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On the chess front,  as before, the University first team and the Cambridgeshire team played fortnightly, on the same days.  The Accused continued to pay on Bd. 2 for Cambridgeshire, and, on the alternate weeks , on BD 1 for the Cambridge University second team.  The routine was for the Mr. Fox, the club secretary, to arrive in the Accused’s room on Saturday mornings, before he had gotten up, and to inform the Accused that they were short of  players and to ask him whether he would condescend to play for the second team.    Mr. Fox was renowned as a mathematician.  In mathematics examinations candidates may attempt as many questions as they like,  though there exists a hundred percent mark for what is deemed to be a reasonable number of  questions.  Mr. Fox was rumoured regularly to obtain several hundred per cent more than any other candidate - that is to say, excluding Mr. Fox, there was a progression of  marks from say thirty per cent to ninety five per cent, while Mr. Fox would be off with scale with 413%.  It is not known whether he was related to Dr Fox, the professor of  physics at Oxford.   The Accused was not then aware there was such a person.   As before, the Accused maintained his unbeaten record for the county and won every game for the second team. 

The Accused entered the Cambridge University Club tournament and was surprised at performing creditably against the prestigious opponents whom he played, usually in his college room.   This included one youth who was both a brilliant chessplayer (the game was drawn) and a brilliant mathematician (though not in the same league as Mr. Fox) whose head was shaped like that of  a baby with hydrocephalus.   He was to work as a mathematician for a multinational company, but was to die in his early forties.   Most of  the congenital syndromes which supposedly are accompanied by mental subnormality were represented amongst Cambridge geniuses.   The hydrocephalic youth was playing his game just when Ken Lund called upon the Accused.   Mr. Lund could not be persuaded that this not particularly dolly looking youth had not been enticed to the Accused’s room to satisfy mysterious sexual desires - which he apparently found so repugnant that he never called again!

The Accused also entered the Cambridge University Chess Championship over the Easter vacation,  successfully applying to remain in College, despite this being hired out for conferences during vacations.   Here again he was surprised how well he performed.   Some of  his wins however may have been rather fortuitous.   He had taken to playing a version of  the Nimzo-Indian Defence with a queen’s fianchetto.   He was neither familiar with the theory of  this opening (beyond some standard lines he rarely played) and did not know that the queen’s fianchetto in this opening was considered respectable.   Whatever his lack or otherwise of  theoretical knowledge, he was in the habit of  losing his queen’s rook in return for the white bishop (not in exactly the same way each time).   It is true that the Accused may have been rather careless because he had an underlying feeling that this did not matter a great deal - but these were not planned sacrifices.   Nevertheless, the outcome was that the Accused obtained overwhelming positions!   In future years the Accused was more inclined to lose a rook in exchange for a  piece and a pawn deliberately.   This would work where eventually all the minor pieces came off in exchange for which the opponent had a rook (minus a pawn) but the knight occupied a powerful central position from which it could only be dislodged by sacrificing the rook (still leaving the opponent however with a lost endgame).   Mick Stokes and  Kingsley Harmer came to Cambridge to play for the Leicestershire Chess Club.   The Accused cannot recall playing against the team (or for it) but the two visited his room.   On another occasion Martin Smith (and several others) arrived with a Leicestershire Chess Club team, but again the Accused cannot recall playing against it and he was offended by some clever remark made by Martin when he encountered him and some friends on the parade.   The Accused was allowed to make clever remarks, but he no sense of  humour (though he might pretend to have) when others did so.   Jeremy Baker volunteered to visit the Accused at Cambridge, on the condition that the Accused pay his fare (on the reasonable grounds that he could not readily raise it himself) but the skinflint Accused therefore chose to decline the offer!  This could have been an error of  judgement.   It did not enhance the Accused’s reputation (or perhaps it did) that he had a friend called Kingsley - since his colleagues assumed that he must be running around with Kingsley Amis, a novelist, who was a fellow of  nearby Peterhouse and nothing could convince them that more than one person had the name Kingsley.  Nor it did it improve matters when the Accused was absent over one weekend.   Student One inquired “Where is Roland?”.  “He has gone to Bed for the day”, student two appeared to reply.  “Why that?”. “Nicholas”.   Student Two then had to laboriously explain that he had said “Gone to Bedford today”.

The Leicester B chess team, under Mick Miller’s direction, now for the second season in Division l (it had the previous season at least come above Leicester A!) won the Leicestershire League Championship.   In retrospect we realise, perhaps, that Leicester B and C were immeasurably stronger teams than any other in the county but the players were young and did not see it that way.  The Accused was now playing in relatively few Leicester matches – only do during the vacation - and was surprised that when he did play, during a vacation, against Loughborough,  Mick Miller insisted on The Accused playing on top board.  

The Accused considered Mick Miller to be the top-class serious player and potential world champion who could walk over any opposition in Leicestershire except maybe one or two, such as W. Tabakiernik, against whom, in a club match, he might expect to get a draw.  The Accused, on the other hand, was the old fashioned amateur, guaranteed to win games, possibly in a manner which was impressive to the spectators, on Board 3 of a first division team.  Also, Mick opened his games with 1d4, whereas The Accused usually opened with 1 e4.  The queens’ pawn opening is more appropriate to higher boards in a first division team.  The white player, especially when prepared or familiar with theory, is unlikely to lose and may even obtain, without risk, an overwhelming position against the careless or overambitious opponent.  But 1d4 is more a ploy to avoid losing than one intended to win within the short numher of moves available in a league game – or it was in those days.  The 1e4 opening is much more likely to produce rapid wins – if  the opponent does not play the best moves – but it is also possible against more sophisticated opposition that the player used to winning overextends himself and finds himself in an untenable position.  The Accused at that time was still regularly playing the Vienna Gambit as White – 1.  e4  e4  2.  Nc3 after which there commonly followed 2…. Nf6  3f4 .. against which The Accused got numerous rapid wins when opponents played the moves ef, then …De7 against  e5, with this followed up by Bg5 and Nd5…  The retreat Nf6 to Ng8 also, in practice, led to quick wins for White.  However, it not clear that White gains any advantage after 3… d5 .  It may even be good for Black.  Acccording to the ‘book’ line White has to sacrifice a pawn .. about which sacrifice The Accused was not fully convinced.  In short league games it may not be advisable to give up a pawn… though The Accused did not hesitate to sacrifice a pawn or more if it had to be sacrificed.  In practice most of these sacrifices, which audiences suppose to be spectacular, turn up in positions where the move is obviously correct.  There is an alternative manoevre, which occasionally occurred in The Accused’s games, of  1 e4 e4 2 Nc3 Nf6 3 Bc4.. which avoids a pawn sacrifice and has some merits .. 3…Nxe4  4 Qh5 (not 4 Bxf7ch) Nd3 5 Nb5 .. which, although The Accused had his own line, discovered it turned out previously and independently by former and late Leicestershire player Victor Lovell,, whose analysis was found by The Accused though not read, by The Accused,  is questionable and, indeed, was regarded by contemporary authorities as good for Black.  The Accused’s play became more reliable when he put this opening into the background and had the courage to play the Ruy Lopez, 1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Bb5, overcoming his fears engendered by the fact that there was heaps of  published analysis and that he knew none of it!  In those days, or at that level, 1..e5 was a common reply to 1 e4, at least at that level.  Against the now more standard Sicilian Defence 1… c5 and replies to 1 e4  other than 1..e5 and 1..c5 .. The  Accused one many games.. but this was likely to be due to combination of  retarded development by Black and inaccurate play.  It is true that The Accused had Black much more often than White and that his play as Black was more reliable .. but the combination of  lack of  opening knowledge, poor opening play and the choice as White of  naïve openings, about which there was little theory but which relied on opponents’ opening mistakes rather than long term strategy – and The Accused’s lack of self confidence, which contributed to this approach – contributed to his estimation that Mick Miller rather than himself should be playing on the top board.

It seemed that Mick was wasted below Bd l or not against the strongest opposition, whereas the talents of  The Accused were wasted on the top board.  If  Mick and The Accused had played on Bds l and 4, respectively, surely they might be expected to score two points, or to have a high chance of scoring two points, which is well on the way to winning the match.  There was a high probability of  teams not putting up much opposition on Bds 5 and 6.   Mick Miller was not averse to playing on top board and not doing so might even be regarded as a personal sacrifice, though consistent with club traditions which were contrary to individuals chasing reputations.  Mick nevertheless was conscious of  his reputation and grading and his place in the county team and playing on a lower board was a personal sacrifice.

This apparent inappropriateness of the board order was, indeed, discussed by Mick Miller and The Accused, but Mick nevertheless  insisted that his choice was correct.  Mick Miller was a calculating person and he would have sound reasons for his choice – not just sentimentality or expression of friendship towards The Accused or to encourage him to play for more frequently.  Nor was this likely to be a ploy to bluff the opposition (or the team itself).  He thought that the board order he chose was the best for the team. His main excuse was that since The Accused was putting in a rare appearance he might as well put everyone else down a board and make it easier for them.  The Accused’s performance on Bd, l did not matter.   This was unconvincing and the type of  explanation Mick had heard many times from the mouth of  The Accused when shoving onto top boards players whom he considered stronger than they considered themselves or when deciding himself to play on the top board.   Mick knew very well that The Accused never really deliberately ‘sacrificed’ the top board… and Mick didn’t either.  Mick had come to his decision on the occasion of the home match against Loughborough before he even knew the Loughborough board order and it is unlikely that he might have felt any need to avoid playing Otto Hardy or anyone else in Leicestershire.  Historians have also suggested that on this occasion Mick agreed to a draw in his own game.  In fact, Otto did not invariably play on Bd l for Loughborough – perhaps also because he felt that humility was better for the team than ambition – and may well have played on Bd l on this occasion to avoid playing The Accused (whom he had never played before or seen playing).

The Accused had perhaps forgotten or not realised that although he had resigned himself to being outclassed by Mick Miller when Mick was still a (relatively young) third former and not even in the school first team – or, if he was so regularly, it was as a reserve on account of the absence of others, The Accused, though himself at the earlier part of this period between 5 and 7 in the hierarchy and perhaps nominally a reserve, was regularly playing, and winning, on Bd l during first team fixtures .. and, whatever might be the defects of his play, or the weakness of the opposition.  Also, during l960-61, The Accused had continued to play on Bd 1, with Mick Miller on Bd 2, though he could have played on Bd l if he had asked to do so or accepted the offer,  largely because this proved succesful,  with both players winning their games.  It was no miracle that Mick was winning games, but the fact that The Accused was winning regularly was so miraculous that Mick and The Accused had felt that they should not change the status quo.  Actually, The Accused even had had a higher percentage score than Mick!  Mick Stokes, Mick Miller and The Accused were aware that it is common for the Bd. 2 player to be stronger than the Bd. 1 player – in more senior clubs, because an old stalwart, person with a reputation or guest player, regularly appears on Bd l – and in school or junior teams regularly because older players are automatically regarded as better or more eligible for a higher board or because nobody has yet realised that the younger players have become stronger than the older.  Mick had a high opinion of  The Accused and was familiar with the fact that teams with The Accused on top board always won their matches.  He may also have supposed that The Accused played better on higher boards or that he needed to be put on a higher board to induce him to reach his full potential.  Such a judgement might be confirmed by subsequent events.  Also, The Accused underperformed in Leicester – perhaps, in part, because of the games being relatively short and the conditions not always being ideal and, perhaps in part, because he was affected by the prejudice he encountered in Leicester (and the harassment from his mother) .. but also he lived in Leicester as a schoolboy, when he started playing chess, and was apt to assume that other players, who had been around longer,  were more accomplished than he was.  His results in teams outside Leicestershire were, and were to continue to be, much better than those for his own team in Leicester and Mick may have correctly calculated that The Accused needed encouragement to change his attitude. 

