03125RDS.PIA copyright Roland Graf 25.1.03


Highfields Community Centre at that time catered more for Carribeans rather than Indoasians.  There was then a considerable prejudice against Caribbean youth, who were allegedly criminals, muggers and drug addicts.  In Leicester they faced unemployment of over 40% and it would have been higher without council schemes and without some deliberate discrimination in their favour.  ‘Left wing’ councils were derided by considerable adverse propaganda by the Tory Press for supposedly wasting money on such schemes but in fact this was (Tory) government money and government policy.  It has been repeatedly noted in earlier volumes that it was part of the l930s degeneracy theory politics that immigrants should be imported and used for specific functions (where otherwise only local alleged degenerates or intellectuals of  non-military officer class origin might be employed) but that they should not be reproduced or their children should be eliminated through economic discrimination.  The Caribbeans had been deliberately imported by the government - particularly so to work in the National Health Service - the Tories taking advantage of  an employment crisis in the Carribean brought about by an American ban on West Indian labour.  Their children did not find themselves rejected.  This was a recipe for crime, drug addiction and all the evils of  which they were accused - but there was no evidence that any of  this had at that time set in.  It was more the whites who were the hooligans.  There was however biased reporting in newspapers.  Tory county councillors (the county council then had a Tory majority) appeared very much prejudiced against Caribbeans and Highfields - one reason for the eventual proposal for a unitary council (which had even originally been the Accused’s proposal) met with strong support locally.

The Highfields Community Centre had a large, predominently Caribbean, youth club.  The gymnasium however was felt to be insufficiently large.  In 2002 building was to commence for a new sports hall.  This followed a several years of  procrastination by the city council after funds were offered by the National Lottery.  By then it was not recalled that in l980 the need for this Sports Hall was already a major issue at the Community Centre.  The Accused agitated that the site of  the next door Rank Taylor Hobson factory, which was to be closed down, should be annexed for the purpose - but the council had it earmarked for something else.  The Caribbeans set up their own sports club - the Red Star club  - in the Moat Centre across the road, alongside Moat Road, a tributary of  Melbourne Rd on which the Community Centre was sited (as opposed to the Moat Community College, five hundred yards away to the South).  The were continuous tirades against this club by county councillors.  The local Leicester Mercury joined in.  Ill repute of  the Red Star Club even extended to the interior of  Highfields Community Centre.  Eventually the county council, whose Education Department owned the Moat Centre, the former Moat School, had the opportunity of  wasting a great deal of money by ‘refurbishing’ the Moat Centre.  This refurbishing counted as ‘capital invesment’ and was therefore an approved priority in the squandering of government cash earmarked for inner cities project schemes.   This provided the opportunity, or another opportunity, for evicting the Red Star club.  The Red Star club refused to leave.  The City council, who were providing them with a grant, encouraged them.  But there was much propaganda directed against the Red Star by the county council and the Leicester Mercury.

The Accused heard also very unfavourable reports on the Red Star club within the Highfields Community centre.  This puzzled the Accused.   The Community Centre youth club and the Red Star club seemed to be the same people.  It was accepted that facilities at the community centre were not large enough to cope with need and demand.  It was true that councillors, even city councillors, preferred car parks to sports clubs - except for the luxurious and enormous sports centres the county council built for themselves in the county - and Highfields was notoriously short of car parks.  Councillors and council officials travelled around in cars - or, at any rate, the officials did - and the absence of  car parks was mentioned in council reports whenever Highfields was mentioned.   But surely the county councillors, if they were to visit, would prefer the dangerous Carribeans to be safely in the Red Star club and rather than exiled to the streets where they might mug the councillors.  The Accused had come across Red Star football teams on Victoria Park and all seemed to point to it being a genuine sports club and not a collection of  hooligans.  The Accused therefore decided to pay the Red Star club a visit.  If the propaganda was to be believed, this was a dangerous mission.  It did not prove dangerous at all - the Accused discovered what had happened to some of  the chess equipment which had vanished from a multipadlocked cupboard at the community centre! [For which reason none was kept any more at Highfields and the Accused carried it in bags to club meetings].  The club members present did not appear to be exclusively Carribean but Indo-asians appeared to be present in equal numbers (though the Accused may not have been able to tell the difference) and the managers (paid via inner city grants) seemed mainly Indo-asian.  These managers were shy and did not take the opportunity to feed the Accused with propaganda - and the Accused had to drag it out from them, bit by bit, without appearing to be conducting an interrogation.   For managers they seemed extraordinarily unaware of  what was powerful progaganda and how to use it.  The Accused however was very impressed by the club and its facilities.  The Accused asked whether they would object to a visit by a Leicester Mercury journalist.  They appeared not to suspect that he was hoping to arrange this.  They said that the Mercury was prejudiced against them and that there was no chance of  their checking up on facts.  So the  Accused therefore wrote a note to the Leicester Mercury.  This was more an article for publication than a letter but the Accused wanted a Mercury journalist to use it as a basis for an article of  his own rather than for him to gain credit.  The objective was to save the Red Star club, not to promote the Accused.  The Accused wrote that he had been very courteously received at the club and that if one of their staff wished to confirm his observations, which they should, they would be received courteously too.  Next day the lead article on the front page of  the Leicester Mercury, much of it in the Accused’s words, was in praise of the Red Star club.  The Accused likes to believe that he was responsible for there being no more agitation for eviction of the Red Star club.  They left eventually, but by that time the council had built several nearby sports clubs for Caribbeans.

The Accused received a letter from Mr Warden.  Mr Warden claimed that the club, or that part of it which was affiliated to the youth section of the Community Centre, the former Highfields club - for which purpose Tes Dhillon rather than the Accused was the representative - owed some considerable amount of  money in unpaid affiliation fees to the youth section dating back over several years - from before the Highfields club had amalagamated with Foxhunters.   Mr Warden claimed that the County Council had ordained these charges.  The Accused had never heard of  such charges.  The affiliation fee of the senior section to the Community Association was ten pounds annually - which was not extortionate.  It surprised the Accused that junior affiliation should cost anything at all.  It seemed unlikely that anyone would pay them!  Mr Warden claimed also that the youth section owed fees for use of  the room used by the club, even though the Accused had previously been told this was free (the reason for the ‘youth’ section for Community Centre purposes remaining separate).

The Accused showed this letter to Tes Dhillon, since it was his affair and he might know something about these alleged fees.  Tes was convinced that this was retribution from Mr Warden for the Accused’s support of  Michael Ford.  This seemed unlikely.  Mr Warden had meted out no threats to the Accused.  It would be very risky politics for Mr Warden to write this letter for that reason.  The reason for the letter was still a puzzle - but if it was that reason, it did follow that if  the Accused chose to be sufficiently ruthless, the money did not have to be paid.  Tes Dhillon immediately assumed that this demand for money - which he supposed to be retribution for the accused’s support of  Michael Ford - was the end of  the club.  He was so convinced that he and the rest of the Indoasian members (except for Noor Kapadia and one other) were not to be seen at Highfields Community Centre again.  Perhaps they seriously believed that they owed money.

