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The Accused’s parents, when his new bicycle was purchased, inserted into the Leicester Mercury an advert offering for sale the Accused’s ancient bicycle from Saint Albans.  It is not known whence this originally came.   This was eventually purchased for the use of  the young Martin Beer, who lived nearby on East Avenue (on the other side of  Clarendon Park Road).  In the manner of many German-speaking Jewish families the Beers put up with their name being pronounced as such names would be pronounced were the spelling English - and even slipped occasionally into such usage privately.   A great ceremony was attached to the sale.   Herr Beer, who rarely appears in the story, was an engineer at the English Electric factory at Whetstone,  a mile beyond the boundary of  Leicester.  The elder Beer sister Christine would come on visits to Briarwood, together with her schoolfriend.   Christine performed in the National Youth Orchestra - and was therefore regarded by Accused-mum with great veneration.   Accused-mum already nursed an inferiority-grievance in that Accused-dad’s family were ‘musical’, a characteristic of  the envied ‘middle class’ Jewish population of  Vienna, and was now able to hold over the Accused the excellence of  Christine Beer and her devotion to regular practice of  her music in comparison to the Accused’s inferiority and causing only disgrace and shame.  Christine also had the marvellous characteristic of a devoted boyfriend,  Peter Flemming, who lived nearby in Clarendon Park.   Peter was known, at least on speaking terms, to the Accused, because he played or had played for the school chess team, though he was now under a parental embargo against chess which was intended to improve his chances in his current sixth form studies.  The Accused’s parents however never met Peter Flemming and it is unlikely either that they knew he was a Wyggeston schoolboy or  that he played chess.  His great advertised achievement was his skill at tennis.

The Accused was impressed by these two (older) female personages but the parents seemed more to have plans for  the younger daughter,  Elizabeth, Lisl or Liz.   She was fourteen years old, and therefore supposed by the Accused to be considered too young for his company (though he could not have been more than fifteen himself).  She was also Jewish (though for all that is known her parents patronised the Church of  England) - and the Accused had been informed by Accused-mum that he was not welcome to Jews.  So the whole rigmarole appeared to be a misunderstanding.   Beer-mum’s attitudes seemed rather more liberal than Accused-mum’s.   The Accuseds and the Beers were walking across the Victoria Park.   Suddenly Accused-mum suggested it might be advisable for Miss Liz and the Accused to go ahead with the Accused.   This seemed a very strange suggestion to Accused-mum.   Young people should enjoy life in privacy, claimed Mrs Beer.  This was outrageous.   The Accused listened in alarm.   Accused-mum however, for whatever reason, consented to this antiBowlbyite proposal.   The two youngsters even ended up so far ahead of  the remainder of  the party and could have been described as unchaperoned.   This did not seem to embarrass Miss Liz but it embarrassed the Accused a great deal - since in his view Accused-mum was still lurking behind and able to put any interpretation she chose to this liberty.   On a subsequent occasion Accused-dad arranged for the Accused and Miss Liz to attend a performance of  a film High Soceity, starring Grace Kelly, at the Oadby Cinema.   This was very much contrary to Accused-mum practice.   The Accused was very impressed by  the film but therefore, in the context of  the rest of his life, the incident is remembered with sorrow.   At the same time, however,  Accused-mum and Accused-dad were sitting a dozen or so rows behind the Accused.  Accused-dad supposed that his own troubles arose from Accused-mum not having a daughter and he supposed that the presence of  this young lady would cheer her up.   There is no previous record of  Accused-dad managing to entice Accused-mum to a cinema.  However, again, to the Accused, but not to Miss Liz, this was espionage and highly embarrassing.

Miss Liz appears to have been amazingly tolerant of  the Accused’s excessively reserved and uncommunicative personality.   She went off with him swimming to the open air Kenwood swimming pool in Knighton.   The Accused was introduced to a very attractive but even younger girl from somewhere in Europe who was staying with the Beers and required to accompany her to the St Thomas More’s Roman Catholic Church.   The Accused’s contemporaries at the church were highly impressed by her beauty - which embarrassed the Accused since he found it difficult to explain that he was merely performing a duty an was not making any such grandiose claims that such a person would seek his company (in which information they were not in the least interested).  The Accused was even permitted to accompany the two girls on a trip by train to the seaside resort of  Skegness.

Accused-dad was viewing this with apprehension.  The Accused was going to marry Miss Liz, he whined.  That would mean that Mrs Beer would be the Mother-in-Law.   She would insist on Accused-dad spending money on the Accused’s career.   The Accused did not suppose that Miss Liz had any such ambition.  He did not suppose that any young lady had such an ambition.   However,  he did suppose that his father was expressing a lack of ambition to finance his career.  In retrospect the alternative interpretation arises that Accused-dad wanted to finance the Accused’s career,  faced a prohibition from Accused-mum and was trying to tell her that this was the accepted practice.   Accused-dad however was so dominated by Accused-mum when at home and so consistently repeated all that Accused-mum said word for word that it did not occur to the Accused that his father might have a mind of  his own.

The Accused suggested to Miss Liz, while his mother was working in the garden, accompanied by Accused-dad, that she view his collection of  pond life in the attic.   To his astonishment she did not object, nor even object to the leeches crawling all over the ceiling.   But then the Accused heard a sound outside the door of  the attic.   On investigation he discovered that his father was outside.   He had come, he claimed, on behalf  of  Accused-mum to check on them.   The Accused should be in the garden helping his mother.   Accused-mum claimed in later years that she knew nothing about this, nor about Accused-dad’s numerous other episodes of  the harrassing the Accused with pleas to help his mother, supposedly acting on his mother’s instructions.   The Accused informed Accused-dad that he should not be spying.  He was very upset, supposing that Accused-dad besides spying for any excusable motive of  his own was spying with malicious purpose for Accused-mum to provide her with ammunition for her delusions, torments and recriminations.   Miss Liz was unaffected by this paternal behaviour and despite the Accused becoming ultra-inhibited on this occasion, brooding only on the misbehaviour of  his father,  tried again on another occasion when she appeared at the side door suggesting that the Accused come swimming.   The Accused was revising for a mock GCE examination in physics that was to take place next day.   As a matter of fact, the revision was to take no more than a few minutes and the Accused, to his surprise, was to obtain the highest mark by a clear margin.   There were no prizes for physics,  the Accused had not prepared for the examination, supposed that the result signified nothing and immediately forgot about it.  On this occasion, on the night before, he did not feel that anything would be lost by going swimming and, indeed, as far as revision or the examination was concerned, might be helpful.   Accused-dad however opened the door and growled at Miss Liz that the accused was working and could not spare the time.   The Accused arrived and tried to dispute this.   His father however growled and Accused-mum joined in and the Accused felt that he had to comply.   After all, it might be held over his head for the rest of  his life.   He did not comply however very happily.   Evidence from other informants suggests that Miss Liz came to the door on subsequent occasions, that the Accused was never told about it and that Accused-dad claimed that the Accused refused to answer because he was ‘working’.

