof of it.   Pressure was put on Alan not to play for club first team matches and not to play in county matches.

If  Thatcherism was the conversion of  the country to a working class state, then it might also have been expedient for  it to flood the country with alcohol (and drugs) to create a complaint, robotic brainwashable psyche (and to absorb the wages).   After all, over seventy Tory M.P.s were alleged to be brewers.   Whether deliberately or by accident - and there tends to be little difference between deliberate and accident -  Thatcherism complied.   In l979 lager hit the market.   There had always been lager on the market and nobody was told that now there was New Lager.  It was only after another fifteen years that the expression ‘lager lout’ hit the propaganda media and that they openly suggested that lager might have some toxic effect.   But the effect in l979 was suddenly and immediately obvious.   Catfood manufacturers may not consciously put addictive drugs into their products and  lager merchants may not consciously have formulated an addictive concoction.   But the formula is adjusted to sales figures, which also means that inevitably the product will become addictive.   The immediate effect of  drinking a glass of lager was a craving to drink another glass of  lager - then another and another.   Addicts said that lager made them ‘thirsty’.   Pharmacologists say that alcohol dehydrates and if they are right and if  this is relevent, then quenching thirst with lager could be expected to make the victim even more thirsty.   Those who drank a glass of lager drank another and another and they became violent.   Their minds became suffused with paranoia and plots.   The deliberations of  the Foxhunters Chess Club became strongly influenced by lager.   This was a new problem in chess clubs - though it was to become a serious problem not only in The Accused’s chess club but several others and was to become a menace throughout society.  Lager seemed to be causing a mass psychosis throughout Britain.

The club nevertheless blundered on - and its first team blundered on.   The Accused supposed the preservation of  the first team and its preservation in the first division to be essential.  First team players have their own society, attend tournaments and are likely to continue playing chess for the rest of  their lives whereas such teams as the Highfields sides were apt to be evanescent.   The team was needed as a focus for the network of  former Highcross players and others with a direct allegiance to The Accused upon whom The Accused claims the club depended.   It was always possible to recruit members to a club which had a first division team.  The Accused’s own experience as a team secretary was more in organising first division teams or teams that won matches (and college or university teams with captive memberships which, in the main, won matches).   Since the club did not have, and for some years had not had, a team in the second division, it was prone to being top-heavy, with the upper boards carrying the lower, but nevertheless whether The Accused knew it or not, there were within the Highfields club members who whose play was or could become adequate for the entire first team to be on a par with its current upper board players.

There were rather less active Grasshoppers members available, or available to play in matches when they were held, than was generally realised within and outside the club.  The Highfields sections had too few members for the operation of  two teams and were not recruiting new members.  Although at least one former Highfields member rejoined, there was not a significant tappable pool of ex-members.  The former Highfields teams initially did not ask to be supplemented by Foxhunters or former Highcross players.  In theory this needed not have affected the first team and with Alan Ward, Phil Lucas, Mick Broadhurst and The Accused the team might have been expected to be a formidable force.   It did blunder through succesfully for a season.  The Accused would use the atomic grading system to determine board orders and some impressive scores would be attained.   The Accused however had to conceal the fact that except for a few occasions (after losing games) his own atomic grading was considerably higher than that of  the rest of  the team.  If he had then put himself on the top board, the grading might then have readjusted itself, but he feared more that he would find himself there permanently, which would discourage his colleagues.   Nobody however suspected that The Accused was understating his on atomic grading or  leaving it out altogether from the figures displayed in his notebook.  [There would be fuller figures several pages further back].

Highfields had once been a  white-inhabited area famed nation-wide for prostitutes.   It had then, in the era in which The Accused lived on East Park Road and later when Phil Lucas lived on Myrtle Street, still famed for prostitutes, still with a white population but now with an equal number of  Carribeans.  Caribbeans made decorative prostitutes but actually there were rather more white prostitutes.   In 1979 there were still Caribbeans living in Highfields and the membership or users of  the Highfields Community Centre was almost entirely Caribbean.   The Accused’s apart from, at that time, the warden’s and town councillors’, was the only white face on the Highfields Community Association committee.   He found himself more treated as an equal by Carribeans than he was by whites.   There were no Caribbeans in the chess club - and, curiously, in future years there were to be Africans in The Accused’s club but no Caribbeans.   Apart from Alan Ward - and  four younger pupils of  the Judge Meadow School who lived outside the district - the (former) Highfields Chess Club was indo-asian.   Chris Ross could have gotten away with claiming he was Caribbean, but  he was said to be Indian.   It was not unusual for Indians in Highfields to resemble Africans and vice versa, without any interbreeding.  The Accused could not distinguish between the various species of  indoasian though the alleged differences were important issues amongst themselves.  Species differences tend to be religious or political rather than racial.  Tes Dhillon’s family lived in Leicester before the other indo-asians arrived are believed to have been Sikhs with roots in Kenya - in which he and his younger brother may have differed from other club members.   There were still Caribbeans living in the area surrounding the Community Centre but now also indo-asians.   Leicester is famed for populations from Gujurat and  Bangla Desh, but it is not known to the author which species were prominent then and which became prominent later.   The only whites in the immediate vicinity now were Alan Ward and his mother.  Alan Ward had been brought up with some of  the other members of  the club and had been the only white at Highfields Infants School.  

The Accused had had experience of  being the only white while working in the NHS.  The discrimination against him had been more obvious and more vocal than would be permitted to be meted onto an only non-white.  This racism appeared embedded in some indoasians and in some Muslims, but the author is not certain which species.   Where there was prejudice, it tended to be ambivalent, the prejudiced person in some circumstances being also a good friend and, in general, the foreigner was not inimical to The Accused, whereas The Accused had had and continued to have a history of persecution by whites.  It was more that the Public School designed system set brother against brother.   Alan Ward too was warmly accepted by the non-whites that surrounded him, particularly by his own generation, but at the same time found himself the victim of prejudice and discrimination - a discrimination in which the outside world and outside attitudes played a part.   Whites amongst The Accused’s acquaintances who had  been brought up amongst Caribbeans  were apt to look like, behave like, dress like and speak like Caribbeans and to immerse themselves into Caribbean culture.   They still do.   The white brought up amongst Asians is not such a familiar phenomenon but, in so far that they exist, Asian cultures seem less infectious.  Alan Ward was white rather than Asian.  Alan Ward attended  Alderman Newton’s School - a grammar school or former grammar school - not, in the manner of  the present day fee- paying schools also called grammar schools, an institution for Asian girls but an institution for White boys.  He was also in danger of being more intelligent than permitted for WC and was obliged to compensate or keep this hidden .   He felt that his outrageously good looks might provoke victimisation and, although he was tall enough and adequately enough built not to be a natural target, it was still advisable to belong to the (Asian) group and remain in the group.   His father had recently died - unfortunately a tragedy not unknown and not without consequences for a succession of  prominent chessplayers in The Accused’s club.   Maybe Tes Dhillon, who was at least ten years older, served as a father.

Tes Dhillon was young-looking but he had a forelock of  whitish hair - which some have.  This looked elegent, but white hair reminded Alan Ward of  old age.   The Accused at that time did not yet have any white hair and indeed indeed his long brown curley hair with a reddish sheen was regarded a sensation in the world of  the unclassified.   The Accused, although now in his mid- thirties,  still escaped Alan’s phobia of  old age and decay.   The Accused recollects having, after chess matches, to race with Alan at great speed  for two miles or more in the direction of  his (and his mother’s) home in Leicester’s West End (to which they moved from Highfields - but this surely was in l981 or l982).   It is true that Alan would be well ahead and then deign to stop while The Accused caught up but  Alan was a fast runner and there not many who could outrun The Accused, even of  Alan’s age - and of them Alan is the only one known to history.   So The Accused was still adequately maintaining the required apparent perpetual youth.

The Accused claims not to have been a bully when managing chess teams and not ever to have sought to humiliate players on account of defeats or poor play.   Up till l979 perhaps this was unequivocably the case and also he had had little to complain about as regards the performance of  his players.  It was regularly better than might have been expected - while his own at times was not.   The Accused also had experience of  players with a powerful urge to win - such as Mick Miller and, when he was still playing over-the-board chess, Dave Mackey.   He was to some degree such a player himself.   He did not always feel it necessary and important to win or might at times commence with a defeatism sufficient to ensure being defeated, but he was apt to be determined when the team required it.  He had some familiarity with the secret characters of potential world champions who, in any game or sport, are inclined, after a defeat, to jump off the nearest cliff and for whom there is some need to find a technique for managing such emotions.  In The Accused’s view these can be damaging when kept within, must be released but there is a need for some control and contrivance in their release so that they do not damage the releaser nor anyone else.   They are certainly not to be controlled with drugs, tranquillisers or alcohol.

