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Match-Fixing: A Dead Enemy?

G. RAJARAMAN

It is one of the greatest tragedies of contemporary cricket that not a few see
everything that happens on the cricket field through tinted or tainted glasses.
The bogey of match- fixing, which shocked cricket fans out of their skins in
the year 2000, has stopped them from enjoying a good game of cricket for
what it is. It lurks at the back of the mind when they watch or analyse a
game, particularly when it involves India or Pakistan or Sri Lanka or is
played on the' subcontinent.l

Will the joy of watching cricket ever come back in its unadulterated
form? Will the devil be banished from the minds of cricket fans? It is more
likely than not that the ugly spectre of match-fixing will continue to hang
over cricket, making it tough for cricketers and fans alike to draw pure
pleasure.

No crisis ever affected cricket as much. Not even 'body-line',2 when
England captain Douglas Jardine nearly succeeded in bringing Test cricket
with Australia to a grinding halt. Not even the advent of World Series
Cricket in Australia in the 1970s.3 Cricket managed to hold its own and, if
anything, the fans got to see more cricket. On both occasions, cricket
emerged stronger from the experience. Match-fixing has been something
else.

In the year 2000 the world was bracing itself for the y2k problem that
was to bring computers crashing down. The worst fears never came true. Yet
y2k was disturbing for cricket fans: it was the year in which the very founda
tions of the game were rocked by the explosion of the match-fixing scandal.
Days after the South African team left the shores of India after beating the
home side in the Test series, Delhi Police implicated its skipper Hansie
Cronje in a match-fixing case.4 After initial denials, Cronje's conscience
pricked him enough for him to make a clean breast of his nefarious role. It
was not long before the Central Bureau of Investigation probed Indian crick
eters, its interim reportS in November 2000 leading to the suspension of
Mohammed Azharuddin and Ajay Sharma for life, and Ajay Jadeja and
Manoj Prabhakar for five years each.6

Cricket, from being gospel, a religion, was reduced to being a mere
game. The affair of millions of Indian fans, who exhibited an unparalleled
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passion, was in danger of being finished after it had been demolished from
within. The fans loved cricket with all their heart, alternately revelling in and
reviling the deeds of their favourite teams and players. Perhaps the fans had
allowed themselves to get far too ecstatic or agonized, never being the
simple, dispassionate and detached bystanders that were needed.

Now, as the veneer of greatness was peeled from their best-loved crick
eters, it was not the fans' fault if they wanted to walk away from it all. They
had placed their faith in a bunch of achievers and had been let down. The
flawed nature of the cricketers' personalities led them to consciously temper
their awe for them.

As national cricket boards were forced into action,7 it came to light
that some form of fixing had either happened or was suspected to have
been attempted for Tests and one-day internationals in the final decade of
the twentieth century. The International Cricket Council - guilty of being
in deep slumber through the 1990s when the advent of satellite television
and cellular phones allowed corruption to spread - was rudely roused into
action to clean up the game. The formation of the Anti-Corruption Unit
(ACU), under the leadership of Sir Paul Condon,8 in the wake of
'Cronjegate'9 was a step in the right direction. The ACU has done some
good work in the time since, aimed at bringing corruption in cricket
down.

In his report to the ICC,IOSir Paul Condon says:

With the benefit of knowledge now in the public domain, a compelling
case is made that the ICC and the individual cricket boards could and
should have done more to deal with the problem of corruption at an
earlier stage. It is important to understand why those who have run
cricket nationally and internationally failed to get to grips with the
problem.

Until the most recent contracts linked to the TV rights for the ICC
tournaments, including the 2003 and 2007 World Cups, the ICC did
not have the financial security or the collective will from the
constituent boards to provide an adequate infrastructure of adminis
tration and control. Consequently, the ICC has not had and still does
not have the staff or systems in place to enable the proper gover
nance, leadership or supervision of world cricket. For almost half of
its history the ICC was a loose and fragile alliance with a small
central administration based at Lord's in London with limited
budgets and limited powers.