The Accused was also during l957-8 befriended by Hugh, younger brother of  Roger Mason, who lived on Cross Road, which links Springfield Road to Clarendon Park Road.   Hugh again was around the Accused’s age but, since he was in a lower year at Wyggeston, supposed that he was younger.   He was originally surprised at his approaches, whereas Roger Mason (significantly older than the Accused) hardly spoke with him.   The Accused’s collection of  Enid Blyton books were presented to Hugh Mason.  In return Hugh insisted on presenting the Accused, for his birthday,  a copy of  the Penguin edition of  Plato’s symposium, even though the Accused already had a copy.   The Accused’s friendships however were doomed.   Hugh’s father was Minister of  the local Unitarian Chapel (near the City Centre) and was moved on to Canada.   The Accused supposed it presumptive to inquire what the Masons’ address in Canada might be and, in any case, or so he supposed, the Accused could not have afforded the postage on letters.

The Accused maintained his fleetness of  foot - according to his timing over 26 miles an hour.   He would race buses from town, invariably winning by a considerable distance (which was not difficult) - and cars.  The Accused had a natural advantage in that (as advised by his father when he was a small child) had developed a powerful thrust from his ankles as well as any power that might come from the knees or hips.   His steps were also in an exact straight line.  The Accused, however, was not competitively inclined.   He considered the athletic and sporting achievements of  townies to be substitutes for reality - competitive sports or events being in place of similar aptitudes used by country folk or  the country born for practical purposes.   He did however enter several running events in the schools’ athletics sports.   It is not known to which age group this referred - which it was forth form and fifth or fifth form and sixth.   It was not done according to chronological age.   The Accused reached the final of  the 440 yds event.   This should not have caused great difficulty.  His times privately were well within the world record!   But the Accused had an inhibition against all things competive.   The Accused was also affected by the school’s athletic track not being flat.  The part that was the terminal quarter of  the 440yds race was uphill.   Since the Accused

was lightly built, an extra load made a considerable difference.  The Accused developed also a liking for water polo.   He was, as the reader has learnt, however no Rugger player.  Nevertheless, the Wycliffe House Team was even more chronically short of  players than most house teams.   He was prevalied upon to play on occasion, perhaps because Mr Garside was whining or because some aquaintance in the Wycliffe House was whining.   Maybe he realised that Rugger was compulsory for future medical students.   Accordingly he made up the numbers, even though he was not permitted to wear spectacles when playing and could hardly see the other players, let alone the ball.   If the ball suddenly appeared in his direction he it did not occur to him to pick it up and score a goal or try or whatever it is called in Rugger.  Instead he would kick it diagonally forwards across the boundary of  the field - the equivalent of  safety play in Rugger.  At tennis, also a game that depends on visio-motor coordination, he fared no better.   The  VD form members organised a knock out tennis championship.   The Accused was paired against Fred Howe, who must have been the Fred Howe who had been a classmate of  the Accused at Avenue Road School.   He lived very near to that school.   Mr Howe appeared to have esoteric views on the scoring in tennis, amongst them the theory that that the Accused had inevitably already lost when the match, played privately on the Victoria Park courts, was adjourned.   The Accused mentioned this to colleagues in VD, not intending to complain nor alleging that there was any actual or deliberate deception on Mr Howe’s part.  However,  Fred Howe at that time had a tendency to be vicimised.   He was solidly built and never accused of being a sporting type.   It had never occurred to anyone in the form that Mr Howe might win a tennis game or match legitimately.   The Accused would not have been embarrassed had his colleagues watched the  match (the final part of  which was held on the school tennis courts) but when it was revealed that Mr Howe had won they immediately started accusing him of  having cheated.   When the Accused remonstrated that he had no reason to make such an allegation, they indicated that they were not greatly concerned whether he had.   They had become infused with ungenerous opinions of  Mr Howe.

Life in the Wyggeston fifth form was increasingly less regimented than in former years, partly because increasing numbers of pupils were above school leaving age and could not be required to attend classes.   The Accused was more concious of  the need to be physically fit, not just for present purposes but in preparation for the hard adult life he forsaw.   He often went swimming after school and his parents did not notice if  he nipped out for ten mile cross country runs.   The Accused felt that even though this nominally was neglect of  studies it actually improved his performance (and also so in chess).   During the summer term, when the GCE exams were taken there ended up being no compulsory periods at all - and the Accused did not suppose that periods laid on for ‘revision’  would be helpful.   He had his own programme.  He spent much time in the school swimming bath.   The chemistry master, Mr Garside, who was also responsible for  regularisation of  the E.coli count, which was published daily (as ‘less than so and so, since zero does not exist in scientific measurements), confided that the bath had in his younger days been popular also with the teachers, who had had their Before Breakfast Bathing Club (to which he had belonged).   The Accused was under the impression that Mr Garside disparaged him bitterly in the schoolmasters’  politics but he would chat with him privately as man to man.  The senior physical training teacher,  Mr Batelle, announced that the school field was to be available after the end of  the summer term at set times for athletics practice.   The overt purpose of  this was to train a school athletics team (not, as rumoured, to enable Mr Batelle to identify comely sixth formers to watch television with him in bed).  The Accused asked Mr Batelle whether the invitation was open also to those who did not come into consideration for athletics teams.   Mr Batelle replied that he was welcome to attend - and he was to do so when not otherwise engaged.

Andrew Rutherford stood as Labour candidate in the school election.   To the Accused’s astonishment the Conservative candidate won by a large majority.   In those days the Tories also had a sizeable majority support amongst adults in the City,  the massive majority of  the right wing South Leicester M.P.. Captain Waterstone, a man with Rhodesian connections, swamping any Labour vote that might be held elsewhere and Tory policies, such as opposition to comprehensive schools were widely supported even by Labour voters - and, it turned out,  by a large majority of  Wyggeston schoolboys,  though they had not really pondered over such issues and such attitudes were within a year to be reversed.   The Headmaster publically cast his vote for Andrew Rutherford, declaring that he had delivered the speech and the best argument (though there was some suspicion that Mr Larkin might really be a Labour voter).   In contrast to the sporting figures of  previous eras,  Andrew Rutherford was a school hero.   But Andrew Rutherford was already being overshadowed by Garth Pratt amongst the younger pupils who were increasingly sceptical of  the old sporting and Public School traditions and saw such populist figures as Pratt (and the Accused, if  they were scientists) as their leaders. 