The Accused would shout and rave at Alan Ward and pour out abuse to a degree that is not tolerated in polite society.  He did it in public - though, as matter of fact, never in private.   He felt that Alan exercised excessive self-control, that he was beset by anger or strong emotions and that either he would destroy himself by holding them within or else they would suddenly explode in a manner that was not helpful and might leave The Accused lacking a valuable chessplayer.   The Accused, by his rudeness, was trying to provoke Alan sufficiently for him to explode and fight back - that he should get into the habit or releasing his resentments, emotions or opinions.   This behaviour of The Accused caused some astonishment amongst the audience - but The Accused had explained to Alan why he was acting in this way.

The Accused had during his career in chess club management regularly had a role more akin to a physician in addition to the routines of  management.   There could be much that was secret between him and a club member and which he could not reveal even when it might have gotten him out of  some scrape within or outside the club.  The Accused in l979 at Highfields found himself landed with the prevention, treatment and cure of  alcoholism.   This was rife within the club and very damaging - though it was not perhaps alcoholism in the sense that  is familiar to the reader.   It was more akin to the alcoholism of  the Military Officer Class or company directors - admitted or evident consumption of  alcohol (or sometimes not evident and not admitted) and a liking for and praise for alcohol but not or rarely resulting in the familiar features of  drunkeness or inebriation - though it occasionally led to yelling and assault of one person, such as The Accused, by another, such as when there were outpourings about white supremacy.   It more obviously affected thinking or judgement - but the degree of  addiction and amount of  consumption was sufficient to threaten to establish chronic alcoholism if, in fact, it was not already present.

Alan did find himself caught up in or in danger of  being caught up in the Thatcherite alcohol culture that was hitting the club (and everyone else).   He was plied with alcohol when attempts were made to persuade him not to play in matches.   To the person dozed with alcohol everything that is said during the alcoholised state is aborbed as if  by a tape-recorder, becomes part of  a reality that exists whenever alcohol is consumed and the persuasions under the influence of  alcohol become hypnotic suggestion.   A period of  influence by alcohol, which continue for hours or for days, according to how severely the victim is affected, follows the drainage of  alcohol - with the victim behaving in a manner and possessed by opinions, ideas and compulsions that are absent in the absence of  this alcoholised state.  One of  the beliefs during this state, naturally, is being convinced of  the benefits of consuming alcohol.   One of  the ploys was to invite Alan for a drink on Friday nights so that he would be unable to play in a county chess match on the next day.   Alan realised this was a danger and would try to isolate himself on the Friday night, would declare that he would do this very thoroughly and that there was no danger of  his being tempted, but his friends nevertheless on several occasions found him.   Alan had friends at the Leicester City Transport chess club, where The Accused alleges drinking to have been popular.   When The Accused railed agains the effects of  alcohol, Alan would tease him by pointing out that Mark Hebdon, LCT’s star player, always had a pint of  beer next to his chess board when playing and nevertheless won all his games.   But after The Accused’s argument had thus been embarrassed, Alan would point out that Mark never actually drank any of  the beer during the game - and it is not known whether he did so afterwards.   The Accused has been insufficiently acquainted with Mark Hebden to have ever seen him consuming alcohol.   At one point in their association, The Accused claims that Alan became alcoholised on Friday nights at the LCT club and that he was not rational again until the following Wednesday and that in the interim it was not possible for Alan to take heed of  any sensible suggestion.   The Accused began to notice that players in his club who had been or were drinking, even a small amount, invariably lost their chess games and, having noticed that, began to discover that he himself also lost his games invariably if  he before or during them sipped even a small quantity of such beverage.   He had not previously realised this and others only realised it when they were persuaded to make objective observations.  It is true that the opponent might also be alcoholised, but opposing teams were likely to be less affected by alcohol than Grasshoppers players (or would have inevitably have lost the match without benefit of alcoholised opponents).   Alan Ward came to agree with The Accused that certain teams deliberately put on a jolly- good- fellow -have- a- pint shows in order to get their opponents more alcoholated than themselves in order to win matches.   He fully supported a total ban on alcohol before and during games later enforced at the Leicester Academicals Chess Club - where it was decided that anyone transgressing this rule would be automatically dropped from the team.   It was somewhat difficult to enforce rules in The Accused’s club but there was no need to enforce.  Nobody transgressed the ban.   At one point the team became so irritated by opposing alcoholic tactics that they when playing they assuaged the other side by placing  next to their own boards glasses of  a beverage that looked as it was beer but which contained no alcohols.   Some consider this was a form of cheating, since the opponents supposed they had succeeded in their ploy, drank their own alcohol and lost the matches!

Mick Broadhurst had introduced to the Foxhunters Club a degree of formal election by voting , with fully attended general meetings, that was not present at Highcross.  Historians are of  the opinion that when Foxhunters amalgamated with Highcross there were then initially neither formal elections of  officers within the club as a whole or in the component clubs or sections.  Or it may have been that the elections were held at a meeting at the Manchester Hotel little represented by Highfields and, without the knowledge of  the Foxhunters’ contingent, boycotted by Highfields members who disapproved of  the White’s Takeover  (This resentment was unkown to the Foxhunters’ club and it may well have been made known subsequently only to The Accused).   This was done because it was feared that any formal appointment of officers overall might cause resentment because each of  those elected would hail from either Foxhunters or Highfields, to wit, Foxhunters, the one and not the other, and that this could  precipitate internal resentments or splits,   Rather, what then were supposed to be the representatives of  the various factions would negotiate and agree.   Formal elections would held when and if  a satisfactory union and concorde within the club had been established.   Nevertheless Mick Broadhust and The Accused were regarded as President and Secretary of  not only Foxhunters but of  the combined club.   Their offices, although understood to be President and Secretary, where known by comic names invented by The Accused, such as Interim Arbiter and Scribe.  Historians have not established whether such terminology preceded or came with the amalgamation, but in either case it was intended to paint the holders of  such offices as comic figures rather than authority figures - again to avert the possibility of  office-holders seen as representing power - their own power or that of  a faction.

Mick Broadhurst remained sufficiently aloof from or sufficiently refrained from taking sides in the wranglings in the Grasshoppers Chess Club to retain the respect of all, to remain recognised as legitimate President (or ‘intermim moderator’) and to be expected eventually to unite the dissident parties (though at the time nobody had a full picture of what was going on and what the differences were).  The Accused claims that Mick was more inclined to believe what he was told by Tes Dhillon than what he was told by the Accused.  The Accused’s story is that he related facts as they were but that Mick regarded this as criticism of other club members.  The Accused appeared to suggest that there was a Highfields conspiracy of obstruction and non-cooperation which was consistent neither with the survival of the club as a whole or of any of its parts.  Mick did not approve of criticisms or what he saw as a cynical evaluation of human nature.  Or may have supposed that The Accused adopted  or was obliged to adopt by his office of acting overall club secretary, a prejudiced attitude which disqualified him from holding that office permanently.  Or he may have regarded specific details as irrelevent to the eventual solution of the problem (which depended on establishing amicable personal relationships).  The Accused had previously at Foxhunters been seen as a dictator representing first team interests and internal disagreements had been solved through Mick organising a general meeting at which Dave Varman, a second team member who had not been involved in the altercations and was an unanticipated choice had been elected club secretary (and, the author believes, remained Foxhunters, as opposed to Grasshoppers, club secretary).  The situation now seemed similar - with The Accused seen as a doctator representing Foxhunters interests.  Mick intended to resolve the disruption, or at any rate try to, by replacing The Accused as club secretary with a Highfields member.  The Accused felt that Mick had a limited view of events and was being led on by Tes Dhillon.  Dave Varman had not been an anticipated choice, had not promoted himself  and became secretary unexpectedly.  Tes Dhillon appeared to be very much promoting himself as club secretary -though this turned out eventually to be a misunderstanding.  It was more that he wished to choose who played for the club first team.  If there was then an unexpected outsider candidate available it was Chris Ross.  Although he was secretary of the Highfields club, he certainly had no ambition to become secretary of Grasshoppers and,indeed, disapproved of the amalgamation and would have preferred Highfields to remain as a fully independent club.   Perhaps Chris Ross turned out not to have a telephone, or nobody thought of  asking him or thought it expedient to ask, or perhaps nobody knew how to approach or persuade him.  Neither Chris Ross nor anyone else was to emerge as an unexpected Highfields candidate.  [Why Mick Broadhurst did not himself volunteer is not known - but iit may have been because he supposed Tes Dhillon was a candidate].