The Accused nervously took the letter to Mr Warden, putting on an unconcerned act.   He was in no position to negotiate - unless he threatened to snitch to Mr Warden’s employers, which he was not prepared to do and which, in any case, might have been uncomfortable for Mr Warden but was unlikely to improve matters for his club.  The club got a good deal at Highfields and depended on it.  But Mr Warden gave the Accused a friendly reception and assured him that there was no intention to deny facilities to the club if it was unable to meet the bill.  It emerged that some wangling was necessary for the Community Centre to meet its commitments or intended commitments.  This did not come to the Accused entirely as a surprise.  It may have been the Centre’s sources of  income were not fully revealed but it did seem from the figures of which the Accused was aware that income was remarkably low when compared with the probable cost of  facilities provided (on which fact nobody had ever commented).  In particular, it seemed that under the circumstances money provided to the community association by ‘the council’ should have been and was expected to be used for facilities provided by the Centre by or in coordination with the Centre management rather than merely dished out to affiliated groups whose representatives made the most noise on the committee.  This money must have come from the County Council, or mainly so, though it is the Accused’s recollection that he mostly discussed this with City councillors and read through City council minutes and listedened in on City council committee meetings (members of the public were allowed to sit as observers in seats provided) to help keep informed on the sources and availability of this money.  It was routine for money intended to assist the inner cities to be handed over to a host of organisations which then had control over how it was spent.  The Highfields Community Association was to have a relatively unblemished record - in part, the Accused likes to believe, on account of procedures he introduced, but it was evident that the prudent management of  finances was not throughout the population a widespread phenomenon.  The reader has learnt that responsible management of  finance by the Working Class is not consistent with the requirements of  l930s degeneracy theory.   To a considerable extent this was money was considered as up for grabs, to be stuck into the pocket and to be used for the first extravagent waste that occurred to the recipients.  This is known as stimulation of  the economy and much encouraged.  The strait-laced Accused was during his investigation of the housing and other rackets forced upon him by his court cases against Nottingham Council apalled by what he regarded as corruption, fiddling, mismanagement, conspiracy and waste (He had already encountered this in the National Health Service) and was astonished by some of the decisions approved within the Highfields Community Association, though this was relatively well managed.   He also felt that this dangling of  money as an incentive and encouragement of  the piglets to grab for it was a political device which set brother against brother.  One of  the more distressing sights at the monthy Highfields Community Association was the rivalry between two organisations which used exactly the same English version of  their names - the Bengali Education Centre.  The committee representative of one was Mr Ahmed, a young local shopkeeper, and the representative of the other was its secretary, Mr Khair.  Members of  these two groups, it is now believed, came from two differing areas of Bangladesh and had long-standing religious and cultural differences.  Their rivalry was so strong that they would packet meeting, not to outnumber or disenfranchise anyone else but to outnumber each other.   This in turn aroused the hostility of  the Caribbeans (who in fact came from numerous different islands, none of  them bigger than Leicestershire) who supposed that they were subject to an ‘Indian takeover’.  The white minority was not locally numerous enough to fight battles without allies but also felt that everyone was ganging up on them and that they were on the bottom of the heap.  Nobody else could tell the difference between the two alleged versions of  Bengalis.  Nor could any outsider tell the difference between a Hindu, a Muslim, a Sikh or a Christian (and the rest) nor any difference between those who came from one Indian state and another.  The bitterest rivalries were commonly between those who were most similar and most needed to be allied with one another.  Mistrust on account of colour or physical differences hardly figured at all but (as in the National Health service) the multiplicities of antagonisms between the very similar, whom nobody else could tell apart and whose arguments with one another nobody else understood, led to the misunderstanding that people were being threatened on grounds of colour or more obvious differences and therefore to the occasional explosion or risk of  explosion on those grounds.   The Accused therefore saw the Tory in London as stoking the furnace by dangling the grants - with which assertion nobody at Highfields disagreed.  After all, the way to unity was to blame the Tory - and the blame was not unmerited.   However, the Accused also agitated for a common decision-making body in which all the organisations in Highfields were represented - what was sometimes called a Community Forum.  One purpose of  this was to keep some track over exactly how much money was being dished out, to ascertain what were the various requirements and to allocate in accordance with justice and need rather than by grabbing with one hand and elbowing everyone else out of the way with the other (or entering into alliances -  “We vote for you.  You vote for us.  Everyone else votes against each other and they don’t get anything!”).  This was one of  his purposes the Accused had in mind in his attempts to encourage active participation in organisation and politics by younger residents.  Nevertheless this proved, at least until the turn of the century, to be one the Accused’s less popular and unsuccesful ideas.   The city council was in favour of  the idea - which may not been the Accused’s at all - and opposition perhaps came more from older than younger residents.  Younger people did not necessarily find authoritarianism an objection.  If they encountered it they could always ignore it, evade it or trample on it.  Older people did not like it, but they respected and succumbed to it and if  the proposed forum had an authoritarian structure they would prefer to keep away.  But when attempts were made to set up such fora even members of  the Accused’s chess club refused to sit on them.   The reason for this was that if  there was going to be such a forum and if it was going to allocate council money, it would be set up by the city council, would be organised by council officials.  The council officials would tell the members of  the forum what was going to happen and for what to vote - and the members would then be obliged to vote for it.   This is not what the Accused had in mind.  He wanted the local young people to set up their own forum and to become sufficiently informed and adept to make their own decisions.  Nevertheless the Accused would be assured that all attempts to set up such fora turned out to be arenas organised by council officials or paid council quislings and that they were just another way of  using inner cities money to set up jobs for outside or quisling council officials.

There was to be a investigation during l980-2 into Highfields Community Centre finances - but not again.  But in subsequent years a succession of  useful inner cities projects were closed down or reorganised after it suddenly announced that thousands of  pounds had vanished.  By this time, the Accused had become more accommodated to the foibles of  government money and found himself more in a position to formulate a case on behalf of  the supposedly miscreant organisations.  The Accused knew from organising his chess club that to keep track of income and expenses was so time consuming and depended on such accurate reporting and memory to be virtually impossible.  Everyone’s published accounts - including the government and major international companies with hosts of  highly qualified accountants - were guesswork and approximation.  Everyone was playing the system.   The Accused himself had at East Park Road operated a system in which members who spent club money had their own accounts and did not more than superficially report their dealings centrally.  It was thus not necessarily fully know what was the total income and expenditure (and individual secretaries might have their own ways of raising funds) but central funds and accounting were kept in order.  The council was using a similar system - and in the case of government funds waste was not so deleterious.  It all went into the system, enabled people to survive and came back in the end.  There was always mismanagement.  The Tory press would claim that Tory councils with prosperous voters were financially responsible whereas left wing city councils were irresponsible, throwing around money to undeserving recipients.  But that is akin to the superstition that rats prefer the homes of  the poor.  The Tory councils were just as corrupt and inefficient.  But they had enough money not to be Found Out (though some of  them were eventually Found Out) and they gave their money to respectable multibillionaire thieves.  If it is accepted that money is going to go astray anyway, dishing out what is earmarked to be dished out to numerous independent agencies in control of  their own funds does not appear so unreasonable.  They are not expected to be skilled accountants with unassailable control over the expenditures of  their members.  Some will use the money effectively and some will not, but hopefully a viable and reasonably run system will evolve.

The Accused at this point, however, was still worried at what seemed to be unplanned, forsightless and arbitrary allocation of grants by the Community Association and the committee conceding to the vocal demands of  committee members made during meetings.  There was too much allocated to causes that appeared to have too remote a connection with the Community Centre.  There was no planned budget and there was not a subtantial sum allocated a priori, as the Accused supposed it should be, to the Centre’s youth club.  The Accused feared that the committee would be Found Out and that the Council would protest that funds were being misallocated.   The Accused was under the impression that the total allocation to the community centre for the previous year had been approximately £11,500 but Mr Warden confirmed this and said that it had for the current year been reduced to £9,500.  This seemed more than an adequate amount, but the figure was in subsequent years to be considerably higher and perhaps the figure on this occasion was an overestimate.  The Community Association at that time received approximately seven hundred pounds (which was to rise to over a thousand pounds).  It did seem to the Accused that if half of  that was used as a subsidy for the youth club or other centre activities that this would allow an adequate margin for error - and that if more solid guarantees were given as to use of  the money, the council might be prepared to increase the amount allocated to the Community Association.  But whatever the cause Mr Warden was short of money.  He was not even certain that the chess club owed this money.  He had looked through regulations and past accounts to see what debts he could collect and it seemed to him that regulations issued by the council and not rescinded, though they had not been collected and had not been known exist, that justified his sending this bill - or possibly so.  Well, probably not.  The chess club had not been selectively targetted.  He had sent out numerous such letters.  He was effectively looking for voluntary contributions.  If  the chess club could not afford the sum stated, then what could it afford?  The Accused suggested some figure substantially below that suggested in the letter.  Mr Warden gratefully agreed and the Accused wrote out a cheque.  The chess club had received a grant from the Community Association for new equipment and had been allowed use of a room either free of charge or at a reduced rate (according to whether it was designated as being used by the junior or senior section).  Although the Accused did not like parting with money, if this sum was viewed objectively within the chess club budget as a whole, either as a readjustment for the past or to preserve the status quo, it was not excessive.  There were to be no further similar requests for money.

