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The Accused was cold-shouldered, or comparatively so, by the St Catharine’s College fellows, during the l963-4 academic year.   Dr Comline claimed that he had “caused trouble”.   The Accused suspected that he was held responsible for Accused-mum descending on the college, though neither had he engineered it nor was he aware of what had been going on.   Dr Caesar feared that he was working too hard since he would be in the college library until early hours of the morning.   Canon Wadhams,  a youngish fit fifty year old mathematician, the Senior Tutor, fell ill and Mr. Timms and his colleagues urged the Accused to join him in visiting him in hospital.   They did not indicate there was anything serious in this illness and  Canon Wadhams, though lying in a bed, appeared fit.   So the Accused in his usual cheerful manner informed the Senior Tutor he was obviously suffering from cancer (which can be deduced from the information already given in this paragraph).   Canon Wadhams remarked that this behaviour was not befitting a person who supposedly was going to become a doctor.   The Accused, who liked encouraging his victims to divulge their thoughts, asked what was not befitting and why it should be supposed he was going to become a doctor.   As it happened,  Canon Wadhams was suffering from cancer and died before the end of  the academic year.    

Bobby Andrews who was now at Cambridge organised an Old Wyggestonians at Cambridge reunion but the invitations stipulated ‘formal dress’ - i.e. a Penguin suit.   Bobby Andrews lived across the road from the Accused in Leicester.   It is unlikely that there were more than half a dozen Wyggestonians at Cambridge.   There was also Michael Porter of  Alderman Newton's.   All were or had at some time been members of  the Accused’s chess club.   They were poor scholars, not Public School Boys.   Surely Mr. Andrews knew that the Accused could not possibly afford ‘formal dress’.  Maybe the printers of  the invitations had put this on without asking him - but it did mean that the Accused did not attend.   He did not encounter Mr. Andrews at Cambridge nor subsequently.   He encountered Mr.  Branston only twice, and was not to see him again for another twenty years, and encountered Mr. Thompson only once, and did not see him again.   Although he regularly saw Mr. Lord at Cambridge, he did not see him subsequently.

The Accused before departing from Cambridge, was required to attend a degree ceremony which involved shaking hands with the Vice-Chancellor on King’s College Lawn.   A major snag was that the Accused was required to wear a B.A. gown and hood for this ceremony.   That cost five pounds to hire, which the Accused regarded as an intractable expense.  The Accused was also expected to the attend a degree dinner on the evening before departing.   The Accused felt unable to attend this.   One reason for this was  that students were under instructions to invite their parents to attend the degree ceremony and the Accused feared that his parents would remain in the evening and gatecrash the dinner.   What if  events were as at the previous dinner?   Also, he did not have the required black suit.   He could have asked his parents to supply one but he could not face up to the fuss his mother would have caused while shopping (supposing that she agreed to a suit being bought).   Dr Comline threatened that if  the Accused did not attend the degree dinner it ‘would be remembered’.   He could expect ostracism from the college.   The Accused’s parents did attend the degree ceremony (but offered no financial assistance towards the gown hire!).  The Accused might still have attended the dinner, despite having declined the invitation,  but was under the impression that to keep the cost of  hiring the gown, required also for the dinner, to five pounds he had to return it before 4 p.m. that evening (though, according to his colleagues, he could have retained it without paying extra until the next morning).   To relieve the depression, the Accused spent some time in his room with  a local youth.  After he left, at around ten o’clock the Accused might still have joined the festivities and was encouraged to do so but he still felt afraid that his parents might be around and felt ashamed of  his poverty, his not having a suit and his inferiority.  Net day he left, never to see his college friends again - and without any formal parting.   David  Absom said goodbye and later wrote to the Accused that he had a pair of  plimsolls the Accused had left in his room, but the Accused did not make contact.    The Accused cycled to Bob Hewitt’s house in South London and spoke to his father but it is not known whether Bob was in at the time.