Mick Broadhurst described himself as ‘working class’, in the sense of hailing from a relatively impoverished background and as coming from a part of Braunstone, a south western district of Leicester, inhabited by such families.  Braunstone, apparently one of Britains’s more attractive council estates (and usually regarded as part of New Parks, the largest council estate in Europe) more affected by disruption of  families and community, crime, alleged mental illness and suicide than the more obviously inner city and impoverished Highfields.  It was common for Braunstonites to have some resentment against their fathers and also for these fathers to vanish or die during their offsprings’ childhood.  Although the alleged victims rarely revealed what exactly they had against the absent fathers there would be hints of drunkeness, prolonged unexplained absences, infidelity, violence against wives and children, failure to maintain the family and theft from working wives.

Both Mick Broadhurst and Alan Edwards had attended the King Richards’ School (where the Gambit club had originated).  Pupils with sufficiently high marks in their ‘eleven plus’ examinations were given the choice of attending, if boys, one of three ‘grammar schools’- Wyggeston, City Boys’ or Alderman Newtons’ or the Gateway ‘technical school’.  Girls could attend the Wuggeston Girls. Collegiate, Alderman Newton’s Girls or Newark grammar schools.  These were regularly the orders of preference and the eleven plus marks determined the ultimate destination.  However pupils could also be transferred from ‘secondary modern’ to ‘grammar schools’ or given a grammar-school style education at secondary modern schools.  The pupils usually sat the examinations of the college of preceptors, possibly the equivalent of the Thatcherite GCSE, and described a ‘grade l’ in those examinations as a  pass or Grade l at ‘O’ level (though lower grades were not regarded as equivalent to O Levels).  Secondary Modern Schools however were much more reluctant to arrange such examinations for their pupils than were grammar schools - supposing that their reputations depended on a high pass rate - and pupils might instead resort to sitting examinations at the Leicester Polytechnic (now De Montfort University).  This ancilliary role as a grammar school was openly admitted in the case of the Moat School (in Highfields, opposite the Highfields Community Centre or, prior to l972, the future site of the Highfields Community Centre) which became known as an ‘intermediate school’.  Although this did not appear on the list of grammar schools, some pupils were chosen on the basis of  eleven plus marks or because the eleven plus mark was believed to have underestimated their performance (or were transferred from secondary moderns under the so-called thirteen plus procedure).  However, other schools also provided quasi-grammar school courses.  We do not know whether all secondary moderns in Leicester did so.  The author rather thinks they did.  Alan Edwards and Mick Broadhurst however suggest that apart from Moat, King Richards was unique in this respect.  Former King Richards’ pupils (from prior to the Comprehensive era) thus describe their school either as an intermediate school or a grammar school.

Whatever the correct title of  the school,. Mick Broadhurst claims that Alan Edwards was rutherlessly bullied at school - and when he relates this there is a hint that perhaps Alan should not have allowed himself to be bullied, that he was guilty of being bullied.  This comes as a surprise to friends of  Alan Edwards - but maybe it is possible.  Alan was perhaps a small boy amid bigger and older boys.  Bullying by fellow pupils (as opposed to parents or teachers) was om those days more intimidation than battering.  Nobody would have expected Mick Broadhurst to have been bullied - or at any rate, if he had been battered by some thug or teacher, he would have gone down in a blaze of glory or, at any rate, without being thereafter visibly affected.   Mick Broadhurst was the courageous champion of justice.  If the objective of the bully is to reduce the victim to tears, he is not likely to have succeeded with Mick Broadhurst.  Nevertheless Alan Edwards claims that it was Mick Broadhurst who was ruthlessly bullied.

The intention is more to focus on the topic of bullying in relation to Accused-dad’s concept of school phobia (which he claimed to have invented) but the reader is nevertheless here to be reminded that this is a topic he should study while perusing these memoirs.  The author does not know whether bullying is or was more or less or equally rife in other countries as it was or is in Britain.   The foreigner however could be excused for supposing that Britain, or its male population, is a nation of bullies - and that this hails from a militaristic tradition.  The reader has been given an account of  how the pupils of  Fleetville Infants School in St. Albans had been brought up to see the world as a bullying hierarchy in which they were bullied and bullies.  Playground bullying also appears in the account of  Leicester’s Avenue Road junior school.  The reader has encountered bullying at the London Hospital Medical College, in the National Health Service, within Leicestershire’s county chess organistation, and has or will encounter the alleged behaviour of the Alleged Bullying Liar, of the General Medical Council and of its lawyer.  Bullying is likely to occur wherever a community is entirely public, without subsections being provided with privacy and  protective barriers (as in the school playground or the allegedly gay community).  There need only be one bully within a group for the bully to hold sway and for all to submit to his authority.  The Bully or psychopath regularly is applauded as the faultless authority figure while the victim is regarded as the guilty criminal or becomes the victim of psychiatry.  The person who is bullied once will be so again.

Bullying may be seen as the alternative to intelligence, wether it be that those who are not very good at bullying choose intelligence or whether it be that those who are not very good at intelligence choose bullying.  Those who choose to be not exceedingly bright buy their way into becoming lawyers, psychiatrists or members of  psychiatric kangaroo courts and although they are perhaps not physically powerful and perhaps were bullied at school set up a society in which power is in the hands of the least intelligent and the bully is king.  On the basis of such a theory the state grammar school might be seen as for those most likely to be bullied and to provide them with some protection.  The authors observations do siggest that the grammar schools differed from others in that pupils were not physically intimidated by fellow pupils or were so less than at other schools.  At the same time, just about everyone who attended a grammar school claims to have been humiliated on some pretext - by parents or teachers rather than fellow pupils, though fellow-pupils might unwittingly cooperate.  They might be too clever, not clever enough, might not be fulfilling their parents or teachers’ ambitions.  There was always some excuse available.  The author cannot at present recall any male Briton who claims not to have been bullied.  There is hardly a chapter of these memoirs that does not refer to somebody being bullied.  This universality of  bullying might throw some doubt on the claims of  Accused-dad or the Accused that bullying has a permanent effect or permanently puts the victim at a disadvantage.  Neverthless those who end up with ‘schizophrenia’ regularly report a history of  being bullied in childhood - as do drug addicts, alcholics, medics, bullies - and regularly also there has been bullying of some description in the home, no barrier behind which to escape and the failure to set up such barriers with likeminded people.  Although this has little to do with chessclubs and nothing to do with the Grasshoppers Chess Club the author’s attention  is on the day of this revision (1.8.03)to the Pope’s tirade against the ‘evil’ of  the ‘homosexual marriage’ (which affects mainly women).  He could surely just as well speak of the ‘evil’ of the Jewish marriage or the Muslim marriage or of the celibate monastery or of the Kirby Muxloe rambling club.  Those affected are trying to set up for themselves protective barriers against evil that lies outside and although the Pope may not see Islam, Judasim, lesbianism or membership of the Manchester United Football Supporters as the ideal, the greater evil lies outside rather than within.

