03117GWL.PIA


Nottingham Council had for six years refused to pay compensation for the Accused’s house, 9 Harley Street, which they had demolished.  It was now clear that what they were prepared to pay grossly inadequate for replacement of  the premises.  If  the reader were a student sitting an examination in Law rather than the Psychology of  the Law Courts she would have to record that the Accused had an unassailable case for full contemporary price replacement compensation (and indeed for additional punitive damages).  

It may not be transparent how the replacement was to be accomplished.   Nottingham Council had however originally guaranteed to make a similar house to 9 Harley Street available for replacement and had reneged on the promise.  The Council had such houses and one could have been made available.  Compensation for compulsory purchase is not just a matter of money.  It should not have been treated as such by Nottingham Council.  The Council should instead have been prepared to discuss with victims their individual needs.  Tenants in clearance areas may not find their lives wrecked when transferred to rented council accommodation - but the circumstances of  owner-occupiers may differ.  Other owner-occupiers were compensated according to their needs, but the Accused was unfortunate enough for council employees to have taken possession of and demolished the house by mistake -apparently through misreading a number on a letter -and there followed a cover-up operation in which the Accused was persecuted.

There was a clear case for full contemporary price replacement compensation, however, and it was essential to the Accused to get it.  But how should he go about it?  Prior to the recent Land Tribunal hearing, which had broken up in confusion, the alleged Bullying Liar had thrown a spanner in the works, the Tribunal had refused to hear the case and the Accused had to institute a further series of cases in the High Court until eventually Lord Donaldson, in the Court of  Appeal, had instructed the Lands Tribunal to hear the case.  The Accused could then return to the Court of  Appeal in necessary (and it was regarded as forgone conclusion that it would be) for a ‘full rehearing’.  Whatever facilities were available to the Lands Tribunal, he said, were also available to the Court of  Appeal.

Lord Donaldson was, like the Accused, a Cambridge graduate.  The ‘Establishment’ was overrun with Oxford graduates.  Oxford graduates tended to be born to be carried to heights by money and influence, good at communicating and at projecting a public image, but it often seemed that they were none to bright and that the standards at the university were mediocre.  Cambridge graduates were more the opposite -scientists by nature rather than artists.  Within the Establishment they were a small minority that rarely reached the public eye, more with backroom or administrative functions.  Lord Donaldson had taken on, willingly, the job which nobody wanted and nobody else could perform - Presidency of  the Industrial Relations Court when it had been set up in the hope of  averting disruption of  the economy by industrial disputes.  This was rather like a politician accepting the post of  Minister for Northern Ireland or a diplomat opting to be Governor of the Falkland Islands.  It was not the way to win friends and not the way to be become Lord Chief Justice - and not it was a new field.  But he was the man for the job - just as the Accused would have been the man for the job in sorting out the problems of  the closure list NHS hospitals (though unfortunately in the medical profession it is the chap on the bottom who carries the responsibility and not the chap at the top).  The tasks were similar.  Donaldson had required a quick-wittedness and extensive knowledge of  Law - but more than that was required.  The problems of  Industrial Relations could not be solved by Law any more than the problems of  the closure list hospitals could be solved by Medicine.  He needed an understanding of  politics and of  the workings of  The System.  There was a need behind the scenes for a talent for conciliation and negotiation.  There was a need for a capacity to hold attention, to entertain and educate - and for adminstration - and for an enthusiasm for work!  Donaldson was married to a politician and himself had a liking for politics, in the sense of public administration or getting things done rather than party politics.  He did not believe that the Law or the courts per se - what was decided in the Law Courts - had much power or influence - and would regularly say so!

The  Industrial Relations Court did not last very long!  But that paved the way to his becoming Master of the Rolls - Head of  the Court of  Appeal.  This is an eccentric position.  The less prestigious judges who tour circuits are for the most part much more confident of  their own talents than are the numerous London High Court Judges.  These are more akin to office boys in a giant military HQ.  The Master of the Rolls is traditionally an atypical judge.  The occupant of that office was also in a dead end job in that he typically started young and remained in that post for the rest of  his life or for as long as he chose.  The most famous Master of  the Rolls was Lord Denning, who held that title for several hundred years.  Denning had originally been a bright young ultra-progressive, not so much as an administrator but in the judgements he produced.  Denning’s name appeared on every page of  the textbooks of  Law - and Donaldson’s not at all!  Donaldson however was the ideal professor, who also in Law was competent, well-liked by his colleagues and, without making a name for himself, had considerable influence over them.   Denning, even when already in his nineties, was nominated by the Press and the star of the courtroom - though by then he was being regarded as a person from the past, a reactionary with the outmoded views of Southern Tory heartland gerontocracy -perhaps unfairly.  The Press pick out what they want to pick out.  He was eventually persuaded to retire on account of  his being repeatedly caught out making politically uncorrect comments.  By that time the Court of Appeal and Queens’ Bench Division was in considerable confusion and there was a need for an administrative dynamo.

If  Denning or Donaldson become Master of  the Rolls, why did not the Accused become Minister of  Health?  It is the rule of  the Public School, surely, that the most stupid person available becomes Boss.  The Accused’s contemporaries would have been delighted for him to be Minister of  Health.  Even Dr Tadros, in a secret ballot, would have cast his vote for the Accused to be the Minister of Health.  But the pathology of  the National Health Service was extreme.   In general, people like money and they like honours and they like figure-head positions which the public supposes are real, but they don't like arduous work with which they cannot cope and which they don’t see as their rightful speciality and destiny (unless nothing else is available).  The Public School also accepted Montgomery and Churchill despite their being degenerates in the eyes of  previous gerontocracy.

Donaldson had spotted that the Accused’s dispute with Nottingham Council was going to go astray as soon as it landed in the Queens’ Bench Division in l980 and had a personal interest in it.  Although it would not have happened, he would have been in his element setting up the Court of  Appeal as a replica Lands Tribunal and to find a solution by diplomacy rather than judicial command.

But, in the meanwhile, the Accused had to try and find a way of  arranging this ‘full rehearing’ in the Court of  Appeal.  The Accused was somewhat shy or not a ruthless opportunist.  He did not write to courts to say ‘The judge said this but the alleged Bullying Liar has done that.  I was promised...’.  Perhaps he should have done.  But the Accused did not like acting aggressively or unkindly to anyone.  He tried to restrict his expressed opinions on the alleged Bullying Liar to friendly comedy.  He considered any dignatory sticking his neck out to protect him from the all-powerful alleged Bullying Liar to be risking having that neck cut off.   He did not like dragging anyone into disputes with such people.  He was during his persecutions regularly to encounter people allegedly so manipulative to be beyond control - including allegedly his own mother.

The Accused supposed however that the alleged Bullying Liar had now manoevred himself into certain defeat.  The Accused regarded himself as playing a game of  chess against a weak opponent who was however unprincipedly dishonest and allowed to cheat.  It was necessary to procede stage by stage, case by case, to outmanoevre the felon.  The felon might on paper, case by case and stage by stage, always win.  Or, if  he lost, he would just pick up the score card and alter it and that would thenceforth be taken as authentic.  It was more necessary surrepticiously and invisably gradually to establish positions that led the alleged Bullying Liar’s eventual defeat.  He now supposed that the alleged Bullying Liar’s position was hopeless.  The misinterpretation of ‘all counts’ had vanished at the Lands Tribunal and there was now concrete and provable evidence of fraud, forgery and improper manipulations.  

The Accused had to avoid ‘appeal by case stated’ in the form used in the S12 case as opposed to ‘full rehearing’.  If this routine was enacted all that happened would be that the Land Tribunal clerk and the alleged Bullying Liar would get together and reconstruct the case as the alleged Bullying Liar chose and invent a few supposed points of  law in dispute and plant spurious answers to these questions which the appeal judge would immediately swallow.   The case would be entirely restricted to the bogus points of  law which the alleged Bullying Liar had produced and the judgement would be that which the alleged Bullying Liar had written in advance.  There would also be the pestering for the ‘agreed facts’ which have to be written down on forms.   Courts supposedly have to start with some ‘agreed facts’.  There were no agreed facts.  According to the Accused the council had refused to pay compensation.  According to the alleged Bullying Liar they hadn’t.  There were as far as the Accused was concerned just ‘the facts’ - his story - and ‘the lies’ - the alleged Bullying Liar’s story.  It was not possible even to describe events that occurred in terms acceptable to both parties.  What had happened on November lst or 2nd l979.  Lord Donaldson in his written analysis of  the S12 case had postulated the possibility of  ‘bailiffs arrive suddenly at the door’.  But that evasive description was of no use for the present application.  They arrived at the door - so what?  The alleged Bullying Liar might have written ‘The Council took possession?’.  But had they?  That remained to be proved.  The bailiffs arriving at the door on November lst was almost certainly a mistake which the council knew nothing about.  They were not ‘The Council’ - not even employees of the council.  Bailiffs arrived again on November 2nd.  It sounds retrospectively as if  they were ordered to do this as a result of a fit of rage by the alleged Bullying Liar who did not know what was going on but we do not really know that they were instructed by anyone to return.  Since the council’s own written resolutions ruled out their ‘taking possession’ of  9 Harley Street and it sounds very much as if  nobody was ever instructed to do so, can the council be said even to have been involved.