As it happened, in this game against Loughborough,  The Accused as White, played the Vienna Opening or Gambit with 1 e4 e5  2 Nc3 … and then Otto played 2..Nc6.  The Accused had rarely had this played against him, though it was perhaps rather safer and, against The Accused,  more appropriate than 2.. Nf6.   The Accused played 3 f4. … so that this was still a Vienna Gambit rather than merely a Vienna Game.  Whether this move, which does not appear in theory, is sound can be debatable.  Probably not.  3 g3 g6 appears in ancient manuals.  Otto replied 3 ef … which seems to be necessary.   The Accused played 4 Nf3, which seems reasonable, though perhaps 4 Bc4 could be considered.  The Accused, when considering it, came to the conclusion that he preferred the King’s Bishop’s Gambit … 1 e4  e4 2 f4 ef  3 Bc4.. a variation of  the King’s Gambit Accepted… which leads to the same position without the Queens’ Knights developed.  The position reached in the Otto Hardy game is the position reached in the King’s Knight’s Gambit, the usual version of the King’s Gambit Accepted  .. 1 e4 e4  2 f4 ef  3 Nf3, with both queens’ knights additionally developed.  Otto replied with 4….h6.  Yes he moves his pawn to king’s rook three!  The Accused had never seen this before, whether in the King’s Gambit or the Vienna.  The naïve might suppose that the objective of the King’s Gambit or similar versions of the Vienna is for White to take advantage of  Black’s lack of development and weaknesses on the King’s side and that Otto’s move plays into White’s hands.   However, The Accused remained a pawn down, he could find no way of  making progress against Black and eventually lost the game.  Otto, who is an avid openings expert, revealed that the corresponding variation of  the King’s Gambit 1 e4 e5 2 f4 ef  3 Nf3 h6, is called the Becker Variation.  Otto demonstrated and discussed with The Accused the analysis of  this version of  the King’s Gambit.  He said that he did not know whether the same move .. h6.. was playable against the Vienna,  but in so much as they analysed this innovation, they could find nothing against it.

The Accused in subsequent analysis did come to the conclusion that White could proceed adequately against h6 in this version of the Vienna, but this was very thorough and lengthy analysis and unlikely to be remembered by a player, or The Accused, during a game .. and maybe the analysis was not correct.  Also, he found no adequate play against the Becker Variation in the King’s Gambit proper.   It later became well known that Bobby Fisher was of  the opinion that Black won after 1 e4 e5 2 f4 ef  3 Nf3 d6.   Neither The Accused nor anyone else had read or heard of  Fisher’s actual analysis.  It would be  claimed that Fisher had merely said : ‘1 e4 e4  2ef f4 3 Nf3 3 d6 and Black has a won game’.  That is, Fisher was believed to have claimed that the conclusion was obvious .. though he may not have been entirely serious.  3 d6 used to be regarded as a duffer’s move, contrary to all the ‘principles’ of opening play and a blunder which played into White’s hand.  Indeed, experienced players would dissolve into guffaws of laughter when they saw it being played or when reporting it having been played by opponents.  As a matter of fact,  The Accused, who had occasionally played the King’s Gambit, or, on other occasions,  had transposed into it,  had found that it is not that easy for White to make progress against 3 .. d6   and perhaps others had the same experience.  However, in those days 3.. d6 was played only by inexperienced players with little notion of  how to play against the King’s Gambit – No sophisticated player risked defying the conventional wisdom or even doubted it – and thus in these games with 3…d6 White did win and, therefore, the belief in its inferiority remained.  As a matter of fact, The Accused, who still has not read Fisher'’ analysis, came to the conclusion that White could win or, at any rate, get a perfectly satisfactory game against 3 ..d6,  though it required more imaginative play than the theory, but came to the conclusion also that 3 ..h6, the Becker variation, won for Black.  The analysis given by Fisher, which exists,  is, in fact, the Becker Variation by transposition and most modern theorists claim that 3.. h6 and 3.. d6 are interchangeable… that 3.. d6 is an alternative and less (by former standards) eccentric means of  reaching exactly the same positions as reached after 3..h6.

One outcome of this encounter with Otto was that The Accused began to play the Becker Variation against the King’s Gambit.  The analysis published in the The Accused’s edition of  Modern Chess Openings, in the guise of  3….  d6 and also in a later edition he later obtained in fact is erroneous and depends on piece sacrifices which can be readily and, surely, obviously, refuted by  Black by giving back the pieces.   The Accused was to  win several games against International Masters taking advantage of  this error in published theory!  Also The Accused became less inclined to playing the Vienna opening but, instead, sometimes.. and during some periods of his life, regularly, came to play the King’s Gambit.. but, playing, instead of  3 Nf3 played 3 Bc4.  Against this, 3.. Dh4+  4 Kfl,  which some play automatically, is not particularly effective for Black and, in fact, The Accused was under the impression that White, with best play, should win.  However, this opening was condemned by theorists because it was claimed by theorists that 4 .. d5 not merely ‘equalises’ but leads to an inevitable draw.   The theory may be correct, but The Accused found that he won his games as White in this variation.  It is not known whether anyone else in the world, besides The Accused, played the King’s Bishop’s Gambit (3 Bc4) but The Accused would have played 4..d5 against it.

The Accused regularly found himself subject to what he regarded as tricks or gamesmanship when playing against the Wigston player Bill Oakfield, the World Heavyweight Chess Champion – so-called not because of  his bulk but because of  his belligerent behaviour.  Oakfield,  known to The Accused also as Eichenfeld, was not a bad chess player, but suffered a severe paranoia against The Accused which has been previously mentioned.   When playing against him at Wigston,  Oakfield suddenly stopped his clock (which, strictly speaking, means that he has resigned!).  The Accused looked at Oakfield in puzzlement and then immediately restarted the clock.  Oakfield announced that he wanted the Accused to agree to a draw because he (Oakfield) had arranged to go out with his wife for dinner in a restaurant.   He had not gone out with this wife to dinner for several years, he declared.  The Accused was German, he declared, and his relatives had murdered Oakfield’s relatives in gaschambers.  Although this may not be strictly within the rules, players may in such circumstances arrange to play on a different date, or to commence the game earlier, or to play at fast time rate, or all moves within a certain time – or the player who wants to leave early may arrange to play on a board with an amenable opponent in advance – or both players or just the one who wants to leave early can play quickly.   However, for the player suddenly to announce that he does not want to play on half an hour before call on time is eccentric.  A player who intends to leave without prior warning makes sure that he has made enough moves to be sure that he has played enough by call of time.  Games in the Leicestershire League were then played at a rate of  twenty four moves an hour followed by six moves in each subsequent fifteen minutes (on the player’s clock) – which, perhaps resulted in games being absurdly short (and shorter than in other leagues).  As matters stood The Accused had timed his moves to ensure a minimum of thirty – six more than actually played – by call of play.  This meant that the game had to continue for a maximum of another fifteen minutes.  Matches sometimes or even usually continued until after the minimum two and a half hours but an agreement could be reached that the absent player did not lose on time if there was a ‘belated’ end to the match (not that there is any record or recollection of such a thing every having happened or any such request as Mr Oakfield’s ever having been made in before or since in the history of chess).  The Accused did not feel certain that it was within the rules to agree to Oakfield’s request – and had to consider that this may have been an Oakfield Trick to trap The Accused into committing a technical transgression which he would produce as grounds for later claiming the game!  The psychology or team tactics of the match also have to be considered.  When one game is finished in a match, this affects the psychology or tactics of the remaining players – for which reasons resignations or agreements of draws in matches are sometimes tactically delayed.   Oakfield was not losing the game and, in The Accused’s view, even had an advantage and The Accused was surprised that Oakfield did not play on in the hope of winning.  He supposed it to be contrary to Oakfield’s character to be afraid of making a mistake.  However, on  account of  Oakfield’s antics on previous occasions, the Accused did not feel convinced that Oakfield’s request or explanation was genuine.  The Accused said that Oakfield could leave any time but that he had to leave his clock running.  This was undoubtedly the regulation response and, indeed, was likely to give Oakfield the opportunity to leave within a few minutes.  Oakfield, however, was unwilling to depart then or subsequently with his clock running (or The Accused’s clock running), expressed great resentment – and this may have contributed to Oakfield’s continuous resentment of  the Accused.

Mick Stokes was now managing a local office of  an insurance company.  The  Leicester C team (formed prior to the l9961-2 season as Leicester B’s second team – composed of younger players than Leicester B, or everybody available for Leicester A who didn’t play for it – which players were expected eventually to play for Leicester B – since players were recorded as schoolboys and tended eventually to go to University), under Mick Stokes’ direction, won its divisions during the l961-4 seasons.  Mick complained  however that there were regular defaults by Andy Smith and Brian Riddleston.   The Accused mentions this at this point, but the author suspects he did not learn of this until midway through the l963-4 season.  Mick, it turned out, selected these two regularly, though they regularly also did not turn up.  Mick would therefore put these two players – it was traditional in The Accused’s club for all players to be regarded as of  equivalent strength – on the top two boards.  This meant that team had to win its matches with two players missing.  That is that four players, in a siz board match, had at least, between them, in each match, to scrore at least three wins and one draw – which they did! 

Mick apparently tolerated this under the impression that Riddleston and Smith were genuinely scatty.  The Accused thought that Mick, who was apt to have generous explanations of others’ conduct, should consider whether these defaults were deliberate rather than intentional.  There were plenty players available for Leicester ‘C’.  The Accused claims that there were over seventy – though perhaps these were more present and former Wyggeston and City Boys’ schoolboys were friends of  Dave Mackey and The Accused rather than members of  Mick Stokes’ New Parks Circles.  These were also dedicated members of the club who would not consider joining any other club and would play if asked.  Brian Riddleston and Andy Smith were more members of a small group of dissidents at Wyggeston – around one and a half percent of the Wyggeston Club – who were not fanatical admirers of  The Accused and, although during the very liberal administration of the Wyggeston Club under the management of  The Accused and Mick Miller Riddleston, who was not a famous chessplayer and had previously been overlooked and perhaps even an outcast, had been selected for teams and continued to be under Mick Miller’s present administration,  Riddleston and Andy Smith were more of a character consistent with allegiance with or not very strong opposition to  Roger Scowen and likely candidates for the Victoria ll team, which included the Wyggeston pupils or ex-pupils who while not particularly hostile to The Accused might be less fanatical allies or less inclined towards membership of a group whose members were dedicated to the club rather themselves individually.  Riddleston, The Accused suspected, was a person with individual ambitions or CV-seeker – a diagnosis confirmed by subsequent events which, The Accused felt, Mick should have forseen at least as a possibility to be included in calculations.  Mick was apparently not informing both Brian and Andy of the dates of matches (which, admittedly, were, unless rearranged, which they weren’t, recorded in the League Handbook which was issued to players, though they tended to lose it or not consult it) individually, but relied on one telling the other.  How did he know that one was, in fact, telling the other.  He had apparently made no inquiries at all.  How exactly was he conveying this information?  It was known for go-getters or CV seekers (They were a rare breed but did exist and one in a club of several hundred could cause great devastation) to sabotage an organisation in order to discredit the management so that they could make a case for taking over.  They didn’t actually want to take over – they understood nothing about management, didn’t know what was involved and did not want to do any work – but they wanted a title.  Commonly they wanted to be ‘captain’ – a term not used in The Accused’s club or only so for outside consumption and which implies an authority without responsibilities.  School teams in various sports, when organised by schoolmasters rather than the members, often had ‘captains’  nominated by schoolteachers, who are not expected to do anything but record the achievement on their CVs (which were not then called CVs).  In chess circles, the term ‘captain’ was also sometimes applied to some person who played on top board rather than to team secretary or organiser.  The Accused and his acolytes had nothing against inventing some meaningless title for such people.   Thus The Accused had to suspect that Riddleston might be deliberately trying to undermine the team and not passing on the dates of matches to Mr Smith.  He felt that reserves should be invited to attend these matches which Riddleston and Smith were defaulting and that if Riddleston and Smith continued to default they should eventually ceased to be asked to play, told that they could play if they volunteered and that the dates of matches were to be found in the handbook..  If they did not wish to play they had no need to be asked.  Mick should also make sure that the two knew that the team was winning its matches despite their defaults.  Presumably if Mick didn’t actually win the matches despite the two defaults he would have in any case asked others to play, so the alleged ploy would not have worked anyway.