Mick Broadhurst, despite his nobility of character, was plagued with bad luck.  As this trouble was brewing in the Grasshoppers Chess Club, he was involved in a car accident and broke a roke a femur.   The Accused was not entirely surprised, even forsaw such an event as inevitable.  It is not certain that The Accused ever recorded such prediction prior to the event.  He obviously would not have done so.  But events when they occur often appear as what might have been expected.  Mick Broadhurst always had bad luck.  Idealists always have bad luck.  For that matter, members of the Grasshoppers Chess Club always had bad luck, and so in proportion to their lack of deviousness.  The Accused refuses to believe that anything ever happened that he did not anticipate, but if  The Accused believed he had forseen Mick Broadhurst’s car accident, then inevitably he had to ask himself why he had predicted this, whether this prediction arose from an entirely benign attitude and whether he had any part in bringing it about.  Mick spent a lengthy period in hospital, believed to be eight months.  During the earlier part of this period, according to Mick’s own reports and those of visitors he was too dejected to involve himself in club affairs and also somewhat confused - whether this be a result of the accident or of painkilling medication.  Towards the end of  Mick’s period in hospital he concerned himself with organising his A.G.M.. Historians suggest that The Accused did then pay Mick one visit - at the Leicester Royal Infirmary.  The receptionist who informed The Accused on which ward Mick was to be found and how to get to it turned out to be Dover Rose, who was very polite despite not having a record of undying admiration for The Accused.  The Accused, however, did not bring any cheerful news and rather tried to dissuade Mick from his plans, paining a black picture of the plots and counter-plots within the club and urging him not to believe anything he had been told.  This visit, if anything, antagonised Mick towards The Accused and Mick confessed that he would ‘consider his position’ if his proposed AGM did not achieve its objectives. ‘Consider my position’ appeared to be diplomatic language for not merely refusing to hold any office but for resigning from the club altogether.  The Accused was not certain what ‘consider my position’meant but declared that within the traditions and unwrittten regulations of the club there existed no such concept as resigning from the club - but Mick insisted that he would ‘consider his position’ nevertheless. 

Mick Broadhurst was under the impression, immediately after the AGM at which Dave Varman had been elected secretary, that his plan had not succeeded.  The evidence is more that it had.  The reader will learn that Mick was also under the impression that the meeting which was intended to replace The Accused as Secretary of  Grasshoppers (a title he was never to relinquish) had been a failure.  Here too whatever might have happened in hypothesis and not fact, but although events did not evolve as Mick had anticipated and although subsequent events were not unequivocably blissful, the AGM may be seen retrospectively as a helpful factor rather than a failure.  Mick subsequently was not only to dissociate himself from the Grasshoppers Club but, as far as is known, retired from both playing chess and organisation.  The plant which Mick had humourously described as ‘dyeing industry’ was to close down - as was much else connected with Leicester’s textile industry, with those who had supposed they had secure jobs finding themselves unemployed.  Mick is rumoured to have set up some business of his own but the author knows very little about it.  As if that was not enough, Andrea Smith chose not to marry Mick Broadhurst (which had been generally expected).  On the few occasions in recent years that the author has seen Mick Broadhurst, Mick has appeared healthy enough, but he does not appear to have been well rewarded for his efforts.  It was more after his departure than before that Leicestershire chess players became aware of his merits.  He is never now mentioned other than with unqualified praise - in particular with reference to his inpeccable honesty and unwavering dedication to what he saw as right and as justice - and his lack of deviousness (The lack of which has not been universally ascribed to The Accused).  It is not only The Accused who feels a sense of guilt when Mick Broadhurst is mentioned

Mick Broadhurst, the reader will be told, was to try to heal the rifts within the club.  He subsequently not only resigned from Foxhunters but, as far as is known, retired from both the playing of  chess and from organisation.   He had always humorously described himself as working in a ‘dyeing industry’ - and the dye works in which he was working closed down, much as much else connected with textiles was to close down over the years and those who had supposed themselves to be with secure jobs found themselves unemployed.   As if  that was not enough, Andrea Smith did not choose to marry him - which everyone expected her to do.  On the few occasions on which he has been seen Mick has appeared healthy and he is said to be running a private business of  his own.   Nevertheless it was only after his departure that Leicestershire Chess players became aware of  his merits.  Amongst these was impeccable honesty and an unwavering dedication to what he saw as right and justice.  It is not The Accused only who feels guilty whenever Mick Broadhurst is mentioned,  who feels that is unfortunate that Mick encountered so little appreciation, that he found himself  vainly trying to save so many lost causes or eventually lost causes (in which endeavours he may have been promised adequate support) and that he chose eventually to retire from the world of chessplayers to which he had dedicated himself.   But The Accused was the ally from whom Mick might have expected the strongest support.  The Accused on his few subsequent meetings with Mick has confessed ‘I made this mistake or that.. on such and such an occasion I may not have been entirely honest.  I did not suppose at the time it would do any harm - but I have learnt from my mistakes’.  Mick replies ‘You did and you have’ but bears no malice.

The unemployed are prone to ploys of  desperation and therefore The Accused read through adverts for ‘homeworkers’ found particularly in the magazine Exhange and Mart.  The punter has to make an investment or  part with some cash.  The Accused tried a few of  these, did not see them, when the facts were revealed, as a likely source of  income and, reckoning the odds were against any such scheme becoming productive - and thenceforth desisted.    Typically, the entrepreneur sells a machine which the punter supposedly uses to make some product which he can sell or the entrepreneur sells the parts, the punter assembles them and supposedly sells them.   The punter does not sell the products back to the entrepreneur but must find his own market.   Alternatively the entrepreneur  sells products to the punter and the punter then has to sell them to a third party.  But the punter does not recoup his investment.

There are also the pyramid selling schemes, though The Accused was not likely to take them seriously.   In the crude undisguised version person A persuades B1,B2, B3 ...to say B6 to part with, say, fifty pounds.  Then he can put three hundred pounds in his pocket and go away and/or play the trick on another set of  Bs.   In doing this he has now persuaded each B that by making this donation he, the B, has earned the right to be an  A as well, which, apparanlty, he could not be without making the donation.   So the Bs each supposedly enrol six Cs who will pay fifty pounds to the B.  Then each C enrols six Ds and each D enrols six Es and so on until the entire population of  the world has been recruited.   Let us suppose that there are only 1555 people in the world.  Then there is one A, 6 Bs, 36 Cs, 216 Ds and 1296 Es - that is 1296 E’s 259 people who are not Es.  That means that either the E’s have then to take each other’s money or they have to re-recruit each non-E and 2184 s - that is 2184 Ds and 259 people who are not Es.  So for the game to continue either the Es have to take each each others’ money or recruit every non-E 5.00386 times.  If there are 9331 people in the world, then each of  the 7776 Fs has to recruit each non-F 5.000643 times, or I may be that the 46,656 Fs have to recruit the 9331 non-Fs 5.00010717 times.  There are all manner of versions of the notion that there is some unlimited pile of money from which all can take their share without anyone making a loss or it is supposed that only some person at the end of the sequence who is never reached makes a loss.  The bull stock market is an example.  In fact, although it may not be clear how it happens, there are at least as many losers as there are winners and the Desperate Dan who sees the scheme as his salvation will be a loser. 

Desperate unclassified’s were to be seen wandering around parks with metal detectors.  Metal detectors may or may not be a more efficient means of detecting buried treasure than digging the garden, but the paucity of treasures found when digging gardens suggests that metal dectectors would not be a likely route to a fortune even if were not that an army of unclassifieds with metal detectors had been round the park before.  On the whole, it is more profitable to inspect the surface of  the Park or to comb beaches and pavements.  The Accused would search for bottles with a returnable deposit.  This may not be a lot of money but it may be a lot for a degenerate or it may make the difference between treading on an even keel and making a loss.  Some collected old newspapers or empty cans and sell them to dealers.   

The objective of  metal-detecting may more be to accumulate treasures rather than to make money.   If  the detector is to make money, however, he has to find someone to sell to and to effect a sale.  He has to be as a good a salesman as the metal-detector wholesaler with his glossy magazines full of  articles by succesful detectors.   ‘Homeworking’ is all salesmanship.   The entrepreneur spins a spiel and the punter when selling on, supposing he does sell on, spins a similar spiel.   He lives in the infective fantasy world of salesmen, believing what he hears, believing what says.   But the fantasy world with the transmission of  spiels (or ‘Bolgonisms’ as they are known to The Accused) - “There was this woman sitting at the meeting who had made twenty thousand pounds from the pyramid scheme...”  belongs more to the world of  the classified.   The unclassified cannot survive by imitating the classified.   They are, after all, the losers in the classifieds’ world.  The salesman, if he sells, does so usually to a small circle of  friends and relatives who perhaps feel obliged.  So it is the entrepreneur who benefits rather than the saleman’s own circle, which implies that ultimately the salesman does not benefit either.  It is helpful for the punter’s victims to be addicted - as with catalogues and cannabis -but the entire circle, including the punter will be addicted and they will be continuously selling to one another, but, after the entrepreneur has taken his cut, will not overall be better off or any one of  them individually better off.    The entrepreneur has to borrow money to finance the enterprise.  He looses his borrowed money, and if he is classified he can either run off or else does not have to repay.  Were The Accused to initiate such an enterprise, nobody would have lent him any money, and whether he used borrowed money, imaginary money or his own, he would end up losing not only that but everything else.