Naivety and no clear mandate to deal with corruption exacerbated
the problem. Also the ICC staff at Lord's missed opportunities to
encourage more robust action to deal with the challenge. Although the
Executive Board of the ICC has proposals for developing the ICC
administration it does not yet provide an infrastructure to meet the
financial and governance requirements of the modem game. II
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Yet as recently as in the ICC Champions Trophy in September 2002 in
Colombo, when the Anti-Corruption Unit sought tapes of the opening game
between Sri Lanka and Pakistan - as is routine procedure now - questions
were raised about how Pakistan had thrown the game.12Eyebrows were also
raised when extras top-scored for the Netherlands in the Group I match
against Pakistan,13 and again when India came from the brink of defeat to
subdue South Africa in the semi-finals.14

It was unfair because even when India won from an impossible situation,
there were sections of people who insisted that all was not right with South
Africa's approach. The Australians have always attracted awe, particularly
at the manner in which they never seem to know when they are beaten. Now,
when an Indian team was doing similar things, frequently winning games
that appeared to be out of its grasp, few were ready to let it be and take joy
from its feats.

The ICC Champions Trophy in Colombo was the first major event after
the formation of the Anti-Corruption Unit, which had taken every step possi
ble to prevent match-fixing from rearing its head again and undermining the
sport itself.

Betting and fixing: A peek into history

Given the nature of the game it is hardly surprising that cricket was
conceived to delight and be the despair of bookmakers just as much as plain
fans, innocent of such vice. A careful look at the past will reveal that the
never-say-die efforts of bookmakers to protect their own money dates back
more than a century. Back in 1879, when Lord Harris was touring Australia
with an English team, there was trouble at a Sydney ground over an umpire's
decision that did not satisfy the barrackers.15 Led by bookmakers who were
losing money over a decision, they swarmed onto the pitch and tried to lynch
the umpires. Ringed in by the two teams, the mob attempted to overwhelm
the players. The game had to be stopped and the umpires escorted indoors.
When an Australian ringleader followed, he was picked up and flung bodily
through the committee room window by English batsman A.N. Homby.16 In
fact there is evidence that The Laws of the Noble Game of Cricket, published
in May 1809, provided for bets to be laid.17The law declared:

If the Notches of one Player are laid against the another, the Bets depend
on the First Inning, unless otherwise specified. If the Bets are made upon
both innings, and one Party beats the other in one inning, the Notches in
the First Inning shall determine the Bet. But if the other Party goes in a
second time, the Bet must be determined by the number on the Score. 1~

Lord Frederick Beauc1erk, a cricketer in the nineteenth century, openly
admitted that the game was worth around 600 guineas a year to him.19
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Though it did not imply sharp practice, rumour had it that he earned that by
backing his opponents. As asserted by H.S. Altham: 'There were times when
batting with a rival, Lord Frederick could hardly be induced to run the
other's notches and ifhe lost a match or failed himself, he would try to bribe
Bentley the official scorer to suppress the score.'

Altham also wrote of a match in Nottingham, which was 'sold' - sold not
by one side or the other but by men playing for both:

The truth is that money was still playing far too large a part in the
conduct of the game; it was not so much that the large stakes for which
many games were played constituted a temptation for the unscrupulous
match-maker, but the fact that cricket in the early nineteenth century
had been added to the field over which the activities of the bookmak
ers ranged. Side bets, often of very great sums, were the rule rather than
the exception, and the morality of the game was being undermined by
the influence of 'sportsmen' who neither understood not cared for its
conSCience.

Just in front of the pavilion at Lord's at every great match sat men
ready, with money down, to give and take the current odds upon play.
Many well:..known bookmakers were to be found regularly amongst
them, and even the famous Crockford and Gully occasionally appeared
there. William Beldham had related how Gully would often take him
aside and discuss the theory of the game with him but that being
nothing of a player, he never became anything of a judge.

Those Marylebone 'legs' unfortunately were not content with
straightforward business but resorted to every sort of trick to make
their money safe. The same old player told Pycroft how they would go
down to Hampshire quite early in the season to 'buy us up'; but it was
at the great cricketers' hostel of the Green Man and Still in Oxford
Street that their chief business was done. Here, all the leading profes
sionals would come to lodge for the big London matches. The best of
wine and beef was their normal fare, living such as five guineas for a
win and three for a loss could never pay for and many a countryman
fresh to, and dazzled by, the glamour of London life, must have fallen
easy victims to the free drinks and the wiles of the 'legs'.