Had the council or anyone else ‘taken possession’ on November 2nd or any other date at all.  They never wrote that they would, they never wrote that they had done so.  Although the Accused left the premises and felt that he did so under threat, nobody can be proved physically to have ‘taken possession’.  By the council’s own written admission, contrary to the original Harris v Birkenhead claim, the council does not take possession of an owner occupied house for which it has paid no compensation when the owner abandons it or is made to abandon it.  The fact of  the matter was that, as the Accused knew all along, the council had not ‘illegally entered’ but had not entered at all.  The alleged Bullying Liar might be taken to have declared on November 4th that the council had taken possession.  But this is akin to arriving at the Council House and  finding the lift attendant standing in front of the lift and  saying ‘ The council has taken possession of  the lift.  You may go no further.’  No opportunity was ever created to go past the lift attendant to discover whether the council had in fact taken possession of the lift.  The Accused might use the term ‘entry’ or ‘possession’ to describe these events, but if he did so he would find this was immediately interpreted in a legalistic technical sense - as words which do not necessarily have any concrete or meaningful definition but which fit into various formulae which are used to justify the claims of  alleged Bullying Liars.  An ‘entry’ would be inevitably interpreted as what the alleged Bullying Liar calls a ‘valid entry’ and he would consistently describe it as such.  He would then say that that settles the issue and that he does not have to pay compensation.   If there is a case in court about compensation for a house, there has to be a ‘date of  entry’.  If the Accused used some other term such as ‘capture’ or ‘apprehend’, the clerk or judge would automatically rub it out and substitute ‘entry’.   If there was an ‘entry’ then the alleged Bullying Liar would claim this gave him authority then and forever more to do exactly as he liked - and whatever the alleged Bullying Liar said the judges would say.      

It would be more difficult for the reader to suggest however how in the Accused’s case the replacement compensation was to be assessed.   It turns out that it is a practical suggestion that the council should have been asked to pay - or should retrospectively be asked to pay - the cost of  the council house offered to the Accused, 51 Elford Rise, Notttingham.  In the mid-1980s 51 Elford Rise, for reasons that have been discussed, did not appear to the Accused to represent realistic replacement and a reliable means of  survival.  He still supposed also that 51 Elford Rise was considerably more expensive than some unimproved inner city dwelling resembling 9 Harley Street which he would find preferable.   He also supposed that his failure to find a suitable replacement house was due to inefficiency - due in part perhaps to limitation of  available time but, in his view, largely to errors of  judgement induced by his mother’s intervention into his affairs or to her tricking him with false promises.  The Accused felt it was dishonourable to claim compensation for his own errors (or, at any rate, errors that he had made).

The appeal from the Lands Tribunal that is cited in textbooks of  law is described as ‘by case stated’ but they also add that in this case ‘by case stated’ means ‘full rehearing’ - that is to say, the entire case is heard again but the original judge provides a statement as to what happened and what was decided in the original case.   The Lands Tribunal had refused to consider the written evidence submitted by the Accused (because it had gone astray) and had refused to make any decision.  There had not been any ruling on any ‘points of  law’ which were or might have been connected with the case.   So there would not be literally a rehearing of  the same case on the basis of  the same evidence and review of  the same arguments.  Nevertheless, from the point of  view of legal procedures, this was an obscurity and nobody was likely to know about it.  In practice it had never happened that the original case, before appeal, had, because of  administrative breakdown, not been heard and it had never happened that the Tribunal had failed to provide figures for the alternative assessments that figured in the arguments.  The argument was always on a specific point of  law.  It is true that the point of  law was always ‘the date of  delivery of Notice to Treat, date of  entry and date of  compensation payment are such and such.  There are such and such circumstances in this case which might expose the victim to an unfair assessment.  What criterion should be used for the payment of  compensation?’.  The answer was also always that it should be full replacement compensation at prices prevalent at the time when the compensation is actually paid.  In the Baptist case the ‘market value’ concept was mentioned, but the l award was the actual cost of  replacement.  However in these cases there is never any dispute over facts, never any allegation of  maladministration, never any reluctance of  the authority to pay and the amounts of the alternative awards are agreed in advance between the parties and they may be (and are) subsequently voluntarily increased by the authority if they turn out not to meet the required objective.   These are really cases set up by the parties in concert to enable the authority justify paying the higher award.  There was meagre protection against the alleged Bullying Liar rigging up a hearing by case stated in the improper and unfavourable form.

It was therefore necessary to establish that the appeal was unequivocably for ‘full rehearing’.  So the Accused searched through the two tome Rules of  the Supreme Court.  It was necessary to specify the exact paragraph under which the application was to be made and to state grounds specified in that paragraph.  There was a vague and lengthy waffle about the Lands Tribunal which mentioned in passing, without this being very helpful, that the appeal was ‘by full rehearing’ (with case stated).  There was a e (short) paragraph which dealt specifically with ‘rehearing’.  An application could be made for rehearing of any case.  The grounds for the application were that circumstances existed which could have led to an erroneous decision in the original case rather than a wrong or non-existent decision (though presumably that as well!).  These grounds were not restricted to those mentioned, but a catalogue was listed.  This included ‘mistrial’, ‘new evidence’, ‘fraud’, ‘forgery’, perversion of  the court procedures, bias and all the other grounds the Accused had in mind.  It was desirable for the Accused to cite in his application one or more of  the grounds on the list and in fact he cited all of  them!  But does the victim apply to the same court as before or a higher court - and does the victim have to have to justify the grounds before an appeal is granted and is the appeal, if  the application is made to a higher court, heard by that court or does the higher court decide whether to ask the lower court to rehear the case?   All variations were apparantly possible but what the Accused was seeking, whether it be described as appeal or application for rehearing was a judgement to the effect that full replacement compensation was required on the basis of  the facts as he stated them.  There seemed little to prove since the alleged Bullying Liar had delayed payment over a year, whether he intended to pay it or not, through his intent to issue a Vesting Declaration on the basis of false allegations.  However, if  witnesses or other evidence or inquiry was required after that, the groundwork could nevertheless be erected without them.

Mr Solon eventually issued an order which fixed the compensation at £2150 on the ‘date of entry’ valuation and price basis, but he had initially refused to produce any ‘judgement’ and continued to refuse.  It was necessary to give the Court of  Appeal some idea of  what had happened in the case.  So this did amount to asking for a ‘statement of  case’.   The worry was however whether the judge would admit that he had refused to hear the case and had not come to any decisions.  Mr Solon’s clerk eventually wrote to the effect that the judge had forgotten the case and that she was approaching the parties in order to reconstruct it.  Laws and regulations turn out to permit this - provided both parties are consulted and both parties agree to the eventual text.  Mr Solon’s clerk, by even informing the Accused that such compilation had taken place, was abiding by the rules to an extraordinary degree.  The Accused has found repeatedly that when statements case are written or judgements written after the case that they contain allegations and arguments that never reached the court and which could not have reached the judge other than by the direct approach of  whatever alleged Bullying Liar is currently conducting the maladministration and that the arguments and decisions made by the judges at the actual trial are either changed to those formulated by the alleged Bullying Liar or forgotten.  In such cases the account of  the hearing and of  its conclusions is reformulated, sometimes to a degree that it does not bear the vaguest resemblance to what happened, with the alleged Bullying Liar consulted and with his effectively writing the judgement without the victim either being consulted or informed that alteration or reconstruction is taking place.

In the present case Mr Solon’s clerk sent the Accused also a draft copy of  the eventual ‘statement of  case’ asking for his approval or suggestion of alterations.  The Accused  was unhappy about its general form but suggested some specific alterations.  It is alleged that the eventual document was identical to the draft and without the alterations and  that it was produced without the Accused giving it any final approval.  This was a long document. The judge or clerk had gone to considerable efforts.   Also although there was allegedly a recitation of ‘agreed facts’ the author did admit that there were no agreed facts and cited the facts proposed by the Accused and the alleged Bullying Liar separately.   However, the casual reader would take the alleged Bullying Liar’s facts to be the agreed facts or actual facts and so in fact the judges were to do - and the judges did not understand when the Accused tried to explain that there were two versions of  alleged facts and that neither was agreed.  These were very much new versions of the alleged facts and designed by the alleged Bullying Liar to restore his position.  It was also not openly admitted that there was no ruling on any points of  law.  In so far as these had been mentioned at all, the judge had refused to make a ruling and had merely referred them to the Court of  Appeal.   There was instead a discussion of  law with alleged Bullying Liar conclusions.  Nor did the author explain that there had because of  the administrative difficulties been no genuine hearing and that the evidence lodged by the Accused was missing and not incorporated into the case.  Nor did he mention that the judge’s original intention was to come to no decision at all, merely to abandon the case, that he was pressed into the eventual ‘conclusion’ which he took to be the status quo before the case had commenced, that there existed a prior valuation on l979 bases but that this was a valuation for house and land and not one on ‘all counts’ which included disturbance payment or other awards.  Nor was it made clear that the main issue was that there was a claim for current price full replacement compensation on account of  maladministrative delay - and that there had been no decision on this.  Nor was it stated that the reason given for no decision having been made on valuation was that in the judge’s view no evidence had been given on which a valuation could be based [though this did not really affect the amount of  replacement compensation and the entitlement to replacement compensation could have been confirmed without any actual amount being named].

