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The Accused, during his third year in the sixth form, was given by Mr Garside and thorough and more realistic training in practical chemistry.   When this started the Accused was making absurd errors when setting up apparatus.   When Mr Garside politely corrected this the Accused felt embarrassed - since once pointed out,  the errors were obvious.   The Accused was converted from idiocy into an accomplished chemist.   Mr Garside devoted in this a great deal of  his time to the Accused alone.   The Accused regrets that despite his teacher having gone out of  his way to train his pupil to an unprecedented level for a schoolboy, this all turned out to be wasted.   The Accused, had he had the means would have fitted himself out with a chemical laboratory, but his knowledge and skills in future years were to fade away.

During his second term the Accused studied chemistry only - and for the most part towards taking the Cambridge Second M.B. Part IV.   In that the Accused was confident that he obtained l00% - though there only two possible published outcomes - pass and fail (and everyone passes).

The Accused claims that he did not see the front page article in the Leicester Mercury announceding that his father was going to work in London, that the news did not reach him and that, had he done so, he would have changed his plans.  The article was the work of  Mr Weiss, who was a friend of  Mercury Editor Piggot-Smith (whose son Timothy, later an actor, was then in the fourth year at Wyggeston).  It briefly mentions that Accused-dad is to become advisor on children’s homes to London County Council but is also to remain for some time as locum for his post in Leicester until a replacement can be found.  Accused-mum, it relates, works at the Citizen’s Advice Bureau and is a member of  the Leicester Council for Social Services and it describes the Accused as ‘the well-known Leicestershire chess player’.   That could have been undiplomatic of  Mr Weiss - allowing the Accused to overshadow her hour of  publicity.  She was not ‘well-known’.

Accused-dad was to work in London and Leicester simultaneously for two years - and the Accused was not to notice that he was working in London!   The post as ‘advisor’ (He was also, as it turns out, advisor to the Home Office on custodial institutions in general) was unpaid,  except when Accused-dad’s time was required for ‘advice’.  So he had also to apply for and be appointed to other posts.  He took up appointment as Medical Director of  the Hornsey and Harringay Child Guidance Clinics.   However, some documents refer to him as Medical Director of  the clinics at Kilburn, Wembley and Willsden.   So he was working in what is now called the Borough of  Brent,  Ken Livingstone Country,  a less fashionable area of  London, with numerous immigrants, which the Master-race British doctors were likely to shun.  He became also visiting psychiatrist to the Royal Philanthropic Society’s Childrens’ Home at Royston (near Cambridge) and vising psychotherapist to Wormwood Scrubbs Prison in Hammersmith where he was procured by the government to help setting up a psychiatric hospital (called Grendon Underwood).  :Later he took up a similar post at Holloway (women’s prison, near St Pancras railway station) where he was also to assist in the setting up of  a hospital wing.  He was one of  several of his former associates who became lecturers at Goldsmiths’ College in New Cross.   Accused-mum’s evidence as to who was leader of  the gang is confused.   She used to claim that Andrew Rutherford was the principal, but later said it was Richard Hoggart.  Accused-dad’s patron, who sat on committees, was a Jewish Adlerian psychiatrist with a private hospital in Hampstead whom the Accused had met at Barcelona.   He was anxious that the progressives should retain a foothold to avert the forthcoming monopoly by the British Master Race Reactionaries.   He was later to try to persuade Accused-dad to apply for a Professorship at Sussex University, where he was on the appointments committee, but Accused-dad declined, perhaps out of  nervousness, and the Accused did not encourage him, being unaware of  Accused-dad’s extensive experience of  University level teaching - nor of  the desparate state of  British psychiatry which was facing a dinosaur takeover.  This gentleman also suggested to Accused-dad that they should go into partnership on Harley Street - in which again, the Accused, being unaware of  his father’s skill and eminence, failed to provide the necessary encouragement. Accused-dad also took up offices in various professional organisations which for the most part represented the progressives and were largely espoused by foreigners, psychologists, sociologists and other non-medics - but he also became a local representative of  the reactionary British Medical Association!

