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The Accused was duly elected ‘captain’ of  the Wyggeston School chess club during the l959-60 season, during which he was in the school’s second year sixth form..and Kieth Emerton was elected secretary.   A lad called Atkins proposed himself as ‘captain’ - because he thought such an office would look good on a C.V. - though he had no understanding of  the size of  the current school chess club, its ramifications outside the school and would therefore have been unable to cope with it - and had no intention of doing so.   Chasers of  honours and C.V.s were to be a considerable problem in future years - but Atkin turned out to be satisfied that the fact that he was not a club member and had not been during the previous year debarred him from nomination.   (He would also have had to rely on the votes of non-members he had brought with him).  Atkins, who had made previous attempts to bring in friends from outside to AGMs to get himself elected ‘captain’, is believed to have subsequently actively assisted the Accused in the chess club organisation and he did not, as C.V.seekers habitually do,  attempt to undermine or destroy the organisation to discredit the existing organisers or to become nominal head of  a now non-existent organisation.   Possibly he had genuinely had an objection to what appeared from outside to have been a previous elitism within the club in which nobody who did not belong to a coterie or elite was ever considered for a school team.  

The Accused reports that he had disgreements on policy with Dudley Long, who had been elected captain for l958-9,  even though their relationship in which the Accused was secretary of  Leicester ll and Long a player proceeded amicably.  The Accused reports that such disagreements also took place at the start of  the l959-60, suggesting that Long was then still at the school - in the third year sixth.   One point of  disagreement concerned the Sunday Times School Competition, first held in l957-8.   In the first year the school team had won its zone and in the second the school had entered two teams, both of  which won their zones and in l959-60 the school was again to win two zones (and in l960-61, three zones).   The Accused felt however that performance was not satisfactory.   

Six players were to compete for each team in every match (none being permitted who had played for another team) and a point awarded for a won game and a half point for a drawn game.   If  the match was tied 3-3 then the numbers of  the boards which each side had won was totalled and the side with the lowest total won.   If  this failed to decide, then whoever had lost on the bottom board won the match...and, if  that game had been drawn,  then the loser of  board 5 won the match (and so on).     If all games were drawn, there was to be a replay.

The difficulties arose however from rule 12: “The tournament shall be handicap competition.   Each team will be graded  into one of  six groups according to the average age in years and completed months of its players on the day of  the match.

GROUP 1 - teams which are comprised of  players whose average age is seventeen years and over.

GROUP ll - l6yrs to l6yrs llmth

GROUP lll - 15yrs to 15yrs llmth

GROUP lV - 13yrs 6mth to 14yrs llmth

GROUP V -  12yrs to 13yrs 5 mths

GROUP Vl -  Under 12 years

(If the teams are in differing groups)  the higher age group team - in order to be declared the winners - must win by a margin of  points at least equal to the difference in the group numbers of  the two team.”

A secondary modern school would inevitably have a team in group lll or below.   The Wyggeston School , excluding its sixth form, was still larger than any secondary modern - and should still have been able to field a stronger chess team.   Yet not only had Wyggeston School been consistently in Group l, but it had been fielding up to four players aged from eighteen to twenty.   Suppose, for arguments sake, the choice lies between a younger and an older player and this made the difference of one group.  Then, to justify his place, then if it is just a matter involving the two players,  supposing one was directly substituted for the other, then the younger player could justify his place if  he lost and the older player in the alternative hypothetical situation drew.   The Wyggeston team had considered it satisfactory to gain an even score on the first four boards.   Scowen and Long had not doubted that if  older players were playing on higher boards the younger players would be playing on lower boards and would find it easier to win.   The Accused felt however that this was a flawed argument and proved by actual experience to be a flawed argument.   He did not believe that the younger players would score any worse on the upper boards than the older players and did not believe that available substitutes were too weak to perform on lower boards.  Against most teams the Wyggeston side could expect to win whatever team was fielded whereas when it came to the real opposition the team found itself  floored by age handicap, whereas it could have been arranged to for the Wyggeston team to have the advantage on handicap.   This occurred even when the opposing sixth board was a substitute against whom a very young player could have scored a win.   Moreover it was particularly against the stronger teams in which the older players failed to gain the averages to justify their place.   If  the team maintained a low enough age average it would be necessary to win only three games (assuming no draws) or perhaps even two to win matches - with the possible bonus of  draws.   If  younger players were put into the team, even if  they were not originally confident to score regular wins,  then  by the time the stronger opposition was reached they would be.   The Accused in l959-60 was in possession of  a school roll which recorded the date of birth of  every pupil.   Anton Powell, who had followed in the Accused’s footsteps in entering the school early, then in form 2R (that is the stream taking the GCE in four years) was eleven years old and several strong enough players were twelve years old.  The Accused felt also that there was a need for flexibility in the construction of  teams, rather than a fixed team with a fixed board order and a need for greater team spirit and humour than in previous school first teams in which older players had discouraged the younger and felt further than a school club should be educational, with the possibility of  promotion in board order always available and that younger players, other things being equal (and perhaps even when not) should be preferred to older players who already had opportunities elsewhere.

The Accused accordingly drew up two Sunday Times teams - a first team and a second team.   He put the older players into the first team and himself, Emerton, and the still youthful Michael Miller (arguably the strongest player in the school but neglected on account of lower age) into a second team which was even in as low as group five - effectively unbeatable!    It occurred to nobody, however, that it was the second team that was intended to win the competition and not the first team - and that superiority of  the second team would become more and more apparant as the final rounds were being reached.  Accidents can happen - but besides that it could be expected that any Wyggeston team would win its zone (even though the Wyggeston 2nd team could expect to be in the same zone as the City Boys’ first and only team) and what was affected by correct choice of  players was the outcome of  the final rounds.

Scowen and Long, when discussing this with the Accused twelve years later, admitted that they had never suspected that the second team was intended to win the competition and that they had never even considered the possibility of  adjusting the team to the age handicap - and had also not realised that the Accused had taken into account the ages of  young up-and-coming second year players.  In retrospect the Accused’s decision had clearly been correct.   However, at the time,  the Accused was approached by Long and associates and threatened with a complaint to the Headmaster.   The Accused felt that the Headmaster,  who had not been highly supportive,  was likely to support Long - and he agreed to select the teams in the traditional manner instead.   The two teams selected according to traditional criteria won their zones and then lost.   However, the Accused had satisfied himself long before that not only had he been within his rights to select his original teams but that the original decision was clearly correct.   The Accused claims that this was amongst the incidents that converted him from being somewhat weak in standing up for his own decisions into becoming more irresolute.

Another major issue was that of  introducing House chess matches mainly to cater for the large number of  club members in the upper school.    The house system had no purpose other than to create a random assortment of  the school’s pupils to be a basis of  internal semi-serious team sports events.   However, there turned out to be House Masters who felt that their rights and prerogatives were being challenged by the Accused’s scheme.   The Accused found himself  being abused by some of  these Housemasters and being accused of  being a gangster who was ‘running the school’.   There turned out also to be new Teachers Training College style teachers who turned out to have been attached to the chess club in order to boost their salaries.   Teachers had never been involved in the organisation of  the chess club and these,  who knew nothing at all about the club,  in the Accused’s view, could never have understood it and had no contribution to make.   They made some attempts to exert authority, but the Accused told them he made the decisions and they caused no more trouble (nor were ever seen by club members).   However, they too tried to stick their oar in obstructively at this juncture.   However, housemasters or no,  there was nothing to stop the Accused from organising inter-house chess matches.   The critical point turned out to be that the Accused insisted that first team members either did not play or else that there be a handicapping system.  In his view this was essential.   The intended house matches did not exist so much for them but for those for whom there might not be other matches available.   Established team members could be expected invariably to win against less experienced players - and there inclusion in house matches might make results a forgone conclusion and discourage others from competing.   The  Accused would not have objected to giving opponents a queen’s start (or more).  He did that regularly.  He would still have won but he would have been able to entertain the troops and would have encouraged participation rather than discouraged it.  However, then the Accused was approached by Dudley Long and Michael Miller, who belonged to the Johnson House (to which former St John’s pupils tended to belong).   They saw the Johnson House as winning the competition and could not be persuaded that the object was to encourage chess and not for the Johnson house to win.   The Accused was even surprised that they should wish to play other than to make up numbers when a full team could not otherwise be recruited.   Long and Miller would not abandon their position.   The Accused felt hurt by this opposition,  abandoned the House match scheme and also decided to break the Wyggeston near-monopoly of  what was now the external part of  the organisation, the Leicester ll  team.   He accordingly asked Dave Mackey of  the City Boys’ School to join and Dave Mackey in turn recruited other City Boys.

The Accused, to provide competitive matches for the lower school boys, had set up a Leicester Schools Under Thirteen Team  Competition, for teams of  eight players, into which Wyggeston entered three teams (of  second formers).  No other school entered more than one team.   The Accused deliberately chose to call the three teams A, B and C rather than lst, 2nd and 3rd to avoid any impression that it was a greater honour to be one team rather than another.   The top boards would all be playing each other,  the Bd 2s playing the Bd 2s and so on down to the board 8s.   It was not that the strongest eight players were put into the A team and the next strongest eight were put into the B team.   The A team overall may have been stronger than the B team and the B stronger than the C,  players believed to be amongst the strongest were allocated to each team to ensure approximately equal competition on the upper boards.   The rules prohibited a player from competing for more than one team - and since the Accused was comptroller of  the competition he felt that his teams had to obey the rules!

The Accused arranged a meeting of  second formers who were expecting to play in these under thirteen teams (he had no knowledge of  the new first year players, for whom inter-form matches were arranged(.   Here the players were to agree amongst themselves who was to play in which team.   The Accused suggested that it might be appropriate that people who were friends or got on with each other should play in the same teams - though, on the other hand,  cliquism or  groups of  people who kept out or ostracised others were not desirable.   The A team turned out largely to be comprised of  those most associated with the Accused.   There were reasons for separating these.   One was that the Accused did not encourage chess specialisation.   He was educating his his pupils to observe and think objectively over all issues, not just chess.   They were inclined towards solving problems in general, not just chess - and as such a specialisation in chess to the degree of  memorising a great deal of  theory was counterproductive.   They were expected, as the Accused had done, to survive without theory.    These pupils were also trained in politics - or to be leaders or organisers.   Although the Accused was not a sports devotee in the public school sense, he nevertheless encouraged physical fitness and more physical activities as an adjunct towards mental fitness.   Such people who had a more general intelligence might find it difficult to accord with those with a more specifically chess intelligence (and vice versa).

Amongst the decisions made, which the Accused supposed were democratic and by universal agreement and not imposed by himself, was that Thompson (younger brother of  the Accused’s Wyggeston and Cambridge contemporary David)  and (Ralph) Oakfield would be playing in the B team with the expectation that they would be playing on the top two boards (though not shutting out any other eligible player who might justify such a placing by performance).   Both of  these players (of whom Long had a high opinion) were suspected of  being likely to make their mark in chess,  though Dudley Long also had a high opinion, possibly even higher opinion, of  Russ (son of  the county player who has been mentioned) and of  C.A.Powell (son of  the German Professor), who were in the A team.   The Accused had high expectations from Nick Stewart of  2R who was too unspecialised in his interests to be excessively admired by Dudley Long.  There were also youths with current reputations placed in the C team.   