The Accused’s chess club had in the past been supplied with a substantial number of mathematicians and accountants.  Thatcherism however imported the drinks cabinet and the drug dealer and threw mathematics out of the window.  The Accused found a young man outside, or possibly inside, the Old Horse pub on London Road, opposite Victoria Park.  The youth was worried about his GCE ‘O’ level in mathematics he was shortly going to sit.

“There is no need to worry about that”, said the Accused, “The most important thing to realise is that mathematics - at least up to ‘O’ level.... and ‘A’ level is easy.  You will not be set any question which whos answer is not brief, simple and obvious.  If you think its complicated, this is because some teacher has been making it seem so....What exactly are you worried about?”

It turned out that the youth was worried about quadratic equations.

“They are very simple., replied the Accused, “All the equations you will be set to solve can be solved by factorisation.  In fact, you just have to look at them and can see the solutions immediately.”

It turned out that the youth had never heard of factors or factorisation.  This seemed hardly believable.  But the youth insisted.  So the Accused explained - and explained how to solve the equations”.

The youth however appeared unhappy.  The Accused thought that perhaps he had explained inadequately.

“What’s wrong? Don’t you understand?”

“I understand perfectly”, said the youth, “But if  I used that method I would not get any marks”.

“Even if you got the right answers?”

“No I wouldn’t.  We have not been taught that method.”

“But you must have been.  It’s basic O Level material..!

“We havn’t”

“In that case, either you weren’t there or were asleep or the teacher left it out by mistake.  It has to be taught... It’s part of  the syllabus.”

“We have a special syllabus”.

“What are you talking about - special syllabus?”

“We have our own papers.  It’s called Moat One”.

He was a pupil at the Moat Community College on Maidstone Road in Highfields.  ‘Community College’ was the name for a secondary school which was used in the evenings for adult classes, or as a meeting place for various societies.  Most schools were Community Colleges or Community Schools..except for Sixth Form Colleges used by their own pupils in the evenings.  They were however of  no interest to organisers of  chess clubs.  They closed on the dot at 10 p.m..

Thatcherite policy forced councils to permit ‘parental choice’ of  schools.  In later years the Accused would be informed by schoolchildren that Black pupils went to Moat and White pupils, including those who lived in Highfields or nearby, went to the Beauchamp Community College, over two miles away in Oadby (and so not in Leicester at all).  White pupils were bullied and persecuted at Moat and Black pupils were bullied and persecuted at Beauchamp.  But pupils were unanimous that academically both schools were abysmal.  At any rate, that is what the Accused was told.   The Tories were to remedy the ‘reduction in standards’, which was suspected to exist, and suspected to be slight, not catastrophic, as it seemed in the early l980s.  Schools were branded as inadequate and closed down or the head teachers replaced or private companies asked to take over the schools.  These schools were always those with a high percentage of  black and/or foreign pupils.  By the year 2000 standards appeared to have much improved.  Then it was no longer so much that standards were low but that there was emphasis on new subjects (such as computing) and new approaches to old ones.  In a mathematics syllabus some of  the old essentials might be dropped but there would also be included aspects that formerly were considered highly advanced or which maths graduates of  earlier years had never encountered.  There was a delayed reaction (as there often is).  Schools were improving and new methods were being used to good effect and not just as a device to occupy teachers who knew nothing about the subjects they were teaching.  Leicester was hammered, even though now some of  the schools which were singled out or closed down were giving cause for great satisfaction.  One reason for the crisis was supposedly that Leicester had one of the worst records in the country in English Language - but one of the best in Bengali, Gujurati, Hindi....

The Accused thought for a while.

“Oh, yes!  You must have been taught to use the formula”.

“What formula?”

The Accused recited it.

No,  He had never heard of  the formula.

This was getting mysterious.  Whatever could this boy have been taught...

“Oh, yes!  You must have been taught to do it by completion of  the square.  It is the same as the formula really...It is best to know it in case you forget the formula.  You can always work out the method from scratch if  you forget it...”

“No, I have never heard of  that!”

The Accused explained.  No!  The youth had never heard of it before.

This was getting even more mysterious.  Was there anything else.....?

Realisation dawned on the Accused.  This was the age of  computers and calculating machines.  The preferred methods of  his childhood were now obsolete or secondary, whereas last resort methods of  his childhood were now those of  first choice.

“I see.  You use a calculating machine - reiteration.  That is a good method and it has the advantage that you can use it solve any equation, not just these quadratics.  You need a lot of  practice.  You have to be quick.  What method exactly do you use?....”

No, he didn’t use a calculating machine.

The Accused gave up.

“I don’t know any other method.  Give me a clue!  How do you solve quadratic equations at Moat School!

“You draw a graph..”

“You ..what? Oh, you draw a graph...I’m sorry, that is the same as calculating the values directly..with a machine or computer program .. or without one. You calculate values of  the expression for various values of  x and get find ranges within which the roots are situated and then narrow them down by bisection...I should have mentioned that.  I didn’t because it is obvious, a bit tedious to explain and I thought you would say so yourself if that was what you were expected to do... I suppose it is the best method really.  It is quick, easy and foolproof ..except in certain cases you learn about and never encounter...It’s the general method I use myself.... It helps to have a general picture of  what the graph looks like, but but you don't have to draw an accurate graph...it’s a waste of time...”

“We have to draw a graph...”

“All neatly on graph paper?”

“Yes.”

“So, if we were to solve the equation x2 -2x =3, what graph would we draw? y =x2 -2x -3?”

“We don’t use a ‘y’..”

“I see.  You get a graph like this... It will cut x axis at -1 and 3, and there is a minimum at x =1 and y = -4

..it is best to know the solution before you draw it... I’d do that as well and write it down.. it doesn’t take thirty seconds... Then you look where it cuts the x-axis...We’ll calculate a few values to make it realistic.... Then it crosses the x-axis, that is the y = 0 line at x = -1 and x =3.  Those are the answers.  We can then substitute those values of  x into the expression to make sure...............  or you can draw x2-2x and see where it crosses the y=3 line.  Actually you just need the graph of  y=x2 and you can shift the axes up and down or from side to side.  But that’s the method...you draw this graph and look for the points to which the equation refers..?”

“Yes, that’s right...”

“And you have to work out values for the expression or function for values of  x they give you in the question?”

“Yes, that’s right..”

“Well O.K... You have to think about these things a bit more than they tell you at school...If its a quadratic it’s best to calculate the answers before you draw the graph.. You can check whether you are right by substituting the calculated values into the expression.. You say that you find that easy enough...But if  they want you to draw the graph, then draw the graph.. it’s boring and takes time..but you do what they tell you in the question.  It’s best to get some practice in so that you know how long it takes you .. and to train yourself to do it quickly and as neatly as they want it...But that is something you don’t have to worry about... what else is there?”