The Accused, sure enough, when the opportunity arose, was still applying for real jobs.   The Accused applied to work on the night shift at one of Nottingham’s more generously wage paying factories - the equivalent of  Leicester’s British Shoe.   Night work suited him fine.  He had had to work at night as a student and doctor, was accommodated to it and it would not interfere with his other interests.  So he trotted along and he was interviewed by the Personnel Manager.  The Accused, surely, had seen the Personnel Manager before.  Was this Professor Hull, the paediatrician?  No, it wasn’t.  But The Accused had known and knew several people who looked like Professor Hull.  He knew this one.  This was Hector McQueen.

       “Have I seen you before?”, asked Hector McQueen.

This standard oneupmanship gambit, often encountered in medical oral examinations, appeared to be singularly miscalculated.  In the case of the oral examiners too the only place he had seen them before was at the local cottage.

        “No I don’t think so..”

        “I have seen you before somewhere...”

        “No, you havn’t ..except maybe you saw me buying fish at the market... “

        “Er no, not that, I have met you somewhere before...”

        “You have seen me at the La Chic club”

        “No, I have never been there”.

        “In that case, you have not met me before....”

        “Oh, I was sure I had met you before...”

        “No, you havn’t.  If you had, you would remember!”

The main question was whether The Accused was married.  It had indeed asked for married men in the advert.  The Accused had applied all the same.  This was discrimination.  The unclassified cannot afford to marry...

        “We only take married men”, Mr McQueen explained, “Because married men work on the night shift to get away from their wives.   Unmarried men go the pub in the evening and chase after women...”

         “So they don’t meet their wives during the day?”

         “They go to sleep during the day.  Their wives go to work during the day.  Married men want to get away from their wives at night.”

          “Yes, that is what I thought you meant.  The wives have to go out to work.  That presumably is also a condition of  employment, that the wives go to work  .. and when the wives lose their job, the husband on the night shift does so as well. 

           “I am not very acquainted with these facts of life.  Men supposedly chase after women until they marry and then develope an aversion and have to get away from them.  While unmarried they chase after women at night - and so need day jobs.  It is not then possible to chase after women during the day?  It was my impression that most married couples in these parts are separated and that they live with someone to whom they are not married...I didn’t realise that they want to get away from these women to whom they are not married.. but I would have thought it is easy enough to rustle up some woman to volunteer to be the one not married to to get away from... to qualify the man for a job on the nightshift.  The lady could write a letter to that effect and collect a commission from the wages...I could easily get such a letter from an ad hoc wife of convenience..

             “Are the day and evening shift all married?”

           “I don’t think all of  them necessarily are married..married people are more on the night shift...”

            “So, if they are married they spent their nights getting drunk to get away from their wives and if they are not married they spend their nights getting drunk looking for a wife.  In either case, they are too drunk to report for work in the morning”.

             “It doesn’t matter about that.  It is our policy that night shift workers are married...”

             “So there are no sixteen year olds on the night shift...”

             “There might be.  But it is our policy that night shift workers are married.”

        “So there is not a preference based on physical strength or fitness.  You don’t employ fit unmarried teenagers on the night shift.  The fit young unmarried men might get up to hankypanky with the fit young  unmarried women.  If  they are married it does not matter so much...”

         “Only male workers have to be married.  We don’t ask the women workers whether they are married”

           “You should do.  If they are unmarried, then their husbands won’t be wanting to get away from them at night.  So they might get pregnant and you’ll have to pay maternity leave...”

            “I don’t know about that.  It is our policy that ony married male employees work on the night shift..”

            “And the Board of  Directors are all Public School Boys...”

            “I don’t know.  I never met them..well, one of  them came round once...What has that got to do with it?”

            “Well, somebody invented this rule about married men.  It could cause all manner of  complications.  A man is married, gets a divorce and is then given the sack...”

         “We could put him on the day shift...”

          “That might not be convenient.  The Trade Unions might make a case of  it...  This story about married men wanting to get away from their wives might not produce the desired reaction if it is broadcast on the front pages.  It’s risky.  The Board of  Directors would have to approve such a rule.  Unless they are Public School Boys they are not very likely to.  There is an old Public School rule that only married men should be employed because their wives take away their money and make sure that the men have to go back to work next week to earn more..”

         “I’ve never heard of  that...”

         “Yes, if there is such a rule as you suggest, it is more likely to be that than this story about running away from wives.  Do you run away from your wife?...This rule applied to every person instead of  everyone being considered on his or her merits is dodgy, its discriminatory..there’s no evidence that it improves productivity, profit or reduces absence from work... it has to be a matter for the Directors.  Whether or not the impression exists that there is such a rule, it is unlikely that they have ever approved it.  More probably they have overlooked it.  If you asked them to change it they would..”

It’s a rule.  But there can be exceptions to the rule.  It depends on the individual case.”

        “Yes, exactly!  There is no such a rule.  It may be that a higher percentage of married applicants are satisfactory than unmarried applicants.  That would hardly be surprising.  It may that a higher percentage of  Red Indians than Eskimos are satisfactory.  But what is operative is whether they are satisfactory or not, not whether they are unmarried, married, Red Indians or Eskimos.  The various ailments amongst the unmarried that make it difficult to work you don’t even have to bother about.  If  they can walk the two miles up the hill to from town to find the factory, then find this office, then they are fit to work!”

        “There are exceptions to the rule..”

But, as a matter of fact, there were not exceptions to the rule.  The Accused had been a ‘journalist’.  This factory (in common with the NHS and everything else) did not employ ‘journalists’  - though possibly it employed married News of  the World undercover reporters.

Then The Accused applied for a job in the Department of  Physics at Nottingham University as a ‘computer operator’.  The other candidate had been studying the cartoons in newspapers and dressed for the part - complete with beard and sandals.  The Accused was interviewed by a physics lecturer and by the ‘Chief Technician’ - because technically the computer operator was bossed by the Chief Technician.  The Accused felt unconfortable.  There seemed to be resentment and hatred in the Chief Technicians eyes - prejudice that The Accused was a university graduate.  Perhaps the Accused should have concealed that he was a university graduate -but he thought he would not get away with it.  The Accused maybe was not the man for job anyway.   It entailed advising physics lecturers and students on how to write computer programs.   The Accused supposed he could pick up whatever was required  - but there is no evidence that his knowledge was sufficient.  He might have arrived at the job and have found himself staring at a computer with no inkling of what to do with it and with no way of  finding out.

It did not apparently occur to the physics lecturer that The Accused might not be able to computer operate (assuming that was relevent) .  He found found another reason for debarring The Accused’s claim.  Mrs Thatcher had ordained that the funding for universities was to be drastically cut.   It was not permitted to create new jobs.  In fact, it would shortly not be permitted to renew old ones.  The person was needed therefore who would stay forever.  The Accused was too intelligent, too well qualified, he would get bored, he would go to a better paid job.  None of  these would have happened.  The Accused would have been glad to get any job and if  he was wanted to remain he would remain.  As far as he was concerned the salary was quite adequate for his requirements and that job, for all it was relevent, was no more boring than any other job.  The Accused had no objection to jobs being boring.  They were expected to be.  On the basis of  the criterion that someone who would not want to walk out was wanted, The Accused was the ideal candidate.  The Accused therefore concluded that the prejudice against medics and university graduates extended even to universities.  He concluded therefore that it was pointless for him to apply for a job anywhere.  The alleged look of prejudice and hatred of  the Chief Technician was to remain forever in his mind.