Ralph Oakfield was son of  the Wigston chess player “Bill” Oakfield, known to the Accused in future years as the World Heavyweight Chess Champion.  Ralph would speak to the Accused of  his father and of  his father’s chess in devoted and admiring terms.   His father, he said, was the county’s greatest expert on the French Defence.   The Accused felt this could lead to a potential psychological conflict.   The young chess players at Wyggeston regarded the Accused rather than their father’s as their mentor.    Ralph was being trained by his father in theory, whereas the Accused had a much less direct approach towards theory,  more encouraging pupils to discover how to play through experience, even adverse experience and thereby come to work out theory for themselves.   The Accused felt that anyone could absorb theory and that if  aptitudes that did not depend on theory were developed,  theory could be added later on, whereas an early concentration on theory might produce spectacular immediate results but no world champions.    The Accused tried not to be critical of  other people and saw in himself no reason for supposing himself  better than others,  but other more senior members of  the Wyggeston Club might feel and even openly state that Oakfield Senior was not a chessplayer of  any consequence.   The A team was more composed of  pupils of  the Accused, though this did not necessarily imply they were stronger chess players, than pupils of  Bill Oakfield.   The Accused was under the impression that Ralph Oakfield had volunteered to play for the B team,  thereby putting him in a position to play in the competition against rivals in the A team  (and C team)  and that he might thereby avoid discrimination amid the more high spirited and less overtly studious A team.

However, when all this had been arranged and some of  the matches had already been played (so that Oakfield could not be transferred without a special rule being created)  the Accused was assaulted by an angry phone call from Bill Oakfield.   The Accused had put his son Ralph into the B team.   He should be in the A team.   This atrocity had been committed because Ralph was Jewish and therefore physically unattractive, unlike the Accused’s special friends in the A team.   Ralph Oakfield was an exceptionally gifted child with an I.Q. of  140.  The Accused never mentioned this conversation to Ralph and therefore does not know for certain to what degree he was responsible for this outburst.   It could have been that Ralph had tried to explain to his father the advantages of  playing for the B team and had been misunderstood.

It was not possible for the Accused to make much headway against Oakfield’s tirade.   In chess language A,B and C teams were always equivalent and it had not occurred to the Accused that anyone might regard them as l st, 2nd and 3rd teams.   The three teams were playing exactly the same opposition (except that a team did not play itself) and, while Oakfield junior could reasonably expect himself to be guaranteed first or second board in the B team,  that would not necessarily have been so in the A team (and if  Thompson was in it, even less so).   Oakfield-dad’s career ambitions for his son surely were best served by the son being given in his games the strongest opposition available. 

I.Q. is a questionable concept.  Some who score poorly in I.Q.tests but are highly intelligence and perhaps some who score highly are not so intelligent or have a very specialised intelligence.   The British Chess Federation grading system produced a number that closely approximated to I.Q. scores, but like them might be unreliable and even highly variable in a particular individual.   Nevertheless,  these second formers were at the peak of  the post war bulge.   More highly intelligent children belonged to that generation than to any other.   At this period the British state educational system was also at its peak and these boys had interests which were not confined to their school subjects.   The Accused’s pupils were the most intelligent and educated population that had ever existed in one place at one time.   To the Accused intelligence was the capacity to be critical, not to make assumptions and to see the truth despite distortions of  perception and reason habitually being induced by socialisation or current fashion or the currently venerated expert opinion.   What Oakfield supposed to be the Accused’s special elect were all people with this capacity for for scepticism and criticism - in general, not just in relation to chess,  which was a weapon of  education.   The outcome of  a chess game is an objective reality that may contradict prejudices and expectations.   This was one reason for the Accused preferring his pupils to think for themselves rather than memorise theory and a reason for his encouraging versions of  chess or  intellectual games that did not win championships.   He was training his pupils to be cabinet ministers when he was Prime Minister.

The Accused did not comment on Ralph being an exceptionally gifted child with an I.Q. of  l40.   However, in so much as the term  I.Q. was meaningful he took it for granted that all pupils at Wyggeston had an I.Q. over l40 - which was then regarded as the minimum for university entry  (except for medical school).   He even supposed that those with I.Q.s between l40 and 160 found themselves seriously handicapped in life.   Those less intelligent than this were unable to see through the delusions which were were compulsory for acceptance within society - and were also accepted and guaranteed a living.   Those with I.Q.s over l60, or perhaps some figure higher than this, not only were able to perceive reality but they were able to compensate for or remedy the discrimination they encountered in society.   Those in between, however, were, on account of  their above average intelligence socio-economically ostracised and some limited awareness that society was consumed by pretences and delusions (or were forced to maintain such intelligence on account of  the discrimination and absence of  the privileges for which maintainance of  lower intelligence was compulsory)  and  had some limited capacity to calculate and make their own decisions - but insufficient to survive in the face of  the prejudice or discrimination.   He suspected that the l40 which Oakfield-dad allocated to Oakfield was an underestimate based on the misconceptions fostered by popular journalism that were not appropriate to populations where all had the I.Q.s which journalism supposed to be exceptional, unique or supposedly of  ‘genius’ level  (There are far more people with these supposedly exceptional I.Q.s than there are people who are acclaimed to be geniuses).  In any case, chessplayers can be expected to register high I.Q. scores.   They like puzzles.   The Accused imagined that Oakfield junior would register around l65 on an I.Q. test.   However,  he imagined that for membership of  what Oakfield-dad supposed to be the Accused’s select magic circle, those intended to be administrators,  a minimum I.Q. of  l80 was required.  Nevertheless,  the Accused felt unhappy that Accused-dad’s ambitions for his son should be measured as an I.Q..   The Accused was already becoming increasingly suspicious of  the Exceptionally Gifted Child Syndrome, often advertised in terms of an I.Q.,  usually an I.Q., if  I.Q. figures were to be taken seriously,  that was in the upper 50% rather than the upper 0.00001% and ignored the disadvantages of  high I.Q’s and the need perhaps for support from the similarly afflicted.   Some feel that the high I.Q. is accompanied by a retarded ‘social’ I.Q.. Exceptionally gifted child victims tend to be afflicted with strong ties with the father which they are unable to break (or  they are unable to cope when the tie is broken or they are unable to find some other protective older father-figure).  Ralph Oakfield however displayed no manner of  abnormality.

Oakfield had already previously exhibited some paranoia and allegedly dishonourable behaviour towards the Accused.   This was to continue for decades and Accused-mum was to claim that she had been harrassed by phone calls from Oakfield which affected her mental state.   It is not known whether Oakfield’s activities were limited to those known to the Accused or whether they extended beyond.

The Accused was in the habit of  trying to avoid defections from his club by arranging for there to be alternative but equivalent teams so that it was possible to cater for people with incompatible requirements.  In particular there existed always a safety valve whereby there would be part of  the club, or some closely associated club, not under his control.  Since he claimed that nobody was in control,  he would use some other terminology.   However, in this case the Accused my be protesting his innocence too forcibly.   It is not clear that he was not of  the opinion that the first board player in the A team could be expected to produce a higher score than the first board player of  the B team who in turn was expected to score more highly than the first board player of  the C team.  Oakfield might have felt that he was being given a lesser honour by being allocated to that team if he felt that the A team was stronger overall (though the Accused claims that only Oakfield-dad and never Oakfield expressed dissatisfaction.   If  Oakfield-dad’s real objection was that he did not want his son to play below the son of  the county player Russ, whom, he perhaps supposed to be German (as did Accused-mum, an expert in such matters), then the separation into different teams did not necessarily solve the difficulty.   If this problem really existed, the Accused should have identified it and dealth with it head-on (The possibility never occurred to him).   The three Wyggeston under thirteen teams won all their matches against non-Wyggeston teams by large margins but, by equally large margins, the A team won against the B and C teams and the B team against the C team.   The Accused claims that he was surprised both by these team scores and by the results of  individual games.   It is possible, therefore, that the players identified themselves as first, second and third teams and acted according to psychological expectations or  phobias this induced either in the sense of  their individual prospects directly or in the sense of  being motivated by a belief that the team could win.  

Ralph Oakfield eventually emigrated to Israel.   Emigration to Israel is not regarded in Jewish families as an escape from parents but rather considered by parents to be a great achievement and something to show off about.   However,  it does provide a means of  getting away from parents.   The reader has already been acquainted with several cases of  sons of  Jewish or  European immigrant families who might have benefitted or did benefit from such a separation.   Oakfield-dad might have right if he felt that sons of foreigners meet discrimination and failure of  acceptance in Britain, but his interference on this occasion was not calculated to avert such a prejudice and was more likely to promote it where it would  not otherwise have existed.

The Accused took advantage of  the large size of  the school club membership and of  the high attendance at club meetings, particularly dinner-time meetings, by setting up and editing an internal club magazine.   To permit this the Accused paid a visit to the Headmaster in his office.  He had to obtain permission to use school office equipment.   Although the Accused later expressed great resentment at opinions expressed about him by the Headmaster,  accusing him of speaking and writing misinformation as if  he had never met him whereas they had had frequent discussions on chess club affairs.   In his final school report two years later the Headmaster was to mention in passing ‘and is this year’s captain of  chess’.  “I have been running the chess club for four years”, he pointed out, “and was also ‘captain’ last year”.  “Oh, were you?”, replied the mystified Headmaster, “I must have thought Emerton was captain”.   “I had heard some rumour that some teachers had manufactured such an appointment.  But neither Emerton nor I knew anything about it.   We have democratic elections”.   But the Accused was always putting on an act.   The Headmaster could not necessarily be blamed for not forming an opinion about him.  On this occasion the Accused, chatting him up, asked “What would you suggest we call the magazine?”.  The Headmaster, in reply, answered “What about ‘En Passant’?”.  Drool-haters have since complained that this was a hackneyed and original suggestion and that the Accused could have been expected to think for himself something more witty.   It is true that the Accused did not even undestand the pun.   He regarded his masterpieces as great literature or commentry to be preserved for posterity.   He thought it meant ‘passing’ in the sense of  people passing information between one another.   He was also so impressed that the Headmaster turned out to have produced an idea, and a good idea,  that the title remained.   The Accused wrote out the the script with a stylus on wax paper and this would be duplicated by the School Secretary in the School Office.   He was not permitted, he said, because of  this bureaucratic regulation and the other to give the Accused direct access to or custody of  office equipment.   Nevertheless,  Secretary’s Secretaries did not have to be aware of  this and the Accused borrowed the giant stapler.   This stapler duly ceased to funtion and the Accused restored function by removing a plate within the mechanism.   Soon after the return of  the stapler, however, the Secretary asked for the plate back.   So the Accused returned it.   It had no function, pointed out the Accused, other than to cause malfunction - which was why it had been provided by the manufacturers.   The Secretary replied that the Accused was not the first person to discover this.   However, regulations required that the plate be kept in situ.  Indeed,  the manufacturer’s guaranteee depended on no-one repairing the machine, other than the manufacturers themselves - and the absence of  the plate was evidence of  such unauthorised interference.   The Magazine, the first edition of which featured the Accused’s game, won by forcing mate with a queen sacrifice, against A.Poacher of  Lincolnshire and an analysis by D.H.Long,  listed the individual results in internal and external matches (the Accused, of course, turning out to have won all of  his) and was sold at sixpence a copy to swell the club funds.   A ten pound praemium bond was purchased - but the club never won a prize.   The author’s researches suggest that the Accused won with a queen sacrifice not against Lincolnshire but against Warwickshire - unless it was a different queen sacrifice.   British Championship contender Bernard Cafferty,who was watching the game remarked that the Accused (in physical appearance) “looks like a good player”.    