 There is a trick whereby when defaults are expected the upper boards are defaulted, - or, if untried reserves are to be used, they are substituted for upper boards who have been anticipated as not turning up.  This had never previously been the practice in The Accused’s club.  Relatively weak players were sometimes put on top board – but this was because The Accused and his acolytes believed that there tended to be  a ‘first board club’ – people who regularly played on top boards but were only rated as players because they always played against each other.   The player put by the club onto the top board was regarded as good enough and the opposing first board player not the stongest in their team.  It was mysterious why Mick, who shared The Accused’s strait laced views, was apparently using this contrary ploy.  It is likely that he was doing it to flatter or encourage the absent players.  It could however be regarded as sharp practice.  Opponents sometimes did use this trick – and according to the assessment of players’ merits within The Accused’s club, used it regularly.  The practical evidence from matches managed by The Accused or those educated by him is that not resorting to this subterfuge  produces better results.  It is necessary for team members to be able and confident to play against any opposition and therefore exposing players to supposedly stronger opposition is a good long term policy (at any rate in a club such as The Accused’s which was the first club which members joined and which they were not going leave other than as enforced absentees such as when as university – during which absences they were still regarded as members).  However, not resorting to the alleged board order fiddles also resulted in won matches in the short term or immediately.  In a club that fielded teams that regularly won its matches anyway, two empty boards or top boards a match surely should have been made available to other players.  Even if  Mick did not suppose, as The Accused did, that there were plenty reserves, he could recruit new players – anyone would do – or he could ask The Accused to supply players via his own contacts.  It is true that Mick Stokes, during the club’s future history, as Leicester B and C or Highcross, never played on first board for any team – despite some reckoning him the strongest player – and he may have done this deliberately to avoid the snobberies associated with the concept ‘captain’.  The Accused also throughout the club’s history, to avoid fellow team members feeling they were being denied opportunities and to encourage their performance.  The Accused had, for reasons already discussed, regularly played on top board for the Wyggeston School team and had and was going to play on top board for just about every team he played for outside his own club but apart from the Leicester A teams organised by Mick Miller had never played on top board for his club teams.  He continued to avoid top board  though he had no objection to it if it was necessary and over the club’s history was to play on (and win a higher percentage of games on) top board more often than any other member.  It was possible that Mick Stokes was using the default ploy to avoid himself playing on Bd l – though he would not have been overawed by the opponents - with whom he would have been familiar in other contexts.  Mick Stokes’ tolerance of  Brian’s antics suggests that he may have been a little naïve – which he certainly was not.  But with a triumvirate whose other two members were Mick Miller and The Accused,  widely reputed as being in extremis whatever is the opposite of  naïve and a little too clever to be trusted, it was useful for the third triumvir to give the impression of  being a naïve unsuspecting nice guy who could not see, think, hear or act any evil.

Mick Stokes, like the Accused, a Roman Catholic, lived with father, his Irish mother, his two sisters and brother, on Birds Nest Avenue, on the New Parks Estate, the largest council estate in Europe, in Leicester.   Accused-mum had been taught in her l950s sociology classes that New Parks was full of criminals.  The Accused had not noticed that Mick Stokes and his friends, neighbours and relatives were particularly criminal.  However, there is another part of Leicester, or part of the Braunstone district, also then regarded as New Parks, which The Accused was to learn, through his knowledge of the lives of his chess club members, which had more than its share of  what are now known as the problems of  the dysfunctional family – violent vandal fathers, not necessarily known to the children, drunkeness, criminality and diagnosed mental illness or  dependence on psychiatric drugs., bullying in schools and, in later years, disorderly streets.  Garth Pratt, Vivian Woodward and Kieth Emerton came from these parts,  though they had not reported anything extraordinary except for Garth Pratt holding witty speeches about poverty, unemployment and unspectacular levels of  education in his homelands.  The Accused was not yet familiar with the histories of  Mick Broadhurst and Alan Edwards, who lived in this region, full of  what are now called ‘dysfunctional families’ – an apparently supposedly politically correct synonym  for the former surely political incorrect ‘problem families’.  Alan Edwards claims that he was not highly regarded by Mick Stokes.  This is not entirely correct.  However, Mick Stokes was perhaps in those days the local face of  The Accused’s club and identified with its attitudes.   The club was composed of  schoolboys, mostly from state grammar schools, who did not openly appear to be taking chess very seriously, who organised themselves without adult participation.   The grammar school pupils, rather than the feted ‘working class’ composed supposedly of  ‘eleven plus failures’ (though many who boast or boasted this valuable asset lived before there was any eleven plus), who were the underclass and facing or faced with the prospect of lifelong unemployment and poverty.   The chessplayers from the Kings Richards Road (or Richard lll) school were organised by schoolteachers, did not belong to The Accused’s club, and seemed more to be favourites of the older generation who were disproportionally promoted or privileged – a view that has to be revised.  Although the great majority of  local junior chessplayers belonged to The Accused’s club, including those not from grammar schools, these did not and seemed to be a different species.  Although the King Ricards boys stared at The Accused’s club with envious eyes, in so far as they were aware of it, on account of  its alleged ‘democracy’ but in practice they seemed more addicted or dependent on the authoritarian regime of  their own school club.  In later years The Accused was also to meet Phil Lucas, who came to live in a part of  Braunstone which was top of the league (not far from Kieth Emerton’s residence, as a matter of fact) and being used as a Council dumping ground for families who produced many children and little rent.

The Accused’s first clue to the eccentricities of  Braunstone was Bill Tyers, who, probably in l962-63 joined The Accused’s club.. though since he was the first to produce this evidence, he did not in himself  furnish any generalisations about Braunstone.  The stories told by Bill Tyers about his home circumstances however resembled those that were later to be told by Mick Broadhurst and Alan Edwards, who would have been his contemporaries at King Richard’s School, had he bothered to attend it.   According to Mick Stokes and according to himself  Bill’s father had recently died - which was regarded as making his life more difficult even though the father was described as having been violent, ineffectual and his absences as having been previously encountered with relief.   The Accused formed a suspicion however, with which Mick Stokes did not strongly disagree.  The Accused did not know exactly where Bill Tyers had been living and at that time was not very familiar with the lifestyle of  sleeping rough or on the premises of  various older male protectors – though, on the basis of  little evidence,  though some, The Accused suspected that there must be such a life style to complete the picture.

Bill Tyers did not at first display any character traits that might be of  interest to psychologists or sociologists.  Or not many or dramatically so.  However, there was to be a gradual ‘deterioration’ over the following three years.   It is not known what happened to Bill Tyers thereafter.  Perhaps Bill was amongst those who simply disappeared -  The Accused in later years was to come to suspect that disapperances of young people, rather then people merely moving to some unknown place elsewhere,  particularly amongst those with histories similar to Bill’s were common and he suspected also that there might be some sinister implication.  This impression has been shared by some more recognised sociologists and there is ample evidence now that the suspicion of  sinister implication is not unjustified.   As a matter of fact, the great majority of  The Accused’s school acquaintances and club members were to disappear from his view and a high percentage of  those who remained were to have untoward histories – but Leicester is and was a place with limited opportunity from which people moved away, several of these people have now been traced to foreign countries and there has not necessarily been a mass genocide, though certainly the sociologists’ dogma that grammar pupils, during the eleven plus era,  were privileged is certainly not confirmed.  

Sudden changes of  appearance or in weight during adolescence prove to be a bad prognostic sign - or were so in the Accused’s chess club and those associated with it.   At one point, Bill Tyers rapidly lost weight.   Mick Stokes had a generous nature and may well been going out of  his way to help Bill Tyers.   Mick Stokes one day met Bill Tyers walking up Bishop Street in Leicester, outside the Reference Library, and accompanied him for a while along  Bowling Green Street and then Wellington Street.

“What brings you here?”, asked Mick Stokes.   

“I’m off to work”

“Where are you working?”

“Kettering”

“But this is Leicester...?”

“The train left just as I reached the platform”

“When was the train?”

“At ten o’ clock”

“But it is now only quarter past nine...?”

“I have Thursdays off”

“But today is Tuesday”

“On Tuesday I have to go to Market Harborough to collect my pay.”

“Why do you have to collect your pay in Market Harborough if you work in Kettering?”

“The company has moved to Market Harborough...”

The conversation continued in this vein.   Bill for instance, was going to collect his social security cheque, was not on social security, collecting his cheque nevertheless – but walking in the wrong direction.  The exact conversation has been forgotten over the years.   The Accused amongst his l960s chessplaying and intellectual acquaintances was not familiar with this style of  speech but was to encounter it more often in the l970s, in Nottingham, amongst young criminals (and some older), particularly those who had inhabited children’s’ homes.   A question is treated as if  it was an interrogation by some authority which will deliver punishment for a wrong answer.   Instead an answer is given which has been conditioned to the question.   The speaker has apparently learnt which words generate punishment and which generate approval.   However, not only do the answers tend to be evidently untrue but  when a series of  questions is asked the answers contradict one another.

Paul Nutt injured his pelvic bone during a game of  football and was confined to an orthopaedic hospital in the countryside.   The Accused cycled off to visit him in hospital (a journey of  some seven miles from Briarwood).   The nurses put a screen around the bed.   This turned out to be because the Accused was expected to slip behind the screen, which was intended to provide privacy.   Since such an interpretation of  events was foreign to the Accused - he lived in the world of  maternal espionage and disapproval of privacy amongst the young  - which attitudes The Accused supposed all older people shared -  he waited outside the screen, supposing that some nursely procedure was taking place within, until the nurses eventually arrived to opine that the Accused had been conversing with Mr. Nutt sufficiently long (He had not done so at all) and that they had better remove the screen and get on with their work.   After Paul had recovered, the Accused phoned him up to suggest that they go to a chess tournament that summer.   Paul replied that he was considering this, but had already made up his mind to go on a camping holiday, had intended to ask the Accused but feared that he would refuse.   The Accused had little chance of  squaring a camping holiday with Accused-mum, did not believe he could raise necessary finance – and could not believe that Paul really wanted his company -  and so this idea evaporated...(though Paul did go on a camping holiday).  If Paul reads this he might perhaps contact the author as to whether he consents to report of other incidents which reflect this unfortunate character defect of  The Accused which caused him to reject overtures of  friendship.  The Accused might offer friendship but, when this was accepted, The Accused would refuse to believe this and retreat.

Oma, the Accused’s grandmother,  sent a letter to the Accused informing him that she had inherited a thousand pounds from her friend Maureen Saunders in Ireland.   She had arranged for this to be paid to the Accused, should he need it, for his studies.   He assumed this to refer to the medical studies in London which were to follow the three years at Cambridge.   His grandmother advised the Accused, in the letter, to keep the letter out of  sight from other parties (which the Accused took to mean Accused-mum) and to present it to Daimid Saunders, the lawyer in Dublin, should he wish to withdraw the money.   If any attempt was made by any other party to withdraw the money it would automatically be donated to St Dunstan’s (a charity caring for the blind).   The Accused wrote back to Oma, at the address in Austria given, suggesting that she should rather use the money for herself.  The Accused hid the letter in his bedroom, under the lining of a  drawer.   Accused-mum’s subsequent behaviour suggested that she, or Accused-dad influenced or afraid of  Accused-mum subsequently stole this letter and tried unsuccessfully to procure the money - but in retrospect there is another suspect - Bill Tyers, who on one occasion visited the Accused and knew the whereabouts of the letter.   Mick Stokes suggested to the Accused on several occasions (as a general point of advice, not in relation to this or any other specific incident) hat it was wise not to assume that Bill Tyers was not ‘light-fingered’ (an expression used by Mick Stokes.  The Accused was not very conversant with the vernacular.)