These drawbacks of the statement of  case appeared not to matter.  Works of  reference made it clear that the ‘appeal by case stated’ from the Lands Tribunal differed from that from the Magistrates’ Court.  There would be full rehearing with the statement as evidence but not with it as the basis of  the case.  Furthermore the Accused had not initiated such an appeal by case stated at all but had under the appropriate section of  the Supreme Court rules on grounds of  mistrial, new evidence, fraud and so forth - grounds which were indubitably justified - and here again the statement of case was only part of the evidence and it was perfectly permissible to maintain that it was not a faithful record and that, indeed, no Lands Tribunal hearing had taken place!

The Accused however arrived at the Royal Courts of Justice to find that his case was listed as ‘appeal by case stated’ and that it was apparantly allocated little time.  The Accused called at the Court Office and was presented with a document which supposedly represent the notice he had issued or the case he had set down.  The Accused had never seen it before in his life!  This gave notice of  appeal by case stated on the basis of  some three or four stated ‘points of law’.  These were not points of  law which had been before the Lands Tribunal.  They were not the grounds for the Accused’s appeal.  This was not the case which the Accused had submitted.  It seems hardly credible that the alleged Bullying Liar should have submitted, without the Accused being told one word about it, in place of a case which he was inevitably going to lose a case which he was going to win - and for this to be purported as a case which the Accused had submitted.  It had alleged Bullying Liar written all over it and did seem as if  a court official had contacted or been contacted by the alleged Bullying Liar and had been told that this was the case submitted and had copied out what he had been told.  It could have been that the presiding judge’s clerk had altered the case supposing that he had permission from the Accused to do so and supposing that he was being helpful.  He may have supposed that appeal from the Lands Tribunal had to be in this form - that of an appeal by case stated from the Magistrates’ Court.  If so, the Accused could have been told and the misunderstanding could have rectified.  He was at no point given any explanation whatsoever!

This case was heard by five Lord Justices -but only Lord Glidewell spoke and he then read a judgement which he had prepared in advance.  This is quite usual.  The other judges just say ‘I concur’ or nothing at all.  This case led to the Accused broadcasting cruel jokes about Lord  Glidewell whom he claimed to represent the Oxford University imbecility rampant amongst High Court judges.  This was unfair.  A brief biography of Lord Glidewell later appeared in a  Sunday Supplement.  He was described as one of  a minority of  new-school dedicated rather than time-serving High Court judges who had not been awarded degrees by Oxford University.  However, he did not attend Cambridge University.  He appears more to be within a category which Cambridge University claim to be anxious to recruit - but with limited success.  He came from a working class background where it would have been eccentric to attend Cambridge University - and could have led to ostracism, penury and permanent unemployment.  He studied Law at night school.  At any rate, that was the story.  Lord Glydewell was also in charge of  the ‘education’ of  the allegedly thick Oxford educated tyro High Court Judges.  Lord Glidewell, who was reported to have a reputation for being critical, praised the Accused’s case as ‘very well presented’ and did ask ‘What do you want us to do?’, though he did not offer a hearing of the actual case the Accused had presented.

The Court however did hear the bogus case which the Accused had not submitted and which he had never seen before.  Lord Glidewell said that there was no choice and no means by which the error could be corrected.  Lord Glidewell also supposed it was critical that the letter from the Council instructing owner-occupiers to stay put bore no date and also denied that there was evidence that the Accused court cases that scuppered the vesting declaration had ever taken place and persisted with the opinion even when it was pointed out that there was documentary evidence amongst the papers the Accused had sent to the Court.  This persistence of  silly ideas once somebody had invented them is common in courts and it is alleged that silly ideas tend to emanate from alleged Bullying Liars.  He then read a judgement, presumably prepared beforehand, which sounded brief but occupies some length on paper.  It gave a version of facts which was clearly incorrect and had not been suggested to the Lands Tribunal, had not appeared in the statement of  case, had not been suggested to the Court of  Appeal nor had been suggested anywhere else.  It may be that Lord Glidewell had been misled by the complications of  the case, but the story did appear to be alleged Bullying Liar and a distortion to justify incorrect conclusions.  The conclusions as regards points of  law also seemed to be written beforehand rather than a reflection of  what had transpired in court - and the decisions on these points of law clearly wrong and alleged Bullying Liar.   Lord Glidewell’s aim appeared to have been to rewrite the Law for the alleged Bullying Liar’s convenience.  The Accused’s subsequent letters to the Court asking what had happened to the case he had actually submitted and asking for it to be heard met with no reply.  There was the usual petition to the House of  Lords, but, as is customary, this came to nothing.

The Accused discovered eventually that the alleged Bullying Liar indeed had deposited the money in ‘The Court’ - though it took a long time to discover in which Court it had been deposited.  The Court had apparantly accepted it by mistake.   Their explanation was that they just accept whatever they are given and neither have to nor do ask questions.   The Accused was now being afflicted regularly with robberies and was in some danger of  his money running out.  He felt that time and money for further court applications was not available.  It would be necessary either to go to the European Court or the European Court of  Human Rights or to ask for rehearing of  all the previous cases from l980onwards (which High Court sources suggested could be readily arranged - but it would involve a great deal of work).  The Accused felt he might as well turn his intention to getting hold of the money allegedly lodged in Court.  This turned out eventually to be the Chancery Court.  Further Court applications were required to extract this money which turned out to have grown, with added interest, to over four thousand pounds.  However it was consumed in robberies and the like and did not last long.   It turned out that the council had put up defective roofs in Elford Rise and environs.  The council repaired its own roofs but not those of  tenants who had bought their houses - and the Accused could not afford the repairs.  Eventually a nine year old boy began causing damage in the district.   Again, the council put up remedies on its own houses but the Accused was unable to find any contractor to effect repairs and ended up giving the house away!

There may be some error in the dates in the account here given from the Accused’s memory about the affairs of  the Grasshoppers Chess Club (though he has extensive records).  An account has been given of  events up to November l979 and the Accused has become acquainted with Noor Kapadia’s move from the club fourth team to its first team.  Events will now be related believed to have taken place between November l979 and September l981.

The Grasshoppers Chess Club was an amalgamation between the Foxhunters’ Chess Club and the Highfields Chess Club.  The Foxhunters Club was itself an amalgamation between Mick Broadhurst’s Gambit club and the Accused’s Highcross club.  The Highcross traditions were more reflected within the Foxhunters’ first team (or Grasshoppers first team) and the Gambit traditions more within the Foxhunters’ second team (or Grasshoppers third team).  The Highfields Chess Club was also effectively an amalgamation between an original group of  Indoasian boys who were represented predominantly within the Highfields first team (or Grasshoppers’ second team) and a group of  boys from the Judge Meadow School, who were organised by the schoolmaster, Tes Dhillon, who had a historical connection with Highcross.  These orginally were more identified with the Highfields second team (Grasshoppers fourth team).  Chris Ross and some of  his friends felt that the amalgamation was a white’s takeover organised by Tes without their having been fully consulted.  Tes had hoped that he and his schoolboys would have access to the first division team and may have promised permanent places in the team to some other members in order to procure support for the amalgamation - but the Accused was not impressed by these and preferred Highfields members for the team who had not been previously within their club so highly regarded.  Dissatisfaction was also encouraged by unimpressive results and a shortage of  members - particularly in the Grasshoppers second team.   The members with a loyalty more specifically to the Accused included a high percentage of  unemployed or without day jobs and amongst them especially, but also in the rest of  the club, a high percentage had evening jobs or rival commitments in the evenings.  The former Grasshoppers second team members and also some Highfields members drifted away - and at one point the active club membership was, according to the Accused, reduced to nine members, though, if so, the Accused, by skilful juggling, managed to hide this fact from beyond his own knowledge.   Some members of  the Highfields and Highcross clubs who had been inactive for some years were reenlisted and the Accused recruited a collection of  colourful characters.  Students at Leicester University who played chess traditionally joined the Accused’s club - though there rarely was more than one of  these.  Over this period Fuzzyhair, Clint Eastwood and Mark Jordan, from the University, joined the club.  Fuzzyhair was hoping to set up a club at Leicester University (and eventually did).  Arthur Maybrick, a  student at Leicester Polytechnic (later De Montford University), who worked at hostel on Mayfield Road on the Western outskirts of  Highfields, also joined the club with the intention of  setting up a Polytechnic Chess Club.  He did not set up a club directly affiliated to the Polytechnic (though another Grasshoppers member did that later) but he did recruit a Leicester Polytechnic team which took on Grasshoppers fixtures (as Grasshoppers players).  There was also regularly some suspected secret service agent who could be used effectively in the first team but also in other teams.

The Accused initially formed the impression that there was deliberate lack of  cooperation on the part of  the former Highfields club - but Chris Ross was also facing a shortage of  players.  He pleaded for remedy for this amongst the Highfields contingent and especially to Tes Dhillon.  Tes was apparantly unaware how few players were available.  He would say that Chris should use the players on the list of  players available for his team.  There was no such list.  Eventually, in desparation, Chris asked the Accused.  The Accused at first felt that he might not be able to help but said he would ask around.   It turned out that some of  his friends were prepared to play for the second team.  The Accused called on Chris Ross at his house and they agreed to incorporate these players into the second team.