“Why are you leaving Leicester?”, Accused-dad’s acquaintances would ask, hinting that there was some hidden controversy.   Accused-dad answered that it had always been his intention to work in London.   .Evidence that has since materialised, however, tells a different story.   A bitter feud had developed between Accused-dad and the Sheffield (later Trent) Regional Hospital Board.   In view of  what later transpired in the Accused’s own career this is not surprising.   The Accused’s unawareness of  this however was to damage his own career.   Accused-dad, who was paid by the Regional Board, though he worked for the local authority, was on freindly terms with the board’s Chief Medical Officer, Professor Stengel of  Sheffield University, with whom he collaborated in publications,  but was persona non-grata with the Public School Master Race.   Accused-dad generated astonishingly colourful invective in his letters to the Board which was considerably less polite and more skilled linguistically than anything that the Accused was to produce.   It turns out that Accused-dad was on a fourteen year contract, with renewal of  the contract for a further fourteen years expected to be automatic.  The Board decided however to split the work in the City and in the County between two consultants and invited Accused-dad to apply for one of  the resultant posts.   The Board perpetrated this trick regularly against non club members.   Neither Accused-dad nor the other workers at the clinics were satisfied with any assurances given or not given.   Miss Sampson took up a lectureship at Edinborough University and other workers left, largely to take up academic appointments.   There was further dissatisfaction then at the City job (after Accused-dad’s retirement) being awarded to a lady doctor, Dr Pittock, who had a Freudian orientatin so that lenthy sessions of analysis were required and it was only possible to cater for a fraction of  the former and necessary turnover.   It would have been difficult or impossible to find any therapist who would generate the turnover achieved by Accused-dad’s methods.

The Accused still planned to work for GCHQ (then known as the Secret Service).   The Cambridge Scholarship System had been set up (or reorganised) originally by Isaac Newton as a means of  entry to the Civil Service - and it still was a route to little else, though there was increasing prejudice against or selective exclusion of  Cambridge graduates.   It was expected also for future Civil Servants to obtain first class degrees at Cambridge.   The Accused had been assured that because he was pursuing a medically orientated curriculum that he would neither be required to get the first class degree nor be limited by any upper age limit for entry.  Nevertheless,  to avert sabotage by the Public School reactionaries it was advisable still to obtain a first class degree (or to win some national chess championship).   A Cambridge degree, other than with first class honours, was of  no use to a grammar school pupil - it was just as good or worse than failing.   But the Accused had no chance of  a first class degree.   He was victim of  the parental means test.   He did, however, have the contingency plan in mind of  taking up, on leaving Cambridge, his clinical place at the London Hospital.   He supposed he would be so far away and inaccessible to his mother at London (as was not the case in Cambridge) that he would be free of  supervision and,  should his parents refuse funding, they would be unable to prevent him from setting up some means of  income of  his own.   This would be some manner of  part-time work, though he thought also that he might obtain a grant from the Civil  Service on the same lines of  grants given to medics by the armed services.   An alternatve was for the Accused to work for Mr Weiss, whom he expected to be impressed by the Accused’s success in chess organisation.   Mr Weiss, it turns out, did approach Accused-dad suggesting that the Accused work at his shop - but the Accused never heard of  this (and it turns out that Mr Weiss felt hurt that the Accused made no mention about this proposal which was to him unknown).  With Accused-dad moving to London however it was no longer likely that the Accused in London would be free from matriarchal interference.

Accused

After passing the 2nd M.B. Part IV the Accused remained at school until the end of  the academic year.   He felt he was not welcome at home - that his mother would complain about him supposedly costing money.   A child should not be supported by his parents, she would say.   He should be paying money to his parents.   This she asserted was the usual practice.   Although it is not known what story the Accused spun for his mother, there was a legitimate excuse.   The Accused needed a State Scholarship, though there was no realistic prospect of  obtaining one.  On account of  his being younger than third year sith contemporaries he could still do this.  It did not occur to him to switch to mathematics - nor that the prospects would have been favourable despite the limited time of  preparation.   Even physics and  the combined pure and applied maths subject might have been a sure bet (as Mr Cottrill actually suggested).   Nevertheless the Accused persisted in Chemistry and Zoology (a move away from biology in so much that he had previously taken scholarship papers in Botany and Zoology).