The British Chess Federation Chess Congress in summer l963 is recorded as having been held in Hastings.   The Accused recollects playing for at least a while in a Hastings chess congress in l963, but suggests it was a different congress.   He went to it with Bill Tyers.   Bill Tyers claimed to have enough money to last the duration of  the congress and the Accused informed him that he would have to budget for the sum to last - or else they would just have to cease playing in the congress and walk back.   It turned out that the Hastings Chess Club owns its own premises - a large house in the town.  It was this that gave The Accused the idea of setting up a similar house for his club in Leicester – though Midlands sociology proved less condusive to this.   When there was no danger of  visitors arriving or their spending the night there, this house was open all night to club members.   However,  during the duration of  the congress members who were playing chess therein were so frightened of  congress players squatting in it that they locked up the premises as soon as any congress players turned up - or just turned them out.   The Accused and Bill Tyers found cheap lodgings.  This was easy enough.   The routine at  seaside resorts was that one side of the railway station is called the new town and the other side the old town.   The old town is usually on the right.   Tourists (and chess congress players) routinely turn towards the new town.   Nobody turned into the old town.   Except the Accused.   Lodgings in the old town were always considerably cheaper than in the new town.   The Accused had an instinct for visualising the internal layout of  a town as soon as he set eyes on it - and exactly where the cheapest lodging house was!

Despite that, it soon turned out that Bill Tyers had run out of  money - or almost so .   True to his word, the Accused decided that they would walk back to Leicester.   They walked back from Hastings as far as to Tunbridge - or it may have been Tunbridge Wells, or both.   But then the Accused decided that sufficient money had been saved and that the point had been made and they took a bus to London.   Since they were in London it did not seem amiss to follow Mr. Tyers’ suggestion that they briefly call into one of  the clubs on Wardour Street, possibly owned by Mr.  Raymond of the nearby Raymond’s Revue Bar,  in which attractive ladies dance upon a stage and, to avoid overheating themselves,  discard some of  their clothes and massage their breasts and groins.   Visitors to these clubs were required by law to be ‘members’ but the membership was purchased, for some nominal amount, together with the entrance fee.  The Accused had discovered already when walking round the streets that the same young ladies worked at all these strip clubs walking from club to club carrying a little packing case (which contained their stage costumes).   However, it turned out that there were lengthy delays during performances while young ladies were ‘getting ready’.   They took no time at all, however, to get ready.   That would be bad for business (from their own point of view as well as the club owners’).   The reason for the delays was that they had to wait until some girl who worked the circuit happened to drop in.   She didn’t ‘get ready’.  She went straight onto the stage and, when finished, straight off to the next club!   Bill Tyers and the Accused then returned to Leicester.

Philip Collier was secretary of  the Leicestershire Chess Club.   Nobody knew how old Philip Collier was.  He was rumoured to be in his eighties.   Some say he was in his sixties.  The Wigston Mafia were eagerly waiting for  Philip Collier to drop down dead.   He couldn’t live forever, they surmised - more in hope than faith.  That would be the tactically opportune time to take over.  Philip Collier described himself as a commercial traveller.   That meant that he drove a car.  When driving to chess matches in other counties,  Mr. Collier,  in his ancient little Ford, insisted on being the first to arrive at the destination and would exploit his knowledge of  the traffic and of  devious by-routes along alley-ways and hump back bridges to outpace Philip Wallis in his own ancient Ford, who had a similar technique, and Ewen Cameron in his multi-horsepower rally limousine.  Mick Miller averred that Philip Collier’s car had no breaks.  On one occasion, he would relate,  Mr. Collier was proceeding at 70 m.p.h. on a winding downhill country road.   Mr. Collier decided he was wearing the wrong glasses.   His foot remained on the accelerator - the car was travelling now at 80 m.p.h.   He took his hands off  the wheel,  took a spectacle case out of  his pocket, took off his glasses and put them into the case.   His foot was still on the accelerator and the car was travelling at 90 m.p.h.   Then he took another spectacle case out of  his pocket, slowly took out a second pair of  glasses - the car was now travelling at l00 m.p.h. - and  hitched them onto his ears.  But this was not the right pair of  glasses!  So with foot still on the accelerator and the car travelling at ll0 m.p.h. he slowly took out the second spectacle case, took off the second pair of  glasses and returned them to their case.   The car was now travelling at l20 m.p.h..  He took out a third spectacle case from his pocket - the car was now travelling at l20 m.p.h., took out the spectacles, as the car was rolling along at l30 m.p.h. slowly put them on.   Then, at 140 m.p.h. he calmly swung through a farm gate and at 160 m.p.h. along an agricultural track and across the farms to a service road to a fast-track dual carriageway.  Dudley Long would tell another story about Philip Collier’s car travelling to the top of  a hump-back bridge, taking off an flying several hundred yards through the air before landing and proceeding on the highway.   The Accused however had more recently been taken with David Needham, a Leicester B/C member from the City Boys’ School, by Philip Collier to Lincoln.   Suddenly Mr. Collier stopped on a grass verge, declaiming that he was going to take a rest.  This had never happened before.  Mr. Collier lay on the grass verge while the Accused and Mr. Needham were happily relaxing in the sun on a different stretch of  grass.  Although the Accused did not mention this to Mr. Needham, nor, thereafter, to anyone else,  he considered it feasible that Mr. Collier was suffering from myocardial ischaemia.  For all he knew,  Mr. Collier might have been dying of  a heart attack.   The events could be a scene from a modern play, the two youngsters enjoying themselves and taking no  notice of the older man who is dying nearby.  The Accused nevertheless felt that this was the correct way of  dealing with the situation.

E.B.Chapman and Oswald Weiss have (separately) informed the author that they were unaware that Peter Collier was suffering from myocardial ischaemia.   However, they were aware that Philip Collier might eventually retire and there existed a long-standing understanding over this.   There was only one plan available.   The supposed Leicester B/C to be the ‘Wyggeston School’ club and regularly referred to it as such.   It had two obvious characteristics.  One was the unilateral devotion of  all members to the Accused rather than to any formal club or organisation as generally understood.   The other was that like the Three Musketeers, they were all for one and one for all.   It did not matter with which Leicester B/C member they spoke or negotiated - the one always represented all of  them.   Therefore it was expected that the next Leicestershire Chess Club Secretary would be simply ‘a  member of  the Wyggeston club’.   It did not matter which.   They were all equivalent an any member was regarded as being a proxy for The Accused.   They tended to be very young - even twelve or thirteen years old and they were not all known individually to the more senior club members.   There more seemed to be an unending supply.   The Leicestershire Chess Club Committee were quite resigned to the possibility of  a twelve year old club secretary (and would have been better off had one agreed to be appointed!).

However this would effectively also mean that the Accused was being appointed secretary.   The Accused could not inherit the archaic functions of  the Leicestershire Chess Club secretary such as ‘captain’ and sole selector of  the county chess team  or organiser of  the whole of  Leicestershire chess.   But neither the club committee nor the ‘Wyggeston’ club believed that they should retain these functions.   In so far as they persisted they did so only out of  respect for Philip Collier and in the hope that a more democratic system would emerge as an alternative rather than an unelected and untrustworthy Wigston Mafia oligarchy.   The Wigston Club was in the forefront of  criticism of the present supposed hegemony of the Leicestershire Club – but their motives were suspect.  In fact,  the Accused had to a considerable extent adopted the functions of  club secretary in the more restricted sense of  organising only the club and not the county activities at large.

Such a policy also accorded with the Accused’s plans.   The problem he faced was the disenfranchisement of  not just himself but of  everyone who was denied local employment, means of  earning a living or survival or the right to a home or companionship and forced, without any future prospects, into exile to university.   There was a danger of  all that they had set up for their own protection and for that of  others in other ways disenfranchised would in their absence be stolen by the Wigston Mafia and those privileged -those represented by the Wigston club or, in those who though of similar age to The Accused’s club members were financed and promoted by their parents  or able to leave school and enter employment.  Since the members of the club became scattered around, at Universities and elsewhere, the  club could be protected only through the loose organisation and remote control which Leicester B/C adopted.   It had to be organised over a national rather than local arena and the usual mechanisms of organisation (such as formal membership, membership fees and election of  officers at annual general meetings) were inappropriate and impracticable.  But the Accused could keep an eye on the entire Leicestershire club from afar just as he kept an eye on Leicester B/C.   Leicester B/C had plenty local organisers.  They  were quite capable of  taking over the Leicestershire Club organisation.   Their own was much more complex and sophisticated.  They had plenty organisers.  The Accused would claim that his club had more secretaries than any other club had members (also in the l980s the club, then Leicester Academicals, had more secretaries than most local chess clubs had members).   Leicester B/C organisers were the best organisers available.  But none of  them wanted to take on some apparently prestigious function, such as secretary of  the Leicestershire Chess Club, which appeared  recorded in literature and which in their experience had always been allocated to long-famed patriarchs.  But had they been told that otherwise Roger Scowen would have been appointed, maybe some twelve year old would have agreed to nomination!

Mr. Weiss and Mr. Chapman declare that they (and Mr. Collier), when Roger Scowen returned from Cambridge  (where the Accused had not encountered him even once) at the end of  the l962-3 academic year, supposed him merely to be a member of  the ‘Wyggeston Club’ whom they supposed equivalent to any other and they saw no objection to Roger Scowen becoming club secretary.   The reader may realise that they were mistaken.   Leicester B/C was not the Wyggeston School chess club.   Roger Scowen had been ‘captain’ of  the Wyggeston school chess club for two years - but, although he made great contributions,  the club was then small, he was dealing mainly with young boys.  The members however  increasingly objected to Roger’s authoritarianism and increasingly expected a more democratic or liberal approach.  It was thus already necessary during  Roger’s second year for The Accused increasingly to take over,  a plan which turned out to be encouraged by the older pupils who might have been expected to support the existing order.   The Accused then went on to organise the now much larger school club for three years, during which he also set up Leicester B/C and he had been keeping in close touch with both the Wyggeston club and Leicester B/C while at university.   After his own two years as Wyggeston chess club ‘captain’  Scowen took no part in organisation at the Wyggeston club, the Leicestershire club or anywhere else.   It is not even known whether during his own three years at Cambridge Roger even visited the Leicestershire club!   It was perhaps because of  his lack of experience that  Scowen was never able to accept the Accused’s less authoritarian approach.   Roger was at no time a member of  Leicester B/C.  He was the only Wyggestonian who was not even vaguely connected with B/C.  He rather, after his retirement as ‘captain’ of  the Wyggeston club,  kept himself isolated, like Bonny Prince Charlie, a government in waiting, with no supporters - except for a few who were not genuine supporters but realised that to appear not to support the Accused curried favour with the Wigston Mafia.   Those who are members of a tiny political party do have the consolation that if  they take over there will be titles and honours for all of  them!  Roger was now at least twenty four years old - compared with the Accused being twenty - and Mick Miller and Mick Stokes sixteen.   Roger Scowen, if he found himself secretary of the Leicestershire club  would regard himself as a dictator and would refuse to listen to more experienced colleagues such as the Accused, whom he regarded as an irresponsible anarchist, and Mick Stokes, whom he had probably never met and whom he would regard as a little boy!   Roger would see Leicester B/C as a threat to his authority and the manipulative flattery of  the Wigston Mafia would be music to his ears.  And so it was to be!