Scowen as ‘captain’ of  the school chess club had also been Chief Executive and Dictator.   The Accused as ‘secretary;  however, decided he was Chief Executive - asserting that his policies, if necessary, could be ratified by democratic vote.  The Accused now found himself  ‘captain; but remained Chief Executive not merely of  the school club but of  an organisation that extended beyond the school.   Emerton was ‘secretary’.   The ambiguity this created was no more than theoretical, since there were no disagreements between Emerton and the Accused.   However, the term ‘captain; was virtually never used within the club and it was made clear that the term was used only to conform with external regulations which used this term.   The club did not believe in non-executive authority in the sense of  a captain or president who takes he place of  democratic or consensus authority.   The Accused nevertheless felt that Emerton’s position of  secretary should be publically recognised and that he and other club members should consider themselves free to contribute to the organisation without deferring to him as dictator (though it was to be some years before anyone did so!).   The Accused would write out team sheets for internal and external matches and post them on the notice boards under the bell -after consultation with those involved or potentially involved - though there might be only the required number available for a match and the Accused would hunt round for players to make up numbers rather than consulting members in advance.   In the Scowen era it had been possible for team members to be informed of  matches directly, without formal notice that gave the impresson that teams were selected solely by personal prerogative or decision of  the ‘captain; as was the case with rugger and cricket teams.   Club members had however clamoured that the former system was now unrealistic and that notice boards should be used previously reserved for the rugger and cricket clubs (who turned out not to object).    Notices that were too large to be displayed under the bell were pinned onto notices on the ‘main notice boards’ in the ‘main corridor’  (in the science block).   This gave the impression that the chess club was now even more a bureaucracy than under the regime of  the arch bureaucrat, Roger Scowen!   The Accused would write out these notices and ask Emerton, as Secretary, to sign them.

It turns out to be usual for secretaries or managers to write reports or formulate notices and for captains or chairmen to sign them.   The Accused regarded such a procedure as undemocratic and procedurally incorrect.    Although his mother espoused a militaristic or authoritarian ideology at home,  the Accused had in fact been educated in his early years in a more democratic concept espoused at least in theory by Accused-dad and some of  his wartime allies such as Winston Churchill and Harold Wilson.   In future years the edicts of  a Cambodian organisation were signed Pol Pott - Joe Bloggs.   The implication was that there existed no authority other than popular consensus.  The executive is the servant of  whatever organisation he represents, he transmits an agreed unanimous decision and his ‘authority’ remains only so long as he or she is seen as representing such unanimity.   School organisations had previously been composed of  younger boys organised by older boys or teachers.   The membership was taken neither to want or to be capable responding other than to orders or militaristic dictatorship.   This was no longer true of  the exceptionally intelligent youngsters then in the Lower School at Wyggeston.   They knew very well that if  they chose to be disruptive nobody could prevent them.   But they did not so choose.  But had they been insulted by the previous regime of authority delegated from the headmaster via senior pupils or prefects they would have chosen so.

It was generally believed within the school that the Accused had a delegated authority not as a prefect,  which he was not, but as effectively a prefect.   Scowen, Long, Webb, Lovett and Emerton were prefects.   Atkins is also believed to have been a prefect and, in fact, every chess club member, other than the Accused, was to become a prefect by the time he entered the second year in the sixth form.   Prefects who belonged to the chess club (other than the Accused, who was not a prefect) had no duties other than those within the chess club and were delegated to the Accused.    If  the Accused had so chosen he could have exerted some prefectly authority merely be issuing ‘orders’ to the chess club prefects, with which they were supposedly obliged to comply.   Had such a situation arisen,  the Accused would in fact not have mobilised this device but would have reported the matter directly to the senior prefect,  Michael Taylor, who was in the Accused’s class.   The likelihood is that this would merely have resulted in the Accused being appointed a prefect.   But it would not even amongst his own classmaters or amongst prefects increased any repect for the Accused.   His views on  prefectorial authority being obsolete had widespread support, even amongst prefects,  and  the need to resort to such authority would have been interpreted as an inability to keep discipline - as it was in the case of  Roger Scowen, all of  whose prefectorial impositions were automatically cancelled by the senior prefect!   As a matter of  policy,  neither the Accused nor any of  the chess club prefects during 1958-61 even once resorted to prefectorial authority - and it is unlikely that it was during the even more liberal regime of  Michael Miller that followed.   Scowen, after his retirement as ‘captain’  never exerted his notorious propensity for imposing impositions inside the chess club (where he was in any case never seen other than when playing matches).

However, this refusal to invoke delegated authority depended on no situation arising which demanded it.   What embarrassing situations did arise will be reported.   The first of  these has already been mentioned - the attack on John Robinson on a teacher.   The delegated authority of  prefects affected only fifth formers and below, and by popular convention, only fourth formers and below - and definitely did not affect teachers.   However, contrary to the general belief,  this was not the delegated authority with which the Accused was allocated.   The Accused considered himself to have a de facto democratically determined authority over teachers through necessity.   They did not understand the organisation and their attempts to interfere were disruptive.   However, also,  rooms or laboratories used by the club during the dinner hour or after school were booked by applying to the school caretaker, Mr Cherry, who lived in the lodge at the end of  the North Drive, filling in a form and obtaining his consent.   It was made quite clear that these rooms were handed over to the Accused’s personal custody - not to any other member of  the chess club or school,  whether pupil or teacher.   He was personally responsible (therefore as representative of  the caretaker) for the premises,  was personally to decide who was to be permitted to enter or who was to be ejected and nobody was to enter other than a member of  the chess club.   As a matter of  fact, although there were some hundred and twenty paid up members of  the club,  greater numbers attended dinner time sessions and no proof was asked of  formal membership (though it could be, and was,  said that anyone playing chess or watching a game was de facto a ‘member’).   However, it was made clear that the ban on non-members and intruders extended to teachers and that it was within the Accused’s delegated authority to eject a teacher, even a teacher who might be or might claim to be attached to the chess club  and indeed if  the safety of  the premises depended on it, he was obliged to.   Nobody actually actually ever was ejected and maybe the Accused would have had to find a telephone to phone up the police had he decided to do so and would have had to brandish a copy of  the papers he had signed (though in Law the person to be ejected would have been responsible for any damage caused).   In modern times schoolboys would never be allowed to occupy school premises with no adults in the vicinity or even (except presumably for caretakers,  who were rarely seen) on the site.   If  there had been any damage, such privileges might well have been withdrawn!   The incident involving John Robinson in the valuable science laboratory was the only one the Accused recalls where there was any danger of  any damage - as there might have been had Robinson resorted to defensive retaliation.   The Accused was therefore apprehensive.   Had such damage occurred, then it could have been argued that according to contract he should have arranged for the teacher to be physically ejected before it occurred.   Such an incident would also be an embarrassment to the caretaker and a breach of assurances to him that the Accused had given.   On the other hand, had the Accused intervened with the use of force,  the teachers were not likely to express their gratitude.

The failure of  the Accused to be appointed a prefect was within the school a high profile non-occurrence.   Just about anyone could be appointed a prefect and amongst their number were plenty not known to have contributed to school activities nor famed for prefectly deportment.   The Accused was  not even to be appointed a prefect in the third year sixth -  where such appointment had previously been and was thereafter regarded as automatic.   The Accused was to be the only third year sixth former in the school’s history not to be appointed a prefect.   The Accused had more responsibilities than any other school pupil, probably not just at Wyggeston but in the country!   It is likely that at that time there were, out of  school hours, less Rugger players than chess players - and the Rugger captain’s duties were confined to signing lists of first team players and did not extend to protecting his fields from damage from an invasion by three hundred of  the Accused’s supporters.  Since the Accused was himself in charge of  a group of  prefects and supposedly allocated their duties,  it was an obvious inconsistency that he was not himself a prefect.  Although the Accused might have been obliged to refuse and though whatever influence he had depended on his not being a prefect the omission was a blatant and obvious insult - a public declaration by unnamed people on some anonymous selection committee that the Accused was inferior and worthy of  victimisation.

Mr Cottrill, the physics teacher, was known to Accused-mum through her connection with the Vaughan College,  Mr Cottrill was local organiser of  the British Association (for the Advancement of  Science), a member of  the Workers’ Educational Association and lectured in photography.   She seems to have remained unaware however that Mr Cottrill was form master of  the biology and chemistry section of  the Second Year Sixth at Wyggeston (as also taught them physics).   The intended insult of  the non-appointment also did not generally have the effect intended.   The Accused (and the chess club) more became the symbol of  an anti-authoritarian or anti-prefect movement.   Both Mr Garside and Mr Cottrill expressed misgivings that scientists were underrepresented amongst prefects.   There was a snobbery, they claimed, that favoured classicists and artists and gave them a status within the school they did not deserve.   It was for this reason that Michael Taylor was appointed Senior Prefect - to redress a (lack of) balance.   Mr Garside would also tell the Accused that if  he wanted to be a prefect he could be.   But if so - why had Mr Garside not made such a recommendation in the first place and, if  he had, why had it been overruled.   Mr Cotterill went so far as to raise the issue in the classroom.  “Do you want to be a prefect?”, he repeatedly asked, implying that, if so, he would arrange it.   This would have entailed the obligation for the Accused  to purchase a special uniform - or, at any rate, a special hat.   Although there was a rule that no chess club prefect had prefectly duties outside the chess club - there was no rule that anyone who was not a prefect, whether chess club or otherwise, had no prefectly duties.   So the Accused would have had less duties.   Besides that the Accused would have remained, as he already was, in charge of  the chess club prefects.   He might also have lost credibility.   On the other hand, had Mr Cottrill been overruled by the Headmaster (which was likely) the Accused would have either had to succumb to public humiliation or had to mobilise a revolution being obliged after the event to prove that his siezure of  a prefectural crown by force was justified.   The Accused said therefore (repeatedly - in answer to Mr Cottrill repeating the question) that he did not want to be a prefect.   Although such an interpretation was questionable, it spread through the school like wildfire that the Accused had unequivocably been offered and had refused the honour or non-honour of  being a prefect - so that he was confirmed as a hero who had refused a bauble rather than a degenerate who had been refused such an honour!

Although the Accused was not offered a prefectly hat,  Mr Garside recalled that there existed a school summer uniform -  a straw hat and a white linen jacket (or, at any rate, a white jacket).   This fashion had been forgotten in Public School times - but had never been abolished.   So the Accused during that summer was to purchase at Dunn’s a straw hat  (known as a ‘boater’)  and would arrive at school wearing that and a white linen jacket.   One of  two of  the Accused’s colleagues suggested that this might be snobbery or extravagance - an attempt to revive best forgotten Public School traditions - but in fact this fashion, which was adopted by some other pupils,  was intended to be comedy or defiance - a means of  evading, without breaking any regulation, the laws relating to school uniform and the wearing of  school caps!