The Accused during l963 nipped off  to a bank holiday chess congress in Norwich.  Here he met one of  his more straight laced acquaintances, Richard Underhill, who hoped that the Accused would coach him to win the internal chess tournament at Chingford School, a Public School in Essex.   This he attended because his father was an R.A.F. officer stationed in Singapore.  He asked to stay with the Accused’s for some weeks during the summer since he had no home in Britain other than the school.   The Accused feared that Accused-mum would not agree to this, but nevertheless was persuaded.   The Accused felt that his mother’s reluctance to let anyone into the house,  apparently on account of  fear of  criticism of  her housekeeping - an obsession fuelled by her Social Studies course and social workers’ uncomplimentary comments on peoples’ homes,  was not in her interest and needed to be deconditioned.  Richard kept in touch, at one point writing a letter, posted in Singapore, written on a coconut covered with black varnish.

When Richard was due to arrive,  Accused-mum declared that she was not ready for him to arrive.   There would have to be a delay.   The Accused tried to explain that this was not practicable but  Accused-mum would not listen.   Richard arrived at the door and Accused-mum would not let him in.   So they walked over to Tony Waine’s house and his parents agreed to let him stay for the night.   They reported that he was pleasant company and would have welcomed him to stay longer.  Next day, however,  Richard arrived again at Briarwood and Accused-mum let him in.   He produced a collection of  presents, including a bone chess set from Singapore - in Britain an expensive item.   Accused-mum however treated these presents with contempt and disdain,  pronouncing them to worthless and refusing to have anything to do with them.   Richard was accommodated in the room formerly used by Ingrid, known still and in subsequent years as Ingrid’s room.   The Accused and Richard Underhill went out for most of  the daytime.   They visited the Mallory Park racing track where a car ploughed into the car near where they were standing, killing several people - which made national front page headlines.   The Accused however, on one occasion,  was playing chess with Richard on the floor of  Ingrid’s room while Accused-mum silently crept up the staircase, hovered behind the door and then stormed in screaming and yelling, accusing the two chessplayers of  gross impropriety.    This happened again subsequently when they were in the Accused’s room, equally innocently.    The Accused considers these experiences to have been extremely traumatising.   On another day the two arrived back at Briarwood at 8pm and found that Accused-mum was out, with the front door, which had three locks, secured with keys which the Accused did not possess.   She had gone to visit her friends Miss (Gwen) Rose and Miss (Evelyn) Rose,  who lived on Herschell Street, three quarters of  a mile away,  on the boundary of  Highfields and Stoneygate (sometimes called in more recent times, North Evington).   Miss Rose taught girls typing and shorthand and held a world record in typing speed.

Accused-mum when she eventually returned, however, confessed that she would have liked to have shown off  Richard to the Misses Rose, though she was ashamed of  the Accused.   Accused-mum then and subsequently had often enough been told the circumstances of  his becoming acquainted with Richard - that he had met him at a chess tournament, that his father was an R.A.F. officer in Singapore and that he therefore needed somewhere to stay during his school vacation.   When, in l995, this information eventually was absorbed by her she confessed that had she known this she would never have had any objection to Richard Underhill.   She supposed that he was a homosexual friend he had picked up on a local street.  [Richard was a very strait laced person].

During the l963-4 academic year at Cambridge Richard Underhill kept in contact and arranged trips to London in which he they explored the various resorts of  the upper classes and tourists.   The haunts of  the upper classes were then rather less expensive that those supposedly less exclusive and fashionable.   Richard owned some units in a unit trust and therefore wished to know more about the stock exchange.   So Richard took the Accused to the Stock Exchange where the two of  them were taken on an explanatory tour.   Richard wanted to annex a personal stockbroker - but the stockbrokers explained that they did not deal with private clients directly but only indirectly through banks.   So therefore was born the Accused’s interest in stocks and shares which was to be a means of  survival.

Supply of  cash from the Accused’s parents dried up with his twenty first birthday.   The plan of  proceeding to clinical medical studies in London now seemed dubious.  In retrospect it might have been better for the Accused to remain in Cambridge and claim the job which the local furniture store salesman had promised him.   It is unlikely that he would have been deemed to have abandoned his studies and have been required to ‘pay back’ tuition fees to the government had he done so.  But instead he returned to Leicester.   He saw an advert in the Leicester Mercury in which a local veterinary surgeon was advertising for a girl assistant.   The Accused wrote to the veterinary surgeon apologising that he was not a girl and explaining he was intending to raise funds to finance two weeks at the Whitby Chess Congress.   The Veterinary Surgeon, John Vivian, then twenty eight years old, father of  two daughters, contacted the Accused who worked for him at the rate of  ten pounds a week.   The Accused did not suppose he had great skills.  Mr. Vivian, supposing this was an easy job which would boost the Accused’s self confidence,  asked him to paint a garage door - but the Accused, supposing this was a skilled job to be performed by an expert,  was very slow and nervous.  Mr. Vivian was surprised that someone of  the Accused’s education could not add up columns of  figures more rapidly and with greater confidence.   Mr. Vivian taught the Accused how to tie surgical knots - which he was not to be taught by anyone else and which was to prove useful in his medical career.  He also picked up much information hidden from medics, which they would have been better off  knowing.   Much time in the evenings was spent playing chess.  Mr. Vivian opined that the Accused had some talent at explaining how to play chess.