  It turned out that there was a school public speaking competition.  Entry was compulsory.   The Accused could not speak publically and could had nothing to speak about.  (He had, but did not realise it.)   Pupils were instructed to read a speech.  The Accused could not however think of  anything to prepare.   The preliminary round was took place in the form classroom, with the pupils casting votes.   The Accused when called upon to speak he blathered on about the zoology of  mammals.   He could not remember a great deal about mammals and did not suppose that the gathering were unaware that bears and monkeys were mammals.   Had this not been a formalised episode, the Accused might have instinctively remembered that it is possible to extract comedy from every subject, however, dull, though he might not have had the courage to deliver a speech of  monkey and bear noises nor to relate the researches of  Miss Goldilocks and Miss Riding Hood.   So the Accused stammered repeatedly over the ten minutes until the time ran out that the subject was very fascinating and interesting - and, indeed, interesting and fascinating.   Robin Orton was to add this incident to his repertoire of  deprecatory and mischievous stories about the Accused.   He had noticed that the Accused had been taking no interest in the proceedings (he had, but he could do two things at once) and instead had been reading a large tome on the zoology of  mammals.   He had prepared nothing,  Mr Orton declared, and when called upon to speak had just attempted to repeat what,  by coincidence, he happened to have been reading.   

The finals were held in the school hall.   Perhaps the pupils had arrived with personal allegiances to their own friends and classmates.   But there was no doubt as to the winner by unanimous vote.   Garth Pratt held a hilarious speech on the subject of  morning newspapers.   This had appeared to the gathering, ab initio, to be sterile subject.   In retrospect, Andrew Rutherford’s speeches could have come out of  party pamphlets and an account of  the political biases of  newspapers and their readers was not entirely original - but Andrew’s speech and Garth’s speech turn out to have been a good deal more original that speeches by debating-experts and by Garth’s colleagues at the Oxford Union (of which he was to be President) and by 

the future Tory cabinet ministers who entertained the Accused at the Cambridge Union.

Garth Pratt informed the Accused that Accused-mum was an executive member of  the South East Leicester Liberal Association.   The Accused confessed he was unaware of  this.  Garth admitted that he ha never met her but had gleaned the information from party literature.   The Accused joined Garth Pratt and his acolytes on the Leicester Young Liberal’s midnight walk on Midsummer Night.   They found themselves in some unknown location in Leicestershire in the early hours of  the morning.  It occurred to the gathering that it might be advisable to think out some means of  getting back.   The Accused did not feel this as an urgent consideration but nevertheless phoned home from a call-box to explain the situation.   His father answered immediately, asked what was the location engraved on the phone and told the Accused to remain there.   To the Accused’s astonishment Accused-dad then appeared in his car in what seemed to the Accused to be no more than a few seconds!

The Accused for some reason that has not been explained found himself attending a class, in a lower school classroom, given by the history teacher, Mr Clarke.   Mr Clarke congratulated the Accused on overcoming his ‘untidiness’.    The Accused felt irritated by this comment.   He had never been untidy.   This was a rumour spread by Accused-dad at parents’ evenings and such parental allegations came to be accepted as fact in the absence of  evidence.   The Accused would shortly find himself unexpectedly rewarded, prophesised Mr Clarke, for this vanquishment of  untidiness.   The Accused could not fathom what he was talking about.   However, shortly afterwards Mr Russel arrived at the VD classroom to inform the Accused that he had won the school essay competition.   Mr Orton’s contribution had on this occasion, he declared, been declared to be ‘too mature’.   This may or may not have meant ‘too good’.   Perhaps the teachers had got fed up with awarding prizes to Robin Orton!  It is true that there were less for him than there had been under the Lower School regime and the number prizes had to be reduced since it was necessarily temporally to abolish a prize every time the Accused got the highest mark in an exam, but he still got so many that it could hardly have made much difference.   The Accused had chosen the proposed title ‘words’ and fantasised a story explaining the evolution of language.   What prize did the Accused want, asked Mr Russell.   The Accused replied that he chose the Oxford Book of  English Verse.   Mr Russell replied that he had suspected he would say that.

The Accused took and passed only nine GCE ‘O’ levels, whereas, to his humiliation, Mr Branston took and passed the maximum number of ten.   The Accused did not take the Religious Knowledge paper - since he was RC - though maybe he could have done!  It did not occur to him to take German (though there were pupils who took the paper in Polish) - which would have presented no problem since an option was a paper consisting entirely of  translations with no formal questions on grammar or syntax.   He did not take biology because Mr Lacey had decided that nobody was to take biology in the GCE.  If they needed a GCE in biology, he declared, they could take Botany and Zoology at ‘A’ level.  ‘O’ Level Biology,  he averred was ridiculously easy and worth nothing.   Or maybe he did not trust Mr Cooper, who was a relative novice, or maybe he was overcautious because he was on the verge of  retirement.

The Accused’s major debacle was a 48% in Chemistry (which is a pass mark).   This did not cause any great stir since GCE Chemistry marks, also at ‘A’ level were notoriously unpredictable, except that they were inversely proportional to what was expected.   It was believed that the examiners (in the manner of  modern examiners in all subjects) were presented with a list of words and phrases, for each of  which, if recorded literally by the candidate and not in some paraphrase, some set number of marks was awarded.  It was best to just scatter these words and phrases on the examination paper and insert in between the an account of  the adventures of  Robin Hood.   This may have been the explanation - the Accused did not expect quite such a low mark - but GCE Chemistry was not intended for scientists and the Accused may have been averse to it.   He also had not been issued with a full set of  textbooks and instead used tomes of  his own which Rodney Lovett would claim were too detailed even by degree standards.

The class was taught French by ‘Dad’ Nunn, so-called because his son was a 5D pupil.  Mr Nunn was victimised.   The pupils had decided that he was sarcastic.  Every time he made an allegedly sarcastic comment there would be yelling and jeering.  The objective of  a group of conspirators was to drive Mr Nunn out of the school.   They succeeded.   Although Mr Nunn was cruelly mistreated,  it remained that the teaching of  French was unrealistically boring.   This was not Mr Nunn’s fault.   The D stream was sometimes considered by language departments to consist on non-linguists.   Amongst the text books provided was one, which was used extensively during lessons, on grammar and syntax - and there was also grammar and syntax in the main textbook which contained reading passages.   The Accused was not naturally averse to the French language.   He would read the bible in French in the library of  the City Boys’ school when supervising chess team of  younger Wyggestonians under his charge.  However,  the emphasis on grammar and syntax was discouraging - and was so probably for the class as a whole.   The French ‘O’ level GCE was therefore anticipated with greater apprehension than was necessary.