The latter's task was rendered the easier by the comparatively small
number of first class players at this time. The dishonesty of the one or
two outstanding men in a match would readily determine the issue. The
favourite argument of the 'legs' to the professional, apart, of course,
from the obvious one addressed to his purse was that the gentlemen
themselves who made the matches also sold them, but this was the case
Beldham for one stoutly denies. The same authority says that he always
met the advances made to him with the same retort, that the man who
was bought was a fool, for he would never be bought twice; his honour
was in another's keeping, and for the fixture it was blackmail and not
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the guineas that piped to the tune to which he danced.
Of course, it was the single-wicket matches that offered most scope

for such dark doings, and it is small wonder that there was once a
saying that a man who bet over single-wicket was a fool. There is a
delightful story of one such match which was a double cross and at the
crucial moment, there was the bowler refusing to bowl within the
batsman's reach (wide, of course, not then counting) and the batsman
vigorously refusing to make any stroke at the ball for fear he might
happen to score a run and so lose his money.

Ultimately, of course, the rogues over-reached themselves. In one of
the Surrey v All-England games of the period, Surrey was represented
by a very fine side and thought to have the match in its pocket. Much
to Beldham's surprise, however, he found that the 'legs' were laying
seven to four against it but 'this time they were done, for they backed
in the belief that some Surrey men had "sold" the match; but Surrey
played to win'.

The climax came when two of the worst offenders fell into a quarrel
at Lord's. Their unguarded recriminations were wafted through open
pavilion windows and Lord Frederick immediately hauled them before
the Committee; they were both in a towering rage and being powerful
men, ordered to stand on the opposite sides of the table from which
they proceeded to hurl accusations at each other as to the bribes each
had received. With the taunts falling in so accurately with the painful
recollections of the many present as to matches lost and won against all

. reasonable expectation, the Committee had no choice left open to it.
The guilty pair was warned off Lord's forever and one of the greatest
cricketers of all time then passed ingloriously out of the game.20

In India, one of the earliest known attempts to bribe a batsman into
throwing his wicket away was in 1935 in the Moin-ud-Dowla Gold Cup
final between Freelooters, chasing a hat-trick that would give them the cup
for keeps, and Retrievers.21 Legend has it that Lala Amarnath, who later went
on to lead India, was offered 10,000 rupees - a princely sum then - not to
stand between Freelooters and the Gold Cup. He turned it down and made
an unbeaten century against some hostile pace bowling by the West Indian
Learie Constantine. Lala Amarnath apparently pointed out that the Maharaja
of Alirajpur had not invited him to play for Freelooters and that he would not
betray his own captain, the Yuvraj of Patiala.22

Yet it was not until 1979 that whispers of commercial influence on the
game resumed. The report of the Qayyum Commission,23 appointed in
Pakistan to look into allegations of match-fixing, states: 'For the Pakistani
cricket team, allegations of match-fixing seem to have started in 1979/80
when Asif Iqbal was the captain of the Pakistan team. He was accused of
betting on the toss'. 24 A long-serving official of the Pakistan Cricket Board,
Arif Ali Abbasi, told the commission that the Pakistan captain told his Indian
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counterpart G.R. Viswanath in the Eden Gardens Test that he had won the
toss even before the coin came down on the ground.25

Then in 1981 Australian paceman Dennis Lillee and wicketkeeper
Rodney Marsh backed England to win the Headingley Test at 500 to one.26

The reaction from officials when there was an outrage was benign. The
ethics of conflict of interest were either unknown or did not count either to
the pair of cricketers or the administrators of the game.

During the Australasia Cup in Sharjah in 1989, Pakistan captain Imran
Khan discovered that something was going on in his side.27 Khan recounted
that he had warned his players that anyone not playing to his ability would
not only never play for Pakistan again but also would be put in jail.
Subsequently, he found out that an offer was made.28 However, the quartet
got away without being reported to the Pakistan Cricket Board.

In Colombo in 1992, Australian Test batsman Dean Jones was introduced
to a bookmaker by a retired Indian cricketer who offered him money in
return for information.29 Despite being present when a warning was issued,
Mark Waugh and Shane Warne accepted $5,000 each from an Indian
bookmaker in Colombo in 1994.30 The Australian Cricket Board did conduct
a swift investigation into the incident when the team was in New Zealand in
February 1995, and the two players were fined for breach of contract.
However, the international cricket community did not hear about the
incident or the penalties until 1998.