Amongst The Accused’s objectives in buying and moving into 9 Harley Street, Nottingham, was to set up a home base, set up a supportive circle of  friends and to build up capital with which to buy an income or means of  earning a living - to set up the necessities of  earning a living.  He could not simply jump into the world of  the classified and instead had to build up capital and income gradually, living at a low cost of living.   This did not necessarily mean a low standard of  living.  It meant more adopting a different lifestyle, living a different economic system or economic sub-system to the classified -one with different requirements, the most essential of  which was low (monetary) expenditure.   It was essential that expenditure did not exceed income.   The Accused claims that up to November l979 when matters changed on account of  the enforcement of a Compulsory Purchase Order, however low his income - even when it was supposedly zero - his income never exceeded expenditure.  He claims also that he escaped up to that date from the blackmail faced by the classified because of  the dependency on outside agencies such as an employer.  In his former profession of  Medicine such dependency led to mass dishonesty (or lack of insight), to compromise with concealed malpractices that were forced upon doctors within the National Health Service monopoly or divergence between the publicly professed objectives and actual objectives, to paying service to erroneous theories that were a cover-up for the hidden motivations of persons, governments, clandestine pressure groups or The System and the setting up of  a self-persuasion where a person at least acted as if  he believed the lies and pretences but at that same time had an unconcious and suppressed (or partially suppressed) awareness of  the truth which amongst other effects led to an exaggerated and emotional denial of the truth when it was voiced or in danger of  coming into the open and to pathological behaviour such as the Public School syndrome of  hierarchical accusation and victimisation - and to the culture of  blame (that was so mishandled by the intellectually and perceptually paralysed medics so as to escalate the probability of  accusation and blame to such a degree that medics now had to pay massive insurance payments).   The medics’ world was one neurosis, of  perpetual anxiety state, or  play-acting, lies and victimisation, all in subservience to the perceived all-powerful real or imaginary employer.   The Accused also claims up till November l979 to have escaped the obligation always placed upon the classified always to break their own supposed rules, to be ever under threat of  being Found Out and thereby becoming obligated to the great scarlet lady.   The medical profession within the National Health Service was an extreme example of  the Leviticus Syndrome, and the Carlton Hayes and Nottingham Childrens’ Hospital had been amongst its worst manifestations (In public parlance, such allegations were regularly made about Rampton and Broadmoor Hospitals, about several psychiatric hospitals which had been subjected to allegedly public inquiries and about psychiatric hospitals in general, but only in very vague terms, with no remedies, protections or compensations instituted for the victims and indeed no clear indication of  who were the victims or more with the consequence of  victims being victimised even more).  However, a perception of the medical profession with its politics or social system crudely obvious to the uncommitted fly on the wall, provided some understanding also of  the Leviticus Syndrome in general.  The consequences of  dependence on income had been discussed by The Accused in the (full version) of  his article From Viet Till Armageddon in the l968 London Hospital Gazette and also appear in a lengthy deposition to a Royal Commission on the National Health Service submitted about this time.  These consequences include the setting up of all of  manner of  useless or antisocial closed-shop specialisations and the creation amongst the public of  a dependency on them and/or cravings and demands that the useless or harmful services be provided.   There is also as a consequence or part of the system an inability of  the normoron (classified person, particularly one who has attended or attends a Prep School and Public School and is subsequently employed in a Military Officer Class occupation organised according to Public School Principles - to wit, the NHS) to survive without criminality or financial criminality.  Britain was a nation on the fiddle.  Nobody that depended on the System could live without it and the multiplicity of fiddles and secrets and the vehemence with which the existence of  fiddles and injustices that benifitted the many but were denied the few (to which now is to be added the injustice The Accused experienced with this Compulsory Purchase Order - victimised within legislation that had created a multiplicity of  fiddles) serving to aggravate the plight of  the few.   The Accused claims that up till November l979 he was completely innocent of  fiddles and crimes.  Indeed, that was one of  the reasons for his adopting his lifestyle and seeking independence from The System.  He felt that the classless should be allowed the right to choose honesty at the expense of  forgoing the privileges of  the classified and that the Creative Structure of  society, as defined in the first chapter (MAG) of this volume, and the survival and evolution of  society depended on it.

The Accused’s finances at 9 Harley Street after the departure of  Mick and Sheba were favourable.   Apart from trouble created by the council in creating justification for its Compulsory Purchase Order the local community was coping well.   The Accused considered it essential to be able to survive, without expenditure exceeding income, without claiming social security or any state benefits.   He had accumulated some capital in the form of  cash and share holdings.  The value, in terms of price or current market prices, of  this capital was low - even hardly visible - and if the price of  selling were to be included even negative.   The WC assume that all is cash for spending - but this was not capital that could be spent.  It provided an adequate income provided that expenditure was well below that regarded by the classified and government as the minimum requirement.   The Accused included in his computations of  expenditure, though it is not known how rigorously, depreciation on the value, computed as cash, for the house on the assumption, though there had been no need or reason for this assumption which proved to be justified, that it would have a five year lifespan before it was replaced.   The Accused did not regard the assets of  his chess club as his own and did not include in his computations any subsidies to his chess club.   In calculating whether his projected or actual income was commensurate with expenditure it might have been expedient to include the cost of vandalism, theft, the exposure of  the unclassified to robbery and fraud and it might even have been expedient to regard this as the major expenditure.   The unclassified in this sense have a negative capital, somewhat akin to the lawyer’s notion of ‘blight’, that is not recognised by accountants.  It should be deducted from the assessment of capital (and income) in the same manner as the Stupidity Factor should be deducted from the balance sheets of companies with classified boards of  directors - a set percentage deduction for a President of  the CBI, for each peerage and knighthood and so forth, for every reference in the Chairman’s Report blaming ills on the government or exchange rates, for every mention of  the internet plus ten times the salary of  each director and so forth.   It is not known to what degree The Accused respected this necessity - though the aforementioned ‘depreciation’ is a deduction of  this type.   The way accountants deal with it is to make periodic devaluations or writings off of capital and starting again.   The Accused as a matter of fact made calculations only in terms of income.   To the not WC capital is measured in terms of  the income it provides.  The WC are persuaded to do otherwise so as to make it easier to swindle them.   The Accused took annual inflation to be 40%, which he took even in the pre-Thatcher era to be a realistic assessment of  the world he experienced - though WC would probably be persuaded that such inflation constitutes ‘capital gain’.   Inflation is very useful to the government and the pundits since it enables them to make a killing with an additional deduction for the imaginary gain.   The Accused claims that when he lived at Wellington Square and when first moving into Harley Street his expenditure was four pounds a week which was consistent with income from his own capital.

The Accused claims also that in the period between the Mick departure and  his departure from Harley Street his expenditure was higher, nearer eight pounds (or that the sum of  four pounds was now represented by eight l978 pound notes).  This expenditure, he claims, he could carry without subsidy.   Despite The Accused’s lamentations it may be that he did not have entirely no earned income - that he had some, maybe a sum that others would consider negligible but within his budget significant or the difference between success and failure.  Perhaps he was not after all entirely honest in the accounting he presents to readers about pound notes and returnable bottles with deposits found lying on the pavement.   Even one found pound note a month goes into the kitty.  Pound notes tend to be more common pavements in September when it is getting dark, the owners cannot see them but the skilled degenerate can.   The Accused, historians assure us, also on one occasion had pressed upon him no less than three pound notes, despite his protestations, by a lady who bumped into him on Highfields Street in Leicester.   A degenerate with The Accused’s accomplishments but without his timidity and low self-assessment might have made a killing in pound notes.   The Accused was also paid on three occasions no less than twenty pounds for ten minute lectures on the philosophy of  Wittgenstein by a youngish man who assumed he needed the money.   Did he need it, asked the man?   The Accused was the proud owner of a house and did not have an overdraft.   That, according to sociologists, made him one of  the wealthiest ten per cent of  the population!   That was an embarrassing fact that might be misunderstood.  Indeed, there were those and still are who supposed that because he did not go to work, always paid his way and survived and attended the occasional meeting in posh hotels, talked posh and had a heavily suntanned skin that he must be an eccentric millionaire who didn’t have to go to work and didn’t have to wear a pin stripe suit - and who got his hair curled in a  beauty parlour!   So The Accused just muttered - yes, he needed the money.

On another occasion, however, historians tell us, The Accused missed out on the twenty pounds.   The potential donor was another young man who claimed to have previously been tutored in the philosophy of  Wittgenstein mainly in Singapore.   Wittgenstein tells us that nothing can be proved within a mathematical system that is not already assumed to be true -or not so without adding new items or assumptions that are not included within the original assumptions.   That does not take long to explain.   The gent related the manner in which philosophy tutors in Singapore, where there is supposedly a world famous school of  philosophy, conducted their seminars and collected their fees.   The Accused had heard all this before and he was to hear it again.  He had heard it so often that he was inclined to think it was fantasy which the gent had picked up in a biography of  Wittgenstein.  What was the procedure Britain asked the gent, who professed to have previously studied only abroad.   The Accused explained that despite the reputation of  its university, Nottingham did not have a flourishing and prosperous school of  philosophy.   There were more professors, and particularly in the Wittgenstein Department, than students.   They had to fiddle the attendance registers, boast about non-exististent private clients and had to steal crates of  champagne from the university cellars when entertaining the Vice Chancellor and convincing him of  the success of  their department and the desirability of  their not being sacked.   If  the professors did have clients, which was not very often., the procedure was to deliver the lecture in the client’s hotel room, persuade him to nip out to persuade the hotel porter to make a cup of  tea, look round for a transistor radio, make off with it and sell it at the local fence.   The gent said that he wished that had been the procedure at Singapore University since he had an inexhaustible supply of  expensive transistor radios.  The Accused said that he was a personal friend of  the Prime Minister of  Singapore and that he would have a word with him.   So they repaired to the hotel room, The Accused briefly expounded on the philosophy of  Wittgenstein in language comprehensible to the layman.  The gent placed his transistor radio on the table and announced that he was off for ten minutes to buy a packet of fags at Sainsbury’s.   The Accused had merely answered the question - what was the standard procedure for paying philosophy tutors in Nottingham?   He had had no intention of  making off  with any transistor radio.  So he waited awhile, assumed that the gent had gone back to Singapore and left.