The French examination was to include a ‘dictation’ and an ‘oral’.   Mr Pritchard, who was to invigilate the oral, provided some preliminary coaching to assure the pupils they had nothing to fear.  When the dictation commenced,  Mr Pritchard proceeded in characteristic style. “Or...”, he began, with an extavagant Frenchified accent.   Then he remembered that he was dictating to Englishmen and should have been speaking French with an English accent.  “Or “, he repeated, “You all know what that is. Oh- Arr!”.  Ambiguous information was given as to whether the dictation or  the oral examination contributed to the eventual mark - but whether they did or not, no marks would be lost by the candidates during the oral.   It was necessary to prepare a reading passage for the oral examination.  Various items from the textbook - not French literature - were proposed.  Pupils were told that if  they wished they could choose some other passage but it assumed that it would be some other textbook passage: “Mr and Mrs Dubois at the Railway Station...Can you tell us please, Mr Railway Guard, what is the time of  the next train to Calais”: “Five thirty, madamme, but there may be delays because an electricity pylon has fallen on the line”.   The Accused however chose a passage of  Moliere’s L’Avare which he found amusing and supposed he could recite in an amusing manner.   So he read this at great speed..with the words stumbling over themselves or being elided out of  existence.   Then there followed the conversation, with the Accused hesitantly contributing “...oui!”  and “...non!”.   The examiner, wearing of  the  Accused scintillating contributions, however, declared that no more oral examination was necessary and recited gossip about Moliere’s private life.

Dr Outram again took the English classes.   The year’s teaching was reserved for set books on which the pupils were to be examined.  This involved memorising the various metaphors, similes and other subtle figures of speech displayed in Matthew Arnold’s  ‘Sohrab and Rustum’.  A typical Sohrab and Rustum metaphor-simile might be:

“The Rolls Royce Motor Car rolls down the M1 like a Concorde racing through the woolly clouds which split apart as does the Earth when great Hercules with his mighty spade clefts asunder the potato patch his dinner to procure by hunger stricken after in unarmed combat five mighty bears he hath slain each as hefty as the great Colossus of Rhodes as it bestrides the sea like Great  Atlas pissing upon puny Mount Everest after two much in the local pub hath he drunk; and the Rolls Royce crasheth -Plonk!- into the barrier of  galvanised steel that shineth in the midday sun as doeth the shield of  Perseus as he the head of  Gorgo does espy as doeth the dentist with his little looking glass the gaping hole such as that within the Rolls Royce now folornly lurks, its wheels in futile revolutions....”

The pupils were expected not merely to recite these metaphors but to praise them.   The Accused conceded that Sohrab and Rustum was a moving masterpiece.   Dr Arnold had gone to heroic lengths to teach his pupils at Rugby College what was meant by a ‘simile’.  However, Arnold’s reinterpretation of  the term ‘mixed metaphor:,  though the technique was more one of association of  ideas, a transfer of  emotions or  impressions evoked by one situation to another, was perhaps a little artificial.  Although this feat of  pedagogy was, when taken in isolation, an admirable achievement,  nothing further was to be gained by anyone repeating it.

The pupils prepared also the Shakespearian play Hamlet.   The Accused did anwer one question on this - in which he was unable to resist expressing the outrageous attitudes delineated in an earlier chapter of  this work,  decided to instead to attempt a ‘comprehension’ question on Julius Caesar  (one of  numerous alternative Shakespear plays which could have been chosen as set books and all encountered by the 5D candidates at some point of their careers).

‘ “Great to gleam thee,  Mr Guildenstern!”,

His visage gloated anger gated grim.’

Actually,  the Accused’s recollection may here be in error.   These lines are, in fact, taken from Shakespear’s play Julius Hitler,  the alliteration of  g’s being intended to convey that Mr Hitler is German.   The question was:  “What is a ‘visage’?  Explain the literary devices used to describe Mr Hitler’s face.”

The Accused therefore recorded that no doubt the examiner was under the impression that Shakespear  meant by the term ‘gated’, fenced off - shielded from the light.   That is to say ‘dark’.   This contrasted maginificently and paradoxically with the verb ‘gloated’ which means ‘lit up’.   Fletcher was therefore saying that Hitler’s face was lit up by darkness.   Nevertheless, this was a fantasy.    The word ‘gaited’ was not in Marlowe’s day used with a such a meaning.  ‘Gloated anger gated grim’ was obviously a misprint by a scribe with a defective earphone which had persisted.   The original was ‘Gleamed with alligator grin’ and ‘Great to gleam thee’ was originally merely ‘Good to see you!”.   The gentleman’s name was not Guildenstern but Goldenzahn and Mr Hitler was smiling because he envisaged shortly adorning his own teeth with Mr Goldenzahn’s gold fillings.

There were a few more such questions about Julius Hitler.  5D pupils were assumed to be too illiterate to tackle such questions.  He had read Julius Hitler, but could not recollect any of  the passages being quoted appearing in it.  Nevertheless he imagined that this was an easy question that could be answered in a few minutes - allowing him more time for his lengthy disourses on other subjects.

Mr Lupton took the class for Greek.  Here the set books were Plato’s Last Days of  Socrates and Euipides’ Alcestis.   Mr Lupton objected to pupils consulting the notes at the back of  the textbooks during translation sessions and would reprimand anyone who sneaked a look.  Except for the Accused.   Although the Accused was a shy character,  he was more prone than others to regard lessons as free discussion sessions,  would persistently and obviously refer to the notes, interrupt the proceedings when he felt they needed clarification and, when called upon to translate,  refer to the notes in transit  (but without interrupting the flow of  the translation), even on such occasions adding ‘The note says...’.  The Accused had a ‘scholarly approach’ wrote Mr Lupton in a school report!

Nevertheless the Accused was incapable of  concealing his own opinions during an examination.  He expressed the irreverent views on Plato’s Last Days of  Socrates already intimated to the reader.  Socrates had not signed a contract with the Athenian State to obey its ‘laws’.   It was not even unequivocal what was meant by ‘law’ in such an argument - the written law or the actual practice.  Socrates was under no obligation to commit suicide,  neither under Athenian law nor in the sense of  some moral principles he was supposedly enunciating.   If he had stayed alive, that would have been the law, and it was his obligation to stay alive.   If he did not do so, then either he saw no way of  achieving this objective or else he miscalculated.