There had previously been dissatisfaction within the Foxhunters club some of  whose second team members resented the bahaviour of  first team members who they felt were being  treated as privileged by the Accused.   Mick Broadhurst had solved this problem by organising an Annual General Meeting at which democracy was demonstrated by the Accused being replaced as Secretary by Dave Varman, a second team member (though the Accused remained first team secretary).  Mick Broadhurst felt that the dissatisfactions at Grasshoppers could be similarly solved by organising an Annual or Extraordinary General Meeting - with a Highfields member being elected secretary.  It was supposed both by Mick Broadhurst and the Accused that Tes Dhillon was anxious to take on this role.   Mick felt that the Accused was not very good at delegating duties.  This may have been true.  The Accused spent an inordinate amount of  time on club organisation.  On the other hand, a high percentage of  secretaries of  other clubs had been the Accused’s pupils  - and the Accused would boast in two years time that his club had ten secretaries - more than most clubs had members.  The Accused felt that no-one at Highfields was competent to take on the responsibilities whereas Mick felt that the club would run itself adequately if  duties were allocated, irrespective of  whether those to whom they were allocated had previous experience.   It could have been that Mick could have brought this off, but he was confined to hospital for eight months.  He was initially, according to reports from Andrea Smith and others, heavily sedated - to a degree that his judgement was affected but he eventually recovered and began organising his meeting from his hospital bed.   He was impressed by Tes Dhillon’s reports.  The Accused at one point ran to him and painted the Highfields club as a shambles full of  kings of private tiny dunghills who wanted to be rulers of  a larger organisation without the necessary understanding or will to learn to do so without bringing calamity to the whole club.   Mick was not impressed by such talk and considered it irrelevent beyond confirming the need for a change in management.  He said that he was not prepared to commit himself to an opinion but hinted that he was not prepared to remain with the club if  the Accused remained as secretary.   Mick organised his meeting to take place soon after his discharge from hospital, on the day before the Annual General Meeting of the Leicestershire Chess Association.

The Grasshoppers Club was now facing threat from another direction.  The Association rules required fees to be paid at the beginning of  the season but it was also stated that this meant by the beginning of  January during the relevent season (which began in September or October).  There was then another deadline after which the club stood to receive a demand for double the fees to avoid being expelled from the Association.   The  former Foxhunters club paid its shares via Highcross funds.  The Highfields club was expected to find a similar sum.  The former Highfields club was affiliated to the Highfields Community Centre as a youth organisation.  As such it expected its fees to be paid by the youth club or community association.   Tes gave the Accused the impression that an application had been made for this money, that it had been granted and that the fees had been paid to the Association.  In January l980 the Accused to his surprise was informed by Geoff West that the fees had not been paid.   Tes thought he had paid the fees - that he had been paid the money and had sent off a cheque.  However, inquiries showed no evidence of  any application having been made for the fees nor of  any award.   Tes and other Highfields members instructed the Accused not to involve himself and assured him they would deal with it.  Again,  the Accused was given the impression that the money had been paid.   Then the second deadline was reached and again Mr West informed the Accused that the fees had not been paid.  However, the deadline would be extended and  no fine would be imposed.  But it turned out in the weeks prior to the Association AGM that the fees had still not been paid.   he was prepared to extend the deadline.  Tes was still assuring the Accused that the money had been paid.  The Accused assures the author that there existed some reason for his being debarred from paying the money from Highcross funds (quite apart from the fact that he felt he could not afford it).  To avoid the Highfields club feeling it had been taken-over the amalgamation had deliberately not yet been completed and the Grasshoppers officials -  Mick Broadhurst and the Accused - had no authority to act on behalf  of  the Highfields club (and for the Foxhunters section only in the role as Foxhunters officials and the Accused supposedly could not pay the money until and if  he was elected secretary at Mick’s meeting.  The entire Grasshoppers club was now facing expulsion from the Association.  It seemed likely that if  Tes was elected secretary he would not pay the fees and there would be no practical possibility of  Foxhunters reforming as a separate club - partly because it had at that point insufficient membership, other than perhaps for a single team (which did not seem a viable long term proposition), and because it depended on Highfields providing premises.

If the Accused summoned the entire active membership of  the club to the meeting it was likely that he would be re-elected.  Perhaps Mick Broadhurst did not realise this - or perhaps he supposed that the Accused would cooperate and not stand for re-election.   In the politics of  the Highfields district of  Leicester there has been a tradition of  packing meetings with dozens of  friends and relatives.  Tes duly produced supporters who were not to have known to have any previous connection with the club.  But nobody raised any questions about who was eligible to vote.   The club depended on its informal organisation and it could not have functioned if  there were arguments as to how membership was to be defined.  The Accused supposed however that at the worst reckoning he would have a majority of  at least one.   The Accused felt that it was necessary to acquaint the meeting with the practicalities of  the club organisation and therefore wrote a long report, which was duplicated by photostat, which referred also to previous years.   Kieth McLoughlin, the last remaining member from the former Linwood club which had amalgamated with Highcross in the l960s, may at this point have been Grasshoppers treasurer as well as Foxhunters treasurer.  In fact, his function was more that of  auditor.  He prepared annual accounts on the basis of  what he was told.  The Accused cooperated in the cover-up of  the fact that nobody knew what happened to subscriptions and that first team fees and expenses were being paid by Highcross and also sometimes those of  the Foxhunters second team (or Grasshoppers third team).  This concealment had seemed necessary.   On this occasion, however, the Accused went into full details of  the finances in his own report.   This offended Kieth McLoughlin, who had prepared a different version of  the accounts - sufficiently for him to resign from the club.

Although it is useful for club officials such as the President or Secretary to be appointed with unanimous approval within the club, this is not necessarily true of  team secretaries.  There are particular individuals who arrange for players to turn up at matches, are apt to become team secretaries and may recruit members directly for their teams.  Other players regularly throughout their careers are attached to one such organiser and move with that organiser when he changes clubs or sets up a club of  his own.  Different groups of  people attached to a particular organiser have differing traditions - some preferring decisions to be made collectively while others prefer a discipinarian dictatorship.  Such a group are unlikely to accept a replacement organiser foist upon them by a general meeting (as Brian Riddleston was upon Leicester B in l964).   Thus general meetings will either confirm the appointment of  somebody who is already de facto in office or else may elect somebody (by prior arrangement) in the expectation that he will set up an entirely new team.   Apart from that team secretaries are selected by the teams themselves or  they are set up by negotiation with the club secretary - or simply set themselves up and recruit their own team.

The election of  team secretaries took place before the election of  club secretary.  It is not recollected why.  Nor is it recollected that there was anything controversial or unexpected in elections of  2nd, 3rd and 4th team secretaries.   Outside Foxhunters the term ‘captain’, taboo in the Highcross tradition, was sometimes used.   Up to this point, both Mick Broadhurst and the Accused were under the impression that Tes Dhillon wanted to be club secretary.   Then it turned out that Tes had arranged for him to be proposed as first team ‘captain’.   Outside his own immediate circles this caused some astonishment.   This was a job which surely Tes could not possibly successfully perform.   There was a high number of  abstentions.  Mick Broadhurst and the Accused did not vote - and Kieth McLoughlin had decided he wanted no further dealings with the club.  The unknown new arrivals for the most part decided not to vote and several people forgot to vote.  On the other hand the Accused was suprised that the remaining Foxhunters contingent voted for him and that several Highfields members voted for him or abstained.  Nevertheless it was said that Tes won by one vote.  Had the Accused challenged this, that would have caused further trouble since some former Highcross members were indicating their disapproval and there was a danger of  their insisting on a break-up of the club.  The one vote was Alan Ward who seemed initially undecided but then voted for Tes, apparantly because he was Tes’s friend and sitting next to him.   The Accused felt Alan was being irresponsible and was rewarding the Accused for his picking him out to play on first board for his team when he was an unknown player by destroying the club.   Then it turned out that the Accused was the only person nominated as club secretary!   Mick Broadhurst was astonished (as was the Accused).  Surely Tes wanted to stand?  Tes said definitely not.   He did not want the work and responsibility of  club secretary!

However, Mick Broadhurst had previous experience as both a first division team secretary and as a club secretary and he might as President have been able to persuade Tes and the Accused to reverse their roles and also have stepped in exercise any aspect of  their fuctions which was left in defaullt.  Nobody was prepared to nominate anyone other than Mick Broadhurst as President.  But Mick was despondent and inclined no resign not merely as President but from the club.  He could not be prevented from joining some other club and absenting himself from Grasshoppers if he so chose, but if he remained with the club he could hardly in the present situation avoid being President.   The Accused invoked the Highcross club rule that no resignation is taken to be effective unless confirmed two weeks after an original letter of  resignation.  The Accused had a record of  never resigning (or not genuinely so).  Resignation was contrary to his principles.   Mick Broadhurst however already had a history of  resignations.  On this occasion too he did not return to the club and instead associated himself with a group of  former Foxhunters second team members who mostly allied themselves with the Leicester City Transport club but for a short period operated as a separate club called Bond Street.