Accused-mum sent the Accused to Ronnie Wood’s to buy comestibles.  He asked for money in advance.   Accused-mum refused, saying she would pay on his return.   The Accused  explained that the items included some which he could never afford to buy for himself - such as butter.  He could not afford to be swindled.   His mother had to pay.   Eventually she promised to pay when he returned.   On his return, she refused to pay.   He would, in any case, she pointed out,  be eating the food.   The Accused remonstrated.   Accused mum accused him of considering himself big because he was being paid ten pounds a week.   Ten pounds a week, she hissed, was nothing.   (Accused-mum at that time was still unable to find paid employment).    The Accused had often wondered in the past whether his mother’s foibles were motivated by jealousy - and this was one of  the few occasions to date when she appeared to make it unequivocally obvious that she was.

Mick Stokes reported that after Roger Scowen had become secretary of  the Leicestershire Chess Club he had started interfering with Mick’s management of  his team.    In particular,  Roger Scowen imposed his own interpretation of  barring rules affecting board order.  At least three players had to be nominated (the Accused at one point got it changed to six to counter what he regarded as malpractices by the Wigston Club which he had discovered had five teams with a total of  only fifteen players) who were barred from playing from lower teams for the same club.   Also,  barred players for a team had to play above unbarred players.   The Accused had however secured an agreement with the league secretary that a player could be barred by being played above existing barred players.   The three players, to be the players designated within this rule, were required to play at least once each in any three successive matches.   In popular parlance it was usual to refer to players who missed three matches as ‘unbarred’  though (one of  the aspects Scowen misunderstood) they remained barred but another player had to be barred additionally to comply with the rules (which, in the absence of a nomination, would be the highest placed previously unbarred player in the critical match).  Leicester C, however,  made itself immune to these regulations by discovering the device of  every player being barred for the lowest team of  a club - which Leicester C was relative to Leicester B.   Leicester B also routinely barred at least six players (then the number in a team) and indeed nominated a pool of  players separately from Leicester C all of  which were barred.   It was also possible at any time to evade restrictions relating to board order imposed by the barring rules by declaring a player to be a ‘substitute’ for another originally nominated when the team sheet was written out.    An unbarred substitute could play on any board.   Leicester B/C was very vary about gamesmanship in the form of  mischievous interpretations or  wanglings of  the regulations, whether rightly or wrongly, particularly when playing Wigston, Loughborough and also in  later years teams which then sprung up such as White Eagles or Gambit.   Particular individuals or organisers were particularly suspect as dishonest not in the sense of  breaking rules so much as  manoeuvring the opposition into what they later claimed to be technical infringements and particularly to encouraging or agreeing to such violations when they thought they favoured their own team and then claiming they had not agreed or not realised after they had lost.   The Accused’s teams felt they were particularly liable to be victims of  such mischievous claims.   However, Mick Stokes when later on the league committee was to discover that the Wigston Club first team had won a every match it had to date played in a season via what he considered to be mischievous claims of  rule infringements.   He was able to put an end to this.   Most of  such mischievous claims failed, but it was the general opinion within Leicester B/C and in the clubs they later became that league committees and other local chess committees were not invariably unequivocally honest and it was necessary to think out all possible manoeuvres and the necessary countermanoeuvres in advance.   One perpetual  source of  ambiguity of  which dishonest organisers could take advantage was the potential contradiction between the rule that players are placed in ‘playing strength’ and  the rule that unbarred players play above barred players.   Thus, some player at university might inadvertently not have been barred in advance and yet according to playing strength have to play above designated barred players.   Both Neal Beasley and Walter Gough were willing to accept nominations as to barred players up to minutes before a match - saying that the requirement for three days notice was  open to their discretion and existed only because a letter might take three days to arrive or they might not be regularly at the end of  a telephone.   Leicester B/C and the clubs they later became guarded themselves very thoroughly against rule infringements and despite being forever accused never committed any.   However, committees were not always obviously motivated by bona fides and rules could change during a committee meeting.   Therefore it was necessary for team secretaries to know about the substitution device and it was in subsequent years occasionally used even though the current procedure for barring the substituted player had already been used.    Scowen had never been a league team secretary, had no familiarity with the barring rules and did not understand them.   He would also meddle in other matters he did not understand.   The Accused told Mick Stokes that he should ignore Scowen and, if necessary, to explain to him that the Accused had given these instructions and that he should then refer the matter to the Accused.   There is some suspicion however that Mick Stokes allowed himself to pressurised by Scowen into acceding to his interferences.