The Accused was fortunate in that his alleged refusal to be appointed a prefect was seen throughout the school as a revolt against discrimination rather than as a declaration of  inferiority.   For the most part the distinction between prefect and non-prefect was ignored.   However,  there did exist for prefects the special privilege of  a ‘prefects’ room’  in the sports pavilion, fitted with a large snooker table,  reserved for the use of  prefects.   In so far as this was a reality,  the Accused considered this a disgrace - and said so publically.   It was unacceptable that teachers appointed themselves the vectors of  l930s eugenics and told the schoolboys, all in the same class: “You are the master-race.  You are the degenerates.  You shall have privileges.  You, the dirty rats, shall not!”.   If  facilities were available they should be so equally to all, or to all in the sixth form or  to all in the upper sixth.   There should be no eugenic judgement involved.   In practice,  the sixth formers did not enforce the discrimination.   The Accused regularly visited the prefects’ room, either because he was invited or  because he carried out prefectly duties.   It might be necessary to do so to contact some person.   As far as the Accused was aware, no other sixth former was ever subjected to attempts at exclusion.   But then Burdett, son of  Harry Burdett,  of  chess mafioso fame, and of  Mrs Burdett, Townwomens’ Guild colleague of  Accused-mum, was appointed a prefect.   Burdett was an innocent enough lad and behaved himself politely when invited with other prefects down to Church House to visit the Accused’s chess club.   However, on this occasion, according to the Accused, not satisfied with this unexpected and deserved honour, he expressed a desire to eject the Accused from the prefects’ room on the grounds that he was ‘not a prefect’.   Young Burdett escaped the unforseen consequences which any attempt to eject the Accused might have led to.   Historians suggest that there is a connection between this incident and breakdown of  prefectly authority and riots which closely followed.   Julian Branston enjoyed himself  by taking on hordes of  lower school pupils storming the prefects’ room while his colleagues were in hiding,  implying by this inaction that Branston was perhaps fighting on the wrong side.  The rioters however took it in good spirit and no damage was done (neither to Branston, nor to any rioter).

One hundred and ten Wyggeston Schoolboys in 1958-9 entered the Silver Rook Under Fifteen Chess Championship and 88 entered the Easter Junior Congress (held, as usual, at the Alderman Newton’s School, on the site of  the present (private) City of  Leicester Grammar School).   The Accused,  despite his own poverty, remembering how he had been unable to enter the Silver Rook because he could not raise the fee,  may have paid some of  the sixpences.   He felt however there should have been a partial refund for the pairings of  one Wyggestonian with another  which were held at  Wyggeston.  The other games were played at the Dale, Moat, Alderman Newton’s and City Boys’ Schools,  the list of  those  due to play at each venue being posted on the main notice board together with the name of  a more senior pupil who was to show the way.   This included Emerton, Miller and the Accused and is believed to have included also Mr Atkins.   It might be that these large numbers testified to the Accused’s belief in providing a service to the community rather than concentrating on the winning of  chess tournaments in the manner of  Dudley Long - but it may have been that the Accused had calculated that increasing the number of  entries in a knock out tournament increases the chances of  some Wyggestonian winning (as did happen).

Accused-mum recalls her membership of  the Townswomen’s Guild as liberation, though the Accused regarded it (as he did her Certificate of  Social Work course) as a curse.   The ladies of  Clarendon Park and Stoneygate were apt to be housewifes who were refused paid independent employment.   Such women were apt to conform with middle-class housewife stereotype,  to be afflicted with narrow minded notions or prejudices and to be overprotective towards their children.   Accused-mum appeared to be the ringleader.   Although the Accused did not meet her, or, at any rate, not in the contest of her being a friend of  his mother,  Mrs Winifred Smith appeared to be Accused-mum’s boon companion.   Not only were they both Townswomen but both were members of  the Liberal Party.   Mrs Smith was for many years to be the local or parliamentary candidate of  the Liberal Party and her son Martin was eventually to become Secretary of  the local Liberal Party.

Accused-mum was to admit in l995 that she had been unaware that Mrs Smith’s two sons attended the Wyggeston School, nor that they were members of  the Accused’s chess club.   To her the Smith brothers were heros held before her in shame and humiliation as they contrasted with the Accused’s degeneracy - and, indeed,  some of  Accused-mum’s prejudices against chess seem to have stemmed from Mrs Smith.   Martin’s younger brother Andrew entered the school in l958.   Their father was a friendly person who frequently stopped to give the Accused lifts in his car.   However, he would regularly arrive with whines on behalf of  his protective mother wife.   She was worried that her sons arrived home late after school or after playing in Leicester ll matches.   Mr Smith purported himself with ire and authority.   He was football referee.  Football clubs arranged their fixtures well in advance.   Moreover, the clubs in a particular leage would all play at the same time at the same day.   Chess fixtures appeared to be arranged at random and at twenty four hours or less notice.   However, he was placated by a promise by the Accused to walk home with the brothers after chess matches.   The Smiths did not live far from Scowen and Long and they might come as well.

It has not proved possible to find records to confirm or correct all of  the Accused’s recollections, but he claims that he was unable to play in the Easter Congress or the Under Twenty One Championship because he was attending an ecology course in Pembrokeshire.  In fact, he was invited to play neither in the under-eighteen nor under twenty one championship.   He did, however, visit the Easter Congress, where he was approached by Mrs Hartwell, who had similarly approached him before.  Malcolm might be leading too solitary a life, she asserted, he might require interests.   Could the Accused include him in a chess team.  Anyone who wanted to play in a chess team could do so and Hartwell was even regularly playing in the first team.   However, the Accused was affected by his own experiences and told Mrs Hartwell that it would be a breach of  trust to speak to Malcolm’s mother behind his back.   She accepted this.  The Accused felt apprehensive however.   He felt that a solicitous mother depreciated the prognosis for the son.

The Accused during the l957-8 season had found himself with a free hand in selecting the ‘Extra First’ team and had even found himself obliged to find players minutes before a match started or  departed for a fixture.   During l958-9 there were protests or edicts from Dudley Long but they had no practical effect - except in the case of  Holroyd, which has previously been discussed.  Whether or not the Accused had had an inclination to abide by Long’s advice, it was not possible to select for all teams on all occasions well in advance players who could be guaranteed to be available on the day.   It was more what might be described as a players’ market.   It is not known when and how Long had been let down by Hartwell,  but the Accused in 1959-60 was to was to find that Hartwell had developed a tendency to forget to turn up at matches.   Experience in later years suggested that when this happened to a player he would eventually become the victim of  psychiatry - though that observation in itself does not determine whether some external factor precipitates both the unreliability and the psychiatry or whether both depend on some intrinsic mechanics.   The Accused felt that disciplinary measures should not be taken against ‘unreliable; players who seemed in fact keen to play since it was not known what difficulties they faced behind the scenes.   The Accused was aware of  the example of  himself -  that his mother put considerable obstacles in the way of  his turning up at chess matches (though he did, in fact, turn up).

The Accused therefore set out to protect Hartwell!  On one occasion when he failed to arrive or to be found, in a home ‘friendly’ match against a school from Stamford,  the Accused made up for the lack of  a player by himself playing on both board one and board six!   The games were played with clocks and the Accused claims to have given the board six player some sizeable handicap in time or material or both.   Although the Accused reports himself as having little self-confidence and although  he was not a chess player of  great fame, many of  the Accused’s recollections give a contradictory picture.  He was reckoning on the opposing team being a formidable side.   The Accused nevertheless felt that this arrangement would enable him to provide entertainment for both sides.   The opposing side felt that the Accused might be giving himself too much of an overall time handicap with the clocks in the two games running simultaneously.  Experience suggests that players who play games simultaneously and perhaps also those who give odds in material or time have a sizeable psychological advantage.   The Accused took his time on both games yet still spent much of  his time watching other games, chatting and even playing a few more simultaneous games - winning the top board game on time (in a winning position) and the bottom board game (which proved more tricky) several times over.

However, it was more usual for Hartwell to be missing at the start of  match and for the Accused then to cycle, after playing his first move, with his clock running, to the Hartwell house on Shirley Avenue,  off London Road, on the way to Oadby, around a mile away.   The Hartwell house reminded the Accused of Briarwood.   It was built in similar style, presumably by the same architect, was concealed by vegetation and on a front drive, as at Briarwood, there was parked a small car.   When the Accused rang the bell nothing would happen.   Then, when he rang again, there would an alarmed yelling and commotion and what sounded like a running up and down the stairs.   Then eventually Mr Hartwell, with Mrs Hartwell standing apprehensively round the corner,  would open the door.  “It’s for Malcolm”,  Mr Hartwell would eventually explain and Malcolm would eventually turn up, say that he had entirely forgotten about the chess match and walk back with the Accused (who then, on these occasions, despite a sizeable time disadvantage, would then win his game).

The anxious protective housewife mother, it appears, was a Stoneygate-Clarendon Park phenomenon.   Mr Smith, despite being a football referee,  was a little man who might have been expected to be unable to stand up to his formidable wife.   But out of doors he encouraged a liberty and independence on the part of  his sons that was beyond wifely edict.   Mr Hartwell was similarly diminutive but also conspired with his son (their only child)  behind his wife’s back.   Hartwell both went swimming and played tennis with the Accused (in as much as the Accused was capable of  playing tennis).   Hartwell-mum had signed up her son at a fashionable tennis club on London Road, near the Oadby Racecourse.   Malcolm must play only at this private club, ordered Hartwell-mum,  not on some park where who-knows-whom might be encountered.   The Accused knew nothing about private tennis clubs, did not know the regulations and did not expect to be welcome.   If  the  Accused called round,  Mr Hartwell would take the two youths in his car,  promising his wife he would deposit them at the tennis club, and then take them to the Victoria Park.

The Accused’s and the Hartwell’s had it in common that they had only one child, and they and the Smiths gave the impression of  having had their first child at an older age than is usual in more ‘working class’ surroundings.   There was also an absence of  supportive friends and of  extended family.   Whereas Accused-mum believed it very important for both parents to always to act in unison.   She supposed that the psychiatrist Lang had discovered that incompatible ‘messages’ provoked psychosis in the child and that therefore the father must always obey the mother.   However, it seemed to the Accused that not only were fathers important but that they had to take responsibility independently and form a separate relationship with the child, encouraging the child to carve out an independent life outside the family.   The Accused was under the impression that these three ladies suffered from a similar cognitive dysfunction.   The reader should not necessarily assume he was correct.   He also supposed that they appeared to suffer from symptoms of  myxoedema (thyroid or iodide deficiency),  particularly so Mrs Hartwell, and although they were more active than the myxoedematous as described in textbooks, at time wondered even whether there had been a past history with lasting effect.   He imagined his mother to be very slow mentally, to come to the right conclusions perhaps but to take years where minutes or seconds were necessary.  He also imagined that her ‘communications channels’ (analagous to telephone wires, carrying information in and out) were blocked by continous output.  He supposed also, however, that all housewife-mothers had similar features - which was also the general opinion of  those of  his age and younger.