The Accused was overtaken again, however, by his lack of  self confidence.  This was combined with what in retrospect turns out to be an overestimation of  the standard required.   His need for finance was so desperate that he tried too hard, envisaged himself competing against practiced experts, whereas, in fact, even at GCE scholarship level little more than elementary contributions were required.  His scholarship grades at any rate were better than his GCE grades,  with a grade 2 in chemistry and grade 3 for zoology.  Students were regularly awarded state scholarships for less.   However, the Accused was flumuxxed by the Chemistry Practical.   “Determine the percentage by weight of  sulphate”, read the question, “in the compound which contains sulphate and sodium”,   It was well known that scholarship examiners were addicted to a substance which the Accused, whose recollection is hazy, thinks may have been called sodium ammonium sulphate which contained water of  crystallisation as well as ammonium.   If the Accused had had a textbook he would just have followed the technique listed and would not have had to understand the question.  But the Accused was Not Working Class.  He had never been allocated a textbook of  practical chemistry.   Failing that,  the Accused might have taken into account that the words sodium ammonium sulohate (and whatever it was) together with the formula were written on the bottle.   However, he felt that he was not permitted to take cognisance of  this - and that, indeed, it might be deception.   He took the question literally - that the compound contained sodium and sulphate (and nothing else) and determined the percentage of  sodium and subtracted it from a hundred!  Quite apart from this being incorrect the G.C.E. chemistry examiners, not noted for their erudition, were unlikely to have understood what he was doing! [If the Accused really did this, it was not very clever - since there is only one compound that contains only sodium and sulphate - and, since in practice it is in combination with water, not even that.  The Accused was clearly affected psychologically].

The Accused clearly had some cause for complaint.   But he said nothing.  Had he done so, his parents would have found out and would have campaigned against him.   The Accused therefore failed the chemistry practical and therefore also the chemistry A level (which, however, he had passed previously) - and was awarded instead - this was presented as a great achievement - an ‘O’Level in Chemistry (which he also had already).   Mr Garside insisted however that the Accused had, in fact, been awarded a State Scholarship.   Once this was done,  Mr Garside asserted, that was absolute and the scholarship could not be rescinded.   However, in the Accused’s case the scholarship had been cancelled by the Leicester Education Department on the grounds that he was Son of  a Doctor and transferred to another Wyggestonian on the grounds that he was Not Working Class.   This youth was by no means regarded as a brialliant scholar.   If he was really ‘working class’ he had no need for a scholarship since he would have obtained a full grant anyway.   There was nobody in greater need of  a scholarship than the Accused, who would be condemned to the parental means test, could expect no financial assistance and would be without income. The author has discovered in an old copy of  the Wyggestonian (the school magazine) that this boy passed three A level subjects.  Mr Garside insisted - and this was believed throughout the school - that this youth had taken three subjects, failed two and had obtained in the remaining subject a grade three in the combined pure and applied mathematics subject - worth less than the Accused’s mark in More Advanced Mathematics O Level.  In fact, it was asserted that this boy had not even taken scholarship papers.   It seemed unlikely that he did.  As the story was told, therefore,  there was a mystery.  Maybe, wondered the Accused, Accused-dad was friendly with his mother.

Mr Garside instructed the Accused to write a letter of  complaint to the Minister of  Education.  He could not do so, he said, because he was an employee of  the local education department, which had perpetrated the atrocity.   The youth who had been awarded ‘your state scholarship’, added Mr Garside, did not have the minimum requirement for university entrance, had no hope of  being accepted by any university and the Accused would be doing the boy no disservice by asking back for his scholarship.   If Mr Garside was correct in his assertion, then one possibility is that the Ministry wrote to the Accused offering a scholarship and that the letter was intercepted by his parents.   Accused-mum was unaware that the Accused had been applying for any scholarships.  If  the subject was mentioned she would start yelling that the notion was a delusion of  grandeur,  that if  he so applied “People will say we cannot afford to pay for you”.  She supposed that scholarships were awards based on financial means rather than academic performance.   She did not know what a state scholarship or  a scholarship to Cambridge was.   Any attempt to educate her was impeded by her yelling - and had she known it would still have been a delusion of  grandeur which was prohibited.   Therefore, had such a letter arrived at Briarwood it is also likely that the Accused-dad would have written back to say that the scholarship was not accepted.   He would have been too terrified of  Acused-mum’s reaction to do otherwise.   Another explanation is hatred or prejudice at the Leicester Education Department.  The Director of  Education,  Dr Elfed Thomas, was aware that the Accused faced financial difficulties and is unlikely to have known about it - but there was some evidence of  prejudice against the Accused by some official or officials, perhaps on racial grounds or grounds of  Son of  a Doctor.