The Accused expected to be marked down in English  Literature and in Greek for not following the official party line.   Before the Accused departed for Aberystwyth  he encountered Mr Lupton on Victoria Park Road and was told he had been awarded 91% for Latin and ‘ninety something’ for Greek.   However, it is believed he was informed on the subsequent slip of  paper that he had been awarded 87% for Greek.   For English literature it is believed he was awarded 76%.   In retrospect, it might seem that there was no reason to suppose that the Accused had made any errors in these papers and these marks seem rather low, though the Accused was relieved that they were not lower and supposed he had not been penalised for his eccentricities.

The Accused believed that there was no hope of  persuading his mother to permit him to study mathematics rather than medicine unless he was awarded 100% in the (ordinary) ‘O’ level mathematics subject - in which there were separate papers in geometry, algebra and arithmetic.  The snag was that the arithmetic paper was on the day as that in French, a subject the Accused approached with lack of confidence.   The pupils were not given access to serious adult French literature and there an emphasis on grammar and syntax which may be very important when avoiding losing marks in exams but is not consciously known to those who speak a language.  It is what educationalists call the ‘basics’ - keeping a blind eye to the wood through attention to the trees.

The Geometry paper presented no difficulties and the Accused left an hour early to attend to other business.  The Algebra examination took place on the day before the French and Arithmetic.   An art teacher was envigilating.   If anyone wanted to abandon the examination, he announced, they were free to do so in the first ten minutes - but anyone who stayed longer would have to stay at the end.  So the Accused wrote out the answers and shortly afterwards handed in his paper with a view to departing and revising French.

“Are you sure?”, asked the art teacher,  “You should give it an attempt.  You may find that it comes back to you...that you find it is not as difficult as you think”.

The Accused did not know what the art teacher was talking about.  “I’ve checked the answers three times”, he replied, “If  I check them any more I am just going to introduce errors”.

The teacher looked puzzled.  He looked at the the two and a half sheets of  writing which the Accused had handed in.   Then he looked at the question paper.   Then he looked at the answers.  Then at the question paper.   Then at the answers.   Then at the question paper.  Then at the answers.  He still looked puzzled.  He then looked at his watch.

“You can leave during the first ten minutes of  the session.”, he remarked, “There is another two minutes to go.  So, if you so wish, you are free to go!”.   The Accused seriously feared that his knowledge of  French was so inadequate that he was in danger of  failing the exam.   The reader, hopefully, in a similar situation will take a adopt a more intelligent attitude.   Revision consisted of  reading through the textbooks from end to end and checking knowledge of  the vocabulary at the back of  the textbook and learning any forgotten words.   The Accused did this also prior to Latin and Greek exams - but while relaxing in the garden - and it didn’t take very long.   Most of  the examinations were so spaced apart that revision on the night before could be avoided.  The Accused spent most of  the night learning French.  He knew this might affect his performance in arithmetic - but thought he had to take the risk.

The Accused during the French examination chose to write an essay on the topic of  “My typical day”.  The Accused began by relating how that morning he had been awoken in his bedroom adjacent to his office in the Elysee Palace by his secretary bringing in a cup of  tea.  The Prime Minister, she said, was waiting outside.   So the Prime Minister was invited in.  “Mr President!”, exclaimed, “I resign!”.  “Thankyou very much! Goodbye!”.  The Accused would have known the French for ‘resign’.   French Prime Ministers in those days resigned with great frequency.   Four more were to resign during the typical day portrayed in the Accused’s essay.   The Accused felt very pleased with the eventual mark awarded of  72%.  The Accused was not aware of having committed any absurd errors generated such as just about invariably occur when the candidate has been revising through the night.  The reader however may not be so impressed with the 72%,  suspecting that after five years of  teaching it does not require revision to obtain such a mark and wondering what happened to the missing 28%.

The Arithmetic paper presented no obstacles until the Accused was left with an hour and half to complete the three compulsory questions on trigonometry.   It had never even occurred to the Accused that it was possible to drop marks on trigonometry questions - even if only the standard seventeen minutes were available per question, let alone half an hour!   It turns out, however, that all three questions depended on the same theorem or identity which the Accused had forgotten or failed to discover when faced with the questions.   From what the Accused tells him,  it appears to the author that what the Accused did not know, had forgotten or did not discover was that the Sine of  the exterior angle is equal to the sine of  the interior angle - that, using degrees rather than radians,  Sin x = Sin (180 -x).

The reader may remark that surely the Accused knew that Sin x = Sin (180-x).  Trignometrical tables are published only for angles from zero to 90 degrees and the student has to know how to derive the rest.  This formula surely is well known, can be deduced by sketching and inspecting a sine curve and follows from the formula Sin (A-B) = SinA CosB - CosASinB, since then Sin(180-x)= (0)(Cosx) -(-1)(Sinx) = Sin x.

However, the Accused may have had excuses.  The Sine of an acute angle is defined in ‘O’ level trigonetry as the ratio of  the length of  the opposite side to that of  the adjacent side when the angle is contained in a right angled triangle.   This refers therefore only to acute angles and the sine of an obtuse angle is defined as Sin (180-x).   Whereas the identity involving Sin(A-B) can be proved using ‘O’ level geometry (though it was actually part of  the More Advanced Maths syllabus) this applies only  to acute angles and cannot be generalised using definitions officially availabe to ordinary ‘O’ level students.   Trigonometrical ratios involving obtuse angles had not been included in the printed ‘O’ level syllabus and no questions referring to them had been asked previously.   Trigonometry is included in the ‘O’ level arithmetic syllabus since naval cadets are expected to be able perform trigonometrical calculations and get them right - but they are not expected to be able to demonstrate the validity of  the calculations.   Mathematicians, on the other hand, never use formulae they cannot prove.   Nevertheless, the author finds it impossible to think up any ‘O’ level style problem in which it would not be possible to peform the calculation using an acute angle instead without extending beyond ‘O’ level theory.   The Accused should either have done that or assumed that Sin(180-x) = Sin x and, at the very least, have performed that calculation in addition to, as he did, solving the problem by construction and measurement (knowing very well that anything derivable by such practical methods can always be derived mathematically instead).   It is hard to escape the concusion that the Accused had been doing too much (unnecessary and probably counterproductive) French revision and that this was due to an unjustifiably fearsome state of  mind.  So the Accused was awarded only 91% for mathematics.  It is true that the Accused had never previously obtained so high an overall mark in mathematics (nor had anyone else in the class), but those were internal examinations,  he did not see any reason for getting a l00% mark and he had not previously realised that such a mark should be easily obtainable.   So although the eventual mark was not humiliating, but it was not good enough.