Mick Miller, Mick Stokes, George Morley and the Accused attended a Leicestershire Chess Club committee meeting in autumn l963.   They were hit by a bombshell!   Philip Collier announced that he extended to retire and he expected Roger Scowen, who had returned from Cambridge, to be willing to replace him.  If  he supposed that after his retirement Roger Scowen would be prepared to listen to his advice or anyone else’s (except the Wigston Mafia) he was to discover that he was much mistaken!   It seemed evident, though this was not openly admitted, that Roger Scowen had already been asked to be secretary, without the committee being informed, without the club being informed, without anyone having been aware that a  vacancy existed, without any nominations being invited and without any election having taken place.   None of  the four Leicester B/C members present (half the committee) made any comment.   They just looked at each other in astonishment.   The Accused felt that if  Scowen was secretary,  it would be impossible for B/C to remain as part of  the Leicestershire chess club.   But to say so openly at that point would be to traumatise Scowen, who, the Accused diagnosed, had already been invited to be secretary and had accepted – and would be hurt if that was reversed.  The B/C club would have to try to remain and, if  it was possible, put up with Scowen.   But it did seem as if  the Accused had been robbed of  eight years of  work and that the dispossessed did not have the right to retain the creations of  their own efforts.   Mr. Weiss suggested that the Accused invite the Accused to become secretary.   This was perhaps intended to be some form of  reconciliation (like Mr. Weiss’s proposal two years previously that Leicester C players should play for Leicester A!).   It just seemed another (unintentional) insult.   The Accused, who despite their incompatibility as organisers, was always on good personal terms with Scowen, whose parents now lived in a more fashionable bungalow, at the end of  Howard Road,  off Queen’s Road in Clarendon Park,  two hundred and fifty yards, via an alleyway known only to locals, from Briarwood, discovered that Roger indeed had already been offered the post of  secretary and had accepted even before the committee meeting had taken place.

Leicester B/C had always had contingency plans to set up as an entirely separate club, at short notice, should the necessity arise.   However,  they had not anticipated any disaster such as Roger Scowen being elected Leicestershire Chess Club secretary - from their point of  view, just about the worst disaster that could have taken place.   Mick Miller and the Accused had for at least three years been inclined to suppose it was more a matter of  when rather than whether the B/C club declared its full independence - but that there was no urgency.   It was a reasonable proposition, however, that if  Mr.  Collier retired and that if a Leicester B/C member was not elected secretary,  it would not be long before independence was declared.   It was not as yet clear that Scowen would take up the secretaryship or  whether someone else would take on the duty of  removing him.  Nor was it clear how long he would last or how long his rule could continue before the club defected.  Nor was it absolutely proved that he would not be kept under control.   Nevertheless, now Mick Miller, at least in private conversation with the Accused said it was ‘obviously’ necessary to declare unilateral independence – that there existed no realistic possibility or desirability of delaying this forever.   However he appeared not to wish to be seen as the hatchetman.   After all, the Wigston Mafia would reckon they could deal with the Leicestershire Chess Club as it was - but they would not find it so easy to destroy a more resourcefully organised independent B/C.   Those who supported such a move or were seen as initiating it were therefore likely to lose their county team places!   Bans of  county team participation had been the Mafia’s main weapon against Accused supporters and county team places were regarded as available to any person who deserted the Accused.   Mick Stokes,  very conciliatory by nature,  was strongly in favour of  remaining in the Leicestershire Chess Club.   The Accused would have supported leaving had both the other two wanted to the club to leave – but did not favour such a move without unanimous support.   So the Leicestershire B/C were going to remain as part of  the Leicestershire chess club so long as the club, or Roger Scowen, did not try to force out Mick Stokes - which they did!

Scowen’s naive response to the Wigston Mafia is demonstrated by events, soon after Roger’s appointment, at the Annual General Meeting of the Leicestershire Chess League.  The Accused, not Scowen, on this occasion continued to represent the Leicestershire Chess Club’s league teams (they had all asked him to do so).   The Wigston Chess Club first team had come bottom of  Division l - not just by a point or two but, rather, losing every match, if not every game!    This was the club which wanted to establish and did establish a monopoly of  participation in county teams.   Quite possibly they would nevertheless not have been relegated if  a letter had been quietly written to the league secretary who, in any case, was now Wigston’s Neal Beasley.    The Wigston Mafia however made a big issue of  their campaign not to be relegated, being prepared allegedly  to use any method, honest or not,  to secure their objective.   Naturally,  an attempt to disrupt and destroy the Leicestershire chess club which, as we shall see, had left itself vulnerable, and,, at least, the removal of  one of  the Leicestershire chess club division l teams (Leicester A, Leicester B and Victoria l) was an obvious ploy (since it would be possible for a team to be promoted to Division ll without any being relegated from Division l).   The Wigston Mafia displayed or were to display all manner of  amusing practices to swell their numbers or votes at league AGMs, such as appointing themselves to catalogues of  offices which they claimed carried votes (though according to league rules they did not!).  Harry Burdett in particular,  a mafioso though not then necessarily a Wigston club member,  would appear waving a great handful of  voting cards.   In future years there would regularly be an 11-11 tie in AGM motions - eleven Wigston votes and eleven everyone else.   Then the chairman, who would be a mafioso, would cast two or three casting votes and declare that this standard, permissible and acceptable procedure.  Well not exactly that .. it was more ‘I am the Great Bossman.   Anyone that contradicts me is a criminal.’   On this occasion the Wigston Mafia was to adopt one of  their favourite tactics - a prearranged performance in which their members were dotted around the hall so that they could make what were supposedly independent speeches giving the impression that there existed a consensus amongst clubs.   The masses are always frightened to oppose what they suppose to be a majority.   The proposal on this occasion turned out to be “It is felt” and “It has been suggested” and “There is a widespread feeling that” (and so forth) that participants within the Leicestershire Chess League who had rendered singular service to the Leicestershire Chess league (and there were not many who had rendered more singular service than the Accused) should be appointed Vice Presidents.   There would be ten of  these,  and, of course, they would be elected and, they would not have votes.   They would be respectable people.   They would, of course, not be Wigston Mafiosi who nevertheless had votes and who existed to keep Wigston l in Division l or to manipulate rules to the convenience of the Wigston club or to assure that in future all offices would be occupied by Wigstonites.  To prove this at least one non-Wigstonite was included in the list of  proposed Vice Presidents which the Wigston Mafia had prepared -  Roger Scowen, Secretary of  the Leicestershire Chess Club.   This shows that Scowen knew about the proposal in advance - though neither the Accused nor anyone else at the Leicestershire club other than Scowen did so - and one reason for this proposal not being scuppered after the event was that nobody who had not attended the meeting would believe that such a thing had either been proposed or passed or some of the non-Wigstonites who attended the meeting had been asleep.   It also shows that Scowen did not ask himself: “Why are they bestowing this honour upon me?”.   Scowen’s participation in the league was restricted to playing a few games long ago for the Victoria club and his contribution to organisation was a couple of  weeks as secretary of  the Leicestershire chess club,  an appointment which those who had made rather a greater contribution considered an insult.  At the very least this flattery of  Scowen by the Wigston Mafia was intended as an insult to The Accused but it more suggests that Scowen was so susceptible to flattery as readily to become, without any familiarity with or understanding of the politics, an unintentional  collaborator or fifth columnist in his own club. 

Michael Porter,  a Leicester B/C -ite,  commenced studies at Cambridge in l962 - probably the first pupil of  the Alderman Newton’s School to do so since C.P.Snow and Lord Soper.   He may even have been the first eleven plus victim from a non-Headmasters Conference School, other than Wyggeston, to do so.   At any rate, such victims only came from Leicester.  Peter Storry applied for a scholarship in mathematics to St Catharine’s College, Cambridge.   It did not occur to the Accused that she should put in a word for him - and his 98% proved insufficient for a scholarship.   He went instead to St Catharine’s College, Oxford.   Mick Miller was awarded a state scholarship, but this was not relevant to anything and not mentioned.   

P.N.Wallis asked the Accused to take on the office of  Secretary of  the Midlands Clubs Championship - but he had to decline because he lived in Cambridge.  There was the usual refusal to take on this office within the entire Leicester B/C club despite the Accused’s warning them that every office surrendered to a mafioso was one more nail in the coffin.   The reader already knows that the Accused, because of  his departure to Cambridge University,  was unable to assume the post of  league secretary.   There was similar refusal by the entire Leicester B/C club to take on this office, which went  instead to Neil Beasley - secretary of  the Wigston Club.   The secretaryship of the Milands Clubs championship went to J.M.Morley, of  the Wigston club, who, as we shall see, alhough it may have been his naiveté (and prejudice), amended the rules in favour of  Wigston and to the detriment of  Leicester B/C, (then Highcross).   The young people of  the l960s, to protect what was theirs or what was their future, would have had to be prepared to take over functions previously reserved for older people at an early age,  to set up their own world and own politics in the early teens.  They did not have the courage to do so or were not aware of  the urgency - and when they woke up it was too late. 

The Accused’s disjointed memory includes recollection of  several chess congresses in Eastbourne and he claims to that one took place in summer l963.  He would routinely claim when it was expedient to shock the audience that he lost his virginity in Eastbourne - though if he did that must surely have been many decades after l963 or an imaginary chess tournament in l963.  Perhaps those familiar with the alleged circumstances might consent to the details being published.  Eastbourne, he claims, was full of  landladies.   He located, however, the only male landlord in Eastbourne but thought that the charge of  ten pounds a week was beyond his means.  Nevretheless  the gaily clad landlord then chased the Accused down the street yelling that they could come to an ‘arrangement’.    This could mean a rent of  zero or it might not.   It is true that the landlord did not look very interested in rent.. or maybe he was interested in rent.. but the Accused felt that arrangements, as defined from a distance during this chase,  were undefined and nebulous.  The Accused was no expert at financial business negotiations and did not respond.  Instead he lodged himself with Mrs. Pratt.   Mrs. Pratt had lost a teenage son in the war and was tolerant of  young men and their varied ways.  During the first week the Accused shared the room with Mick Miller,  who took the chess tournament very seriously.   Mick Miller would be submerged in a depression if, during a chess tournament, he lost a game.   He considered the purpose of  chess tournaments to be for him to win them.  During the second week he shared the room with David Parr and Michael Basman ..but he might not actually have seen them on the premises.  The three of them  contrived a relay system whereby one person was asleep while the others were about town. 

Basman and Parr still triying  to attract the attention of  the police.   They set fire to a  street waste paper bin and phoned up to report this to the police.  The police arrived before they had vacated the telephone kiosk.   They pointed out this was unfair on the criminal - who should be given a reasonable chance of  escape.   The police  apologised but confessed that 999 calls were relayed directly to police-cars together with the phone number of  the caller and that they knew which phone numbers belonged to which public phone boxes!   The Leicester B/C contingent was introduced to Michael Scholes who was one of  the first of  England’s highly enthusiastic opening experts.   Scholes was getting copies of  the Russian analytical magazine Schachmaty sent to him from Moscow.  The availability of  this magazine, Scholes averred, was going to transform chess in Britain (but the influence of  Bob Wade on the young chess players in London was also a factor).  It was soon to be the English who were the ace analysts, even to the point of  the USSR players subjecting them to ridicule - but the English also were to score their victories over the USSR.   The residents of  Eastbourne were astonishingly right wing, railing forever against the Scroungers (people receiving social security payments).   Apparently there was no unemployment or reason for unemployment in Eastbourne.   At the same time,  the Accused was made to suspect that these southerners, despite their intolerant spoken politics, were more understanding, tolerant and generous towards the unemployed or impoverished when they actually encountered them than were the vocally less intolerant midlanders.   The prohibition against employment or survival of  the Not Working Class did not seem to be quite so uncompromising in Southern Toriland as in what were to be the left wing Midlands.

Disaster struck also in Cambridge during the l963 summer term.   The Accused discovered that his father was working in London, that he had lodgings in London but was staying in Leicester during weekends.   Accused-dad had been working in London for almost two years.   The Accused had not seen the announcement in the Leicester Mercury that his father was going to work in London (so he says).  Accused-mum has claimed that this was because it was published when he was in Cambridge taking scholarship examinations.  The Accused may subsequently have been deceived by the fact that  his father for two years worked his own locum in Leicester in addition to his London job.   The Accused was still planning to enter the civil service (or else to work for Mr. Weiss) but, nevertheless it had been part of  his plan to proceed to clinical medical studies in London.  He had supposed that in London he would be far enough way from his mother and sufficiently inaccessible for her to be unable to interfere into his affairs.  If  he obtained a subsidy from his father,  his mother would be in no position to check whether he was investing it exactly as she chose.  It would have to be unconditional.  

If he did not get any money from his father,  his mother would be too far away to prevent him from finding some means of  his own of  earning a living.   There was a catalogue of  necessities for his future survival which were contrary to maternal edict - in particular he had to learn to drive a car.  As matters were instead turning out,  But these plans were now scuppered.