The Accused might have found the twenty pounds useful - for as he then walked up Mansfield Road, there appeared a mugger.   The mugger smashed his fist into The Accused’s face, occasioning a bleeding nose and bruises and snarled threatening noises.   The noises were something about Schopenhaur and Leibniz but were understood to mean ‘Give me your money!’.   But The Accused did not have any money.   Sure enough he knew the whereabouts of  a valuable transistor radio whose owner had gone off with a suitcase of  such radios to Singapore - but The Accused did not think of  that.  It would not have made any difference anyway.  So The Accused walked further up Mansfield Road conducting a friendly conversation about Schopenhaur and Leibniz while the mugger snarled.   But then The Accused darted into the Roebuck Pub, nipped through it and out of  the back door - and then ran at great speed down Huntington Street.   This could have caused some inconvenience for Katharine Maxwell, the landlady - since the back door was kept locked.  But it would not have been a great inconvenience, she would have diagnosed the circumstances - and she was never to mentioned it.

The Accused also prepared the accounts of  Greasy Lil’s caff.   The owner, who had heard that The Accused was a professor of  philosophy, couldn’t afford an accountant.  He offered him ‘a couple of  quid’.  The Accused, who had not been paid that in a day as a doctor and did not know the going rate for accountants thought that was far too many quids, and said so, but nevertheless agreed to do the accounts.   He always performed a favour if  asked.   For this The Accused wrote a program on the Open University’s computer, which had terminals at York House, next door to the Roebuck.   Accountants probably also have secret computer programs.   Otherwise they might mistakes and the nature of  the mistakes might alert the Serious Fraud Office to the nature of  the fiddle.  Actually it wouldn’t - the Serious Fraud Office is as innumerate as the ten year old Haitian maidens who do sums for the accountants at a penny an hour.  But despite the innumeracy there are never any mistakes: so there are computers.   The Accused presented the restauranteur with the printouts.  The restauranteur  picked a bundle of pound notes out of  his pocket.  He peeled out the two quids.  The Accused was embarrased.  His services were not worth that much.  But then the restauranteur peeled out another four quids.   The Accused was even more embarrassed.   “Is that enough?”, asked the restauranteur.  “Yes, quite enough... more than enough!”.  The restauranteur then hesitated for a millisecond and peeled out another two quids!  The Accused did not know how many quids make a couple of quid, other than that they turn out to be zero quids when the employer supposedly fails to make a profit.

The Accused was never going to get a job or paid employment by filling in an application form or via the personnel industry.   The otherwise unemployable of  Nottingham were employed on building sites.   A lorry would be waiting for them when they came out of  the dole office after signing on.  At any rate, that was the story.   For all we know, it was the Probation Department taking convicted criminals to Community Service.   They were members of  a club.   The Accused was not a member, did not know how to join and did not know how to find out about it.   The youths just said they were ‘going to work’ and gave no further details.   The Accused wore glasses.  He was therefore a professor and not a labourer.  He just watched them from the window of  the caff opposite the Dole Office (Ron’s Caff, managed by Ron, an Elvis Presley Dresser and motorbike enthusiast).

A more promising route towards The Accused being recruited as illegal immigrant labour was for him to walk along the road, a lorry to draw up and and the driver, a person unknown to The Accused, to cry out ‘Do you want a job?’ and to offer some sum of millions of  pounds, or hundreds as it was in those days, to be paid at the end of  the day if  The Accused jumped immediately into the lorry or, if  the seat was vacant, the cab of  the lorry. 

The labouring WC or that part of  it that was full time unemployed and very much part time employed did talk in big numbers.   It would be ‘I got two hundred quid for that job’, though the speaker actually could not count up to two hundred.   The boaster, not then with any sign of  any money, might also say he had at one time earned seven hundred pounds a week, or two hundred pounds a day, or that he had earned when employed and would do next week or whenever he chose to be employed again.

Now this can happen.   He might have gotten two hundred quid for a day’s work on one occasion and in the same week been paid his back pay for three months work, his social security cheque, his sick pay, his maternity allowance, a Christmas present from auntie, his tax rebate and  his social security clothing allowance, backdated dole money after his succesful appeal and some cash presented by the Prisoner’s Aid Society when discharged from Pentonville earlier in the day.   Perhaps not the prison cash.  Nobody has ever set eyes on such a thing.  “They gave me fifty pounds before I got out!”. “What happened to it?”. “I don’t know!”.  He must have had his mates waiting for him outside the door just as they wait when he cashes his cheque at the dole office.   But it is perfectly feasible that at one time he might have received seven hundred pounds in one week or even all on the same day.  It creates an impression and a memory and thenceforth it is “I earn seven hundred pounds a day!”.   Also it takes two hundred pounds a day at least to incentivise this particular person for work - though he loses his enthusiasm when it all goes in deductions - or, when the job and pay are offered,  he does not even bother to go to work to earn the two hundred pounds without deductions.

A great deal was said about the two hundred quid an hour.   It applied to jobs where workers are recruited for a scheme of  limited duration, sometimes with long working hours, but where such jobs are sporadic and during some seasons of  the year do not exist at all.   The worker gets his seven hundred quid, spends it and is unemployed for the next six months.   The talk also serves as advertisement.   If  the punter says he earns two hundred quid an hour, an employer might be tempted to hire him - whereas if  he charges only ten bob an hour the employer thinks he is not worth anything and does not hire him.

The facts - whether the boaster earns as much as he boasts he earns - are not unequivocably known.  “Two hundred quid an hour” is talk.  It is always expedient to talk the opposite of  the truth and to appear the opposite of  the truth.   If  someone is penniless and says he is prosperous and dresses in expensive clothes  he can maintain social status and get drinks bought for him - and since he has not got any money, nobody is going to take it off him.  If he really has just collected the seven hundred pounds in cash he might be better off going to Moss Bros. (Homelessness Outfitters) to hire a begger’s suit, a begger’s dog, or even two dogs, a pretty girl, a two year old child and a blanket and then walking  down the street carrying a pile of  second hand last month’s Big Issues. [None of  this happened in l979.  Homelessness was one of  the contributions of  Thatcherism to the British entrepreneurial scene].  So it could be that talk is no more than talk.

Therefore if the penniless degenerate walks down the street and the fairy godfather suddenly appears in a lorry and offers two hundred pounds, the degenerate may wonder, before he steps into the cab, whether perhaps two hundred pounds is to high a figure.   The Germans we are told have no word for ‘entrepreneur’.  The English word for  ‘entrepreneur’ is ‘used car salesman’.   The used car salesman when buying the used car is not going to open the bidding at two hundred pounds.   It will be a ‘couple of  quid’ and a packet of  chips.  And, the supposed benificiary of the promised quids might wonder, could this generosity be the explanation of  innumerable  young people in Britain vanishing without trace.   Little deposits of  them are sometimes found buried in back gardens and the more they are the more the police are proud of  their achievement.  But these uncovered back gardens do not constitute a statistical sample sufficient to explain the fate of  all the inexpicably disappeared.   The Accused when walking down the street, also, was invariably engaged in other business.  Not business that earned money.  But it was, he thought, necessity and duty and fitted into a tight schedule.  So The Accused did not embark upon such lorries and did not earn the two hundred quid.