There were two papers in the  ‘More Advanced Mathematics’ subject.  These were headed ‘attempt about five questions’.   The first part of  the first question in the first paper was:-

“Prove that Logax = Logab.Logbx”...(i)

The student may feel it necessary to prove the preliminary generalisation:  Logawn = nLogaw...(ii)

If Logawn = c,  then wn =ac ...(iii)

Logaw = d,  then w = ad : So wn =and ...(iv)

So, linking (iii) and (iv):   wn =ac  =and

So c =nd:: i.e. Logawn = nLogaw

We can now prove proposition (i):

If  Logax =p,  then x =ap...(v) 

If Logbx = q,  then x =bq...(vi)

So linking (iv) and (v)  ap = bq....(vii)

If Logab = r,  then b = ar  ....(viii)

Inserting (viii) into (vii): ap = arq

So p = rq

i.e. Logax = Logab.Logbx”

Alternatively, using (i), which might not be regarded by the examiners as requiring proof,  we can deduce from (vii) that plogaa = qlogab

So, since logaa =1, and substituting for p and q,  Logax = Logab.Logbx”

 The first question in a maths examination is supposed by a gift from the examiners.  This one was worth five marks at the most.  The candidate is expected to generate a mark a minute.   A proof of  this type was required - and versions found in textbooks are even longer!   The proof would take five minutes to write out even if  the candidate hit on the correct logic immediately without any diversions.   Without the preliminary proof  of  proposition (ii), which is not necessary and would not be required even if  the proposition (ii) was used in the proof,  twenty minutes would be a reasonable time to be allocated to the question.   The Accused reports that after twenty minutes he had still not found the solution.  He claims that he eventually spent 35 minutes on the question - even though he knew that a relatively simple proof on these lines existed.  This could have been grounds for panic.  The Accused reports that he was pleasantly surprised how easy the remaining questions were - though it is believed he did not complete the paper.   He did complete the second paper, but was afraid that it was compulsory to obtain a pass mark on both papers and that he would fail on the first.

Assuming that he obtained full marks on the second paper (on which he had answered three more questions than the number anticipated to be necessary), he thought he might possibly scrape 75%.  He claims, however, to be have been awarded 89%.  So, maybe, he was awarded 86%.   He supposed such a figure was very adequate and that the examination papers had been so difficult that nobody else at Wyggeston  (or anywhere else) was likely to have obtained a higher mark.   He supposed that in internal examinations he would always receive two or three marks less than his colleagues for an indentical performance and that they had in an external examination less of an advantage.   There have to be doubts, however, about this grandiose assessment.  This was a new subject,  the examiners did not know what performances to expect and it is likely that the marks were scaled, with the highest mark being scaled to 100% (or higher when one or two people have much higher scores than the rest - as sometimes happens in maths exams).   The Accused’s mark may thus have been more a percentile score in the order of overall performance.  But when it is considered that when the Accused was taking his mock GCE a few months earlier he had little understanding of  this subject, his performance was not that discreditable.

This subject, More Advanced Mathematics, an experiment by the London examining board, was abolished at the end of  this one year during which it existed.  It was deemed to be ‘too difficult’.   The Accused feels, however, that this was unfortunate.  The ordinary ‘O’ level syllabus was inadequate for the Accused and his colleages not merely as a five year course, but a four year course.   Mathematics periods had not been taken seriously,  much time was wasted,  there was little to inspire the pupils and boredom may even have led to underperformance.   The Accused himself was not to be permitted to take ‘A’ level mathematics, even though this is really necessary for Physics, and was therefore fortunate to have been given an equivalent education by another route.   In the l950s it was less fashionable than in 2000 to consider the marks obtained in examinations to be more important than ensuring that the pupils were educated to what was for them a sufficient standard - but London University may in this instance have been misled into dropping this subject purely on the basis of  the low marks obtained in absolute rather than scaled terms by the candidates taking the examination.  It might have been more sensible for secondary school pupils to be given the option of  a three year course in ‘O’ level mathematics and  then to pass straight onto ‘A’ level, taking the examinations at the same time as other ‘O’ level subjects (which the occasional pupil in subsequent years, in other schools, was in later years fortunate enough to be permitted to do).  The 72% mark in Physics also, when he was informed of it, seemed adequate to the Accused, who was fully expecting low marks in all subjects and fully expecting failure in all subjects (except perhaps mathematics, though in that ‘pass’ mark would be failure, and chemistry, which he barely scraped through).

The remaining subject taken by the Accused in the ‘O’ level GCE was called ‘English Language’.   A pass in this and in Mathematics were taken to be the basic or essential school leaving requirement.   This extended to Secondary Modern schools.   Their pupils sat, usually, not the GCE, but the examination of  the College of  Preceptors (which is perhaps broadly equivalent to the modern GCSE).  In the l950s there was already a tendency (which escalated over subsequent decades) for teachers to prevent their pupils from taking GCE papers, unless they paid the fees themselves or sat the papers at the  Polytechnic,  if  they feared the pupil might not pass - and even did so in Secondary Moderns when the pupil could be fully expected to pass!   Such overreaction extended even to prohibitions of  taking the Preceptors Papers.   These were graded A, B, C,D....and a grade A in a Preceptors’ paper was alleged to be the equivalent of an ‘O’ level pass in the corresponding GCE subject (though the papers might bear little resemblance to each other.  Preceptors’ syllabus did often resemble the GCSE in being more a matter of memory, algorithms and ‘concrete thinking’ or  inclination towards pictures and diagrams rather than ‘symbolic’ or linguistic thinking.  Grammar School pupils might have found it as difficult to take Secondary Modern examination papers as Secondary Modern pupils did Grammar School papers).   It was even customary to refer to a Grade A in a Preceptor’s examination as a Grade A at ‘O’ level (though ‘O’ levels were then still marked as percentages).