Accused-dad supposed that he could revive his days of  freedom in London as they were when he  first arrived on the British mainland, frequenting operas and museums.   He did not understand Accused-mum.   Her primary concern would be to keep an eye on the money.   Therefore she would insist on being accommodated in London as well.   Therefore, also, the Accused would find himself under pressure to live with his parents.  Living with his parents would be the condition for any subsidy - but at the same time, or so he supposed,  if  he lived with his parents he would get no money  because his mother was there.  If  he did,  then Accused mum would take a leaf out of  Accused-dad’s uncle’s book, not provision of  a lump sum at the beginning of  term, as was usual with university students, but a weekly dole to be given under the condition that the Accused obeyed Accused-mum in every edict.   Accused-mum, if in London, would regulate and meddle in all of  the Accused’s affairs and make it impossible for him to earn an independent income.  He anticipated that events in London and his future career  would evolve exactly as they did evolve.

So the Accused found himself in a desperate situation.   Accused-mum during her sessions of  indoctrination and yelling had assured the Accused that any student who did not complete his studies stood not merely to be refused state benefits but to be refused employment because he had insufficient national insurance stamps (students were allowed to buy them, but the Accused did not have sufficient money to buy them).  The Accused supposed that this prohibition against abandoning university courses would apply also to the possibility of  his not proceeding to clinical medical studies in London.   He also assumed, as his mother declared, that there existed no possibility of  a grant while he was a student at London because, if  a student was victim of  the parental means test he continued to be so for the duration of  the course irrespective of  the length of  the course or circumstances.  He was given the impression that the clinical medical course would be regarded as the same course as the degree course at Cambridge - which it certainly was not.   No more than a fifth of  the Accused’s  Cambridge courses were part of  the M.B.  B. Chir. syllabus.   The Accused may well have been deprived of  a grant to which he was entitled because letters written to him from the Leicester education department to Briarwood were confiscated by his parents.   Nevertheless he was not expecting a grant and did not get one.   On this occasion however the Accused, in the hope of  averting any penalty if  he was unable to complete his studies, wrote to Dr Elfed Thomas,  the Leicester Director of  Education,  Dr Thomas, from Cambridge, explaining that because of  his limited finance and family circumstances it was unlikely that he would be able even to complete his Cambridge course.   Dr Thomas wrote back at length, expressing his sympathy, averring that the means test on students’ grants was unfortunate, unfair and not infrequently forced students to abandon studies, but it was the Law and nothing could be done about it.

The Accused also went to Dr Comline to suggest that he peform his clinical medical studies at Sheffield rather than London.   This was analogous to the Accused, while at Wyggeston, suggesting to Mr. Larkin that he be transferred to  Ratcliffe College, which would also have been because of  the threat of  maternal meddling but which reason he also could not openly admit.   Had the Accused been better informed and had he had his wits about him he would have known that in a past era, before there were London medical schools, Cambridge students regularly underwent their clinical medical studies at Vienna, that this was still permissible and that his mother would have been delighted at such a proposal.   It would have been considerably easier to obtain a grant in Britain to study in Vienna than to study in Britain itself.   However, it was unknown for Cambridge students to undergo clinical studies in England anywhere other than in London - though permissible.   The association between London and Cambridge had evolved not through Cambridge having no clinical school but London, which needed young doctors for its hospitals, originally not having any pre-clinical school.   Dr Comline pointed out however that the Accused would have to find some explanation for wanting to switch from London,  where he already had a place, to Sheffield.   He could not openly admit the difficulties relating to finance and his mother’s meddling - and he also supposed that he was not a very adequate student and would not be welcome at Sheffield since he was labelled as a Not Working Class intellectual.   Sheffield he supposed would be rather more prejudiced than London.

The Accused understood that an appointment was available in the ‘Secret Service’ and that even it had been agreed that he did not need the usual first class honours Cambridge degree.   But this still might not prove certain and the Accused had been planning a procedure which involved him moving to London and  commencing his clinical studies and then making contact via his usual subterfuge methods.   It did seem to him a correct assessment that whatever future there might be it depended in the first instance on getting  a first class honours degree and the move to London for clinical studies, out of  reach of  his mother, was the contingency plan to deal with failure.   There were no career prospects of  any kind attached to a Cambridge degree with less than first class honours (in which context the Pt ll course rather than the Pt l course was relevant).  The Accused did not suppose there was the slightest prospect of  a first class honours degree or first class honours.   In retrospect the Accused supposes that without anxiety, that is to say, without the parental means test on students’ grants, he would have had no difficulty in obtaining a first class honours degree, but as matters then stood, not only did he feel there was no possibility but at the same time there was no alternative.   The result of  this was that he tried to hard, that he worked too hard - or that he aimed for too high a standard and thereby instead performed very badly.  In fact, it is not that difficult to obtain first class honours, even at Cambridge, and as the Accused was forever being told by his teachers,  he should have obtained them very easily.

The effect in l963 was however that the Accused was working continuously through the nights and indeed was so exhausted that he was forever at the point of  fainting.   He was too ill to take his examinations but, as the victim of  the parental means test, could not interrupt his studies.  He had nowhere to go!   It was a hot summer and the sun was blazing through the glass windows of  the examination hall at Fitzwilliam College.

There was a further major snag.   The Accused had been led to understand that that he could opt to answer anatomy examination questions in neurology and none in embryology.   The Accused was inclined towards neurology but considered the Cambridge embryology course, which consisted to dozens of  lectures on human embryology in the absence of  any of  the required laboratory material, to be bore and a waste of  time.    It was then, at the last minute, suddenly announced that there would be no questions on neurology in the anatomy examination - because neurology was considered “too difficult” - and that embryology was compulsory.  In other words, the examination was being rigged in favour of  medical students, who were regarded as stupid and against scientists who were regarded as not quite so stupid.    It may also be relevant that although the Cambridge anatomy course was intended to be scientifically orientated and to avoid aspects that depended purely on memory,  the standard questions depending on memory appeared in the examination paper even where the material was openly declared not to be in the syllabus.   This suggested that the examination favoured those who came from medical backgrounds and had fathers who knew what the standard questions were and ensured that their sons had the necessary coaching.

It was not then customary for students to take drugs to enable them to pass examinations.  Ken Lund, however,  was sufficiently nervous to threaten to consume amphetamines.   The Accused informed him that he should not do so.   He only needed to be relaxed and to avoid overworking himself and he was bound to perform adequately.   However,  he came to behave just as if  he had taken amphetamine in the sense that he believed he had done very well but that it turned out that the examiners did not agree.   The Accused should perhaps have taken his own advice - routinely given by him to everyone else - not to work excessively.

Nevertheless he joined the college’s other science students in a day off for relaxation prior to the exams.   It is believed that this consisted of  a cycle ride to Newmarket.   The Accused had on previous occasions cycled to Newmarket.   During his first term at Cambridge he collected large amounts of  animal bones collected on Devil’s Dyke.   These were mainly rabbit bones.   Why there should have been so many rabbit bones on top of  Devil’s Dyke was not clear.   The Accused’s colleagues could not recognise a mystery when it was staring them in the face!   When he had managed to drag any of  them to Devil’s Dyke he had then to drag them onto the upper surface, informing them that they should forget anxieties that they might be intruding on private property.   Then they had to be convinced that there actually were bones lying on the surface.   Then they had to be convinced that no only were there bones lying in full view, but a great many of  them!   Then they claimed that there was no mystery,  that there was a simple explanation ..which no doubt there was,  but nothing they suggested  was a plausible explanation.   The Accused’s landlady did not appreciate the bags of  bones. 

 Some of  the Accused’s other trophies received an equivocal welcome.   A policeman suggested that he dispose of  red oil lamps he had in his college.   The Accused reported that he did not know where they had come from.   Maybe he had found them in college storeroom or had procured them at a second hand shop.   They were commonly on sale in junk shops.   The policeman opined that red oil lamps were placed on streets by local councils and that nobody else was supplied with them.   All red oil lamps had therefore to have been nicked from local councils.   Accused mum discovered a large anchor in the Accused’s room, screamed that this was a calamity and that the Accused was a criminal who would be confined to prison.   He explained that he had found it on the bottom of  the river near Ely.   So Accused mum again wailed and screamed.   It turns out she supposed it was attached to a ship at the time!   Later Mr. Aston arrived declaring that there was a parliamentary statute which prohibited unlicenced individuals (that is people other than boat builders, boat owners and anchor builders) owning an anchor.   He made a very plausible case for their being such a law.  It sounded as if  in the reign of  Eliabeth l every available anchor was needed to fit out ships to fight against the Spanish armada and it was high treason to be in possession of  such an implement without handing it over to the nearest boatyard.  What happened eventually to the anchor is not known.    Accused-mum was forever pestering the Accused to get rid of  it, but an anchor is a large heavy object and not that easy to get rid of.

The Accused also regularly went swimming for relaxation –one of his party tricks being to swim four lengths (one hundred and thirty three yards, one foot) under water.

We do not know how badly the Accused did, but he did badly.   It is likely that he got a 2.1 in psychology and physiology and a third in anatomy and  biochemistry.   The Accused thought he had done rather better at  biochemistry.    Biochemistry requires the student to memorise a great many complex chemical reactions - or chains of  reactions converting chemicals with long formulae to other chemicals with long formulae in the presence of  various catalysts.  The examiners announced that they would give low marks for such lists.   Instead, it was necessary to state how the existence of  these chemical reactions were proved.    However, there are standard methods for proving the presence of  these reactions (which are somewhat obvious) and if  the examiners were to be taken at face value it would have been necessary for the students to repeat an account of  the same procedures again and again thousands of  times over!  The entire Pt l biochemistry course as well as its examinations might be viewed with suspicion - especially as Cambridge students can be considered to be victimised when compared with London medical students who are en masse awarded what they consider and everyone else except perhaps a  Cambridge graduates consider to be first class degrees in biochemistry on the basis of  what by Cambridge standards is a week’s very easy and elementary study.

The Accused did not obtain the minimum grade, whatever it was,  to obtain exemption from the 2nd M.B. examination in anatomy,  which meant he had to take the separate 2nd M.B. anatomy examination two weeks later.   Dr Evans threatened him that if  he did not pass this he would be required to spend his  third year studying and retaking anatomy instead of  taking a Pt ll.   Despite Dr Evans being an inoffensive intellectual he did have this habit of  telling lies which authority figures sometimes have.   It may be a feature of  public school education where the student is uncritical and takes everything which the authority figure to be infallible.   The authority figure may even be so used to being considered infallible that he comes to believe his own lies – that anything that comes out of his mouth is gospel.  The ,when Dr Evans or  any other authority figure churned out such a cock and bull story, would say nothing and ignore  but unfortunately such actual or pretend authority figures  proved prone to coming secretly into contact with Accused-mum, who believed what she was told, however absurd, and then, although she did not inform The Accused that any meeting with said authority figure had taken place or what she had been told (she regarded the son’s life as The Mother’s affair and none of his business), then developed a highly unhelpful obsession.

The 2nd MB oral or practical examintion took place at in the university anatomy department.   In this phase of  the examination the candidate has to identify or comment on various bones or other specimens.   Amongst the Accused’s tasks was to indicate and name the bones of  the hand and to indicate the points of  muscle attachments and courses of  nerves and arteries...  However, before that happened the Accused had to climb many stairs, which to him was exhausting and to wait outside the door.   The Accused was so exhausted that he felt he was in danger of  fainting.   He therefore sat on one of  the chairs provided.   But then two large sporting bullies whom he had never seen before - therefore either third year or older - arrived and insisted that they had a divine right to sit on the chairs.   The Accused therefore decided to lie on the floor.   This was necessary since he was so close to syncope that his blood pressure would otherwise have been inadequate to prevent him losing consciousness.    Dr Message, in his impressive black gown, happened to pass by.   Dr Message said nothing.  However, according to the Accused, or according to what he was later led to believe,  Dr Message created such a fuss about this, without the Accused being allowed to provide any explanation or indeed being informed what Message was up to that  the Accused  insists on calling Dr Message as bully, psychopath, persecutor and stupid.