The Accused has made inquiries with the Leicester education department and has been told that all relevent records were lost when the department amalgamated with the county department.  So we do not know whether Mr Garside’s version of events was correct.  Nor did the Accused know it was correct.  He did however verify that State Scholarships were awarded for very poor peformances.   This was hurtful enough in itself.  The sense of continuous victimisation was enhanced by the fact that there would be no reason for not checking up with the Ministry had it not been for the danger of  Accused-mum finding out.  If  Accused mum discovered that the Accused had written such a letter to the Ministry,  if a  reply arrived at Briarwood and was intercepted, the Accused would be in serious trouble.  His mother would conduct a campain, branding him as suffering from delusions of grandeur, not merely at home, but in direct interventions to prevent the Accused from recouping any scholarship.   Accused-mum would have officialdom into conducting a vendetta against the Accused and indeed he would be at risk of being arrested, confined to mental hospital and having his intellect and memory destroyed by electroconvulsive therapy.   The medical franternity in arranging such atrocities were unilaterally guided by the delusions of  mothers. 

The Accused was invited by Dave Mackey and Peter Storry to attend a school leaving part at City Boys’ (He was not invited to any such thing at Wyggeston!).   The Accused in the Annual school versus Staff chess match played on top board against the Headmaster and instead of  the traditional first board draw won rapidly in what is known as spectacular style.  This could not have gone down well!   The Accused  was unable to play on every board but nevertheless the teachers had a bad year.   Previously they had at least put up a passable perfomance.  At the school speech day Mr Russel held his farewell speech.  He was Senior English Master,  Chief Examiner in English to the Cambridge GCE Board,  Deputy Head (in which he was replaced by Mr Swift, the Geography teacher, whose son Peter had been studying in 6Sci2, was a Rugger Ace and Senior Prefect  and was off to Guy’s Hospital Medical School) and was also a former team secretary of  the Leicester ll chess team.  Mr Russell related that he was to retire to Sussex and read out Macefield’s poem on the subject.

On the Accused’s final day at school Mr Cottrill gathered together the science sixth biologists and chemists (who also took physics) on the corridor and predicted their futures.  “What is going to say about me?”, wondered the Accused.  There was nothing to say that was not humiliating.   Mr Cottrill left the Accused to the end.

“And you, Roland”, added Mr Cottrill - this must have been the first time in the school’s history that a pupil or ex-pupil had been addressed by a teacher other than by his surname - “You may have supposed that throughout your period at this school you have been ignored”. (The Accused had not thought so.  Victimised maybe, not ignored).

“You may suppose”, continued Mr Cottrill,  “That other people can understand everything quite as easily as you do.   In later life this may cause difficulties for you.   You will overestimate other people’s capabilities.   If anything is explained to you, you always understand immediately.   That is not true of  other pupils.  Other pupils do not understand immediately - they have to be taught.   You cannot be taught.  You do not need to be taught.  When you first arrived at the school the teachers came to a decision that they would make no attempt to teach you.   You were to be left to your own devices.  So, throughout your school career you have been ignored,  which you may have noticed and you may have wondered why.

“However, you are going to go further than any other pupil in this school.  I don’t mean just amongst your contemporaries but in the entire history of  the school.  There are former pupils of  this school who have gone far.   That is not generally known.  You will go further than any of  them”.

The Accused however was only filled with sadness because of  this eulogy.  So perhaps it might have been - but for one thing - and that was known to nobody - the interference into his affairs by his mother.

The Accused then, since it now no longer affected any issue in practice, and went to collar the Headmaster in his office and asked him: “Why was I not appointed a prefect?”