Geoff  West, who was now Leicestershire Chess Association President, and the other Association dignatories, had been informed in advance by Mick Broadhurst that the Accused was to be voted out of  office as Grasshoppers secretary.   The Accused found his entrance barred to the AGM next day.  He explained that he was still club secretary but was still told that he could not enter because Grasshoppers had been expelled from the Association because it had not paid its fees.  The Accused however produced a cheque, which was immediately accepted, and he then allowed in!         

Mick Broadhurst had been deceived in that he had believed, as had everyone else except those in on the conspiracy, that Tes wanted to be secretary rather than first ‘captain’.   But it is far from clear that his meeting had been, as he forever was to believe, a failure.   The objective was for a Highfields nominee to be elected in preference to a Foxhunters nominee.  It had to be shown that it could be done - and it was shown.  That having been proved, it was a conciliatory or unifying gesture for  Tes to support the nomination of  the Accused as secretary.  Whether Mick Broadhurst should have been secretary we do not know - but the Accused felt that with Mick being unaware of  urgent problems within the club he had to be secretary either actually or de facto.  Mick could have remained to keep an eye on any immediate problems - but even in his absence it may have been that the club’s difficulties had been so intractable that evolution of  events could be considered an expected success.    The various parties involved were also to maintain remarkably good relations with one another in future years.

Tes during the meeting had claimed that it was the first team secretary rather than the club secretary who held the more important office.  If he really supposed this it may have been because he was a schoolmaster and used to the nomenclature used in schools where the teacher may be the organiser and both the offices of  ‘captain’ and ‘secretary’ are figurehead.  Although the Accused had been at Wyggeston School the club organiser (selecting teams and taking charge of  matches as well as performing other duties) both when secretary and ‘captain’, it is usual in the school clubs, if  the officers have any duties at all, for these to be performed mainly by the ‘captain’.  CV hunters and status hunters also regularly want to be ‘captains’ but not secretaries - and usually have little idea what secretaries do or what organisation involves.  Mick Stokes and the Accused, at the Highcross Club, had shared the functions of  secretary and first team secretary - so the two offices were effectively interchangeable or identical.  But Highcross had its own history and organisation - and Mick Stokes and the Accused were different characters to Tes Dhillon.

It happened regularly that CV seekers who saw first team secretary or what is known in schools’ teams as a captain as an easy job and organised conspiracies to get themselves appointed club secretary when they really wanted to be such an honoured but functionless ‘captain’.   Sometimes somebody who is not a member of the team and not likely to be or even who has little connection with the club organises a conspiracy in which he buys the votes of  less effective players by promising them places in the team.  A previous account has been given of  two people who tried or succeeded in appointing themselves ‘captains’ although their election inevitably meant there was no team - people who were prepared to destroy teams or clubs set up by years of  work by other people just to get a few meaningless credits on a CV.

Tes was later to say that he was deceived.   He had been persuaded that the club first team could do without the Accused and Phil Lucas and that not merely could he himself hold his own on a higher board but he still supposed that Saddam Hussein (and some other players of  similar standard) could hold his own in a first division team.  Tes Dhillon was the proud possessor of a published BCF grading of  163, not so different from that of  Alan Ward, Phil Lucas and the Accused - but their gradings were a seriously misleading underestimate whereas, the accused suspected, the l63 was a misprint for l36 - but l63 would not usually be considered a particularly high grading, though it would be difficult to obtain this grading against the opposition he was playing during the season he supposedly gained it.  The stronger players in the Accused’s team just happened not to have a habit of  farming their grading.  But Tes was might have survived as a first team player.   It was more that he was relying on players whose record rather than reputation was a row of  zeros and was going to remain so.   Tes had overlooked that the Accused had the highest percentage score of  any first team player and responsible for almost half  the game points scored by the first team during the previous season.   The Accused was under the impression that Alan Ward was apt to be more guided by ties of  friendship than by responsible considerations and was easily led on.  However it seems more that Alan in this instance led Tes on, perhaps not initially being serious but then finding himself committed.

The Accused peruaded Phil Lucas and other first team members not to defect to other clubs despite being dropped from the team.  He was surprised that they succesfully persuaded.  Mick Broadhurst felt that the Accused had an unrealistically ungenerous view of  humanity.  Perhaps so.  The Accused did suppose that Tes was a delinquent and therefore not a person to become aware of  having made a mistake and then to remedy it.  However, after three matches Tes decided that his scheme was a failure.  Tes recited a long speech to the Accused.  Tes did recite long speeches.  He was a schoolmaster and had to be able to speak non-stop.   The Accused had a feeling that there was some unpleasant and unacceptable aspect of  Tes’s proposals which he was keeping back.  Tes said he wanted to remain in the first team -playing on sixth board (that is, the lowest board).  Did the Accused think that he could score adequately on sixth board.  He Accused assured him he would do - but in fact might find it necessary to play on a higher board.  But that was not what he was keeping back.  On the basis of  playing strength Tes did get into the first team.  That was not what he was keeping back.  This turned out to be that he wanted Noor Kapadia to be first team ‘captain’.    The club and the Accused were very fortunate that Noor had so rapidly established himself in the first team,.   Noor was also the Accused’s preferred candidate.   He only feared that Alan Ward might see him as a rival.  Alan said he had no objection (though there may have been some ill-feeling between the two).  Noor insisted that he was going to be captain in his own right and not the Accused’s stoodge.  The Accused was not worried.   Noor could be trusted to make rational decisions - and he would not ignore the Accused’s opinions.

A team including Alan Ward, Phil Lucas, Noor Kapadia, the Accused and Tes Dhillon might be expected to win the league championship despite the initial three defeats.  If anything, perhaps, the team was too strong since - since without a team in the second division (the second team was in the third) it was necessary to use the first team also to test and provide practice for new members and reserves.  Noor proved an excellent team secretary and worked well with the Accused and other team members - but nevertheless the team and the club found itself in continuing difficulties.   There was and continued to be I future years a high turnover in membership - due largely to difficulties amongst the less prosperous white population having difficulty in finding work and accommodation and drifting out of  Leicester (though players regularly came from distant cities to play in matches) and to evening jobs and other rival commitments.  Members found themselves evicted by landlords who were affected by council compulsory purchase orders intended to transfer houses to the ownership of  the council or housing associations or by landlords who wished to take advantage of  opportunities to sign on new tenants at higher rents in an inflationary market - with or without improvements.  Grasshoppers Chess Club became the main pressure group attempting to persuade the council to modify its policies.  The Accused (as he was to do also in future years) would ask extra players beyond the required number to make themselves available for matches, even finding it necessary at times to come as a reserve for the first team and allowing some less prestigious player to play in his place if the number that eventually turned up exceeded the six required - which possibly damaged team peformance, though untried reserves regularly performed creditably.  Second team players again were not turning up for matches though those who were regularly doing so denied this was happening and said that all was under control.  The Accused suspected sabotage and interpreted comments from Alan Ward, who was on good terms with the former Highfields set responsible for this team, to this effect.  The predictions on the basis of  this hypothesis at any rate seemed accurate, though, also, the players may have been losing interest and the claims that absenteeism was deliberate an excuse.   Eventually the Accused arranged for an entire extra team to make itself available for a second team match (a fact known only to the Accused and those asked), explaining to them they might not be required to play but there existed a suspicion that none of the allegedly selected team would arrive.  As it happened none of  them did arrive.   They never arrived again and no explanation was given.  The new team continued to play in its place and it gradually became accepted that the new team was the second team.

Although the Accused is reported as not in the habit of  resigning.  At one point during the l980-81 season he did resign.   By virtue of  the aforementioned rule which had been in operation in his club since l957 resignations were ignored.   They were not taken to have taken place unless confirmed two weeks after the original ‘resignation’.   By that time the circumstances that led to the resignation were expected to be ancient history or the resigner was expected to have changed his mind.   The Accused’s concern was that he was peforming too much of  the work, if, indeed, not all of it.  He felt that the club should organise itself so as to be able to survive without him and that some effort should be made by other members to organise themselves and to solve their own problems.  He had no intention of  deserting or walking out and rather intended to give what necessary assistance was required to those who might feel motivated to take on the labours.  The Accused was also faced with a problem in politics or ethics as how to deal with the non-cooperation or loss of  interest on the part of  some in the former Highfields section.  This was not open to rational discussion - those involved apparantly sustaining a fantasy that all was in order and under control and that the succession of  mishaps was not taking place - alleged delusions which the Accused suspected to be tempered by alcohol, a major feature of  Thatcherite society which was to continue as a national scourge.  The Accused, as club secretary, might have decided to take dictatorial measures such as might be taken by the manager of  a football team such as replacement of  club officials, barring members from playing in matches, even expelling members, and institute procedures to control likings for alcohol (which by some of  the more eminent members of  the club were not discouraged).   It is unlikely that the Accused had the authority for such dictatorship or that he could obtain it.  It is also doubtful that such an approach would prove effective.   Some club secretaries engaged in militaristic dictatorship and there existed in other clubs members who enthusiastically responded to such treatment - but not amongst those who took the Accused as their representative.   Even when there were such members in the Accused’s club they had their own private dictators, not the Accused.  Dictatorship in other organisations also appeared in other clubs always to be unjustly and inappropriately exercised which in the long run (even if only after decades) resulted both in the banishment of  the dictator into obscurity and in failure to save the organisation.   On the other hand, if  the Accused tended his resignation as Secretary he was free to set up a new club or organisation apart from those who did not wish to belong to it or, if the resignation was not accepted, could claim he had done all he possibly could to maintain the status quo and had been forced into necessary changes.