Mr. Blake and Mr. Peters, as usual, obtained first class honours in everything, or, at any rate, something.   Mr. Blake whispered to the Accused that the supervisor of  his friend  Mr. Yudkin of  King’s College was also the physiology examiner.   Mr. Yudkin,  the son of  a famous nutritionist,  had seen the examination papers, before the examination, on the examiners’ desk.  Mr. Yudkin had obtained first class honours in the examination.   Apparently Mr. Blake supposed that the Accused would  broadcast this information and create  trouble.   He would not have done so anyway - but one of  the reasons for not doing so struck him as being that Yudkin and Blake were inseparable friends,  that if  Yudkin knew what the questions were, then so did  Blake - and Blake had obtained first class honours.   Unfortunately to the Accused this was a very painful story.   There might be no evidence of  Yudkin or of  Blake having cheated in this examination.   Nevertheless the Accused had heard and was to hear many such stories.   In practice,  less than a first class degree amounts to failure.   But, apart from mathematics and physics,  first class honours was rarely awarded for any subject at Cambridge.   In an uncomfortably large number of  cases the firsts were awarded to people who were  pupils of  the examiners or sons of  famous fathers - or, usually, both.   Examination syllabuses at Cambridge were open-ended -  with so much material covered in so short a  time that it was not realistic for anyone to get a reasonable mark in the examination without knowing the questions in advance or being prepared for an actual  syllabus which is only a subset of  the published or supposed syllabus. 

The Accused felt he had to take a Pt ll course which did not lead to a practical examination - since he supposed that his shortsightedness or ophthalmic eccentricities were an insuperable handicap.   Within the anatomy department he had been expected to take Pt ll (Anatomy),   He had been given the impression by Dr Comline that Pt ll (Physiology) was so difficult, had such high entry requirements and had so few on the course that he would not be considered.   Maybe Dr Comline had overstated the case.   Dr Evans suggested that if  he was considering Pt ll (biochemistry), which, the Accused supposed, a great many people could be expected to take, he should contact the Professor of  Biochemistry.   He therefore went to the Biochemistry Department in the hope of  locating this person, but instead his way was barred by two large young Public School Boys - typical prefects or bullies - who shooed off the Accused declaring that few people, if anyone, joined the Pt ll (biochemistry) course,  if there was one, and they were people of  incredible academic credentials.   These characters, however, scarcely gave the impression of  incredible credentials.   They appeared more as Public School Boys or even medics.   In fact, such self-opinionated people, were it not that medics are not expected to be found in chemistry laboratories, were typical medics.

So the Accused suggested to Dr Evans that he read Pt ll in Moral Sciences - that is to say philosophy.   Dr Evans and his fellow fellows did not take this gladly.   He must not study philosophy, he advised,   The methods whereby their examinations were assessed were somewhat mysterious or suspect.   So the Accused stated he would study Pt ll (Psychology).   The Accused considered there was no other choice.   As he saw it, he had to find some subject which neither depended on a practical examination (there was, as it happens, a practical examination in the Pt ll (Psychology)) nor depended on the candidate having  passed A level mathematics.

Dr Evans repeatedly indicated that the Accused was going to read  Zoology.  He should go to see Dr Sidney Smith.  The Accused was causing disruption at the college.  They had no psychologists at the college.  The Accused was also repeatedly informed that on the basis of  his ‘record’ he was expected to get ‘at least a two one’ or else ‘questions would be asked’.  The complaints became intertwined with Dr Message’s having agitated over the Accused ‘having been seen’  lying on the floor at the psychology department.  In retrospect it does not seem unlikely that Dr Smith was expecting the Accused to read Zoology - on the basis of  his performance in his scholarship paper.  It would have perhaps been preferable for the Accused to become the country’s zoologist in place of  what the Accused considers to be the publicity-seeking politically-motivated non-scientific medic Neodarwinist mountebank  Professor Dawkins, whom he accuses of  perverting science and pandering public prejudice and ignorance for personal profit!   But the Accused had since he had arrived at Cambridge not spoken to Dr Smith once and was not to do so.  He was too ashamed of  his shortsightedness and inevitability of  failure.  He supposed he was too opthalmically handicapped for Zoology to be considered!

The Accused knew that there would be no difficulty in securing acceptance on the Pt II (Psychology) course.   There were reserved places for medics.   The Accused was the only medic who had ever taken the Pt l (Experimental Psychology) and had obtained a 2.1 grade.   There were unlikely to be any other medic applicants.   Those medics who took Pt lls, who were a minority, routinely studied Pt ll (Pathology).   They were unlikely to risk courses open also to non-medics with whom they would be unable to compete.   Dr Evans repeatedly told the Accused that he should go to visit Professor  Zangwill at the Psychology Department - implying that his application would be refused.   The Accused felt far too shy and inferior to call on Professor  Zangwill but wrote him a letter.   The Accused knew that the college had no say in what Pt ll course he chose, had no influence on whether he would be accepted on it and played no part in the process.    The Accused was certain to be accepted on the Pt (ll) Psychology course and he regarded Dr Evan’s remonstrations as a pack of  lies.   However, he said nothing and listened to his speeches without comment.

One excuse that Dr Evans had produced was that psychology students were in the habit of  committing suicide!   This was because psychology attracted people who sought in psychology studies solutions to their own problems or self-understanding.   The Accused did not reply to this.  Does the reader suppose that somebody who blunders away a queen when playing a game of  chess and then, without batting an eyelid, s if  he has done so deliberately, goes on to win the game is likely to commit suicide? The argument was too stupid to be worthy of  comment and so obviously so that Dr Evans was clearly using it just as another weapon and not because he believed in it!    Doddery Cambridge intellectuals should not have been mouthing such Nazi prejudices.  Very few students committed suicide.   As previously explained,  there was a design error in the gas supplies to students’ rooms that explained the few alleged suicides at Oxford and Cambridge.   Alleged suicides were reported in newspapers and had also became part of  student folklore.   There had never been any story about any psychology student committing suicide.   If  the There was no known case ever of  a psychology student committing suicide!   If these imaginary psychology students were predisposed to committing suicide they were so anyway and not controlled trials had been conducted to determine whether such students would commit suicide any more or any less if  they studied psychology.   Dr Evans was implying that psychologists or their theories encouraged the notion that there existed abnormal people worthy of  committing suicide and, if so, the subject needed infiltrating and reforming rather than its remaining a closed shop for Nazis.   The Pt l Psychology course, as it happened, had been little concerned with psychiatry, sociology or the politically motivated aspects of  alleged psychology.   Such pursuits were not considered at Cambridge to be science or even legitimate aspects of  psychology.   The aim at Cambridge was to establish psychology as a science based on scientific or experimental method and not on socially created or subjective concepts.   The Accused had been surrounded by his mother’s concepts of sociology or psychiatry and did suppose these were universal amongst sociological and psychological coteries,  but he did not consider such an approach to be justifiable himself.   The Accused was intending to read Pt(ll) psychology out of  necessity and to conceal that he did not agree with what he expected (incorrectly) to be the underlying ideology.

Dr Evans then produced the claim that it was necessary to obtain parental consent for his taking Pt(ll) Psychology and Pt ll’s altogether.   He was a year younger than other applicants.  It was customary for nobody under the age of  twenty one, then the age of  majority (It has since been reduced to eighteeen).  [This consideration affected also the Poppy Day organisation.  Nobody aged twenty one or over acted as an official since contracts signed by people under twenty one were not valid in Law!] to embark on a Pt (ll) course.  Any untoward consequences were then the students’ own responsibility.   Otherwise, supposedly, it was that of  the university or college - and written parental consent was required to absolve the univesity or college of  responsibility.   This absurd objection could easily have been settled by the Accused just procuring  a letter of consent from his father but the Accused knew very well that this was just a subterfuge to recruit parental opposition.   His mother would inevitably be involved - and that would be a catastrophe.   Even Dr Evans were to write to the Accused’s parents or to his father to ask for the required consent,  it was inevitable that his mother would intercept the letter, misunderstand it, run to the college and precipitate such events as it now turns out actually happened!

There were no problems over the Accused being accepted on the Pt (II) Psychology course and this was settled routinely without the manoevres at the college bearing any relevance.   That was all pretence.  A few weeks later, however, on a Saturday, the accused took a trip to Bedford.  He was passing through the college gate and passed his mother and father.  He greeted them and his father greeted in return.  His mother said subsequently that she had not seen him.   The Accused  knew therefore that his parents had  paid a secret visit to the College.  However there were other aspects of  this that were not discovered, from documents and belated confessions by Accused-mum, until l995 and thereafter.  This subsequent evidence says nothing about a visit which Accused-dad and Accused-mum paid together - only a visit by Accused -mum on her own.   Possibly what the Accused witnessed was some unrelated visit or else Accused-dad, as turned out to be his wont on such occasions,  departed before any college dignitaries were visited.   It is also not beyond the bounds of  possibilities that Accused-mum descended upon the college before the Accused was made aware of  any objection to the Accused joining the Pt (ll) Psychology course.   Accused-mum also recalled the objection as being not to the Pt(ll) Psychology Course but to the Pt(I)  Experimental Psychology.   She claims to have been unaware not merely that he read the Pt(ll) Psychology or any Pt (II) or that this was ever considered.   The Accused has on no occasion been told of  any contact with his parents relating to the Pt(I) course, nor is there any documentary evidence.   However,  it is feasible that there were attempts to influence Accused-mum on both occasions and that in her recollection she amalgamated them into a single incident,  incorporating also elements of  another incident in London in l964.   It is likely that Accused-mum had intercepted the presumed letter requesting ‘permission’ for the Accused to join the Pt(II) course, misinterpreted it and insisted on descending upon the college.  The Accused realised this might happen and that events might evolve as they did - but did not realise that they actually had done so!   Accused-dad,  unable to exert any influence on Accused-mum and unable to dissuade her, may have accompanied her to the college, but no further.

Accused-mum met both Dr Evans and Dr Sidney Smith.  Dr Smith turned out to be friendly and to chat with Accused-mum about her life in Austria, the Austrian school of  psychiatry and her subsequent experiences as a foreigner in Britain.   The problems seem more to have arisen from a separate interview with Dr Evans who spun the same lies which he had tried on the Accused, with the difference that Accused-mum swallowed and built into her obsessions any cock and bull generated by an apparent authority figure.  By the time the Accused saw his mother sneaking through the college gate that Saturday noon he had already passed the 2nd MB in anatomy.   Moreover, Cambridge medical students usually sat  Pt 1 of  the  Tripos in their third year.  So the Accused had been awarded the 2nd M.B. two years before the usual minimum age!  Even if  he had failed he would merely have retaken the 2nd M.B. exam some other time and would not have been required to ‘retake’  an anatomy course during his third year as Dr Evans suggested.   Accused mum was however not only told this cock and bull by Dr Evans but went on to believe that in his third year the Accused was retaking a course on account of  failed exams!   Dr Evans also repeated the pretence that the college in some way could prevent the Accused from reading the Pt (II) Psychology and repeated his absurdity about psychology students committing suicide.   Nobody suggested that the Accused was suffering from any mental disorder, but inevitably Accused-mum imagined that what was being said conformed to her pre-existing obsessions.  She therefore reported to Accused-dad the Accused had been Accused of  mental disorder (in the world of her obsessions she assumed this to be homosexuality, a topic with which she was obsessed).   