In 1994, the Board of Control for Cricket in Sri Lanka (BCCSL) ordered
an inquiry into Sri Lanka's disastrous tour of India. The report published by
the inquiry committee declared: 'There is evidence that a bookmaker of
Indian origin has attempted to make his presence felt on the national cricket
scene. The subject of gambling with the toss had been part of discussions at
one of the team meetings on the tour. There is, however, no further evidence
available in the field. '31

It was also the year in which former Indian captain Kapil Dev is alleged
to have offered 25 lakh rupees to all-rounder Manoj Prabhakar to under
perform in the Singer Cup match in Colombo against Pakistan.32 Similarly,
Ata-ur-Rehman swore to the Qayyum Commission that he had been paid a
sum of money by Wasim Akram to bowl badly in the game against New
Zealand at Christchurch, while wicketkeeper Rashid Latif said Salim Malik
had offered him 10 lakh rupees to throwaway the match.33

In September that year, Pakistan captain Salim Malik offered Shane
Warne $200,000 to throwaway the Karachi Test by bowling badly himself
and getting off-spinner Tim May to do likewise.34 Then in October, Malik
offered Mark Waugh a bribe to try and fix the one-day international at
Rawalpindi.35 Malik led Pakistan on a troubled tour of Southern Africa in
1995 when his team was believed to have thrown both the one-off Test
against South Africa in Johannesburg and the first Test against Zimbabwe.
This was the tour during which Rashid Latif and batsman Basit Ali
announced their retirement.
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In December 1997, Australian batsman Ricky Ponting was met by a
bookmaker who offered to pay him in return for information.36 Halfway across
the world from Australia, England captain Adam Hollioake was met by a
bookmaker soon after the team checked into a Dubai hotel before the series in
ShaIjah. Hollioake did make a report of the approach to the Test and County
Cricket Board (as the England and Wales Cricket Board was then known) but
little came of it.37 In fact, nothing would ever have come out had it not been for
the Delhi Police coming onto the scene and bringing match-fixing to the surface.

Corruption

Ironical as it may sound, it is the public mania for the game in the subconti
nent that results in big money riding on cricket.38 The obsession with the
game in India has had its negative spin-off too. The game is a national obses
sion and many Indians satisfy the natural urge to bet.39

It cannot be argued that one is born corrupt or a match-fixer. Without
exception, all cricketers are brought up to believe in the proverbial sporting
spirit. It is imperative for the board and its officials to ensure that no crick
eter ever loses sight of or the feeling for this spirit. Hansie Cronje, the only
cricketer who has ever confessed in public to attempting to fix a game,
declared to the King Commission:

It's very hard to explain. Sometimes you've got to pinch yourself to
realize what the position is at the moment. I don't know why I did it.
I've asked myself that question so many times over and over again.
And it's obviously been a mistake I've made. I cannot find one answer
that will give me an answer to that one question.40

Cronje explained that he thought his own stupidity, greed and lure of easy
money got him involved. And as he escaped without being discovered, he
found the next time much easier. In the end, however, he faced a suffocating
sense of entrapment.4!

In his report, Anti-Corruption Unit director Sir Paul Condon listed the
following reasons that had been offered in response to questions, but said
greed and opportunity were the prime reasons for corruption in cricket:

International cricketers are paid less than top soccer players, golfers,
tennis players or Formula One drivers and are therefore more vulnera
ble to corrupt approaches.

During the last World Cup and other major events the cricketers
received a low single-figure percentage of the proceeds from the event
and resent the distribution of profits elsewhere.

Cricketers have little say or stake in the running of the sport and
limited recognition of their representative bodies, where they exist.
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Cricketers have relatively short and uncertain playing careers, often
without contracts, and some seek to supplement their official earnings
with money from corrupt practices.

Some administrators either turn a blind eye or are themselves
involved in malpractice.

Cricketers playa high number of one day internationals and nothing
is really at stake in terms of national pride or selection in some of these
matches.

Cricketers can take money from potential corruptors in return for
innocuous information and yet refuse to fix matches.

Whistle blowing and informing on malpractice was ignored or
penalized rather than encouraged.

There was no structure in place to receive allegations about
corruption.

Cricketers were coerced into malpractice because of threats to them
and their families.42

Cricket administrators - silent conspirators

For years, cricket officials around the world were guilty of criminal neglect
of the harsh realities.43 Without exception, administrators would spring to
their feet and dismiss all talk of match-fixing and even denied the possibil
ity of its existence. But the announcement at a news conference by the Delhi
Police on 7 April 2000 changed all that. Match-fixing was no more a figment
of anyone's wild imagination. It was real.

Cricket administrators have been just as culpable as any player who was
involved with bookmakers and punters in besmirching the fair name of the
game. For years, officials across the world have known that there was
something drastically wrong with the game and yet, until it was rather late
in the day, they did precious little to arrest the trend. Their reticence in
dealing with the issue each time it reared its head kept making it worse for
the game.44 The likes of Pakistan wicketkeeper Rashid Latif and former India
all-rounder Manoj Prabhakar were dismissed as publicity-seekers and
officials swept every little bit of dirt under the carpet. They kept hoping that
corruption would go away by itself.