Alan Ward, Phil Lucas, Noor Kapadia and others who were well acquainted with the Accused took his resignation as little more than a joke.   It also did not succeed in motivating anyone to take on any responsibilities.  The Accused carried on with necessary organisational duties - as he supposed it was understood he would do.   The objective was for others to take on duties, not for them not to be performed.   Tes Dhillon, his schoolboys and the former Highfields set however took the ‘resignation’ seriously.  They stopped attending club meetings or taking part in any of  its activities.  When Tes eventually resurfaced his explanation was that because the Accused had resigned the club no longer existed!  The Accused was the club.  The Accused was surprised to hear this!  He explained that he had not resigned at all and the missing members gradually returned.  The section of  the club more identified with Chris Ross, the original Highfields club that preceded the introduction of  Tes’s Judge Meadow Schoolboys, phased itself out.   This section would perhaps have preferred to have remained as an independent club.  Those who remained were not sufficiently numerous and available to constitute a separate club or even a single league team.  Possibly this would not have happened without the amalgamation and without Alan Ward, Tes Dhillon and Noor Kapadia being drawn into the first team.  But it is hard to see how it could have worked out.  Clubs which effectively consisted of  the six members of one team were too inflexible to survive for long.   A two team structure might have been more viable - but that requires between nine and twelve members prepared to play in every match for which they were invited (or the equivalent, counting somebody prepared to play in half the matches as half a player), rather more than this section of the club had available.   Members of  clubs that commence as a group of  teenagers are apt to drift away and there is a need to recruit new members.   The Accused felt he did all he could to prevent the collapse of  this section of  the club.  From their point of view possibly he was putting too much priority to survival of  the first team, grabbing their strongest players (which include one who has not been mentioned) and the club need to order teams and players in playing strength did not accord with the natural inclinations of  this team.  Maybe this section of  the club disintegrated because of the amalgamation, maybe it disintegrated despite the opportunities if offered or maybe it would have disintegrated anyway.  Some of  its members in future years were to join Cyril Johnson’s largely junior club at Syston where however they were again part of a larger organisation.

Although the Accused’s club had a long record of  being involved in disputes within the Leicestershire Chess League or Association and the Accused had consequently a reputation for belligerance and intransigence, under his direction his club had never initiated a dispute (though he had previously been drawn into Mick Broadhurst’s disputes with Eddy Edington and Tes’s dispute with the Melton club).   Mick Stokes and the Accused had more been of  the opinion that disputes had to be avoided unless there was no choice.  Mischievous opponents should rather be allowed to have their way.   This may seem a very weak attitude but it was calculated and justified by experience.   The Leicestershire Chess League and Association, when members of  the Accused’s club were excluded (as they would be), were in any case irresolutely biased and if a club won a dispute there was always a penalty to be paid in compensation.  It was usually wiser to lose disputes and to remain popular.   Although the Accused’s club considered themselves as perpetual victims, they had more a reputation outside it of  being megaboppers and the Accused was seen as the person who had overthrown the old regime and might be inclined to overthrow the new one.   Disputes pursued by megaboppers are unlikely to receive popular support and if  they win disputes this is not likely to enhance their popularity.

There was however at least one dispute.  Tes had persuaded his younger brother, Minimus, to be secretary of the fourth team, a task which he pursued with ambition despite his comparative lack of  experience.   It was a longstanding club rule that no claims were made regarding games which were uncompleted when time was finally called until a copy of the position was handed to the Accused and he had decided what, if any, adjudication claim there should be.   This analysis of  positions for adjudication consumed much of  the Accused’s time and no position was sent up before analysis had been prepared for a potential appeal (though this went astray in the notorious game between Alan Jex and the Accused to which there has been reference).  If a game was resigned, the Accused would send in no adjudication claim, the opponent would send in their claim and that would be recorded as the result without any adjudication taking place.  If both sides claimed a draw similarly the result would be recorded as a draw.   Other clubs also came to use this device and New League Secretaries or Adjudication Secretaries who were unfamiliar with it would sometimes, before the routine was explained to them, complain at the large numbers of  uncontested adjudication claims.  League rules required that both clubs send up to the League Secretary, within fourteen days of  the match, or, if  there was a secret and unauthorised postponement, within fourteen days of  the scheduled date of the match, copies of  the scoresheet signed by the team ‘captain’.   There was a danger of  these scoresheets when sent up going missing, and the Accused regularly sent up, after matches, copies of all scorecards rather than originals, with them authenticated by him as copies.  However, routinely the League Secretary accepted a single scoresheet if signed by both ‘captains’ and team secretaries were under instructions either not to sign such sheets or, if  pressed into it, to ensure that there were no blank spaces - that is, for a particular game, it being neither recorded that a particular result had been agreed (that is a l, 0, or 0.5 in the space) or that the game was being sent for adjudication (an ‘A’ in the space, which was used also where a game was subsequently resigned or a result agreed) or some other symbol used for an unfinished game.  Also, the presence of  the unfinished games would be recorded in the team total.. that is say 2 + 3a and 1+ 3a instead of  merely 2 and l. They were also instructed separately to record on the sheet in which games no result had been agreed.  Minimus duly handed the Accused a copy of the position at close of  play in a game which his team had played against the Bond Street club.  The Accused decided (correctly) that this game was drawn rather than lost - which affected the match result - and the game was sent up for adjudication.

Experienced team secretaries such as the Accused appeared routinely to get on with each other very amicably without any disputes or resentments ever taking place (or rarely so - and only where emotions were aroused).  However, they knew all the rules, tricks and stratagems.   The less experienced were apt to make errors and the opposing club would be apt to descend on them like vultures!  It turned out that Bond Street claimed that their player had won on time (that is, had not made the required number of moves before a time control registered on the clock) and that Minimus had acknowledged agreement to this by signing their scoresheet with the result recorded.   Minimus very much aggrieved and Tes was very much aggrieved.  The Accused had to do something about it.  

The story was highly unsatisfactory.  Losses on time in the lower league divisions did not occur.  Inexperienced players play quickly.   If  there was an apparant loss on time there is apt to be a defective clock or some trick such as clock left running after the game has been completed.   There should have been a check on the accuracy of  the clock.  Moreover this particular time control had been on the quarter of  the hour rather than the hour - when it is difficult to establish whether there has been a win on time.  Moreover the opponent had not recorded his game.  It is not permissible to claim a win on time without keeping a record of  the game score (though the player may reconstruct it after the event when he has not kept a full score - some players just put dashes - because he has been committed to moving quickly or does not know how to record the moves).   Somebody had interrupted discussions some time after cessation of  play claiming that the Grasshoppers player had run out of time and that according to the scoresheet of  the Grasshoppers player an insufficient number of  moves had been played.  The Accused - as Bond Street members well knew, since they mostly were former Grasshoppers players - did not approve of  the habit of  clubs terminating matches at the first possible opportunity, claiming that they had to vacate the room, and then spending an hour arguing over the games and trying to con opponents and had therefore instructed his team secretaries at close of  play to record all unfinished positions, indulge in no argument and walk out.   The Bond Street brigade had apparantly been conning Minimus with the usual spiel - heard regularly at the Loughborough Club - to the effect that the games were lost, that if he did not concede them they would have to go up for adjudication, they would be adjudicated as lost and the club would lose a packet in forfeited adjudication fees.   Actually the rules permitted a two week interval before any game was resigned.  The hour of argument is then directed at duping the victims into believing the positions are lost.  It was not clear how it could be established whether the clock had been left running after call of time and no checks were made on the reliability of  the clock.   All that is usually necessary is to add up the total times used by the two sides and when the clock has been running this total exceeds the duration of  the match.   The Grasshoppers scoresheet was in any case none of  the Bond Street kibbitzer’s affair and it should not have been left lying around.  It was their responsibility to keep their own scoresheets or at any rate to write out a reconstruction of  the game immediately on termination of  play.  Moreover, the Grasshoppers player had himself made some muddle of  his score, believing he had omitted a move.  Yet no attempt was made to reconstruct the game.   The Accused was supplied with the Grasshoppers players scoresheet and it turned out that indeed a move had been left out and the allegedly required number of moves had been played.  Minimus said that he had been pressurised by the opposing players and had just said they were right because he felt he was being bullied but had left without agreeing to anything formally or in writing.  But then perhaps that is what he would say or remember and perhaps the Bond Street team had some reason to suppose that Minimus had conceded that the game was lost on time, though it was not unequivocal that he could do this in the circumstances.   It was surely not possible to claim a win on time - at that stage, significantly after the close of  the match and without any unequivocal proof of  whether or not the clock had been left running.  As a precaution the Accused however asked the League Secretary a copy of  the scorecard Bond Street had sent him - which allegedly Minimus had signed.