The drawing of  graphs may be a means of  introducing students to quadratic equations or equations in general.   Or instead values of the function can be tabulated agains values of x.. which it turns out in modern schools is also called a graph.  But the Accused came to other conclusions which were confirmed by further information given by this youth and by other school pupils whom the Accused encountered at the Highfields Community Centre.   It turned out also that pupils were taught ‘trigonometry’ but had never heard of the expressions ‘sine’, ‘cosine’ or ‘tangent’.  It turned out however that they had learnt the characteristics of  particular triangles such as equilateral triangles and triangles with angles of  ninety, sixty and thirty degrees and had learnt by heart ratios referring to these particular cases which, in fact, were sines, cosines and tangents (but they did not know there existed tables of  these functions).   In every aspect of  mathematics there was taught there was emphasis on drawing pictures rather than mathematics and on specific rather than general cases.

One justification for this is that educationalists were claiming that some people think in terms of  pictures and that some think algebraically - and those who think in pictures are great majority.  Therefore mathematics was to be not mathematics but the drawing of  pictures.  This put pupils such as the youth in the Old Horse who found algebra easier at a disadvantage.  It could have been so.  There did now exist young folk who seemed unteachable.  The Accused had come across this when attempting to instruct some of the Highfields chess players.  But he encountered this occasionally also when attempting to coach acquaintances not in chess but in school subjects,   He felt this was likely to be the result of modern teaching methods..that pupils became so afraid of failure and humiliation and so convinced that they could not understand that they refused to try.  There was also widespread devotion to versions of  GCE ‘O’ level syllabus which appeared to have zero content.   It turned out there were versions of  O Level Physics with no mention of Newton’s Laws of  Motion.  It seemed rather that there were no mathematics teachers at Moat and indeed in most secondary schools no maths teachers.  The new versions of  syllabus (and modern styles of  examination paper) were for the teachers, not the pupils.

Noor Kapadia decided he wanted to be an accountant.  He did receive employment as an accountant but found it necessary to study ‘A’ level mathematics.  He had taken and passed ‘O’ level mathematics with a credible grade.  But it now turned out that pupils faffed around with mysterious ‘O’ levels and then passed on to sixth form colleges to study ‘A’ levels.  But the ‘A’ level syllabus would still be dependent on having previously absorbed what was necessary for real ‘O’ levels, not bogus ‘O’ levels.  (Though there were variations also in ‘A’ levels, with special easy ones popular with prestigious fee-paying schools).  Noor therefore felt that some revision was necessary.  So Noor persuaded the Accused to provide him with coaching.  Or it may have been that Noor was teaching himself but he needed someone to put on the act of coach.  The Accused had been coaching his friends, inside his chess club and outside it, since his school days in almost every subject and at almost every level and thought he was good at it.   Noor was a quick learner but he had passed ‘O’ level with deficiencies that were not to be found in his l950s and l960s equivalents.   

The lack of acquaintance with mathematics was a serious deficiency at Grasshoppers Chess Club.  Alan Ward had been educated at what was then still a state grammar school - but with no maths teachers - and had specialised in sociology.  His eyes would light up when the Accused talked sociology.  Official sociology turned out not too differ greatly from the Accused’s sociology and Alan knew what the Accused was talking about - though he supplied a terminology.   Mathematics is a natural language of  chessplayers.  There are as lost without it as yobbos without lager and football.  It turned out also that non-chessplaying intellectuals or potential intellectuals in Leicester were well supplied with sociology but devoid of  mathematics.  But in the past if  chessplayers attended secondary modern schools they could become accountants (or something similar) and find it easier to earn a living than their grammar school contemporaries.  Noor Kapadia was an accountant.  Not yet a fully qualified accountant - but he worked as an accountant.

Mrs Morton was Secretary of  the Community Association.  She (and Mr Morton) had lived in the West Indies.  But then Princess Margaret, Lord Snowdon and Enoch Powell had descended on the West Indies to recruit nurses for the National Health Service.  “Fly now, pay later!”, they had cried.  So the Mortons had flown now and paid later.  Now Mrs Morton was a schoolteacher.  The Accused when he first joined the committee he would read her minutes and find them written in what he supposed to be semi-gibberish.  His first inclination perhaps was to suppose that everyone in Highfields was illiterate and that they could not even find a secretary who could write in English syntax and with correct spelling.  He may even have felt inclined to correct the alleged errors.  If so, he was lucky not to make himself ridiculous by actually doing so.  The Accused - supposedly the most highly educated person in the country - had throughout his life to learn again and again how ignorant he was and to broaden his outlook.  Mrs Morton was writing in West Indian dialect and deliberately so.  Why should she write in a foreign language when her own language was universally understood and it accurately reflected what was said, whereas the foreign language might not?  Everyone who lived in Highfields understood West Indian dialect.  Mrs Morton was one of the most highly educated or self-educated members of the community with a string of achievements and services to her credit.. and the Community Association was fortunate and honoured to have her services as Secretary.

It gradually emerged what had panicked Mr Warden into writing letters with mysterious requests for money.  To some extent it did.   Mr Warden had not escaped criticisms.   He was an ex-policeman.  He had been recruited as an university graduate since the government had told the police it should recruit graduates.  But they were at the time not really wanted, any more than they were wanted in teaching or anything else.   He was given some obscure specialised job and then retired.  But he was an ex-policeman.  He was accused of  shopping youth club members to the police.  The Accused did catch him on occasion entertaining  the local community policeman who was also not fully trusted despite efforts to advertise the police as the friends of  the community.   Mr Warden would confess to the Accused that he had been shopping youth club members but only to the extent that they had been shopped already.  He never told the police anything they did not already know.   Youngsters were apt to think they had been shopped when what was shopped was general knowledge and not even the police could have failed to have heard about it.

Mr Warden was also criticised by Mr Postmaster for allowing youngsters to smoke cannabis in the Community Centre corridors.   The way the Accused looked at it, if  there were some who insisted on smoking cannabis in the corridors there was not much that could be done about it.  People did not always respond to polite requests.  As it happened, it did not happen very often and they did respond to polite requests.   The Accused would initiate conversation, then recite his views on cannabis and suggest the addicts smoked their weeds somewhere less obvious - and, to his surprise, they did!  But they might not have done.  They might have taken offence.  Mr Warden did not try to excuse himself to Mr Postmaster.  He felt that there was no way of  compromising with Mr Postmaster.  However Mr Warden informed the Accused that he felt necessary to sacrifice minor objectives to preserve the major objectives.  The objective was to keep these young men ‘off the streets’.  They were to be encouraged to come into the centre and to participate in its activities.  He could not stop them smoking cannabis.  If  he did not allow them to do so in the centre they would do so on the street and would be drawn into less benevolent activities.  Smoking of  cannabis was part of  Caribbean culture.  It had to be accepted.

It was not clear however that cannabis was in those days part of  Caribbean culture.  There were in the history of the Accused’s chess club at least two members who were both Cannabis addicts and dealers.  Both were white.  Their suppliers were white.  None of the Accused’s Carribean acquaintances were known to him to be addicted to cannabis or to be dealers or suppliers.  Most were strongly opposed to drugs.  He knew plenty Whites who were cannabis smokers or dealers.  The Americas were not then a major source of  addictive drugs.   There is an anachronism in perceived history in which the future or the past is seen as the present.  Drugs were more prevalent than in the l960s.  Alcohol was already a major scourge.  There were those born in the late l960s or later, who were moulded in the l980s and were to become dangerously addicted to drugs but this was not yet a constantly encountered menace (and self-administered drugs a negligible problem when compared with psychiatric drugs).   There were White man’s conceptions about West Indians or of anyone who was Black - they were drug-addicted criminals and pushers.  This was not a new idea.  It was rampant already in the nineteenth century.  If the unemployment statistics recited during Community Association meetings were taken seriously and if to that was added the ancestral histories that Carribeans recited, it might not have been surprising if  they were drug-addicts, drug-pushers and criminals.  There may have been some place that they were.  The author has never been to such a place.  But in Leicester at that time they were not.  The Accused formed the impression that over subsequent years Whites were encouraging and exploiting such a self-image amongst Black people and that some may have adopted it, supposing it was an expression of  their independence and identity - just as such customs as alcoholism, monetary profligacy and disdain of  education amongst the working class were very useful to the ‘ruling classes’ but adopted by some under the impression that they were their own idea.