English Language appeared to the Accused as a redundant subject where the pupil was in any case sitting the papers in English Literature.   ‘English  Language’ was, like Arithmetic, hardly or not at all taught in Grammar Schools and the examination papers did not differ greatly from an Eleven Plus English paper.   Questions were asked on grammar, syntax and the usage of  words or expressions.   The Dr Outram views on such subjects appeared to differ from those of primary school teaching and from the assumptions incorporated into Latin and Greek in which the actual language closely corresponds with formal analysis of sentences or grammatical function.    There were also formal exercises such as precis writing or writing essays.   The Accused’s approach to precis writing was to read the passage and then, without looking at it again,  to record what he thought it was about.   There is no absolute rule as to what is the best or correct approach.  The transcriber may wish to display his skill in expressing  in a hundred words what has previously been written in five hundred, without sacrificing any of  the original information whatsoever.   Some, moreover, like to give the information in exactly the same order as in the original,  as if  they were performing a class translation exercise directly from some verbose language to some concise language.   This takes considerable expertese and the examiner may feel that is for this expertese that the examination candidate should be rewarded.  On the other hand,  such ‘accurate’ approaches do not generate entertaining literature.  An examiner might feel that the candidate should be regard himself as journalist composing a review which he expects customers to read and enjoy.   A precis written with this objective may contain very little of  the information in the original longer article and may also have a narrative form quite different from the original.   It was never specified in examination papers for what purpose the candidate should  regard himself as writing the precis.  A precis which would qualify for a high mark under one criterion would qualify for a low one under another.  The Accused thus had by l958 veered towards the more journalistic approach. Writing without referring to the original was intended to enable the Accused to produce a self-contained mini-composition of  his own.  There was no reason for this approach not being adopted by anyone else,  but students commence their career at precis writing with the direct translation approach and the Accused’s was eccentric.  An eccentric approach risks an eccentrically low mark!   The Accused was more inept and inhibited when writing English essays than when writing essays in some foreign language, was unlikely to have much interest in the type of  title proposed by the examiners and found that he had no skill or inclination in expanding any subject to a thousand  or a thousand five hundred words.   The Accused therefore had no expectations as regards English Language.  Moreover, in internal examinations above seventy per cent marks for English Language were rare or unknown and not even Mr Orton or Mr Pratt was likely to be awarded more than 50% for an essay!   The Accused supposed therefore that his 68% mark was no less than expected and adequate.

The Accused finds himself in the twenty first century forced to eulogise his GCE ‘O’ level results.  This is partly because today there exists an entirely different examination system.   The modern GCSE is an examination designed as norm for the entire population and supposedly fulfils the requirements of  ‘employers’ - that is, all employers and not just employers with some special interest in some academic subject.   The GCE was intended for a minority.   It was not intended to be education in preparation for work or working class work.   The modern examination is more algorithmic and more depends on memory.   The former GCE was intended to be cognitive or academic,  those who sat it were apt to be already exiled from the employment pool, were denied education specifically relevent to earning a living and the education was supposedly a mental training to enable or encourage the victim to think or act for himself.   It is customary for modern secondary school pupils to take a large number of  subjects,  whether they be called GCE or anything else, both at ‘O’ level and at  ‘A’ level.   They are expected to get Grade A’s and because examination boards are rated in order of  excellence according to what percentage of  Grade A’s they award,  they may subdivide the A’s, so that everyone becomes expected to gain an  AA.  In the l950s the maximum number of  ‘O’ Level subjects  candidates were permitted to take in one session was ten.  Six was regarded as the maximum in practice or the highest number that could be expected.   It was usual for three subjects to be taken at ‘A’ level, passes in two being considered respectable,  and it was a rarity for anyone to take as many as four.   An ‘S’ level in the l950s was not an easy ‘A’ Level but ‘Scholarship Level’ and the maximum permissible in a session was two.   In addition to that there was the Cambridge Scholarship System and the critera of  assessment differed from those in GCE’s.

Although Mr Branston took and passed ten subjects - which included Religious Knowledge - the Accused’s nine was by l957 standards a large number - and he was to be awarded ‘A’ levels in Botany and Zoology without having taken any ‘O’ Level biology subjects.  The Accused’s education was not limited to his GCE subjects and he could have taken German and various other subjects.  Whereas he was to be awarded four subects at ‘A’ level in addition to the Cambridge lst MB in Organic Chemistry, three subjects at Scholarship Level, his ‘O’ levels in Mathematics were equivalent to a ‘A’ Level and he was later to be awarded a degree in Mathematics and he could claim eventually to have taken and passed eventually the equivalent of  seven ‘A’ Levels.   The Accused could be regarded as having obtained a world record in quantity.   Whether or not there was a similar achievement in terms of  nominal quality is open to doubt.  The author has been unable to identify anyone with comparable results,  but there is a suspicion that the Accused’s ‘O’ performance may not, as he wishes to believe,  be exceptional both in the marks obtained and in there being no passes in easy options or  low standard papers sat by Public School Boys’ or  those who were not rated highly by their teachers, or whose teachers did not rate highly.   The Accused wishes to believe this because the rest of  his life was failure and he wants to claim this was due to descrimination rather than ineptitude.  Nevertheless,  this story focusses on some of  the causes of underperformance and suggests reasons for not necessarily considering an absence of  examination results quite as seriously as they are sometimes considered or for avoiding any adverse judgements or impediments to future progress that result from absence of  examinations or absence of  resplendent results.   Whereas it was not necessarily good news for l950s grammar school pupils to pass their examinations - there were no jobs for them anyway - it might be bad news to fail and the examinations or fear of  them could in some cases be the cause of  considerable distress.

The more famous characters at the Wyggeston School in l958 included the son of  Robert (Sir Robert) Mark, pioneer of  the traffic wardens and parking meters.  Motorists in Leicester would be forever encountering new roundabouts, one way schemes and experiments in traffic lights and see in them the hand of  Robert Mark.   He later became Commissioner of  the Metropolitan Police.  Private Eye published a photograph on its front page of  Robert Mark addressing his new troops: “Anything you say will be taken down and used in evidence...”.  Young Mark was considered to be excessively good and proper.  This he had in common with Stanley Henig, who was a regular topic of conversation amongst his sixth form colleagues, though the Accused knew little about him.   Modern readers may wonder whether Henig and Mark, who were also to be the major victims of  comedy (Mark tried to be an object of  comedy) respectively at Oxford and Cambridge, were subject to antisemitism.  This contrasted with the son of  the county Chief Constable, Mr Taylor, who was a notorious mischief maker (but a quite an intelligent lad) who contributed to the reputation of  the E stream of  being unruly and undisciplined.   There was another youth, then in the first year sixth, who manufactured keys, taking prints with a bar of soap,  taught other pupils the arts of  lock-picking and created a sensation by tipping potassium permanganate (a red dye, used as an oxiding agent in school chemistry) into a local waterway, the washbrook.