The Leicester C team won division lll, therefore qualifying for promotion to Division ll.   Roger Scowen appeared to be running a one man campaign to prevent this.   Mick Stokes informed the Accused that Leicester C had been declared to have defaulted and lost a match on account of  a spurious claim that they had fielded an ineligible player and was deprived of  several league points as penalty, thereby depriving them of  first place in the league.   The league secretary was then still Walter Gough and he appeared unable to give the Accused any intelligible explanation of  this.   The Accused was invited to meet the committee to present an appeal.   He was accompanied by a colleague.  It is believed that Mick Stokes was unable to attend and that the colleague was accompanied by George Morley.   The main claim was that a longstanding Leicester B/C player, a David Hughes,  had not been registered when he had played in the relevant match and it was claimed also that two other players may not have done, though the Committee had concerned itself only with Mr. Hughes.   There was no doubt that these players had been registered.   The Accused had performed the ceremony and despatched the fee himself.  The matter should have been settled by the fact the Accused presented the league handbooks of  Mr. Hughes and the other players which contained certificates signed by Mr. Gough which stated that the registrations had been performed on a date well before the match (and well before any time limit, though it was usually held that registration could be performed within any interval, however short, before a match).

Walter Gough, however, appeared to indicate that he or the committee faced some diplomatic difficulties.  Perhaps there was an inordinate Wigston Mafia influence on the committee.   He could not be sure, he said, that the registrations had not been inadvertently backdated.   Really this was an internal Leicestershire Club matter into which the committee had been dragged.   The allegation that Hughes had not been registered had come from Roger Scowen, Secretary of  the Leicestershire Chess Club.  The committee then went into discussion and came out with the declaration that the Leicester B and C players had, in fact, all been correctly registered by the Accused and so in good time before matches.   However,  the league had received neither requests for registrations nor fees for players in any other of  the Leicestershire Chess Club teams.    Traditionally, the Accused’s team or teams had always registered their players and paid fees independently.   Junior players were only charged five shillings fee by the Leicestershire Club and this was also the sum of  the registration fee, paid by the club.   The Accused had, with the knowledge of  the previous secretary, Philip Collier, simply sent the five shillings straight to the league and the Leicestershire Club Secretary did not even know who the Leicester B/C players were.   So it seemed that Scowen claimed that Leicester C had not registered its players, which was Leicester C’s responsibility - and they had been registered - whereas it was Scowen’s own responsibility to register the players for other Leicestershire Club teams and he had not done so.   So, surely, Leicester C had not played any ineligible players and had not technically defaulted any matches, but Leicester A and Victoria l and ll had defaulted all of  their matches.

However, the committee decided that because Scowen had forgotten to perform his registrations the “Leicestershire Club needed to be taught a lesson”  and this was to be done by confirming the penalty imposed on Leicester C, although Leicester C was in no way responsible!   Walter Gough, an Old Wyggestonian and not a Mafioso, then confessed again that he intended to retire as league secretary.    Would the Accused take over ?  If not, could he persuade some Leicester C member to become League Secretary.   He mentioned this to Mick Stokes, also emphasizing the importance that he accepted, lest a Wigstonite or  Mafioso took on the office instead,  but he did not suppose he was eminent enough to accept - and, tragically, no other B/C member was willing to take on that office.