The Accused did protest about this to the League Secretary and then to the league committee - and felt like protesting.   The Bond Street players had taken advantage of  Minimus’s lack of  experience and tricked him.   Tyro team secretaries needed to be encouraged not bullied into giving up their responsibilities by dishonourable behaviour by opponents.  The league committee ruled however that if  team secretaries were inexperienced and were tricked that was their own fault.  This did not satisfy the Accused.  Whatever the outcome of  the game eventually decided, the Bond Street club should not have behaved in this way, they should be told so and specific rules should be introduced to exclude such gamesmanship in the future.   But by this time it had turned out that Minimus had not signed the scoresheet or, at any rate, if  he had the Bond Street team secretary had sent in a copy which only he had signed.  However there was no reason to suppose that this had happened and no original signed by Minimus was produced.   It seemed more that Minimus’s recollection that he had not signed the opposing scoresheet was correct.   Although it was commonplace for a single scoresheet signed by both players to be sent to the league secretary, the league rules did not actually permit this and it would be more correct for two scoresheets to be sent in the same envelope.   The League Secretary requires two sheets for his records and has to write out a second if  only one is received.   The Grasshoppers club always sent in separate scoresheets, or copies.  The Accused sent them in batches.   The precautions taken by the Accused’s club to close every loophole available to cheating opponents were well known.  They were necessary.   Opponents regularly assumed that they were superior humans, that the Accused’s club was invariably accused of  continuously cheating and that they could get away with cheating against it with impunity.

The league committee on this occasion came to one of  the bizarre decisions the Accused’s club but no other regularly encountered from committees throughout its existence - so bizarre that it had to be considered whether to seek redress in the law courts (though it seemed to the Accused that this was not possible - though he threatened it often enough).   If  Minimus had signed the scorecard, whether before or after the disputed result had been entered, that was hardly the end of  the matter.  The game had not been lost on time.   It had never been previously suggested that an incorrectly recorded result could not afterwards be amended when it was not in dispute what was the correct result.  But it did not even reach that far.   Bond Street produced no evidence that Minimus had signed the scorecard.   They appeared to concede that he had not signed it.  Minimus said that he had not signed it.   The League Secretary and League Committee agreed that he had not signed it.  But they ruled that if only one ‘captain’ signs the sheet he does so also on behalf of the other!   It would follow therefore that when a match is over one team secretary can routinely send up a form that says his team has won 6-0 and sign it.  The opposing side can presumably send in a card claiming it has won 6-0.   Then perhaps the team is chosen as the winner which precedes the other in alphabetical order or whose name least resembles Grasshoppers.  Perhaps the League Secretary chooses the first card he lays hands on.  There is no record however of  this ruling being repeated by anyone.   There is no record of  the Accused’s club ever perpetrating such a stunt, but had it done so it would simply have conceded to the other side’s claim.  Club secretaries frequently received phone calls about suspected mistakes on scorecards.   The Accused at least once sent in an incorrect result himself.   The result was simply corrected - or, at any rate, after some inquiries - the secretary might not originally realise he had made a mistake - it was corrected.  It was only against the Accused’s club that anyone could get away with such trickery.  Minimus was not encouraged by this episode and had a short career as a team secretary.   Hardened characters learnt to live with such injustice but when the relatively inexperienced found themselves treated this way a club already in difficulties and in need of  reconstruction was impeded in its efforts.   The Accused also felt hurt that the Bond Street members who were familiar with his regime had not learnt from his example.  The Accused had always tried to take the feelings of  others into account and to encourage them - to avoid their self-confidence being shattered by their mistakes.

The Accused’s election to the bogus office of  Vice-Chairman of  the Highfields Community Association had at least the result that Chairmen made sure that they were always present at meetings of  the Management Committee and of  the Council, the controlling committee of  secretaries or representatives of the affiliated groups (and of individual members not affiliated to groups).   Mr Warden, the Warden, felt that the committee was not giving his support.   This was, in fact, a very tame committee, which had to be bolstered up with staff members (and some group representatives, including the Chairman, were also members of staff).    Only the Accused was continuously belligerent.  But when Mr Warden was lamenting to the Accused it seemed from what he was saying that it was the tameness to which he was objecting.   If the Warden meant that, the Accused had his sympathy.  Yesmen do not provide support.  Those who persistently disagree similarly may be a burden if they are neither prepared to effect what they want by their own efforts nor prepared to cooperate with some agreement as to what is being done collectively or by someone else.  But committees exist to voice disagreements and to formulate a collectively accepted policy, not to say yes with great sycophantic enthusiasm to whatever the boss suggests.   Such people are then very prone to engage in plots behind the boss’s back!   The Accused’s chess club was at that time going through one of its more difficult periods.  But it had since l957 been a great puzzle to others in that it had it openly voiced internal disagreements on a scale unknown anywhere else, yet at at the same time had a level of  unity and loyalty that existed nowhere else.   The Accused felt that this yesman committee failed the Warden in not providing the necessary supervision or advice when appropriate and in the long term was therefore exposing him to criticism.  He therefore wrote repeatedly to the town council asking that the town councillors seconded to the committee turn up to meetings!  This committee, though it had a non-white majority (and eventually the Accused was its only white member), was still in the embarrassing position of  depending of  education and guidance from the white intellectuals - and it was uniquely well supplied with some of  the most intelligent and educated white intellectuals in the county!

Mr Warden chose to exert his authority over what he considered a worthy cause which he was entitled to and would win.  It rather precipitated his downfall, but after his resignation he still supposed it was his great triumph.  A Caribbean Youth, Michael Ford, involved himself in organising gigs, from which he supposed he would make some profit.   The more senior person involved, who would actually be responsible for any mistakes, who relied on his own contacts and in whose name financial transactions were conducted was Cy Jakes.  Mr Jakes held the title of  Deputy Warden and organised the centre’s famed Contrast Steel Band, all of whose members at that time were teenagers.  The Accused, who was surrounded by tensions, greatly appreciated the music of  this band during visits to the Highfields Community Centre.   Although events at the community centre were not always in accordance with everyone’s notion of correct procedure, there was never any question of  Mr Jakes being other than an unequivocably honest and honorable person and a very much valued member of the staff.  However, an altercation arose between Cy Jakes and Michael Ford over some money Michael had expected but which did not materialise.  According to Mssrs Warden, Jakes and Ford,  Michael had assaulted Cy Jakes, Cy Jakes had assaulted Michael - or both.  With this the committee did not concern themselves.   However, Mr Warden had penalised Mr Ford not only by (which again, was not taken by the committee to be their affair - and it in any case seemed more a nominal rather than actual ban and for a limited period) and by suspending his membership of  the committee as a youth representative (which was their affair).

Michael wrote out a petition directed to members of  the committee, duplicated it and handed a copy to the Accused when he was walking to a chess match in the community centre (So Michael was not banned from the building at all!).  The Accused explained that he could not take sides as regards the argument between him and Cy Jakes.  Mr Jakes and the warden were within their rights to come to their own conclusions regarding the situation and to impose whatever disciplinary measures they chose.  The committee had no powers over the administration of  the centre.  This was in any case an argument which should not be persued.   To do so would be inquire which party was right and which was wrong.  It was an attempt to criticise or condemn somebody.  As a matter of fact, as Michael admitted, he was on friendly terms with Cy Jakes previously and hoped to be so in the future and nothing was gained by precipitating a permanent resentment or emnity.  There was a need for Caribbeans to support one another.   They faced enough discrimination without internal disunity.  On the other hand, this alleged expulsion from the committee was a different matter.  The warden did not have the powers to expel anyone from the committee.  If he had, then he could expel anyone who disagreed with him from the committee.  That was a separate issue and the committee’s affair.  This, turned out to be also Michael’s point of view.

The Accused considered it important that youth members were elected, attended committee meetings and were free to express their opinions.   The Accused recollected the opposition he and his club had encountered from older people in the l950s and l960s.  He did not want today’s young people to find themselves permanently shut out through the failure of  older people to provide them with a place and this applied particularly to these young Caribbeans.  They needed the right and capacities to organise their own community and to fight for opportunities equal to those of  others.   If they were currently apt to be more fiery tempered than some others or more liable to express themselves in a belligerent manner or if they did not organise themselves in a manner that met the approval of  their elders or their white superiors, this should not be an excuse for denying them the necessary rights or opportunities.   If in fact there was valid objection to this conduct, then this was part of  the problem which enabling them to take charge of  themselves was intended to solve.   The fact that Michael had gone to the extent of  preparing these duplicated papers and was taking the trouble to lobby committee members demonstrated that he had talents which the local youth needed.   The Accused in his own youth had to invent such propaganda devices for himself.   The stories have been told in previous volumes.  The Accused was the inventor of  modern media politics.  Even now only a minority of people would have made the efforts or even have known how to use the devices which Michael was using.