Rumours now began to circulate that the council had discovered that there were missing Community Centre funds.   It might appear that there was not much to go missing.  It was not alleged that there were unpaid bills or wages - and there was not money for much else.  It is true that if the hall was hired out for a dance, the council expected so much to be charged and expected to receive so much after expenses - but it might not be charged and it might not be received.   But everyone knew this.  There was a catalogue of  circumstances that permitted discounts and it would just be said that one of them applied.  Although nobody could work out what money was supposedly missing - enough to distress the council - there was sufficient malicious inclination towards Mr Warden for some even to want the allegations to be true!  The Accused had felt that Community Centre accounts were insufficiently transparent but he did not suggest that there was sufficiently amiss for this to be more than an internal matter and one which could be handled internally.  Councillors on the committee had also behaved as if  this was an internal matter and their comments had been as committee members rather than councillors.

According to the Accused’s current reports it turned out that the rumours were correct and that there was much discussion by the committee.  Council accountants had said that books did not balance.  Mr Warden said that he knew of  no explanation and that they must be mistaken.  The Accused said that he felt that if  he was given all the data available he could work through it and would discover the explanation of  the error, whatever it might be.   Mr Warden then presented the Accused with two sacks full of  invoices, books and other papers and told him to ask Noor Kapadia (who was an accountant) to go through them.  Mr Warden was really expecting the Accused to go through them.  Forensic or crytoanalytic accounting was more in his line.  But the Accused did hand them over to Noor and Noor said that he would deal with them.  Eventually the Noor handed them back to the Accused, saying he had not had time.  By this time Mr Warden had already resigned.  To date the bags are still in the Accused’s possession and he still has not had time to start working through them!

So, suddenly, the Mr Warden had resigned.  His story was that he had won the football pools and had run off with a young man with whom he had become enamoured.  The story about the football pools was not greatly believed  - but it was probably true just as it was probably true that no money had gone missing.   The rumour about the boy made a good story but it did not seem likely.   Mr Warden had never shown any interest in boys - and he was not known on the gay scene.  There did turn out to be an attractive young man.  It would have improved the story had there been any proof of their being lovers - but there wasn’t.   They opened a shop on Queen’s Road.

The running of the centre was taken over by the assistant warden, Priya Thamopteran, who was then a young man (with a string of  qualifications) who had recently joined the centre.  Priya turned out to be very popular with all and his appointment as warden, now called Head of  Centre, was received with universal delight.  The Accused felt however that there was still a cover-up.  Indeed, there seemed to be more cover-up than before.   The Accused felt he was meeting with obstruction to inquiry not only from Priya but even more so by the Community Association chairman, Mr Smith, who appeared to be setting himself up as dictator - and the Accused supposed this was so because he was ally of  Priya.  Priya presented, on one occasion, community centre accounts.   Priya read this out.. so much had gone on this and so much on that and so much had gone into the Special Auxiliary Account.   The Accused had never heard of any Special Auxiliary Account.  None of the Accused’s eminent colleagues, however, commented  on the Special Auxiliary Account.  Presumably they knew what it was.  Should the Accused display his ignorance?  The Accused had gotten into the habit of  risking display of  his ignorance on such occasions.  Whatever was the Special Auxiliary Account?  It was used for special purposes, said Priya.  What special purposes?  Purposes for which it was it was auxiliary.  The Accused’s voice was considerably raised now.  It tended to be at these committee meetings.  Could Priya name even one purpose for which this account was used?  It was used for special purposes.  Whatever was going on?  Councillor Davis and Mr Postmaster were sitting there poker-faced making absolutely no comment.  The Accused left this meeting considerably hurt and displeased.  But then Priya stopped him in the corridor.  Mr Warden, he said, had been a soft touch for anyone who pleaded financial embarrassment.  He had been lending money or paying ‘advances on wages’ to Centre staff.  This was what was meant by the Special Auxiliary Account.  Mr Warden, in so far as he had left records which Priya had found, had not conceald this.  The beneficiaries included Mr Smith (and also at least one other member of the committee).  Priya was asking for the money back from the beneficiaries and they had agreed to pay.   The council were aware of  this and had been so for some time.  So it turned out that the Accused had misinterpreted what had been happening at committee meetings.  Priya had been uncooperative because he did not trust Mr Smith.

Another grievance that was oft repeated was - the money for the minibus.   A minibus for the youth club was an oft repeated ambition.  It provided unity in the striving for an objective.  ‘The minibus!  The minibus!’ was a refrain that could ever be repeated in committee meetings and if  the council was to be assailed for its inexcusable stinginess, it would not just be ‘not enough money’ but also specifically ‘no minibus’.  So potent a weapon was the non-minibus in creating a united front and a specific lament that its absence was even a boon.  Perhaps Mr Warden thought so.  It turned out that £700 that had been laid aside to buy the minibus had used by Mr Warden to finance an expedition by himself and some other staff members for an expedition to Bangladesh, which was inundated with floods.

Despite Noor’s efforts the club continued to find itself in trouble and the first team turned out not to perform as well as expected.  Nor himself at the end of the l980-81 season was finding himself more occupied with work and the various responsibilities imposed by the Muslim family and had not played chess since the end of that season.  Phil Lucas started losing games.  This was not right.  Phil Lucas did not lose games.  The Accused would watch these games with puzzlement.  It seemed to them that Phil would very skilfully getting himself into an unequivocably won positions - and he might do this brilliantly, in such a manner that most players would  have wished then to win the game and preserve the record for posterity.  But once he had established the win, it seemed to both Alan and the Accused, Phil then lost, sometimes with equal skill, deliberately.   Had Phil been consuming cannabis?  The Accused was not delighted at Phil’s undermining team performance in this way, but to the Accused a puzzle or mystery was always a problem to be studied and solved and he looked at these games dispassionately and analytically.  Alan however would later, in private, lament bitterly to the Accused.  He could not bear to to watch these games Phil Lucas was playing, he reported.  It put him off his own games.  He did not feel like making an effort when Phil was deliberately losing.  Alan had managed to overcome this feeling, however.  The Accused had also been watching Alan’s games.  Alan, Noor and the Accused walked round studying everyone else’s games during matches.  Alan’s play and results had not been in the least affected.

  The Accused himself had been regarded by eminent chess players as talented enough to be world champion but with an inexplicable tendency to lose games.  Bob Wade had branded this tendency as ‘psychological’.  There were others who insisted these were deliberate losses and some even who claimed that at some times he had exercised, as Phil Lucas did, some skill in contriving to lose.   The Accused felt that there could be some psychological explanation.. some defeatism, a belief in the inevitability of  losing.   He might have some ulterior motive in losing or might see some fascination in devising clever ways of  losing or outwitting his opponent by duping him into being unaware that not his own skills that had led him to win but nevertheless these might be rationalisations based on the underlyig defeatism.  The Accused perhaps had such an aspect of character.  Alan recognised it.  He described the Accused as ‘manic-depressive’.  The Accused could function only in a crisis and he supposed it was necessary to continuously cause trouble and set up problems for the Accused to solve because he was only transformed from a natural loser into a natural winner when faced with situations which would which others would suppose to be hopeless.   But Phil had never displayed any defeatism in his character.  He accepted that he was considered socially inferior but he never let it get him down.  It was more in his character to have a liberal attitude towards morality and, in this case, to be losing deliberately for some purpose that was to him materially profitable.  There existed chessplayers who had mysteriously low gradings that enabled them to win tournaments reserved for those with lower gradings.  The  Accused would preach that it was a waste of  time entering weaker tournaments under the impression that they were easier to win.  There were always players in them as strong as those who won open tournaments.  But Phil managed to get his grading down so low that he was able to play in not merely the Major tournaments, one step down from open tournaments, but in the Minor tournaments one step below that.  Phil was not the only player in the country or even in Leicestershire to get into minor tournaments this way and even to win them - but Phil was to win numerous such tournaments, year after year, and all were fully convinced that he was losing other games deliberately to ensure a low grading and although similar behaviour by others passed without comment, Phil came to be regarded by some in Leicestershire with some hostility.  Phil continued over the years to continue to produce some spectacularly lost games but on this occasion the Accused persuaded him to win future games.  The Accused also promised to arrange a club tournament whose results would be sent in for grading.  There was no danger of  anyone acquiring a high grading from this tournament since the average grading of  the participants was too low.