A cutting from the Leicester Mercury dated 22.8.58, unearthed from Accused-dad’s files, refers to the Annual Congress of  the British Chess Federation held from l8th to 30th August at the Town Hall, Leamington Spa, Warwickshire.  In the forth round a Leicester University Student,  .J.Stockwell, lost in the lost the lead in the Major Open tournament to P.D.Briley of  Bristol by losing to him in  34 moves.  P.E.Collier by beating M.E.Poolake of  Bristol caught up with  Stockwell’s score of  two and a half points.  R.H.Northage of  Quorn lost to J.T.Pascoe of  Ilford and K.B.Watson of  Leicester University to S.Wilkinson of  Loughton.  In the British Boys’ Under Eighteen Championship J.V.Dawkins was on three points after losing to J.A.Lawrence of  Birmingham, V.H.Woodward drew with J.R.Davis of  Leamington in thirteen moves, the shortest game in the tournament to date.  Roger Scowen lost to D.G.McDonald of  Hoylake in 32 moves and G.P.Webb drew with R.Hulme of  Leamington in 56 moves.   In the British Boys’ Under Fifteen Championship the Accused lost to S.P.Broido of Barnet in 70 moves after an adjournment and beat R.Hazelwood of  Coventry in 30 moves.

The l957 -8 BCF yearbook records that Dr L.Penrose (Professor Lionel of  University College and father of  three brothers well known in chess circles) was President of  the Chess Education Society.   The Chairman was W.Ritson Morry of  Warwickshire.   Ritson Morry, who ran a club that resembled that of  the Accused, got on very well with the Accused and was an ally against the House of Drones and the Wigston Mafia.  But he was generally regarded with some suspicion in Leicestershire,  Warwickshire’s Midland rivals.   Dudley Long, whenever he spoke of  or  encountered Ritson Morry would mouth in a deep voice “Win for Warwickshire’.   This was because in junior and senior matches between the two counties, when there were unfinished games in which either a result was to be agreed or  which were to be sent for adjudication,  Ritson Morry would amble along and declare ‘Win for Warwickshire!’ and Leicester’s schoolteachers in particular had been unable to compete with his expertese, irrespective of  the actual merits of  the position.   Ritson Morry was famous for his rivalry with Baruch Wood, the proprietor of  “CHESS” of  Sutton  Coldfield.   In the l970s the Accused was to discover that, as he had always suspected,  Wood and Morry, who never lost a public opportunity to mock each other, were great friends!   Morry, a lawyer, had been debarred for some commonplace lawyerly offence and  was described by Wood in his magazine, as a ‘jailbird’.  Since this was not strictly accurate,  Morry had sued Wood for libel and lost - which sounded to the Accused very much like a publicity stunt.

The Chess Education’s society’s contribution to the l956-7 season had been the London Boys; Congress of  l957.   The under-eighteen section had been won by Adrian Hollis of  Eton College.   The Accused was under the impression in later years that Hollis (who attended Oxford University) and later became a Grand Master in Correspondence Chess  was his age contemporary.   His father,  Director of  MI5,  was accused by journalists of  being the ‘fifth man’ in their version of  the Philby affair, though the Accused felt that Hollis senior would have known nothing about it.   Hollis and the Accused would regularly greet one another with a wry smile, as if  they knew one another, but never conversed.   The Under Sixteen tournament was won by D. J.Mabbs of  Harrow County School, and the Under Fourteen Section by S.P.Broido (recorded as ‘Broids’ amid numerous spelling mistakes of names in the yearbook).

The youngsters in Leicester had less opportunity for competive play and less opportunity to be conversent with current theory than those in London or even those in Warwickshire.   Scowen and the Accused made their efforts in Leicestershire but were and were to be undermined by the Wigston conspiracies.  Eventually the Wigstonites were to use the British Chess Federation to promote their own interests,  subsidised by the much larger contingent attached to the Accused who were to be left at the wayside while glory, not always deserved, was showered on Wigstonites.

Scowen and other Wyggestonians had been persuaded to take the lead of  the Accused, who had entered the l957 Plymouth tournament, in entering the l958 Leamington Tournament.   Scowen was the organiser and a party booked accommodation at a youth hostel in Warwick (Warwick and Leamington are a single town with a boundary that runs across the main street) with an irascible warden, whom it was Scowen’s task to placate.   The Accused, however, was befriended by M.M.Broido, older brother of  S.P. (and later one of numerous Professors of  Mathematics at Oxford - several others of  whom were at this stage comerades of  the Accused).    Broido had  a more retaliatory Lovett-like attitude towards the irascible warden, defending the letter of  the rules and regulations and justice.

At the commencement of  the tournament the Press decided it wanted a photograph of  l956 Champion C.H.O’D Alexander in action.   Alexander protested that flashbulbs were a distraction.   So he and Bernard Cafferty played a rapid game,  Cafferty opening with 1d3 and Alexander answering with 1..g6,  and then aafter a couple of dozen moves stopped playing,  and pored over the board as if in concentration while the photographer took his picture.    Alexander, however, during the tournament, was to drop and break his glasses, did not peform outstandingly in the tournament and was in a few years time to retire altogether from congress play (except for a tournament he regularly won in Ilford) and to become a Grand Master at correspondence chess.   A young boy from Holland arrived and claimed he had come to Britain with the sole purpose of  playing a game of  chess with Hugh Alexander, which he suggested he do in his hotel room.   Alexander,  however,  declined.   He played chess in the mornings, he said, and went to sleep in the afternoon!   However, he did amuse himself in the analysis room in evenings by playing esoteric forms of  chess with his British Championship colleagues.  Alexander felt that some of  the merits of  chess were being diminished by the increasing importance of learned theory and in order to ‘put an end to theory’  promoted a version of  chess in which the pieces were arrayed on the back ranks before the start of a game in random order.   He also played progressive chess with Bernard Cafferty, attempting to refute Cafferty’s outrageous recommendation  1f3.   

The 1957 Champion Dr Stefan Fazekas,  a long standing Vice President of the British Chess Federation,  became further involved in controversy.   Comptrollers at chess tournmaments were traditionally comedians and their jokes and insultants were tolerated.    The controller on this occasion was Mr van Meurs, a large man with a large beard.   Mr van Meurs felt that he was being given insufficient respect and, in particular, illegible score sheets were being handed in.   So during his headmasterly speech before the commencement of  a round Mr van Meurs registered his protests and added that the worst offenders were ‘former British Champions’.   Dr Fazekas immediately jumped up and asked whether the comptroller was referring to him.   “If  the cap fits,  wear it!”, answered van Meurs.   Fazekas insisted that van Meurs clarify what he meant by this and van Meurs refused.    This was, as it turns out, not appreciated, and for future congresses van Meurs was sacked and replaced by P.M.Simmons of  Scunthorpe.
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