There ensued a series of  articles in the local Leicester Mercury, that persisted with incidents that followed,  that were written by the Accused but reported by local journalists.   There were replies from Scowen which declared that the Accused was not an official of  the Leicestershire Chess Club and not an official spokesman for the Leicester C team.   It turns out that Scowen was unaware of the history of  the Leicester B/C club and that it was an independent entity with an unorthodox organisation on account of  young people, especially those going to university,  being disenfranchised and deprived of  roots or a local base or even the right to earn a living or exist.  This had been tolerated by Philip Collier and the rest of  the Leicestershire Chess Club because the future of  the club depended on it.  Roger’s misunderstandings made it inevitable that there would be a split of  the club and the eventual demise of  the Leicestershire Club in the year 2001 by which time it had become the ‘Leicester’ Chess Club.

Roger Scowen appears to have pursued in the above case what appears to have been a vendetta against Leicester C without the knowledge or consent of  the Leicestershire Club Committee.   Leicester B/C was then encounter another shock at the hands of  Roger Scowen.   A London club,  Cedars,  written “Cedars!!” had churned up a great deal of  publicity claiming it was the first all junior chess club in Britain.   As  matter of  fact,  Cedars was not all junior,  The Accused’s club was not only all junior but had was larger and had been in existence for longer than Cedars.   David Levens, a schoolmaster and a member of  London Cedars together with David Marsden, apparently another schoolmaster and ex-Cedars player,  were coming to Leicester and wished to set up a branch of  the Cedars club in Leicester.   As matters stood they appeared not to have any players.   Cedars from the point of  view of  Leicester B/C, the majority of  the Leicestershire Chess Club membership,  were not likely to be welcome at Church House because they were organised by schoolteachers,  adult authority figures, whereas B/C was not only junior but democratic.  Nevertheless Mr. Levens wrote to Roger Scowen suggesting that his new “Cedars” club meet at Church House.

At a committee meeting attended by Mick Miller, Mick Stokes, George Morley and the Accused, Scown read out Levens’ letter - which did not diminish the Leicester B/C view that Cedars were self-opinionated frauds.   Scowen also read out the reply he had written to Levens, without informing the committee.   Scowen wrote that he welcomed the Cedars Club to Church House in particular because it presently “had no junior section”.   This lie (though apparently Scowen was so out of  touch with events that he knew no better) was a clear insult to B/C and the letter could only be interpreted as indicating that Scowen wished the Cedars club to poach Leicester B/C members.   Pat Hogan, a Cedars member, who subsequently conducted a misguided campaign against the Accused,  assures the author that Cedars had no intention of  poaching Leicester B/C players.   But, if so, that only confirms the degree of  Levens and Marsden’s alleged conceit.   Cedars had no long term chance of  survival without poaching Leicester B/C members.   

To rub it in, Scowen had written to the league secretary asking that Cedars, a club currently with no members, be put into Division ll and that Leicester C should remain in Division lll.   Generally,  in Leicestershire chess,  the names of  teams in divisions changed with promotion and relegation, or by the creation of new clubs replacing old, but the same players remained in the same division.   The players of  the relegated team joined the promoted team.   Any team entering Division l, for instance, could guarantee obtaining necessary Division l players irrespective of  whether or not it already had players able to cope with the upper boards (which it wouldn’t have).   There had been a degree of  poaching from Leicester ll and Leicester C reinforced with promises of  county team places, but this happened very rarely in comparison with the number of  Leicester B/C members and associates and those involved retained a Leicester B/C allegiance despite their having taken advantage of  the temptations (the county team places).   It was unlikely that any plan to poach Leicester B/C members would succeed.   They possessed a solidarity not shared by other clubs.   They also wanted no dealings with schoolmasters or older members who regarded themselves as authority figures or leaders.  Levens and Marsden seemed to them likely to be very unpleasant characters and too stupid to be accepted as leaders of  anything.