The Accused had the regular task of calling heads or tails as a coin thrown by an opposing coin thrower was travelling to its destination.   There are numerous variations of  this procedure.   One is that the opponent holds the coin between the palms of  his hands with the head upwards.   So the yeller calls heads.   So the thrower then rotates his hands through a half circle.  So it turns out to be tails.  This was known to the Accused as the Loughborough Club Procedure - and he would not permit it.  This was because he could always tell whether a coin was going to come to rest with head or tail upwards - particularly when throwing the coin himself.   It was usual for the toss winner to choose to have white on the odd boards.   However it was now fashionable for the Accused to play on the top board - and he would be worried that some of   players might lose with the black pieces.   So he put these onto the even boards, won the toss and chose white on even boards.  If the opposing team had won the toss, which never happened, and is not known to have happened throughout the Accused’s career, then they would have chosen white on odds.  So the Accused’s team would still have had white on evens.

The Accused had previously been somewhat isolated at the Wyggeston School because there were few young people who lived in his district or few from what might be described as the administrative, managerial, civil servant  or  academic social class,  those whose entire income is declared on income tax returns - a minority that was apt to be victimised.   After the arrivals of  the Accuseds, however, there had been a further influx,  particularly with the expansion of  the University College into an University.  There were thus now in the lower school more who lived in the Accused’s district,  more who, even though in terms of  their parents’ income or social position might be considered out of  the Accused’s reach but were devoid of  the local snobberies and more who did not accord with the school’s pseudo-public-school traditions which accorded so well with local snobbery.  Most of  these were involved in varying degrees with the Accused’s chess club (which was perhaps a bit of  a personality cult).

The Accused was befriended by Tony Wayne, who lived nearby on Clarendon Park Road, then in the fifth form, who ran for the county cross country team.   They would go on runs together,  training or, effectively, races.   Initially the Accused would win these ‘races’ since he he sprinted rapidly at the end.   Tony however soon diagnosed the remedy for this - the increase the overall pace of  the race so that the Accused had less energy available at the end.   Tony Wayne insisted that the Accused play football on the park -occasionally - declaring that he his rapid reflexes would qualify him as a goalkeeper.  Jeremy Baker, then in the second year, was amongst those who decided to annex the Accused.   He lived on Shanklin Drive and his father is believed to have been managing director of  a company called Metal Box (or, possibly, Cardboard Box).   So Baker wheeled up his bicycle one dinner hour  when the Accused, wheeling a less fashionable bicycle, was in the area in front of  the school bell and thereafter they would regularly ride home together during the midday break, which provided exercise for the Accused since he had to keep up with Baker’s faster and lighter racing cycle (though there were occasions also when Jeremy went on foot).   Mr Baker, like other of  the Accused’s associates, by the Accused’s very reserved attitude  but put up with it.   Jeremy Baker was reputed to be very rich and claimed himself  that his parents gave him anything he wanted - but suggested that might not be enough.  He possessed a resplendent tennis racket and played for tennis teams.

Nick Stewart, the oldest of  four brothers,  the next of  whom was presently to arrive at the school,  decided to annex the Accused in an exactly similar way - except that he was not pushing a bicycle.   The procedure here was for Stewart to ride the Accused’s bicycle up Queen’s Road towards the Stewart house on Radcliffe Road.   Stewart-dad was a Regional Manager of  British Rail but Mrs Stewart was getting a divorce and the family spoke of  him with questionable respect (claiming for instance that the greatest distance he ever travelled on foot at one time was three yards - the distance from his car to his front door).   Nick Stewart was a fast bowler (at cricket).  Besides playing for or captaining a school team, he had appointed himself  the captain of  the Johnson School House team.   House matches were generally regarded as not to be taken too seriously and a captain’s duty was to ensure that everyone got a chance to bat and bowl.   Stewart was however regularly accused by his coevals of  great arrogance and of  putting himself on to bowl on both ends (which is akin to the Accused playing on several boards simultaneously in chess matches - but against the rules).  For this reason, or some other,  he had a feud with a Johnson house coeval, Colin Probyn, and in an attempt to defuse this Mr Batelle arranged for them to have a boxing match in the school gymnasium.   

Stewart was on friendly terms with Christopher Powell, who turned out to be called Anton and not Christopher.   Professor and Mrs Powell were also getting a divorce.   His parents, because they were getting a divorce,  had allocated the attic floor of the house to  Anton as a separate ‘flat’.   Such a liberal attitude on the part of  parents astonished the Accused - was almost unbelievable!   The Accused was on one occasion invited to this ‘flat’.   This was embarrassing enough for the Accused.   But then Anton suggested that he put on the record player and that they dance the ‘twist’, a popular non-contact dance or non-dance of  the period.   In the Accused’s world there were no record players and no dances - and he did not know the correct motions of  this twist (There are none, other than that the twister does not move his feet, or not a lot).   The Accused could not imagine his mother tolerating such frivolity.  She would have been hiding behind the door and would have run in screaming, accusing the Accussed of gross immorality!   Mr Powell assured the Accused that his parents did not behave in such a way and indeed could be guaranteed not to make an appearance.  But nevertheless the Accused supposed that all parents were the same and although he did not attempt the twist his feet were frozen to the floor in anxiety!   Mssrs Powell and Stewart would go fishing on Saturday afternoons, though, they reported, they caught no fish.   They tried to persuade the Accused to accompany.   The Accused however felt it his responsibility to attend (soon after 7pm) the meetings of  the Leicestershire Chess Club that took place on fifty Saturday evenings during the year.   Mrs Powell and Stewart explained that they would be back time.  But then, even if that was so,  the Accused had no money - and imagined that some money in the pocket was required when going to unknown places and he did not have a fishing rod and why should they want his company anyway....But most of  all -  if  the Accused was to vanish on a Saturday afternoon, what was he going to tell his parents.   He envisaged only maternal scenes, accusations and persecutions - and not getting away!

If  Accused-mum was acquainted with the mother of  some school colleague of  the Accused, it turns out,  Accused-mum would greatly sing the praises of  the colleague, would threaten the Accused with psychiatry if  he suggested that the praise was out of  proportion and would lament and whine what a digrace to her the Accused was in comparison.   However, it turns out,  she was in no case aware either that the paragon attended the same school as the Accused nor that the Accused and the paragon were acquainted.   The Accused was not allowed to forget that he was incapable of  being loved or befriended, that nobody wanted his company,  that if  he even considered the possibility of  it being otherwise he would be guilt of  delusions of grandeur and locked up in a mental hospital - and his father would lose his job as a child psychistrist.   The Accused’s friendships were thus a public act with no private component.  Or mostly so.  The Accused had public functions and responsibilities and the Accused’s relationships could always be interpreted as part of  the public function or an act for public consumption. 

Accused-mum, however, showed no objection to Michael Miller and Malcolm Hartwell who regularly visited Briarwood (though, by unplanned coincidence, they never visited at the same time).  The Accused and the visitor would disappear to the Accused’s room (which usually the Accused was not allowed to enter during the day without immediate parental protest) while Accused-mum and Accused-dad drank tea and chatted happily in the breakfast room (which, for them, was exceptional).   Nevertheless, when Emerton on one occasion arrived on chess club business there was immediate maternal protest and wailing.  Emerton was younger than the Accused, she yelled, and therefore he was corrupting him and would be sent to prison and bring disgrace and humiliation....   It turns out that this was a spiel on the dreaded crime of  homosexuality which Accused-mum had learnt at her Certificate of  Social Work course.   The Accused heard such spiels a great deal, though Accused-mum never made it clear what she was talking about.   The Accused suspected but could not ask - since that in Accused-mum logic would amount to confession.   The Accused was not supposed to know what she was talking about.   As it happens, Emerton was six months older than the Accused,  but it turned out that meant he was corrupting the Accused,  which by some other train of  logic made the Accused equally guilty.   So this led to days of  maternal wailing.   Had, on such occasions the Accused been corrupting or enticing anyone Accused-mum’s railings would have made been a stable-door procedure which prevented or disrupted nothing - but the Accused wasn’t.

When dinner-time chess sessions,  catering at times for two hundred or more pupils, had started,  there were insufficient sets  and boards - or  so the Accused and his colleagues claimed - and participants regularly brought their own.   The Accused would regularly visit the Headmaster’s office with a request that the Wyggeston Foundation provide more chess equipment - so the number of  sets available was eventually more than adequate.  However, first team players started clamouring that there was a need to augment the routine request for more sets and boards with an additional request for six new resplendant expensive sets and boards to be locked away and used only for matches.   When the sets appeared  this was explained and no attempt was made to use the sets during club meetings.   There was, after all, nothing wrong with the other sets and they occupied less space.

However, then it proved necessary to fetch these sets from a cupboard, a quarter mile’s walk away,  in a classroom above the Lower School Hall where currently several rooms were being used for a club meeting.   Five sets were in situ but the sixth set (and board) was missing.   It turned out that the missing equipment was being used by Brian Riddleson, a hefty Rugger-playing second former.   The Accused explained that the set was needed for  match and that it should in any case be used in a club meeting.   Would Riddleston mind using a different set.   The Accused started abusing the Accused, refused to part with set, yelling “You are not a prefect.  You cannot make me give up this set.  I want this set!....”.   The Accused could have put Riddleston a thousand lines, could have put him into prefect’s detention, could have ordered him to leave the room or could  have banned him permanently from chess club meetings.   Probably, according to contract, he should have done.  However, he told Riddleston he would take the five sets and then return, by which time perhaps he could have finished his game and  have changed his set.   However, when the Accused returned,  Riddleston was still in possession of  the set and still refused to part with it.  “You are not a prefect!”, he continued to yell.   The Accused did not wish to invoke the authority of  the teachers and thought he would be saving Riddleston from embarrassment and a serious penalty by dealing with the matter internally.   Therefore the Accused, assisted by two colleagues who certainly were prefects, fetched another set and board,  removed the match set and board and set up the position on the replacement board, while Riddleston was still yelling abuse and insisting that he should have the match set!

The Accused was astonished at this behaviour.   Riddleston seemed to be a little (or not so little) psychopath.   Had it not occurred to him that nobody else attempted to use these sets in club meetings and that nobody ever had.   Why should he have a privilege nobody else claimed.   The Accused was even more astonished when he was called next day to the office of  the Junior School Headmaster, where Mr Greenough was deputising for Mr Clarke.   Mr Greenough, without asking what were the actual circumstances, railed that the young toughie Rugger player Riddleston had been attacked at the chess club by a gang led by the Accused, had been deprived of  his chessboard and had then run home in tears and that his father had consequently written a complaint to the school.   While Mr Greenough railed and threatened the Accused tried to relate the actual events of  which he was aware, attempting however no portray Riddleston’s behaviour in a more favourable light and without revealing his personal suspicion that Riddleston was a manipulative bully and psychopath nor his astonishment that somebody who was a toughie in public should run to his parents and put on a tearful act.   Nor did the Accused ask how he was supposed to have handled the situation.   Mr Greenough did not abate in his ire.   

However then at the end he asked: “Are you saying these sets are used only for matches?”. 

 “Yes.  When we organise home matches in some competitions we are effectively acting on behalf of  the competition organisers - such as the British Chess Federation.   We are therefore expected to lay on facilities such as they would consider necessary if  they were organising directly.   Last year a final in the National School’s Competition was held at Wyggeston.  ...”

“So these sets are only to be used in matches...”