Meeting after meeting over a period of some six months was devoted to this controversy affecting Michael Ford.   Mr Warden’s justification arose from a clause in the Community Association constitution which permitted expulsion of members on grounds of  misconduct.   He supposed that as warden he was entitled to decide whether misconduct had occurred and that if it had occurred (that is, he had so decided) then expulsion from the committee was automatic (or he could decide on it independently without prior consultation with the committee).   He did not agree with this.   The fact that such a clause existed did not mean that it should ever be enforced.   The reader has already been told of  the introduction of  such a clause in the constitution of  the Leicestershire Chess Association by its President, Clifford Knight, with the intention of  invoking it against the Accused with the outcome, which the Accused had all along predicted, that Clifford Knight was thrown out under this clause and the Accused was the only person to speak in his favour.   The Accused still believed that this expulsion of  Clifford Knight was unjust and indefensible vindictiveness and cruelty.  Heathcliffe had been trapped into a situation in which Mr Warden was now beng trapped - by being duped by the apparant approval of  sycophantic yesmen who said not one word in his support when the chickens came home to roost.  These clauses were always enforced unjustly.  They always reflected a better-than-thou insightless and uncharitable attitude.  They should never be enforced.  To do so was to set a bad precedent which stood to be misused.  In particular, in this situation, representation was paramount and arguments between users and the warden or disciplinary measures in the centre should not affect representation on the committee.  The warden must not involve himself in deciding who sat on the committee.  This argument, in any case, was a triviality.  It would and should blow over and should be forgotten.  The committee also neither wished to nor was able to judge the merits of the argument and as such was in no position to confirm the alleged expulsion.  Furthermore, the committee was inherently biased.  It was full of  members of  the centre staff and even if  they wished to vote against the warden they would not do so.  What was happening was more a conspiracy where a party line had been decided at prior staff meetings - and the committee should be free of  such influence.

Alan Ward and Phil Lucas considered it inevitable that the Accused would support Michael Ford in this argument and also accepted that it was his responsibility, whether or not this resulted in retribution against the club.   Noor Kapadia was more critical, but recognised that the Accused would consider it his duty to support Mr Ford, especially as nobody else appeared to be doing so.   The members that have been described more as in the Highcross tradition or recruited by or attached to the Accused more saw themselves as victims and Mr Ford and Carribeans in general as victims and accepted that the Accused must support Mr Ford.  Tes Dhillon and Chris Ross, on the other hand, strongly condemned the Accused for putting the club at risk.   The Accused was astonished at this attitude.  They saw themselves as victims of discrimination and justice, yet they appeared not to consider justice, whether this demanded support for Mr Ford or not, to be a relevent issue.  The Accused’s supporters also believed that the Accused invariably won his arguments and that the Warden and committee were facing an irresistable force and were naive not to back down.

The meetings always began with a speech by Mr Warden and a spiel by Mr Jacques explaining that Mr Ford had been wrong and had misbehaved.   The Accused did not know whether this was so or not - but had he known Mr Jaques better he would have believed him.  Mr Jaques, as it happened, did not wish to eke out retribution against Michael Ford and would have been quite happy for the argument not to have reached the committee and for the suggestion that Michael be expelled from the committe never to have arisen.  But he supposed he was committed to making this irrelevent point, which also gave the impression that a ruling in favour of  Michael Ford was a ruling against Cy Jakes.  There was nothing against Cy Jakes.

Mr Warden could not see the writing on the wall.  The meeting was always consumed by a great clamour of  support for Mr Warden though the committee actually would adjourn in confusion without any decision being made.   The committee in any case could not confirm the ban.  Michael then needed only to ‘appeal’ in which case no ban was enforced until and if it was confirmed by the Community Association’s council.  The clamour in favour of  Mr Warden was interrupted only by the Accused’s clamour.

But Mr Warden did not notice that he had no support from committee members who had no dependency on him.  The Accused had already referred the issue to the city council.  Mr Postmaster, who ran the local post-office was a Tory Councillor for the Evington Ward.  That was not why he was on the committee.  He was one of  the founder members of the Centre and treasurer of  the Community association.   In local elections, in the Wycliffe Ward, in which the centre was situated, the Labour Party scored ninety per cent of the vote.  In the Spinney Hill Ward, the Labour percentage was even greater.  The Tories would hunt round for an Indo-asian quisling to be the local Tory party and offer various inducements and portray him as representing the independent Indo-asians which were rebelling against the racist Labour Party - and a few people would vote for him by mistake - but he would also turn out to be a member of  the Labour Party.  There was a Liberal Party councillor on the Oadby District Council who would faithfully turn out when the Accused was short of players for Foxhunters or Grasshoppers teams - though he never talked politics and seemed uninterested in politics.  Everyone else in the club voted Labour.  Mr Postmaster, as a Tory, was therefore isolated.   Tories sitting on Midlands councils during the Thatcherite era found themselves in an embarrassing position - akin perhaps to that of  Labour councillors during the Thatcheresque Blair era.  The Accused would tease Mr Postmaster with socialist comments and Mr Postmaster would produce stock right wing Tory emanations and if his words were reported in newspapers, they would be such emanations.  However, in the provinces there was some tendency for Labour party politicians to talk socialism and for Tories to act socialism.   Mr Postmaster had strong sympathy for the socially underprivileged, for the population of  Highfields and the young people of  Highfields and if he thought they were facing injustice, even though he kept this from the newspapers and his public image, he would try to use his influence to remedy the injustice. Mr Postmaster came to be subject to much calumny and abuse in Labour-voting Highfields and was continuously accused of  engaging in plots to undermine the Community Centre and its interests.  Some of the more publically vocal friends of  the Highfields communities, or some of  them, were so out of political expediency and readily played the secret Judas when this could win them the favour of all parties.  Mr Postmaster was more prepared to emanate unpopular utterances but he could be trusted and the local population had no more selfless friend.  Mr Postmaster had known Michael Ford throughout his life, was favourably impressed by him and considered the proposal to throw him off the committee as misguided (for much the same reasons as the Accused).

Mr Warden should have been even more wary of  the comments made by Councillor Dorothy Davis, who represented the County Council - which, via the Education Department - was Mr Warden’s employer.  Dorothy Davis had been leader of the county council and, as Chairman of  the Education Committee, had pioneered the experiments in the county, encouraged by Dr Bantock, the Professor of  Education at Leicester University, that had led to a national policy of  attempting to avoid the isolation in schools of  pupils of  different social classes or who were labelled as destined for different functions or classes and afflicted with different standards or types of  education.  Not all of  Dr Bantock’s reforms were necessarily beneficial.   The emphasis on the training of  teachers or the requirement that the obtain diplomas or as they were now known, degrees, in education, led to class or personality being the basis of  selection of future teachers and to a lowering of  standards.  This was thus a reason for the apalling standards in then contemporary schools and the failure to teach mathematics or science.  But the comprehensive system of  education was not intended to lower the standards for all but rather to provide an adequate education for all.  The mixing of  people of different social classes and categories was also not intended to lead to the brighter pupils being intimidated and bullied by teachers and their contemporaries and to an examination system that favoured the less bright pupils.  The Accused himself had benefitted in terms of  understanding from being brought up amongst people from all social classes even though the country did not choose to employ him or to gain any benefit from that understanding.   The socialist reforms in education as they persisted through the Thatcher era might be considered a failure but it was more that the underlying construction of  society was not condusive.  The reforms pioneered by Dorothy Davis were at the time an excellent and perhaps even necessary idea and if they are considered to have evolved into failure it does not follow that they were mistaken.   It was the Accused’s opinion, and Dorothy Davis appeared to concur, that the brighter pupils could educationally look after themselves and that it was not satisfactory that some could have education bought by parents, irrespective of their aptitudes, while others were, on account of  their birth, neglected.   The failure and rejection by the community of  those who appeared to have greater aptitude and who according to the Accused could progress without inordinate efforts by teachers does not prove that it was incorrect to try to educate the entire population.  If  the population are not well informed and are not encouraged to think for themselves, democracy becomes rule by spindoctors, propaganda and the Sun newspaper.

The Accused was not aware of  Mrs Davis’s eminence.  He knew that she was a mathematician and was or had been a headmistress (and a graduate of  Cambridge University).  In her generation, a woman had to be exceptional to achieve that much.   Mrs Davis also proved exceptionally skilled in dealing with committees.  She rarely spoke much and usually she spoke only at the end of the discussion.  She approved of  the Accused in the sense that she felt that Highfields needed representatives who were prepared to adopt a polemic approach and were not cowed by authority but she also felt that he talked too much and did not listen sufficiently (which ploy on these occasions he was adopting deliberately) and that he put too much store on rules, regulations and constitutions.  The Accused at that time was continuously quoting the Community Association constitution, the contents of  which nobody else then was aware.   The constitution had been written so as to encourage democracy and representation and the City and County councils were signatories and obliged to intervene to enforce it.  On this occasion this was convenient.  On other occasions it might not be.  Constitutions can be in themselves a bar against democracy or adequate representation - and an organisation, after all, may decide to take no notice of  a constitution.  Reliance on constitutions, Mrs Davis advised the Accused, could cause a great deal of  trouble and it was best avoided.  The Accused confessed that he could see no justification in her criticisms of him but that he might well look back in several years time and be then of the opinion that she was obviously right.  He had on previous occasions been unaware of  his errors at the time he had perpetrated them.  In a few years time, indeed, he did look back and conclude that Mrs Davis had been obviously right!  Eventually Mrs Davis in a brief but forceful speech expressed her disapproval of  the attempt to oust Michael Ford from the committee.  She concluded with: “I cannot vote for this!”.  Mr Warden did not take the hint.

Mr Warden therefore was living in a fool’s paradise..duped by the sycophancy of  his committee.  At the same time committee members who openly toadied were plotting behind his back and in the Education Department and in the city and county councils his obstinacy and failure of  compromise did not meet with admiration and he was not to be given the benefit of the doubt when he hit the next crisis.
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