Alan Ward did not enter this club tournament.  He was too serious minded for that.  So Phil Lucas might have been expected to win it.  Phil, however, managed to accumulate a string of losses.  The Accused suggested to him that perhaps he should be making greater efforts.  If he did not register at least a couple of draws cynics might allege that the games had not even been played or that he was defaulting games against people whom the cynics would claim did not exist.  Possibly he had scored the occasional draw or win before he it remained only for him to play his two games against Richard James (one as Black and one as White).

The Accused originally met Richard James when Richard was standing at the bar during a party at Highfields Community Centre.  He reported that he had an exceptionally clever sister but the Accused at this stage did not meet her.  Richard one occasion took him to do so at the flat she shared with a schoolteacher on East Park Road (or it may have been that they had separate flats in the same building).  The Accused, however, would not let the Accused in.  He apologised profusely.  He could only let one person into the house.  He supposed that the Accused was a reliable person but he could not take risks.  Some people were yobbos.  On one comical occasion Richard met the Accused by chance.  There followed a long tour which included the Old Horse Pub.  The Accused thought that Richard was planning to seduce him - but not with amicable intent.  Richard thought that the Accused was planning to seduce him - but not with amicable intent.  During this tour both were wondering how to get rid each of  each other.  The Accused in particular did not wish Richard to discover where he lived.  He did not allow anyone to discover where he lived.  Finally the Accused gave up.  Outside the Clarendon the Accused apologised.  He could not spare any further time.  If Richard felt that he could not return to Highfields on his own (he was not then quite so tall and formidable and so unlikely a victim of muggers as he was to be in future years - not that the Accused was a formidable protector) the Accused would walk with him - but really he had to get home as soon as possible.  Richard thought that he was being invited to the Accused’s house (which is precisely what he was not) and put on a terrifying demonstration of  annoyance.  This gave the Accused the impression that Richard was a dangerous psychopath well worth avoiding.  It turns out that he learnt this trick, which turned out to be useful in Highfields, from his mother.

Richard had entered a chess tournament whose participants were his friends at the Town Arms pub.  Richard counted as a biker.  He may not have had a bike.  It was not compulsory.  But biker costume drove terror into environmental humans.  It was protective.  Bikers were supposed to be dangerous psychopaths but most of  them were inoffensive intellectuals.  Richard considered it compulsory to win this chess tournament.   So he decided that the Accused had to provide him with training.  The Accused was not a great threorist such as Alan Edwards.  His method of  training consisted mainly of  playing games and then discussing them - and avoiding theory with which he was familiar and manoevering into positions that would be educative and give opportunities to the opponent rather than trying to obtain an overwhelming advantage.   One of the Accused’s favourite tricks was when the opponent resigned or was in a hopelessly loss position to turn the board round and adopt his opponent’s (lost) position and to play on in what had previously been the opponents’ position.  After he had engineered a miraculous recovery the board would be turned round again.. and again....  The opponent was allowed to take his moves back.   The Accused would even occasionally take his own moves back.  This alarmed Richard.  He was allowed to take moves back but the Accused was not.  The Accused explained that serious chessplayers if  playing friendly games took moves back all the time.  It meant that he had won.  It was like starting a new game.  But having explained that he decided he had better not take any more moves back, howeve heinous the error.  If Richard felt he was losing, he would simply take some of  the Accused’s pieces off  the board or award himself an extra queen.  The Accused was alarmed at first.  The objective was to allow the opponent the opportunity to win - or almost so.  Wining games, after all, was what Richard was being trained to do.  But he was not supposed actually to win.  But then it occurred to the Accused that he was supposed to win even if three queens down.  It was just another game.  He had often in the past given opponents three queens’ start.  He imagined that he was regularly three queens down in life - or more - and had to be able to win when three queens down.

Winning games when three queens down was an Accused speciality.  Against anyone else Richard could win when three queens up.  So he won his chess tournament at the Town Arms.  But was not to find himself three queens up in the Grasshoppers club tournament.  But perhaps not.  There is such a game as losing chess - several versions of it.  It flourished in Mick Miller and the Accused’s version of  the Highcross Chess Club.  The objective is not to present the opponent with extra queens.  It is necessary to force the opponent to win.  It is necessary to establish an advantage to do this.  The principles of losing games are much the same as those of winning games.  This is what Phil was doing when he got into a won position before he persuaded his opponent to win.  But even supposing that he was losing these games deliberately he may not have known that this was the method.  He might have been doing it for some other reason.  If so he might not be insuperable.  The club tournament dragged on - until the games between Phil and Richard were all that remained.  Richard was getting impatient.  Phil appeared to be prevaricating on his game with this dangerous opponent.  But the games were eventually played.  In the first game Phil had to concede a draw.  According to the Accused Richard defended very skilfully and ended up with only a king.  Phil had to play more skilfully next time.  This was a lengthy game.  Richard secured a considerable advantage.  Phil’s king was on his back rank and the preceding rank was occupied by Richard’s two rooks and queens.  If it were to supposed that Phil was losing deliberately and had his games been preserved and the most skilful of them preserved in the published volume ‘My Sixty Most Memorable Losses’ this one would certainly have figured.  Richard was forever checking Phil’s king with these pieces on the seventh rank while Phil was thinking very intently, great concentration written on his face, his hand hovering over his king as he thought out where to put it to make mate more likely next move.  After all Richard might just keep checking and then claim a draw by the fifty move rule.  That rule was then in force.  Under modern rules it might not be.  Had this game been played in a grandmaster tournament, under modern rules, there might even be a committee of inquiry and it might be assumed that a grandmaster knew how to deliver mate with a queen and two rooks within fifty moves - in which case Richard might have been awarded a loss.  But it does not follow that a win for Phil would have been recorded.  It is not known.  The situation has never arisen, not even under instructions from the KGB.  The object would have been to arrange for one of  Richard’s checks to be mate.  There are not that many moves that can be made with a king along the back rank.  It is true that Phil had other pieces besides the king.. but Phil might not have the opportunity to put one of  them en prise on a suitable mating square - and even then Richard might take it with the rook instead of the queen.  Nevertheless Richard did deliver mate within the fifty moves - with several moves to spare.  Perhaps even forty moves.  It was very skilfully done.