“It is an unimportant matter.  You don’t want to worry about that..”

“It is not unimportant at all.  It is a question of justice and discrimination.   Prefects are given priileges which are denied to others.  There should be no such a thing as prefect!”

“When I appoint prefects”, answered the Headmaster,  “I ask myself one question.  Could this person cope with a great rioutous crowd of  lower school pupils storming down the corridor to collect their school milk!

The Accused stared at the Headmaster in astonishment.  He may have had such experiences.  He had bad luck that way.  But no lower school pupils ran riot in corridors.  If they were shown respect, they showed respect in turn.  What did he suppose his pet prefects could do about rioting pupils...

“You write hear that I am ‘this year’s captain of  chess’.  Now, I was last year’s captain of  chess”

“Really, were you?  I must have thought Emerton was captain of  chess...”

“Oh, really?  Have you met Emerton then - in connection with chess or at all?  He was Secretary last year.   The year before that I was secretary, but really in charge of  the show...with more lower school pupils to supervise every dinner hour than in any milk queue...”

       Then, on returning home for the last time from school the Accused found Mr Russel walking round a school field.   They had a long chat, with the Accused particularly bemoaning  the obstruction he had experienced from Dudley Long.  “I am surprised at Long”, muttered Mr Russell! It is believed that during the summer the Accused accompanied Kieth Emerton to the British Chess Federation Congress in Aberystwyth.   Since the Accused felt that such a policy would be cost effective, no accommodation had been booked in advance.   Aberystwyth was in those days the size of a little village and four hundred chess players put a strain on accomodation.   Mr Emerton and the Accused found what they suspected would be affordable accommodation but were told that it would be necessary to sleep seven to a bed (then believed to be the ratio of chessplayers to beds throughout the town).   However after they had expressed their indifference to the occupant-bed ratio,  it turned out that there was a separate room available for them.  Although the Accused had known Emerton since the first year at Wyggeston and had been in the same form as he for five years,  the Accused still retained his self-assessment of inferiority and was very formal in his relationship with Mr Emerton, who did persuade him to play tennis on the court next door to the lodgings (for which the Council had issued free passes).   The Accused had brought his tennis racket but felt outclassed by the speed and accuracy with which Mr Emerton’s tennis balls were propelled.   The Accused in characteristic manner commenced the tournament he had entered (again, the British Boys’ Under Fifteen Championship) with three losses.   He then decided he was just going to enjoy himself and not take the games seriously.  So the Accused, according to a historian, Alan Edwards, won his next eight games in succession, beating four of  the players who were to come in the first five.  The Accused himself claims to have played particulary well in this tournament.  Although he had never studied opening theory,  his opening (and other) play resembled that in later years to be pioneered by Bobby Fischer.

       The Accused was to attend chess tournaments during the summer vacation also during subsequent years.   His mother increasingly tried to throw spokes in the wheel.   A routine which commenced already in l958 was that Accused-mum would yell that his father would not pay for the Accused to have accommodation away from home,  since throughout such a period  the accomodation at Briarwood was still available.   However,  there would be a saving on meals not provided to the Accused during the two week period, and in so far as this was true,  the Accused was to be paid a subsidy for meals.   However, on this occasion, as subsequently,  the Accused was not given any parental subsidy prior to the congress and had to subsidise it from his savings account, intended, supposedly, for his ‘studies’ or ‘career’.   It was not clear that the Accused was permitted to do this.   On a later occasion the Accused was subjected to an intense interrogation on what was happening to his savings account and it did appear to be her view that it was her money and that only she had authority to decide what happened to it (even though it contained money deposited by the Accused in addition to his parents yearly contribution of an amount of  pounds equal to his years presented on his birthday).   After the tournament, on this occasion, as subsequently,  Accused-dad would on some occasion when they met in the porch, when both were arriving home,  ask the Accused what expenses had occurred during the chess tournament.   Accused-dad then pulled out his cheque book and paid for the board and lodgings.   The Accused was so afraid of  potential maternal reaction that he did not ask for more,  though perhaps he misread his father, who might have been prepared to part with a more realistic sum.
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