“They were purchased by the Foundation on those terms.  First team matches, not, for instance, Under Thirteen matches, which, in any case, are over eight boards...and there might be several matches on the same day.   I don’t know whether that can morally justified...”

“So the sets are used only in matches.”

Mr Greenough appeared to be satisfied with that.   What he believed had happened is not known.  The Accused then handed the Accused an invitation to a committee meeting at the Leicestershire Chess Club which he had dropped somewhere and which had been found.

The Accused avoided making use of  authority delegated by teachers or  recruiting teachers for disciplinary purposes and, with the exception of  Riddleston on this occasion,  the club members (or the school in general) did not precipitate any situation which might test this policy.   Riddleston had not been acting in a context of  democracy and/or consultation - but members in general saw democracy and consultation as preferable to dictatorship and, to preserve that, were prepared to compromise.   Riddleston was the only exception - unless Roland Littlewood was a member of  the chess club.

The theory may have been that numerous prefects were forever presiding over chess club activities.  In fact,  when prefects were present they did not own up - or the Accused on his own or with Michael Miller (who was not old enough to be a prefect) might have charge of  several rooms which at times were some distance apart.   At one time these rooms included the lE form room and the ‘G room’ which were next to one another, but on foot it was a 250 yards walk from one to other.   The Accused after school one day found Nick Stewart playing table tennis in G-room.   The Accused was contracted to use the rooms allocated exclusively for chess.   He was not allowed to run a table-tennis club.   There was, in addition, an official ban on table-tennis in classrooms after school on the grounds that it was ‘unsupervised’.  ‘If you do it, then everyone will do it’, is not usually a valid argument and the Accused, on this occasion, did not use it.   Nevertheless,  if table tennis was permitted during chess club meetings,  chessplayers would certainly make considerable use of  the facility!   It was possible that some teacher might arrive, view the illicit activity and the facility to use the rooms to be removed from the chess club....   If the Accused explained that people who played in school chess teams used the after school meetings as a social club and played little or no chess,  this would not be seen as a justification of  table-tennis but as a reason for not holding the meetings!  Both the Accused and Littlewood were under the impression that Littlewood was not a member of  the chess club.   The Accused was contracted to allow access to the room only to members of  the chess club.  It might be possible to avoid questions where people were sitting in the vicinity of  a chess board or sitting around a desk or table upon which it was possible to place a chessboard,  but  the Accused might find it difficult to justify himself allowing non-members in to play table-tennis!    Beset with such anxieties,  the Accused suggested to Mssrs Littlewood and Stewart that they desist.   Mr Littlewood refused.  “You are not a prefect!”, he ranted, “You can’t stop me playing table tennis!”.    There was no possible objection to table-tennis, added Mr Littlewood  - and “You are not a prefect!”.  The Accused replied that he did not know whether that was true or not, but it was not a matter whether he was personally was prejudiced against table tennis.   Table tennis was not allowed,  a teacher or caretaker might call in (despite Mr Littlewood pointing out that that never happened) and the chess club and the Accused was held responsible.   They could not risk losing their facilities.  “Not a prefect!”.  It was likely, admitted, said the Accused,  that there was no caretaker or  teacher within four hundred yards and it was possible to keep a lookout.  Could they complete their table tennis game or match and presently desist? “Not a prefect!”.   The eventual outcome was that the Accused attempted to physically eject Littlewood from the room.   Actually, he did nothing of  the sort!   Littlewood was bigger and heavier than the accused, and physically stronger,  and, unless the fracas was conducted in some manner that risked injury Littlewood  would  overpower the Accused - which is what was expected and intended!   The Accused had done his duty,  Littlewood’s  honour was satisfied and he left!

The Accused had doubts about what was the motivation and the actual morality behind parting Riddleston from the prestigious match chess set.   He was acting out of  fear of  external judgement -that there might be outside criticism if such a set was used for a club meeting instead of  a match.   Similarly, in the case of  Littlewood’s table tennis,  there was no unambiguous cause from the point of  view of  the chess club internally for stopping the table-tennis and it might be unkind to the table-tennis players to stop it.   The Accused, again, was afraid of  outside criticism.   Also, he could not convince himself that he was not responding to a challenge to his private empire or his private circle of  popularity (as did some schoolteachers and others who objected to the Accused’s Leicester ll chess team).   He did not think he was afflicted with such motivations,  but then, he told himself,  perhaps people never were aware of  less noble motivations and perhaps it should be assumed that were they theoretically might exist by a person without the benefit of  the performer’s own consciousness, that they might or did exist.

It was only Riddleston, Littlewood and Burdett who had discovered that the Accused was not a ‘prefect’.   Mr Harris and other second year chess players may have overlooked this fact when they were reading in the form 1E classroom, which second year chessplayers preferred to G-room, a magaine of  colour photgraphs of  unclothed beautiful women.   The alarmed accused, when he arrived,  confiscated the compendium of  artistic photographs and threw it onto the roof of  the building.  From there Harris and his friends could and did retrieve it.   But the Accused had responsibilities only over the room and not over the roof - and that way he had done his duty and had avoided being sued for compensation to replace the expensive artistic magazine which might well be the property of  the County Porno Library.   The Accued afterwards, however, again wondered whether he had acted correctly and whether there might be dubious motivations in the pseudo-confiscation of  this magazine.   Schoolteachers (and others) acted in this way when they feared being accused of  complicity or of encouraging - but there had been no need to notice.

Mick Miller was less neurotic than the Accused.  One day he arrived in G-room to find Mick Miller and  Nick Stewart not merely playing table tennis with Nick Stewart, but playing table tennis on the presidential schoolmasterly table.  The Accused did not propose to fall out with Mick Miller.  The Headmaster was rarely seen on the site - but his house was on it, and if  he strayed in because he had lost his way after attending a conference in Birmingham he would just assume it was the table tennis club (though there wasn’t one).   The Chief  Caretaker wouldn’t come - he had more sense - but if  he did he would just discuss the situation man to man with the Accused as a fellow caretaker.   The older teachers would turn a blind eye.   The only worry was an unscheduled visit by a young ambitious teacher intent on causing trouble - and there was zero chance of  that happening.  But if  it did,  the brialliant Michael Miller would deal with him.   He wouldn’t be playing table tennis if  he had not thought out how deal with all the potential consequences, however unlikely.   So the Accused just stood by and watched the table-tennis, which ceased soon thereafter.   At Church House the Leicester ll set would sit in an ante-room generating a great deal of noise and playing very little chess.   However, they regularly played Kriegspiel.  This is a game in which the two players do not know what moves the opponent has made,  but may ask whether there is a capture available with a pawn (and then go through the potential pawn captures), whether there is a check or mate and if a capture had been made and on what square.   The Accused considered himself  wolrd champion at Kreigspeil.   So was gratified when Mick Miller offered to play.   He was not so gratified however when Miller, before making a move,  calmly walked over to look at the Accused’s position (which was hidden from him by a screen), then walked back and played his move!   The game went on but since the Accused was not taking any risks and Miller knew he was not taking any risks it was eventually abandoned as a draw. 

The Accused was to meet Roland Littlewood again.   The Accused was ambling down the South Drive when he was chatted up by a prefect.   The Accused claims to have been acquainted with the names, faces and persons of  every one of  the school’s 1250 pupils.   So he was presumably acquainted with this prefect.   The are no claims in the scientific literature that Wyggeston School prefects were workoholics.  But they could be very friendly when they wanted something.   Would the Accused please perform on the prefect’s behalf  his school cap duty.   The Accused explained that he could not possibly do so.   Such duties were the exclusive privilege of  the bearers’ of  the prefectorial hat.   Pupils were not required to wear to wear caps when on the school premises.   They could not be ordered to wear caps off the school premises.   This meant (This was accepted doctrine) that they had to wear school caps only when passing over the boundary.  However, the boundary had encircled the school with circumferential dimension but no radial dimension.  The part of  the pupil within the school site did not have to wear a school cap, the part which was outside the school site could not be ordered to wear a school cap.   But since the boundary had no thickness these two parts comprised the entire pupil and there was at no point any part of  the pupil which could be required to wear a school cap.  So the prefect said ‘Thankyou very much for agreeing to perform my duty’ and vanished.   If the Accused did not assume the cap duty then somebody might notice.  That person might then ask the senior prefect to disclose the duty rosters and the negligence of  the prefect woud thereby be exposed.   A letter of  complaint might then be written to the prefect’s mother.   No controlled trials were ever performed to discover what was the probability of  any of these events occurring and it may have been necessary to conduct the trial for several million years to discover the probability - but it was probability greater than zero and a medic was obliged to give it preferential treatment.   So the Accused, to protect the prefect, performed his cap duty.   It would be easy enough for the pupils streaming down the drive to diagnose that the Accused was performing cap duty since he was standing near the end of  the drive uttering periodically ‘Please wear your hat when passing through the gate’.   Everybody did - except Roland Littlewood.   “You can’t tell me to wear my school cap”, he mouthed, “You are not a prefect”.   “This hurts me more than it hurts you”, explained the Accused, “but what is revelevent is not who or who is not a prefect but there exists this rule that you have to wear your school cap.  A rule, not a rule invented by prefects and dependent on their presence to enforce.  At any rate, some people think there is such a regulation and wouldn’t be readily persuaded there isn’t.   All you have to do is wear the cap as you pass through the gate.  Then you take it off.   Then everyone is happy.  It is a minor sacrifice of personal dignity to avoid a fuss”.   Roland Littlewood however refused: “Can’t make me wear my cap.  Not a prefect.”.  Littlewood could, of course, have replied: “Yessir, Three Bags Full Sir!” and have walked on and have forgotten to don his school cap.   The Accused could not chase after him and it would in any case by fait accompli.   The Accused was not obliged to notice.   If as Littlewood supposed it depended on the Accused being a prefect and if as he supposed the Accused was not de facto on this occasion a prefect then the Accused could not record or remember the incident,  sentence him to two minutes’ prefects’ detention and write a letter to his mother.   But this would not prevent anyone else in the vicinity supposing that he could and would.  Maybe if  the Accused had claimed to be a prefect, Littlewood might have said that he could not be made to wear his school cap because he was above school leaving age (it is not known whethe he was or not) and that a prefect the Accused had no authority over him.   Littlewood, however, had taken the undiplomatic step of  publically stating that he refused to wear his school cap.   There would not have been the slightest adminstrative difficulty in imposing some prefectorial penalty nor in referring the matter, if  that was considered insufficient, to the Headmaster.   At any rate,  imposition of  the imposition would be recorded and no more or less enforced or enforceable than a similar penalty imposed by anyone else.   But the Accused did not wish to do so.   So he (supposedly) attempted physically to force the powerfully built Roland Littlewood to wear his school cap.   That is to say,  Roland Littlewood sat on the Accused and prevented him from doing so.