In the second half of  the l980-1 season Grasshoppers had hardly enough players for one team, let alone four.   The Accused would tour cafes with a pocket chess set recruiting anyone who knew the moves or could be taught them to play in matches - even first team matches.   They would be assured that even if  they lost they would be doing the team a service by saving it from default penalty points.  Some members thus recruited were formidable chessplayers but they tended to belong to the city’s nomadic inner city white population and would within a few years (or sooner) move out of  the town.   A team which avoided defaults entirely usually avoided relegation to a lower division.  Apart from raising full teams, the first objective of  a first division side was to avoid relegation.   There were eight teams in a division and fifteen game points (two for a win and one for a drawn match) could be taken as sufficient to avoid relegation.  In fact, that usually guaranteed third position and eleven had traditionally been a safe score.   The Accused supposed that despite the original three games deficit the required points had been scored by the end  of  January l981.  But then published tables told a different story.   The Accused made inquiries and the League Secretary said that the discrepency was likely to arise from not all scorecards having been processed and Grasshoppers having a backlog of  undecided games sent for adjudication (and also several Grasshoppers scorecards had not been received).  It is not known whether the Accused or the League Secretary were mistaken (though the author suspects it was the Accused).  But then the league secretary decided that the originally published results were correct.  The league committee ruled that if  some results had been incorrectly recorded they should remain incorrectly recorded.  Whatever had been published was de facto correct, irrespective of  the circumstaces.  There appeared at the end of  the season at bottom of  the first division league table (in which the top and bottom scores on this occasion did not greatly diffsome such scores as:-

                                                               Grasshoppers   11pts

                                                                Froghoppers     11pts

                                                                Locusts             10pts

The two lowest scoring teams in each division stood to be relegated.  The two highest scoring teams stood to be promoted.  In future years, compulsory promotion was introduced at the insistence of  the Accused, but at this time, in practice, in the lower divisions, there was rarely any relegation since there would be teams which did not re-enter for the following season.  First division teams avoided relegation because where a club had a team in both the first and second division (which most clubs with first division teams had) it was often reluctant for the second team to be promoted.   If  the first two teams in the first division did not volunteer to be promoted, then a team lower down, if  it was considered to have performed well enough or claimed it would do during the next season, might be promoted - though this rarely happened.  It was seemed likely that by summation of game points Grasshoppers would not be in the last two and also it seemed that no second division team would want to be promoted, except for the second division league winners British Telecommunications (Geoff  West’s team) - who did not have a team of  first division standard.

It seemed therefore that the Grasshoppers first team would not be relegated.  However it was best to be sure.  There was much palaver over alleged mistakes in the recorded Grasshoppers match scores but the main issue was one of  Phil Lucas’s unfinished positions.  This was sent to the Leicestershire League adjudicators who ruled against Grasshoppers but there was a delay in sending the result to the Accused.  The Accused however then appealed, nevertheless unequivocably within the time limit, to the British Chess Federation adjudicators and then to British Chess Federation appeal (a procedure in Division l introduced by the Accused).   The appeal judge decided that Phil Lucas had won the game (to Phil Lucas’s chagrin).  The opposing side suggested that Phil Lucas had phoned up his opponent after the match to resign the game but there was no proof and the opponents did not press this point.  There turned out to approval for - and to Accused’s astonishment, also by the League Committee, which was expected always to be biased against the Accused’s club - the Grasshoppers’ Club Phil Lucas rule.  The Accused would pounce on Phil’s unfinished games as soon as matches were over .  Phil would begin declaiming that the game was lost, the Accused would say ‘Yes! Yes!’ while recording the position and Alan Ward would distract Phil Lucas.  The league committee ruled that once the position was in the hands of  the club secretary it was no longer possible for the player to concede a game to the opponent.  The league committee consisted mainly of  club secretaries.   But then they invented another rule.  The adjudication result had arrived after March 31st - the deadline for submission of  league results.  This had not previously (nor subsequently) been taken to    

apply to adjudications.  However, this decision was taken to be irrelevent.  By the tit for tat tradition, it was assumed that Grasshoppers was now immune from relegation [as with Leicester C not being denied promotion in l964, when it became Highcross l,  despite an outrageous League Committee decision].

But even this did not prove relevent.

Teams are not allocated to divisions until entries have closed for the next season.   Fuzzy hair set up a chess club, the Leicester University Chess Club, affiliated to the Leicester University Students’ Union.  The Leicester University students, however, were to play for the Grasshoppers Club, which also took on the name Leicester University, but was not affiliated to LUSU.  So the Leicester University Chess Club was separately affiliated to the Students’ Union and to the University Chess Club, in the sense of  Grasshoppers.  But the Leicester University Chess Club, in the sense of Grasshoppers, was also affiliated to (or a subsidiary of) Grasshoppers in the sense of it being an organisation affiliated to Highfields Community Association.  The University could not on its own field a first division team or even any team nor had any prospects on its own of  ever having a first division team - and it needed Grasshoppers players for all teams during examination and holiday periods.  The first team was to play at the University and the lowest team, believed according to current recollection, to be the third team may also have played at the University, since this was intended to cater for the majority of  university players who were expected to be occasional players and not highly experienced.  If so there was initially one team which remained at Highfields.  There was however a further team which if it did not immediately fully exist, did so soon, which had no matches of it own (except for summer tournaments) but was a floating team available to fill in for other teams when they could not raise players (which proved to be essential because of  the examinations and university holidays and uncertainty over which university students at the beginning of the season who had joined would actually play) - and which extra team was commonly used for away matches against Loughborough.    The arrangement was useful from the point of  view of  the university students since they would have been unable to organise a club without it and useful to Grasshoppers since particularly in the first division opponents were beginning to complain about the music resounding through Highfields Community Centre and other accommodation in Leicester city was no longer obtainable.  Arrangements to avoid any charges of  exploitation by Grasshoppers were not recorded in writing but it was unofficially agreed that the Leicester University club in the sense of  league teams would not ask the union for subsidies beyond what pro rata was justified by participation of  university students.  Thus, for instance, the University union was asked to pay the league fees of  the first team but not of  what was then the second team but university students and those who were not university students both played in both teams.  Money obtained for travelling expenses for LUSU was used for the students.   Teams and the players would be ordered in playing strength but university students would be given preference or not kep out non-students.  This rule enabled the Accused, who remained as organiser, to promote students when they were some doubt as to their being equal to existing non-university members even at the risk of  damaging team performance.  Higher teams were thus to be used also for training purposes or to provide opportunities and not exclusively dedicated to winning their divisions (though the first team was expected to come at least halfway up).  This bias in favour of  the students was convenient to the Accused but also necessary so as to be prepared for any objections that might be made by the LUSU administration.  However at this time, though that had to be modified later, it was also understood that the University Chess Club, in the sense of  the chess club affiliated to the students’ union, would when and if it was able to take over the entire club or, at least, the first division team (though this did not mean that the teams would be affiliated to LUSU).

Leicester University has a society’s fair, during which new students join clubs, in the first week of  October.   Although this was Fuzzyhair’s responsibility, the Accused and other non-student members had to help out.  This was to be for six years a particularly busy time for the Accused (who would also have to attend Polytechnic societies’ fairs).   Students might be organising more than one stall at the fair and would also be away for much of the time registering as students and even at lectures.  Rooms had also to be booked.  It was the Accused’s job to allocate new members to teams.  This was done largely through his conducting a non-stop simultaneous display.  Although he had over the years to encounter many newcomers who were considered considerably stronger players than he was he never lost a game and won virtually all of them.  The only exception was a somewhat questionable encounter with a Philip Morris, then British Boys Under l8 champion in l986.  Here again the Accused deliberately avoided playing openings in which theory rather than aptittude might decide a game and steered the game into directions which would help in his evaluation of  the player rather than ensure his winning of  the game.  

It was necessary for the university chess club to collect at least 24 members to be recognised as society (and to be eligible for grants of money).   Twenty four members who were unequivocably eligible and who had paid the compulsory fifty pence fee were initially scraped together with some contrivance.   The Accused stopped a couple of students in the corridor to volunteer them for the list - and it turned out that they were to become friends of  the Accused and also to volunteer to play in matches.  To these were added the university members the club already had- so that there seemed to be at least 28 initially who were known would pass any scrutiny. In future years there would be at least eighty - ninety per cent of  whom dropped out without playing in any matches.  That season and also in subsequent seasons the first match of  what was then probably the third team but which became the fourth team was held on the same day as the players were recruited or, at least, in the same week and all were asked to attend.  The theory was that if  members were asked to play in matches immediately they would remain but if  they were given another week they would evaporate.  The numbers were already narrowed down at this stage since few who did not attend this meeting made themselves available subsequently.   