The boards shirked from punishing their stars with a lengthy suspension
for fear of affecting their teams' fortunes. Consequently, information was
swept under the table, hushed up and, in some cases, even ignored. To be
fair, cricket administrators, particularly those in Australia and England, were
unsure how they would cope with any legal action against them by the
players.

The Australian Cricket Board hushed up its disciplinary proceedings
against Shane Warne and Mark Waugh for accepting money from a
bookmaker during the team's tour of Sri Lanka in 1994. The ACB erred in
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penalizing the pair for violation of contract rather than any breach of a code
of conduct. If the pair had been suspended for six months, it would have
had a tremendous deterrent effect on the rest of the cricket world.

In Pakistan, Justice Fakhruddin G. Ebrahim concluded that Shane
Warne, Tim May and Mark Waugh's allegations against Pakistan captain
Salim Malik had been concocted since the Australian trio were unable
for cross-examination in Pakistan.45 And, in India, a retired Chief Justice
of the Supreme Court, Yashwant Chandrachud, was appointed by the
Board of Control for Cricket in India (BCCI) to enquire into Manoj
Prabhakar's charge that match-fixing was prevalent in Indian cricket.
Because nobody would corroborate that charge, Justice Chandrachud
concluded that Prabakhar's frustration and disappointment caused him to
level the allegations.46 It was a shame that Indian cricket let its first big
chance to clean up its stables pass with officials choosing to turn a blind
eye.

As for the ICC, it must be said that its officials only tried to protect their
own nations' interests rather than treat this as an issue that needed address
ing. It did not quite seem to matter to them that the very fabric of the game
was being eaten into. Without a big enough bank balance to arm itself
against any legal action, all the ICC did was drag its feet. In forming a Code
of Conduct Commission in 1999,47 the ICC did show tacit acceptance of the
fact that something was corrupting the game's essentials but did not show
too much enthusiasm for facing the problem head on.

In his report to the ICC in May 2001, ACU director Sir Paul Condon
asserted:

The individual cricket boards and member countries of the ICC
responded to the emerging problem of corruption with a patchwork of
criminal, judicial, disciplinary and informal measures. No single
inquiry had the jurisdiction to investigate beyond its own country,
players and officials. Nevertheless, a disturbing picture gradually
emerged of the extent of corruption and opportunities were missed to
share information and concerns.

Firm action has been taken in some cases. However, the resolute
action by some has been diluted by others who have procrastinated and
missed opportunities to deal with the problem. National pride and
embarrassment have certainly hindered a more collaborative and
coordinated approach to dealing with the problem. In some cases the
perception is given that allegedly corrupt players have been tolerated
because of their importance to national sides. This ambivalence to
facing up to the challenge of corruption remains a real threat to the
integrity of the effort to clean up the game.48
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The unanswered questions
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For all this, the world of cricket was on tenterhooks during the 2003 World
Cup and prayed for corruption to be kept away, hoping that Sir Paul Condon
and his team would succeed in their mission. However, there still remain
many loose ends in the tale of corruption that threaten to swallow cricket as
a game.

India's Test match in Ahmedabad against New Zealand has come under
suspicion but no one is quite prepared to answer why the Central Bureau of
Investigation focused so much on the follow-on and not on either the Indian
batting order in the second innings or the timing of the declaration.49

If the reason for India not enforcing the follow-on was to allow its main
bowlers Javagal Srinath and Anil Kumble some rest, the question needs to
be asked why Srinath was made to bat for nearly half an hour in India's
second innings. The more serious question that has no real answer is: why
did wicketkeeper M.S.K. Prasad and Srinath bat at numbers five and six,
ahead of Ajay Jadeja? And this was the match in which the CBI revealed
Jadeja got as many as 55 calls in a day from a bookie in Chennai.

If cricketers could be pilloried on the basis of what bookmaker Mukesh
Gupta told the Central Bureau of Investigation, the question of why umpire
Piloo Reporter was spared remains unanswered. 50 This appears strange
because Gupta was the CBI's principal witness, as borne out by the CBI
report: 'MK stated that during that series, he also met umpire Piloo Reporter
who assured him that he would give his assessment of matches during that
series. According to MK, Reporter's assessment of the first test at Calcutta
turned out to be true and he paid him a small amount of money. '51

It also needs to be asked why former Mumbai deputy commissioner of
police Rakesh Maria's knowledge of match-fixing was not used. 52 He
appeared to be a fund of information on the Indian cricketers' involvement
with the bookmakers and the underworld. And yet, rather curiously, the CBI
interim report does not appear to have drawn on Maria's expertise.