The Accused had not always conducted negotiations precisely in this manner.  When the Accused had been younger three large prefects put it into their head that there existed some regulation preventing lower school pupils from walking up the steps to the main school hall.  They had mouthed this regulation from a few yard’s distance.   The accused had looked back at them while continuing on his way, indicating therebny that this general rule was unenforceable because it was necessary first to establish whether any individual case was an exception.   Two puzzled prefects shrugged their shoulders but the third ventured forward to lay his hands on the weak and diminutive accused.   The assailant became momentarily aware of  flash of movement akin to the strike of  an irate cobra and found himself flying down the steps.  The prefects indicated that has far as they were concerned the matter was closed and beat a retreat.  The Accused had been afflicted by a common assault in the conduct of  his legitimate business,  faced a larger and more powerful assailant and had no other way of  defending himself.   Roland Littlewood was larger and more powerful than the Accused, but Littlewood had not assaulted or threatened the Accused.   The Accused had no excuse for not submitting to the superior power.  Alternative procedure might not have been succesful - and had it been so it was no way of  winning friends and influencing people.   The actual procedure adopted,  taking into account the requirements of both parties, was the best available.        

1960 was the Centenary Year of  the Leicestershire Chess Club (that is to say, it was a hundred years old).   The Wyggeston School was awarded a British Chess Federation Shield - nominated by the Leicestershire Club which assured the Accused that it was meant for him personally in appreciation of  his contribution to local chess.   This was the first and only time a school was awarded such a shield twice.  Wyggeston had been awarded a previous shield in 1917, in the days of  H.E.Atkins, a mathematics teacher at the school who won the British Championship nine times.  There is no record of  this shield in BCF yearbooks - though several shields were awarded in l960.  The handbooks claim that a shield in l960 was awarded to St Boniface’s College Plymouth and Minet Junior School, Hayes - and also in l951 a shield was awarded to the non-existent Leicester junior chess league.    The Accused was also given custody of  a collection of  trophies won by various junior teams or individuals who wished to show to the Accused their appreciation.   This included various cups and several useful chess boards, including the trophies of  the Leicestershire Grammar School League and of  the Midlands’ Counties Junior tournament. 

Accused-mum was very apprehensive about these trophies - and nothing could persuade her that the Accused had not stolen them.   The Accused did try to tell her that team organisers were apt to end up with the cutody of  trophies but this made no impression on Accused-mum who remained unaware until 1995 that the Accused had been organising any chess clubs or chess teams!   Accused-mum locked these trophies into the Briarwood dining room in the hope that nobody would see them!

Bernard Robinson and other Phrontisterionists had departed to Oxford, Cambridge and elsewhere,  but Robin Orton was recruited, as well as David Thompson and, later, the younger Bob Andrews.   Robin Orton read an impressive and entertaining paper which included brief readings of  passages of  English literature which he found impressive (and read impressively).   The Accused read a paper on genetics.   The Accused would escape to the reference library to avoid the tedium of  class and had read all the texts of  genetics therein from end to end.   One of  his irritations was that a medic called Medawar had been awarded a Nobel Prize for ‘calculating’ the rate of  genetic mutation that occurs spontaneously,  claiming this also to be a rate of  evolution - and believed.   Animals of  the same species may have a different colouration or morphology in different areas.   Butterflies, moths and snails are particularly notorious for this - and the Accused was to discover in later decades that this occurs more commonly than realised - differing versions of  the same species having been supposed to be different species.   Medawar would observe that a moth might be predomently black in the Black Country and predominently white in what was presumably the White Country.   There were various intermediate degrees of  blackness and whiteness.   Medawar claimed that change from degree of  blackness to another was due to gene mutation - there then being a natural selection of  the version most camoflagued in a particular environment.   The rate of occurrence of mutations of  this type was the rate of  mutation in general which determined the rate of  evolution.   This argument did not seem to the Accused convincing.   The butterflies could ‘mutate’ from white to black but then all they could do was to mutate back to white.  What was being produced was a different amount of  the same chemical (which caused the colouration) and not some new chemical.  The Accused claimed that what was being demonstrated that there was a series of  similar ‘genelets’ (or loci carrying similar genes).   This is nowadays, when more is known about genes, regarded as inaccurate.  Nevertheless,  medics are in the habit of  speaking of  ‘recessive’ genes as opposed to ‘dominant’ genes as if  there were actual genes.   But surely, in the most cases,  they are not.   The dominant gene produces some enzyme while the so-called ‘recessive’ gene is just a damaged gene or non-gene which does not produce the chemical!  The Accused felt that ‘mutations’ as understood by Medawar were predominently the destruction of genes rather the production of  some gene which produced a new enzyme.   Even if  there was a new enzyme it was unlikely find any function within the existing chemistry of  the organism.   Different species did not merely have different genes.   They had differing numbers of  genes and differing numbers of  chromosomes.   The author has not read the Accused’s paper but understands that he argued on such lines that the notion of  evolution by gradual gene mutation was untenable.   He also suggested that the significance of  inheritance via the genes in the chromosomes was overestimated and that there was a considerable contribution by ‘cytoplasmic inheritance’ (including inheritance via the ribosomes).  Although the Accused argued in supposedy scientific terms he appears to have been of  the opinion that the views of  Medawar and allies were ‘stupid’ and ‘obviously absurd’, had been concocted out of  political motivations or of  personal megomania.  He was more condusive to evolution occurring through major and multiple changes being produced within a germ cell (such as might be caused by radiation or some major upheaval) - a small proportion of such changes producing a viable organism (or one that reproduced and remained).

The British Master Bob Wade (who came from New Zealand), who was much involved in chess education, came to the school to give a talk. 

Oswald Weiss and the Leicestershire Chess Club committee had suggested that the Leicester ll team, at the end of  the l958-9 season forgo promotion to avoid provoking confrontation with the Wigston Mafia (to which Leicester ll, now effectively a club rather than a team) and that to compensate for this the team should provide players to Leicester I (to which Leicester ll did not agree).  During the l959-60 season Vivian Woodward played, on board 3, for Leicester l, which Oswald Weiss claimed to be and may even have believed to be a favour to Leicester ll in honour of  the agreeement to which Leicester ll had not agreed.   Perhaps Vivian Woodward also supposed that Leicester ll had requested this.   However, it was a more a demonstration that it was not satisfactory  that Leicester ll continued theoretically though not realistically to be the second team of  Leicester l.   Vivian Woodward may have had good reasons for deserting Leicester ll.   The team, by his standards, may havebeen young and he may have found them unfriendly.  From the point of  view of  personal ambition it was better to join Leicester l.   In practice Woodward was regarded as having deserted rather than having been seconded and was rewarded for desertion by being considered more favourably for county team selection and token to the fact that anyone who so deserted (to any club) would be guaranteed a permanent county team place or higher board in the county team.   

The Accused after Leicester ll matches or  Leicestershire Chess Club meetings would walk in the wrong direction from home with Dave Mackey or, sometimes, John Robinson.  On one occasion he even visited Mackey House in the Blackbird Road environs.   He was astonished to view a chess set on the drawing room table (whereas at Briarwood chess sets were banned).   He felt that John Robinson was a lucky chappie.   He did not attend grammar school (or, at any rate, not a school unequivocably grammar school.  It now turns out they were all grammar schools).   He would be able to leave school at fifteen and become an accountant.   The Leicester ll team won all its matches - with City Boys  Brian Needham, Peter Storry and Mick Stokes playing regularly as well as Mackey - but the Leicestershire League had cunningly split the division into two halves with the winners of  each playing off for the divisional title (and the right to promotion).   So maybe the less spectacular English Electric, winners of  Section B, would sneak an undeserved divisional championship.   As it turned out Leicester ll won the play-off  by a convincing margin.

Leicester ll did not have an immediate shortage of  players.  Or not in terms of  numbers, though a large number of  players (more than in the rest of  the Leicestershire Club and more than in any other club in the county) were being used and were necessary to man a team of  only six boards.   It was however necessary to plan ahead.   It was intended that club membership be permanent, but nevertheless, inevitably a high percentage of  members would leave the county each year, whether temporally or permanently,  while it was necessary to maintain a local nucleus.   When the team arranged to be promoted into Division l in l961 it would be necessary to have a second team to maintain a continuous flow of  players.   The essential requirement for the existence of  a club or  team is to find an organiser.   In comparison, finding members was then a minor problem.    Dave Mackey suggested that the Accused should consider the thirteen year old Mick Stokes (of  City Boys).   The Accused expressed surprise.  “Stokes is the person you want.”, confirmed Mackey. “Are you sure?”, asked the incredulous Accused. “No doubt about it”.  So the Accused asked Mick Stokes.   The Accused was even more astonished when Mick Stokes agreed!   A team was recruited from amongst players at the Easter Junior Chess Congress and they signed collectively a letter composed by the Accused requesting inclusion in the league of  the new team (in l960-61) which was presented to the Leicestershire Chess League Secretary and to the Leicestershire Chess Club committee.   This team must have been known in l960-1 as Leicester lll, but was subsequently known as Leicester C.  

R.G.Wade, a British Chess master much involved in chess education,  visited the school to give an educative talk on a chess match between Fischer and Bergraser.   His senior colleagues and ex-colleagues had sat very quietly and well behaved while the Accused, who unlike them, had no knowledge of  chess theory sat on a table (with feet on the table) interjecting his own comments and analysis.

The Leicestershire Chess Club, to celebrate its centenary, arranged to host the British Chess Championship at the De Montford Hall.   This conferred the responsibility of  soliciting sponsorship - which was procured from local industries but mainly from Leicester City Council.   The Accused, since he was on the Leicestershire Club Committee, was on the tournament committee.   This conferred the duty of  his name being printed on the front of  the programme.  Besides that his only duty was to sell Christmas Cards.   This was another one of  Oswald Weiss’s idea.   The Accused tried to discourage the idea - but in vain.   Every Saturday prior to Christmas l959 Christmas Cards were laid on a table in the ante-room at Church House and the Accused sometimes stood behind it and nobody bought any Christmas Cards.   Where is the money for the Christmas Cards?, asked the Committee.   “Have you perhaps spent it?”, asked Mr Wallis, the President, indicating that if so the offence and sum involved was so trivial that it was not worth concealing.  If the Accused had spent the money, added Mr Wallis (a management consultant) then it was not his crime but their loss.   He was too young to be employed selling christmas cards and too young to sign or to be held to any contract.  But there was no money.   What litttle money there had been they had already had.   The Accused  neither kept nor counted the Christmas cards.   It is doubtful that anyone else had.  But if there were any missing and unpaid for the Accused knew nothing about it.   But he supposed that he had to find some money, even though he was not owing any.   So he took his prize possession, a large leather bound volume (in perfect condition) of  the complete works, in Greek, of  Aristophanes, Sophocles and Euripides, to Sebastian d’Orsai’s shop in The Crescent on Kings Street.   This young man was responsible for a campaign in the Leicester Mercury, “Save the Crescent” (which turned out to be an important historical building).  Sebastian saved the crescent - though the City Council has since consented to less pulchritudinous modern erections being built around it.   On this occasion Sebastian gave the Accused two pounds and ten shillings - hich the Accused paid to the Leicestershire Chess Club, claiming it was the proceeds of  the sale of  Christmas Cards.

The Accused entered the British Championship Qualifying Competition.   Quite possibly he would have qualified.  However, there was in the group a Mr Collins of  Nottingham, whom he was paired to play away, in Nottingham.  The Accused could not raise the train fare to Nottingham.  He did not dare tell his parents that he had entered this competition.   It would have led to maternal scenes and accusations of  ‘delusions of grandeur’ - and not to any subsidy.   So he did not ask them.   He withdrew from the competition. On account of  this withdrawal, the Accused was banned from entering the competition in future years.   