The intention was that university students would not be forced to leave the club when they left university but would instead become members of  the section of  the club which was not affiliated to LUSU.  Fuzzyhair during the l981-2 season was factotum who held all offices in the section of  the university chess club affiliated to LUSU.  However it was agreed that the senior officer of  the university club in the sense of part of  LUSU was the Treasurer.  The Secretary would perhaps be the Secretary, but this office was intended for a first year student who would be the next Treasurer.   There was no need for a President but such a person would in the university section be the third and not first in line.  The Accused described himself as Secretary of  Grasshoppers and Manager of  the Leicester University Club.  The terminology was to become clearer two years later when a section was set up also at Leicester Polytechnic, the club changed its name to Leicester Academicals and the Leicester University, Grasshoppers and Polytechnic Clubs were subsections of  Leicester Academicals.

It then turned out that the club’s first team was placed not in the first division but the second division.  The excuse was that Leicester University was a new club.  It was not a new club, but the same Grasshoppers club with some extra university members added.  Although this trick was never to be played on any other club, it had been played on the Accused’s club once before (and was to be once again) - when the League committee transferred Leicester B (which should have become part of  Highcross) to the Leicestershire Club, which did not have any players for it!    It had previously been unknown for any club relegated to Division 2 ever to regain a position in division l.  What happened was that the players transferred to the new Division l team (or they joined other Division l teams and players from other division l teams transferred to the new team).  Similarly, teams promoted to division l had (until Melton did this in later years) never remained there for more than one season.  It was thus an unique achievement for Highcross not merely to win Division ll in its first season but Division l in its second - and for it to remain in division l subsequently, never prior to l980-1 coming below third place.  British Telecom was promoted to Division l, not on account of  Grasshoppers being relegated (so that the controversy over Phil Lucas’s game was not relevent) but because there was supposedly a vacancy.   Phil Lucas and Alan Ward might have been expected to transfer to Telecom.  They could have done so without displacing any existing Telecom players from their team since at least two of  the previous season’s team had left.  Had this happened to any other club, all their county strength players would have walked out.  Not one member of  the Grasshoppers club, other than those who had already drifted off during the previous season, walked out!   On the part of  Ala Ward and Phil Lucas this was a considerable demonstration of  loyalty.  The Accused told them that British Telecom would drop out of  Division l and Leicester University would be back in again, but neither he nor they really believed it!   The club had during this l981-2 season the most colourful first team in its existence and it was perhaps the happiest season in its existence throughout the club.  All were great friends and full of cheer.  Alan Ward, Phil Lucas, and the Accused played on the top three boards throughout the season.  All three scored 71% approximately overall in matches, Alan slightly more than Phil and Phil slightly more than the Accused but there was only some 0.2% in it.  They averaged two and a half out of three in first team matches.   This meant that it was necessary to scrape at least a draw over the remaining boards.  No university student over that season won a game for the first team.  However a new student member, Jim Forster ll (there were at least two other Jim Forsters in the history of  the club), turned out to have a grading of  l87.  This was a potential embarrassment in that it was a considerably higher grading that that of  Alan, Phil or the Accused who, if  they put their mind to it, performed rather better than young players with such gradings or higher on the upper boards.  However, the club in any case was still using the atomic grading system to determine board orders, or approximately so, and Jim Foster ll did not object to playing on fourth board, where he consistenly scored a draw.  The remaining two boards were occupied by university students who had already been club members during the previous season - Mark Jordan, President of  the Anarchist Society and a member of  the LUSU council, and Clint Eastwood (so called on account of  his favourite hat).  Fuzzyhair, who had taken charge of  what was initially the third team, was reserve.

To be sure of  promotion the first team had to win division ll.  It was expected by everyone outside the club to do so but it could have found itself in trouble had any of its regular players left or had one of  the top three boards started losing games.  If matches were lost, despondency and breakdown could ensure.  Fortunately the team won its first three matches, precipitating complaints that it was too strong for the division.  Then the Accused received a telephone call.  The Accused had told Phil Lucas and Alan Ward that if they remained with the club instead of  joining British Telecom British Telecom would have drop out of  Division l after three matches and that the University team (formerly Grasshoppers) would be back in.  Not one moment however, had he expected them to do so.  But he was now told that British Telecom had decided that they could not field an adequate team for the first division.  They were going to drop out.  Leicester University were asked to take on their further fixtures.  The Accused did not bother to consult the other players,  If he were to be Accused of  being undemocratic he could say that the possibility was discussed before the beginning of  the season and that they had already agreed.  Or he could tell them that it was a necessity because the University team was too strong for Division ll and the league committee had just shoved them into division l.  In any case, he knew there would be no objections.  The team were just told that from now on they were going to take on British Telecom fixtures in Division l.  They just nodded their heads, didn’t bother even to reply and carried on with whatever they were doing.

The Accused then confessed that they would also have to inherit British Telecom’s existing results - three lost matches.   If they won their remaining matches, including the away match against Loughborough on Friday evening,  they would score twenty two points.  That was not certain to win the league championship.  Twenty four points were usually needed.  But if  there was a club with twenty two points there might be none with twenty four or more.  To avoid relegation it was necessary to win at least seven of  the remaining eleven matches.   This was an imposition.  But they should not feel discouraged if  they lost matches.  Each match had to be treated separately.   The team members when told this made an affirmative noise and carried on with whatever they were doing. 

The six point start given to the other teams during the l981-2 season was less of a handicap than that of  the l980-1 season.  The team came one point short of  winning the division.  The pressure Alan, Phil and the Accused were under put in a consistently good performance forced them to keep in good health.  The Accused smoked no cigarettes during the season and kept himself remarkably fit.  The temporary loss of a first division allocation proved a blessing disguise.  The team ended up again with a first division team but also one in division two.  When the league committee had for as yet unexplained reasons had previously removed two out of  the club’s three first division teams (ten years previously) it had also removed its division two teams - which was serious deficiency.  The club in the long run would also need two first division teams (lest one of  them split off as an independent university team).  The second team, as it now was, did not peform outstandingly.  On the basis of  results it was even inadequate during the remainder of the season for Division ll.  But the Accused noticed that there signs that it was underperforming.  Players were getting into won positions and apparantly not realising it and not winning. .. though play through the season was improving.  There were various aspects of gamesmanship rampant in the Leicestershire league.  For instance if  the time limit was thirty moves in ninety minutes then if  the player who had white did not have to play a thirty first move before time was called he would just sit staring at the board and make no move.  If  he did make a move, then the opponent, unless he had to, did not make a move.  When games were unfinished and the result was determined by adjudication, by assumption that both sides made the best moves, it was regularly the player who had the move who had the advantage.  At any rate, it improved the odds to let the adjudicator find the move or some more experienced player in the same club.  In a season, teams which played this trick put themselves at a considerable advantage.  It might be churlish to use this routine against opponents who preferred to play on for as long as they could.. but experienced players in the league knew which teams or opponents played tricks and they had to be treated as they treated others.  It did not have to be done obviously.  It was useful for the player to play his initial moves rapidly and then to decide whether to drag out the remaining moves so that the thirtieth is made just before time is called or whether to go on playing rapidly enough to force the opponent to play on to a further time control.  It the responsibility of  the home team secretary to call time and to avoid tricks the Accused usually not merely agreed a time in advance but also set up a particular clock which would be taken to indicate the time.  Second team players instead of  writing down their positions and arranging for them to be sent for adjudication were allowing themselves to be talked into resigning games that were drawn or resigning or agreeing to draws in games which were won.  Some Leicestershire league teams, particularly in Division 2, were very skilled at talking opponents out of  matches.  Talking appeared to be more important in this division than play.  The second team and their secretary seemed more than adequate for the division but inexperienced.  The team in l981-2 ended up in the lower half of  the division (despite the six points scored for it by the first team) but the Accused felt that it would win the division in l982-3 (which it did).  
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