There turns out to be a history of  Accused-dad naively believing Accused-mum’s delusional claims.   He therefore believed it was true that somebody was refusing the Accused a place on the Pt(II) Psychology course on account of  some alleged mental disorder.   He therefore visited the Accused on his way from London to his work at the Royal Philanthropic school at Royston, meeting him in a cafe near the bus station.   He did give him three pounds in cash.   He was to meet him on several subsequent occasions in the same place, when on his way to Royston, and donate three pounds (since, after all, Accused-mum wasn’t there,  though this was not any contractual arrangement on which the Accused could rely).   It turns out that on this occasion Accused-dad had come with the intention of  inquiring about the proposal that he join the Pt(II) Psychology course.   The Accused mentioned the exaggerated and mysterious opposition voiced by Dr Evans and his theory that psychology students committed suicide.   This was an approach unworthy of  a scientist, he pointed out.   If potential psychology students, he claimed,  were really prone to committing suicide, this type of harassment was likely to precipitate the suicide.   Although this allegation about psychology students was a fabrication,  were it true, then it would have to be established whether harassment of  this type was usual when students applied to join psychology courses and whether it was the harassment that precipitated the suicide rather than any underlying propensities.  The Accused mentioned also that Dr Evans had produced the theory that psychology students studied that subject to discover  the causes of  their alleged own problems.   He reminded Accused-dad that he had often made such a claim himself.   There were perhaps people who were convinced that they suffered from some mysterious mental disorder or  abnormality.   The Accused felt it was dangerous to use such terminology but that if  facts were viewed without any desire to create dogmas or to sit in judgement, to have such an attitude could itself be described as a mental disorder or abnormality.   The belief that the abnormality existed,  that it mattered or that it was important to discover it or even enhance it was itself the disorder or abnormality.   It could well be that there were people with such attitudes.   In his experience this happened only where people had an excessive belief in socially created concepts or values.  This could occur amongst Public School boys who had been brought up in a very narrow authoritarian setting and for whom socially created values were of  great importance.  This was particularly evident in the Public School boys’ fear of  being homosexuals.   If they did happen to be sharing the same bed as a friend, which, after all, happened often enough,  the question immediately hit them: ‘Why am I like this?’.  They could not see that it was a matter of loving the one they were with, that a specific present occasion had no relevance to any general theory of  behaviour with which they had been brainwashed.   This led to dissociation of personalities on the basis of  the imposed brainwashing and all manner of  unnecessary repressions and conversions.    His  own generation, or those with whom he was familiar,  were not affected by such introspective obsessions or artificial societally acquired concepts.   He certainly was not intending to study psychology to discover any hidden truths about his own nature or anyone else’s.   He did not even believe the theories propagated by psychiatrists and psychologists and considered them more delusions that were part of  a political system or  political indoctrination.   The opinions expressed by Dr Evans were out of  character and inappropriate to his own personality - but perhaps he had a Public School background which had not been fully shaken off in his more mature years.  It seemed likely that Dr Evans confused psychology with psychoanalysis.   That could well be suspect and might be dangerous if  people took it too seriously,  but he doubted that theories of psychoanalysis could be hidden from the general public and medical students surely were expected to have some familiarity with them anyway,  though they were not part of  academic psychology courses.   He himself had to embark on this course because there was no realistic alternative available - though his interests were more directed towards physiology and neurology.   He would just have to conceal that he had no faith in political theories.

It turns out that Accused-dad then, without the Accused’s knowledge, believing that he was being helpful, wrote to Professor  Zangwill, who in any case was more of  a progressive than a Nazi, giving his address as an office which he had at the London County Council town hall in the capacity of  ‘advisor’ which neither the Accused nor Accused-mum knew anything about.  So he was trying to establish a correspondence behind Accused-mum’s back.   He did not openly mention that he was Professor  Zangwill’s opposite number at Goldsmith’s College, London,  though Professor Zangwill presumably knew this already and the letter was written as from one colleague to another,  with Accused-dad suggesting he come to Cambridge to discuss the matter further.  No doubt he would have in any case been interested in learning more about the Cambridge Psychology department and meeting its staff.   Accused-dad essentially repeated, as his own,  the arguments which the Accused had innocently and inadvertently recited in the cafe.

Unfortunately, however,  Accused-dad really believed that the Accused had been accused of  a mental disorder and that some significant attempt had been made to exclude the Accused from the course on those grounds and that Professor  Zangwill knew about it or  was part of  it - whereas this was Accused-mum’s invention.   So Accused-dad argued that if  a person suffered from a mental disorder that the best way to precipitate or aggravate it would be to exclude a victim from the course.   It may be that both Accused-dad and Oliver Zangwill were well used to the prejudices and persecutions of  the British master-race or Public School and that neither took this mental instability terminology very seriously.   As far as can be ascertained,  Professor Zangwill ignored the letter and did not even reply to it.   However, the existence of  such a letter could be taken as evidence that the Accused actually had been accused of  a mental disorder or suffered from one.   Unfortunately this routine of  Accused-mum claiming that the Accused had been subjected to some dire accusation,  Accused-dad believing this and generating correspondence which could then be taken as evidence that the claim was correct or which actually precipitated such a claim turns out to have been or become a regular routine!

There is some truth in the claim that people prone to committing suicide, or at any rate, those prone to developing psychosis – suicide, other than in the despair of advancing years or under the influence of psychiatric treatment, is rare – take an interest in psychology – and they do so with the aim of self-analysis or discovering what they imagine to be truth amongst themselves and that they look for dogmatic relevations rather than displaying an interest in science.  This is discussed in other parts of the memoirs when relevant cases appear in the narrative.  However, it is not true that everyone who studies psychology belongs to such a category and the type of  approach these seekers after religious truth adopt is not consistent with study of psychology at university.  Nobody on this occasion supposed either that the Accused might commit suicide or that he might develop a psychosis.  Psychosis is at Cambridge virtually unknown.  The staff and students are far too eccentric.  The alleged suicides are accidents with the gas-fires, as elsewhere explained.  It is unlikely even that Dr Evans expected to be taken seriously.  Not only do authority figures tell lies in the Public School and expect not to be doubted, but they fully expect to be ignored.  The relationship between higher and lower hierarch is one of the upper hierarch forever threatening and going through the motions of  disciplinary procedures but the delinquent remaining delinquent – so that the necessary charade can continue.  Accused-mum however misunderstood what she was told and, because of that, The Accused was to be persecuted for the rest of his life!

There were other unhelpful circumstances affecting Accused-mum.   The Accused was to realise in later years that his mother’s l963-5 delusions had a symbolism - the degeneracy of  her child - very obviously appropriate to the menopause.  The Accused was well acquainted with the psychology and tribulations of  people of  his own age, but understood next to nothing about those affecting people of  his parents’ age.   He was not aware of  the symptoms of  the menopause.   As  matter of  fact, few people were and they were not to be found in textbooks.   However,  it is not unique for these ‘symptoms’ to persist severely over several years and for them to include psychotic behaviour,  usually of  whatever pattern to which there is a pre-existing propensity.   The menopause affects both genders and there are circumstances affecting the relationship between husband and wife which regularly occur.   Or, at any rate, sometimes.   Accused-mum in l963-5 turns out to have been very conscious of  her own fear that she herself was going insane.   This was, however, being concealed from the Accused and instead he experienced a form of  transference in which Accused-mum alleged that accusations directed against her by others or by herself had been directed against the Accused.   It turns out that a diagnosis of  involutional melancholia,  that is to say,  severe depression associated with the menopause - with an attendent psychosis - had been afflicted upon Accused-mum.   This had been aggravated by her being informed of  the death of  her own mother.   She had travelled to Vienna to attend the funeral.   Also, characteristically,  Accused-mum had run to a Professor - a professor of  gynaecology.   In medical circles, there are many professors and they are not necessarily great intellectuals - but Accused-mum would have had great faith in a professor.    This professor prescribed hormone replacement therapy.   This was not necessarily incorrect.  Nevertheless it has to be kept in mind that where Accused-mum and a Professor was involved, there might be a lack of  appropriate intellectual response to events and that Accused-mum did in fact have psychotic symptoms.   That these could have been caused by the administration of  steroidal gynecological replacement therapy has to be a possibility, whether or not this has been recognised in literature.   It is necessary to test the possibility in the individual situation.

During the Easter vacation,  the Accused had been, on a Sunday, around noon, taken for a ride by his father in his car and when they slowed down on at the end of  Cross Road, at the junction with Clarendon Park Road a policeman came up and asked, through the open window,  what were Accused-dad’s movements that morning.   Accused-dad was wearing a Russian hat.   That morning a young girl had been indecently assaulted on the upper floor of  a bus travelling along London Road towards town by a man in a Russian hat.   As it happened,  the Accused was not certain that his father had been home that morning, though in fact he was a person who preferred walking to the top of  buses and it is likely that he would have visited, as he did on Sunday mornings,  his lady friend on nearby Edward Road.   There was, as it happens another man in those environs who habitually wore a Russian hat who was a much more convincing candidate,  but at that time the Accused had forgotten this or not yet discovered it and wondered ‘Whoever is there who wears a Russian hat?’.   Accused-dad, at the end of  this carside interview assured the policeman that he was not at all offended by the approach, adding: “I work for the Home Office myself”.   It was then not necessarily clear what his father meant by that, it appeared to be pulling rank - which to the Accused seemed unconvincing conduct.   Later, to check up,  a policeman  arrived at Briarwood and was admitted to the Front Room in which there were numerous chess trophies won by various local teams with which the Accused was associated.   “Are you the chess champion?”, asked the policeman.  “I wouldn’t quite put it that way...!!. “No, that is not what I mean.. are you the chess champion! - that is to say,  was he person with the Accused’s name well-known locally to be a chess player.  Meanwhile Accused-mum, squealing and panicking  was busily collecting and hiding these trophies from the mystified policeman.   The Accused was explaining that these had been awarded either to himself or to teams which he organised or which regarded him as having made some contribution to their acquisition and that they were legitimately in his custody.   Accused-mum however remained convinced the Accused had stolen them and did so until l995 when she finally realised that the Accused had been organising chess teams (rather than, as she apparently supposed, chasing after young boys belonging to chess teams organised by someone else).  It was not clear to the Accused where Accused-dad had been that morning.   Although it was another person on the bus, nevertheless this incident left the Accused and Accused-mum with a lasting suspicion.   Suspicions can build up,  particularly in the minds of  Accused-mums.

David Parr, as chessplayers do,  had some difficulty in finding paid employment, which his father, a stockbroker, viewed with understanding but concern.  He felt it was in his son’s best interests to have an income and to budget within that income, though, apart from that, he was not worried how the money was spent.   So David joined his father’s firm.  The pay was excellent, he reported, but it was a requirement that he regularly bought a new black suit.  The cost of the suits entirely consumed the income!   Suits are part of Britain’s master-race tradition.  Peter Storry, for smart occasions, owned a less upper class brown cheque suit which impressed the Accused.   He procured a similar suite from Accused-dad who bought it, with the Accused, from John Collier’s in Leicester.   Cambridge, however, though plebeian or classless on some occasions, on others is more snobworthy - and there are occasionally dress requirements beyond the means of  poorer students.  Penguin suits suddenly appear - or, at the very least,  snobworthy black suits.   It turned out that at the end of  the second academic year St Catharine’s students attended a dinner,  which probably was called a Brotherhood Dinner, or some such thing.   It was part of  the brotherhood that the gathering dressed in black suits.  Dr Comline suggested that maybe a ‘dark’ suit might be sufficient.   So the Accused decided that his suit was dark.  The Accused found himself sitting next to Ken Lund, who was responsible for the seating arrangements had perhaps been commissioned to keep the Acccused in order.   Most would have considered this about as tactful as putting two rival tomcats into the same cage.

The Accused, however, was given the impression that had his mother gatecrashed the proceedings, he and the college could find themselves in considerable trouble!  Alcohol was served and not merely was it served but it was passed round in a great silver receptacle called a Loving Cup, which to Accused-mum might have had a homosexual connotation.   Then a group of  companions decided, in the middle of  the college lawn, that the Accused was not improperly attired but overly attired.   There appeared to be no more than five or six who had seriously come to this conclusion and in the past he had had no difficulty in dealing with five or six assailants.   It was a matter of  timing.   They were never sufficiently coordinated to find themselves collectively suddenly flying in all directions.   Although the Accused was intendedly watching for an opportunity, however, no such dyscoordination materialised.   The Accused was worried marginally that he seemed to have been outwitted - not that it mattered on this particular occasion, other than, again, Accused-mum would not have viewed the proceedings in good humour.
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