Johnathan Penrose, who had won the British Championship (as he had done at Leamington and York).   Alexander, in cheerful mood, celebrated his retirement from British Championship tournaments by winning his individual game against Penrose.  “It won’t happen again, Johnny!”, he confessed - and as far as is known, it didn’t.   The middle order contestants were glad to be rid of  Alexander.   They had not forgiven him for winning it in l938.  Indeed, they had not forgiven him for winning it in 1956.  They resented that he had then been able to enter it for another four years because of  a rule allowing the winner to compete again without further qualification for this number of  years. 

The Accused’s club regarded itself as a peer-structure for a group of  people who would otherwise have been ostracised and persecuted.   However, it has been criticised by outsiders as elitist - a collection of  physically attractive, athletic, intelligent, hyperactive young individuals of  outgoing personality, a self-appointed master-race as much as the master-races self-appointed within the more ancient traditions.   Goldstein, son of  Goldstein-dad, Professor of  Mathematics, who lived in Clarendon Park, not far from the Accused, but had never been seen before because he was locked up at some remote private school, arrived at Church House introducing himself as an appropriate member of  Leicester ll.  Could he join, he asked.   Nobody ever asked whether they could join, explained the Accused.   They just joined or didn’t join - as turned out to be their inclination.   There was no ceremony of  welcome.  Goldstein, however, was not possessed with the anglo-saxon version of  beauty and  sociability and had a Public School accent. He advertised himself very directly as an Exceptionally Gifted Child and genius at chess and mathematics.   This did not go down well.    These might appear to have been the entry qualifications, but on the one hand, admission was not by presenting a C.V. to the selection committee, no member showed off about their giftedness or genius, the members regarded it as everyone else who showed off continuously about their accomplishments and status, regarded the club more as an escape from the self-proclaimed supermen, supposed that Goldstein came from some Public School where anyone who could count up to five and could shift wood with his fingers was a genius at chess and mathematics,  they had no great veneration of  the specialised genius (or, as he is known, in medical terminology, the wise imbecile or stupid genius) and they didn’t want some contemporary whom they had never heard of  before suddenly appearing and telling them he was their superior!  Goldstein was not told to bugger off  - but he was not welcomed with open arms: more ignored.   Goldstein, however, played entered the same tournament as the Accused in the Leicester congress - believed to have still been the British Boys’ Under Fifteen Championship or maybe the Under Eighteen Championship - and played against the Accused.   The Accused, as white, played the Vienna Opening or Vienna Gambit, which he often did.   This was very effective against those who, like the Accused had little or no knowledge of  opening theory, but in the standard line there is a pawn sacrifice by Black which leaves White is some difficulties.   This pawn sacrifice had rarely or ever been played against the Accused.  Maybe Dave Mackey had played it once.   The Accused did not expect Goldstein to know any opening theory.   Otherwise he would have played something else or played greater attention.   He supposed that Goldstein was just the routine  Public School Patzer and that victory was a formality.  Goldstein, however, not merely played this pawn sacrifice but won in brilliant style.   There were however no compliments nor acknowledgements for Goldstein.   The Accused took it in poor grace, manufacturing some excuse such as that he was not taking the game seriously or that the light was shining into his glasses - though objectively it was hard to escape from the conclusion that Goldstein had played very well.

In future years the Accused was to come across a succession of  exceptionally gifted children.   He wondered whether Goldstein had been the victim of  prejudice - whether the Accused should have extended a more overtly friendly welcome.   The club at the time was not accommodated to a great variation in character and although Goldstein and others similar might not have had available a more appropriate peer-structure, they were not typical of  the Accused’s club.   The Accused felt that, extraordinary though the suggestion might appear at first sight, that the ideal company for Goldstein and other very similar Jewish Exceptionally Gifted Children was the Hells’ Angels.   Maybe Goldstein should have sought out Ralph Oakfield and Roland Littlewood and set up his own chapter.   They would immediately have found themselves with friends all over the country - and had they marched into Church House in their uniforms they would from Leicester ll and Leicester lll have received red carpet treatment and been urged to set up their own chess team!

The Accused was not to meet Goldstein again, despite living only three hundred yards from his house.  In the l980s he was informed that Goldstein had immersed himself, as an otherwise solitary person, into mathematics, with his father as mentor or patron.  His father,  who had sired him late in life, died - but young Goldstein then passed to the patronage of  another older Jewish mathematician who had similarly experienced ostracism and loneliness in Britain and welcomed Goldstein’s company.  After that, as reported by the Accused’s sources,  Goldstein had simply vanished.   For all we know, Goldstein got married, emigrated to Israel, had twenty five children and lived happily ever after.   The Accused however was also to encounter those with a different history.  The Jewish boy mathematics genius remains a boy mathematics genius until the age of  twenty five, when his father dies.  The youth may then have collected a brilliant first class degree or Ph.D. - but it is in the nature of  mathematics that the higher the devotee climbs up the ladder of  accomplishment and genius, the more difficult it gets.   He leaps up the lower rungs while others remain poised on them, scratching their heads.  At degree level, even doctoral level, he is still flying while others are crawling.  But then, suddenly, he is stuck.  He cannot cope.  He has come to end of  his mathematical career.  Without patrons, without friends, he has to look for something else.   He may find something else.  Mathematicians are employed, though not necessarily to perform any stupendous intellectual tasks, by multinational engineering companies.   He may, for instance, be provided with a computer programme to determine the ideal dimensions of  transport containers or the ideal manner in which to pack the contents.  But he does not receive a friendly welcome.  He is Not Working Class and he does not have a sense of  humour.   His colleagues call him names, put salt into his tea instead of sugar, infliltrate a virus into his computer, tell the police that he is a secret terrorist or rapist, throw bricks through his windows, throw banana skins over his front drive.  The more he complains about the tricks played on him the more tricks are played.   He ends up psychiatrist fodder -with a diagnosis of  paranoid schiophrenia.  All the Accused has been able to tell such victims when they have been unofficially referred to him in the hope of averting psychiatry is that they will receive no welcome in British culture - unless perhaps they can summon up sufficient sense of  humour to put up with the treatment or join the Hells’Angels.  They should seek salvation in Jewish culture and move to some Jewish enclave of  Britain, work amongst Jews -or emigrate to Israel.

In established chess circles the nearest the Accused ever came across to an Exceptionally Gifted Child was Louis de Vauce, who was a few years younger than he was.   Louis, perhaps uniquely amongst EGCs was not believed to be Jewish.   His father was believed to be a French count who locked up his son in a castle, where he was given chess tuition by the British Master Harry Golombek.   Louis (known in chess circles generally just as Louis) would, at chess tournaments, whine to the Accused that everyone hated him.  The Accused hated him to, claimed Louis, even though he pretended not to.   He was just putting on the politically correct charity act.   The Accused would reply that it could hardly be accurate that anyone ‘hated’ him.   He did not know exactly what sort of  an emotion hatred was.  As far as he was aware, he had never experienced it.   But if it existed,  then the evidence was that it was directed to some institution or person,  usually not personally known, who was perceived as presenting a threat.   Alternatively, amongst people with authoritarian personalities,  it was a conversion of  sexual attraction to aggressiveness.   In Louis case the possibility of  his being the object of  hatred did not arise.  People were either his friends or indifferent.   He argued convincingly however that only scornful remarks were ever made about him - and suggesed to the Accused that he had never heard anything else.  The Accused was unable to recollect a counterexample.   Louis was sufficiently affected by this scorn and rejection to suppose that he was also repulsive physically.   There was nothing eccentric about Louis de Vauce other than that he was young and had a foreign name.  There is a danger of  the social workerish inclined to use language or  to concoct theories that imply that social isolation is due to some inherent inadequacy and thereby to compound an existing discrimination.

Accused-mum in her Certificate of  Social Work course was afflicted by the term ‘personality’.  There is no clear definition of  this term, if, indeed, it means anything - but it is often applied to the act a person puts on in public or the act he or she is perceived as putting on.   It is a dangerous term since it frequently is used with the implication that the human or human character is an empty box with no reality other than what is painted outside.   She would use the term ‘personality’ also with great resentment and recrimination.   She was to be awarded her Certificate of  Social Work, also became a qualified Home Help Organiser and, indeed, collected a whole catalogue of  occupational qualifications.  But she remained unemployed because she did not have ‘personality’ or had the wrong ‘personality’.  Mrs Dub, whose cheerful and socially forward behaviour she imitated with resentment and mockery, on the other hand, had ‘personality’.   It did in l960 still seem to the Accused that his mother had failings of  character,  did not have the qualities that entertained other people and had a lack of friendliness and sympathy for others that was likely to make her unacceptable.   He, on the other hand, imagined he did have such qualities, and his mother was jealous and resentful, sabotaged his activities, did not understand the aspects of  his relationships or behaviour which depended on the qualities she lacked and that she therefore misinterpreted them.   However,  Accused-mum’s resentment of  the term ‘personality’ or that she, as she believed, had no ‘personality’ also reinforced attitudes of  his own.   The master-race image was always associated with a particular character type, whether in fact or in public perception.   The ideal in Britain was the school prefect or junior army officer type  - the popular image of  authority or leadership.   There were not alternative ‘personalities’ but either personality and no personality or  ideal personality and non-ideal personality.   The Accused believed that personality in this sense was pure sham.

It is very difficult to avoid relating the discrimination against Mr Goldstein or others in a similar position by claiming that they do not have the correct ‘personality’ for the group or ‘do not fit in’.   This avoids the embarrassment of  discovering or reciting more meaningful reasons.  Once such language is used, inevitably, the group norm or alleged group norm becomes ‘good’ and the supposed not fitting in is ‘bad’ or some eccentricity.   The Accused imagined that in his mother’s case, such an attitude would be justified - that she was inadequate or  responding to circumstances in a non-ideal manner.   It was more that she was incapable of  ‘fitting in’ or of constructing a viable survival niche than that she was unjustly rejected.   Accused-mum’s future history however did not justify this prejudiced attitude on the part of  her son.   Persistent rejection and denial of a means of survival causes a person to lose confidence in his or her spontaneous behaviour and precipitates behaviour which would seem to justify the rejection, but this behaviour is not the cause of  the rejection and would abate without it. 

Bob Wade entertained the contestants of  the British Boys’ Under Eighteen tournament to a simultanous display.   This however turned out to be a series of  simultaneous games between the Accused (a second rate player who never won anything) and Wade, with the Accused winning by a wide margin.   Wade suggested that it might not be entirely fair on him that the Accused had appointed himself to be advisor to his betters.   Wade in later years was to claim that the Accused was psychologically incapable of  winning - but did offer the Accused what sounded like an invitation to the Premier at Hastings.   The Accused was so astonished that he declined!

It turned out, however, that the Accused had salvaged some honour from the tournament.   The Leicestershire Chess Club had organised a sweepstake into which the Accused was pressed into entering.   The task was to guess the first five places in the British Championship.   The Accused wrote down the obvious names.   The Accused got the first three correct and the next two in the wrong order.   Nobody else appeared to have been aware of  the obvious names.   So the Accused was awarded the pool of  two pounds twelve shillings.   He declined this because he because he supposed no skill was involved in recording the obvious names - but the money was pressed onto him.   
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