It is strange that a key figure froni the underworld, Dawood Ibrahim, had
access to Pakistan cricket team coach Javed Miandad and skipper Wasim
Akram in Sharjah. Both Miandad and Akram told the Qayyum Commission
that during the team's shock defeat by England in the Coca-Cola Cup in
Sharjah, they had been spoken to by Dawood Ibrahim, who told them that
the match had been fixed.53

Similarly, cricket fans are not any wiser as to the identity of the retired
Indian cricketer who is said to have introduced a bookmaker to Dean Jones
in Colombo in 1992.54 Nor, for that matter is the identity of a bookmaker
called Sunil known. In his deposition before the King Commission, Hansie
Cronje talked of being approached by Sunil. He also identified another
bookmaker as John approaching him in Cape Town before the Mandela
Trophy final against Pakistan. No attempt has been to find out who these
men really are.55
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It must be inferred that, given the time lag between the incidents and their
becoming public, the International Cricket Council does not want to dig
graves and shatter more icons.

Learnings and the future

The International Cricket Council had learned its lessons, aware that the
game's image was sullied as never before. It was quick to get the players to
sign a declaration about their involvement with bookmakers, and its execu
tive board came up with stringent penalties for betting and fixing. To be sure,
the ACU does not see much purpose in getting players to sign such forms.

Having formed the ACU under Sir Paul Condon, the ICC appointed
special personnel to ensure the 2003 World Cup did not become a place for
misadventure. There can be no denying that the ACU has done splendid
work in addressing corruption, using a sensitive approach to understand its
evolution. In fact, it is with a human touch that Sir Paul Condon wrote his
report t6 the International Cricket Council. Some of his recommendations
include: '

• Develop a comprehensive training and awareness programme to raise the
awareness of the risks of corruption in cricket;

• Commission of a professionally made video to deter corruption;
• Encourage the reporting of improper approaches and promote confi

dence;
• Appoint full-time security managers

• to provide advice and action in relation to security;
• to prevent and detect improper approaches; and
• to collate intelligence about improper approaches;

• Stop the unrestricted access of corruptors to dressing rooms, hotels, train-
ing grounds and other venues in person or by phone;

• Manage and restrict the use of mobile phones during matches;
• Maintain extra vigilance and security in neutral venues;
• Draw players into a more productive relationship with the ICC and

enhance their role;
• Adopt a consistent approach to player contracts.56

For all that, it is sad that in South Africa the King Commission was
wound up in February 2001, less than a year after 'Cronjegate' was
unleashed on an unsuspecting world. As Chief Investigator Shamila Batohi
declared: 'I wonder about our commitment to get to the bottom of it. There's
got to be total cooperation and that seems to be lacking. '57 Justice Edwin
King sounded a similar note: 'Before the inquiry started, I said two things:
it's not going to be a witch-hunt, but equally it's not going to be a cover-up.
That is still my resolve, but my hand has been forced. I wouldn't exclude the
possibility [that the commission might never reconvene]. '58
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In India, the Central Bureau of Investigation looks least likely to make
another report, let alone a final report, appearing to lose its zeal and give up
pursuit of the case almost as soon as it had presented its interim report.
Meanwhile, Mohammed Azharuddin, still fighting a court battle with the
BCCI, has just begun life as the owner of a fitness centre in his home town
of Hyderabad and has given up hopes of ever playing his 100th Test match;59
Ajay Jadeja is hopeful that an arbitrator appointed by the Delhi High Court
will help him find a way out of the mess he is landed in with the BCCI.60

Yet, around the world, cricket fans geared themselves up for another
festival of cricket, the 2003 World Cup, which was certainly the biggest
extravaganza the cricket world has ever seen.

Sir Paul Condon and his Anti-Corruption Unit geared themselves up to
ensure that the game remained clean. They drew up a blacklist of more than
100 people who were not allowed entry into South Africa during the World
Cup. It is evident that cricket has survived its biggest crisis since 'body-line'
and the advent of World Series Cricket in Australia. Throwing and ball
tampering pale in comparison with match-fixing. It has been a lot of hard
work and it can be reckoned that the 2003 World Cup in southern Africa was
a clean edition.