The degenerate may walk into the haunts of degenerates and be greeted with ‘Do you want a job?’ - such as answering phone, peeling potatoes or writing letters to lawyers.   When this happened to The Accused, quite apart from his always being overburdened with duties to himself and others which produced no income, he did not believe he was really being offered such a bonus.   These jobs are performed by pretty girls in short skirts, not by dishevelled male degenerates.   If The Accused was offered the post of  Managing Director of  International Mammon, similarly, it would be done without notice at some casual meeting.  From Lord Mammon’s point of view it is perfectly reasonable to ask The Accused to be Managing Director.   He used the same criteria which The Accused used when recruiting personnel for his chess club and the same methods - and for the same reasons.  But this would not seem a realistic point of  view to The Accused.   The usual unclassified or low status WC would hide his lack of self-estimation, boast of  his great existing experience in manging multinational companies and designing nuclear power stations, accept the job and then just not turn up at the International Mammon premises.   The Accused would instead dismiss the suggestion when it was made.   The unclassified are surrounded by classified.   The classified boast, bully, forever proclaim their superiority.   It is the values of  the classified that appear to the unclassified to be operative and always to prevail.   They are unaggressive unassertive people who do not overestimate themselves and who assume that they are not overestimated, or estimated at all, by others..

We have also heard that, with one exception, The Accused’s Open University fees were paid by that university’s hardship fund.  Might not The Accused have obtained the fees also from his mother, who in this matter, appears to have neglected her usual parsimony - or might he have accepted a donation in anticipation of the Open University not paying the fees and then have forgotten to tell his mother when they did or, if he did, have delayed repayment indefinitely?   Since The Accused claims to be above suspicion,  presumably not.   Historians suggest that at this time, with his books entirely in order, The Accused was claiming social security and obtaining the correct amount - an amount in excess of  eight pounds a week.   Let us suppose then that this was a prosperous time for The Accused and that he was receiving as much as eight pounds a week  more than he was spending.   That would appear to be, by his standards, perhaps by anyone’s standards at the time, a world record.  By sitting in 9 Harley Street and not succumbing to any compulsory purchase order he was making money.

It is true that The Accused needed the money to become Lord Basingstoke or even to become porter at the local cemetery .   Lord Basingstoke earned two thousand pounds a week and the porter at the cemetery a little less.   But neither Lord Basingstoke nor the porter’s  income exceeded his expenditure by eight pounds a week.   Even had The Accused himself landed the job of  cemetery porter, the chances are that he would have had to squander a great outlay before being sacked three weeks later.

The Accused had to keep in mind that he might have to buy a new house - which according to current market prices would cost him not more than £2200 and almost certainly not more than £1800 - or so he thought.   So the point had to be reached where suddenly he had £2200 in cash available, or, at any rate, £1800.   From the point of  view of  the DHSS this is a considerable amount of  money - well above the limit then imposed for getting no payments whatsoever.   The Accused did not have generous relatives willing to hide such a sum under their beds or in their bankbooks.   He did not have a wife or children with means of  their own - nor a private trust fund.   So The Accused had to plan for increased income being compensated by reduction in DHSS receipts that exceeded the increase in income - and for his at some point receiving no DHSS payments whatsoever - possibility not entirely without attractions, since the unemployed who want to be employed or to earn a living or who have no faith in the endurance of  the benefits system find themselves with difficulties complying with regulations or avoiding excessive bureaucracy when at the stage of  generating occasional income or very low income.   This money on the side, as it is known to dispossessed  normorons, is very unlikely to be more than an illusion and is balanced by an even larger investment on the side.   The dispossessed normorons borrow a great deal of  money from the even more dispossessed to finance their enterprises or to pay for the taxi to John of  Groats for the strawberry picking - and the enterprises always fail and the money is never paid back.   If  there is any money, it goes  on the gin and cannabis at the end of  job celebration - which is all part of  the system and unavoidable.   On the other hand, for instance, it is perfectly permissible for the punter to use his money to buy  worthless shares in International Mammon which will suddenly be no longer worthless in two years’ time or to invest it into shares in companies in liquidation from which payouts will exceed the face value.  There is some room for manoevre, but if  the punter wants to get out of  what is called the poverty trap, the technical term for the restraints against the unclassified ever becoming classified, he has to reckon without DHSS payments, regard them as a temporary bonus and has to be quite sure he can justify his claim.    

So The Accused’s income in l979 was creeping upwards.   By his reckoning his income, not including social security payments, exceeded expenditure.   At any rate, he saw himself as having made progress towards potential income in the form of  creating or setting up opportunities.  Everything was on course.   He could see himself as earning £9 a week, then £10 a week, even £11 or £12.   Apart from the fact that disasters usually befall and that they did befall, everything seemed to be in order.

There was a further point of  theory.  By The Accused’s reckoning, each person belongs to his own year.  For the normoron this was the year in which they were born.   Thenceforth they became gradually more and more out of date.  The Accused had always however been a person of  the future, with a clear and accurate vision of the future.  His ideas were the eccentricities of  today but the norms of  tomorrow’s normorons.   1980 was going to be his year.   And so it would have been.  But then there came Thatcherism.   This created the working class one class state with no degenerates.  It was no longer possible to creep up... £8 a week, £9 a week, £10 a week, up to £40 a week, the minimum that conferred membership of  working class.   It was now to be necessary to be a £40 a week person or not to be permitted to survive at all.   But even that revolution The Accused could have survived.  It might not have affected him at all.   The catastrophe was the Bullying Liar, as he was known to The Accused,and the manner of enforcement of  the alleged compulsory purchase order.

The Accused is described as wearing spectacles and therefore a professor and not a labourer.   At one point this was partially remedied.   The Accused had previously been unable to find a dealer prepared to fit him with contact lenses.   He was unclassified and all manner of  excuses were made.  Also, supposedly,  the surface of  his left pupil had unusual contours.   He was regularly said by ophthalmologists and opticians to have ‘unusual eyes’, though they never specified what they meant.  Presumably they were not referring to his unusually effective night vision.   Mr Ward, of  Clarendon Park Road in Leicester, however said that he did find The Accused’s eyes to be a problem.  He supplied contact lenses.   The Accused found however that he could only wear them during the hot sunny period of  summer (May till early September).  This was true not only per se but also because after he left Harley Street The Accused again did not have facilities for maintaining cleanliness during the winter.  This lack of facilities affected The Accused slightly before Harley Street and severely after Harley Street - but it was not a significant issue at Harley Street itself since the insulation he had installed kept the house warm in winter - warm enough for inhabitants to walk around without clothes in the absence of  any artificial heating - and there was a public bath twenty yards from the house.  The Accused was to find that when he wore contact lenses he was popular and made friends easily.  All his acquaintances were to be made during the contact lens wearing period.   When he wore glasses nobody would speak to him.  Since The Accused at the end of the Harley Street period was still popular, made friends easily and is not known to have had problems with his physical appearance, beyond the fact that the Establishment did not like it, it is likely that he was now already wearing contact lenses.   It will from now on be assumed that he had them available. 

The Accused found it necessary to attend Grasshoppers Chess Club meetings both on Friday evenings (the Highfields Club meetings) and on Tuesday evenings (the Highfields Club meetings). One Tuesday a man in a black suit who had not previously attended arrived and sat around.  The Accused supposed that his colleagues might be more adapt than he was at entertaining visitors and convincing them that the club did not exist only for county team candidates. or those who had kept up interest in the game after a schoolday enthusiasm.  However, all The Accused’s collegues were engaged in their own games or own discussions and persisted (despite The Accused’s hints) in ignoring the visitor.  So The clunb needed to welcome potential new recruits.  So The Accused found playing chess with the visitor, who proved somewhat shy and whispered eventually that his name was John McVicar.  Presumably this was the John McVicar, born in l940, who, according to his autobiography, had been a promising schoolboy chessplayer, had hit public fame by escaping from prison and began prior to his release in 1978 to work for an M.Sc in sociology.  He might have seen the advret for the chess club which The Accused had put up at Leicester University.  The Accused had been under the impression that John McVicar was still serving his prison sentence.  The club had had members previuusly with an adventurous record (who had been reliable team members and prepared to play for any team at short notice) and felt that such a person would fit into the club very well.  Those present however continued to ignore the newcomer - which could be an unintended consequence of a club tournament intended to maintain and increase membership.  The gentleman, whether he was John McVicar or John McVicar did not attend again.  He may oot have had the opportunity but The Accused feared however that Mr McVicar or Mr McVicar had had a reputation as a chessplayer as a schooboy and had, despite The Accused’s reassurances, felt that he could not currently justify such a past reputation.
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