Scowen justified this manoeuvre by claiming that Leicester C had insufficient players to raise a team the next year.   Several existing players were leaving.   This included Mr. McMorran, Mr. Needham, City Boys' pupils, and several others, who were going to University.  This claim appeared to Leicester B/C players present bizarre.   Leicester B/C plans for  l964-5 had been formulated years previously!  The players whom Scowen listed, as a matter of fact, were not leaving, though several current players in Leicester B, which Scowen appeared not to realise was the same club, would be going to University and the intention was for there to be wholesale transfer of  existing C players to B, though it was known who was expected to move into C.  Leicester B/C had a very rapid turnover of  players, with team members leaving and being replaced almost continuously.   But nobody was regarded as ‘leaving’.   The club was rather growing and spreading  nationally.   There might perhaps be a problem in three or four years time Some of  the club’s existing means of  recruitment were breaking down.   Mick Stokes and Mick Miller, for instance, did not continue the practice of  watching the games at the Easter Junior congress and recruiting players who would be likely to wish to join the club.   However, the association with the Wyggeston and City Boys’ schools remained and there were more than enough players within the club already to cater for the next season - about five times as many as required!   Those who currently did not play in matches were not registered.   It was astonishing that Scowen should imagine he knew whom Leicester B/C had available and how many.   This tunnel vision approach, based on limited and false assumptions, was typical of  Scowen.   Also, even had Scowen been right,  his calculations would have been misplaced.   Leicester B/C was the only club with direct sources of  recruitment from players not previously in the league.   As far as other clubs were concerned, and the Accused’s clubs in later years,   the availability of  players depended not so much on individual names but on the available numbers and a mathematics affecting large numbers.   If  the numbers were available, the players would be available and experienced organisers such as the Accused or Mick Stokes could predict the availability over a period of years and would know how many new players would be recruited in a new season.  However,  they would not know who they were until a week before the commencement of  the season (then the beginning of  October).   It was a waste of  time making accurate predictions as to particular individuals.  During the summer months activity ceased and it was only at the end of  September that people thought about joining clubs.   The club organisers had to very active during the critical two weeks!

Scowen was to leave Leicester within another eighteen months, but the Accused was to meet him again in l973, briefly, in Brighton, together with Dudley Long, when they were both working at the National Physical Laboratory [according to rumour, Scowen, who suffered from chronic ill health, did not live much longer].   Scowen then said he had acted in good faith.   He was unaware of  the previous history of  the Leicester B/C club, was unaware it had its own separate organisation and registered its own players and genuinely believed that Leicester C was facing a shortage of  players.   

 As matter stood, however,  Scowen was doing an Accused-mum.  The entire committee (except for himself) opposed him and instructed him that Leicester C was to enter Division ll.  They were not going to oppose Cedars sojourning at Church House if  there was such club, which there appeared not to be,  but in their view its team certainly should not be above Division lll, though that was a matter for the league and according to its regulations it would be in a lower division.   They were not to be encouraged in the manner of  the letter which Scowen had written.   Scowen nevertheless did exactly as he chose and listened to nobody.   On the basis of  what had transpired at this committee meeting it seemed expedient for B/C to become independent of  the Leicestershire Club and to rejoin when Cedars collapsed or  fled from Church House under the impression that by doing so they might improve their fortunes.   Cedars turned out to be one of the clubs of which Leicester was to have a plague - the first of them - clubs set up to win league divisions rather than to have any durable structure.   The Accused regarded such clubs as parasites, with no long -term future of  their own but damaging other clubs and undermining in the long term the entire provisions for chess in the county (which, as predicted, was to evolve over the next forty years).   Mick Stokes however still felt inclined to remain with the Leicestershire Club though Mick Miller was impatient at the delay in what he considered the inevitability of  leaving it.  The Accused would have concurred with immediate departure had Miller and Stokes both had such an opinion.

The Accused was due to commence studies at the London Hospital in September 1964 and expected to embark initially on the hospital’s “Clinico-Pathological Course”.  This was advertised by the London Hospital as one of  unique and ultra-laudable services and was available to London Hospital students and to Cambridge Students who had not previously studied pathology - though the Accused was the only student at Cambridge ever who had not done so.  Literature was sent to the Accused which asked Cambridge Students to inform the Dean whether they had taken a Pt ll Course and what was the outcome.   Since the Accused was ashamed of  his 2.2 grade he did not reply on this point (to his eventual cost!).   He also did not tell his mother - merely claiming to have “failed” his exams (which she turns out to have taken literally -to the Accused’s cost!).  The literature also let the cat out of  the bag that the London Hospital had fee paying students - that is, students without the entry requirements or necessary academic requirements to receive a state grant - who (or whose parents) paid tuition fees.  To his eventual cost (in that he was unaware of  the meagre academic credentials of  some London students and graduates) the Accused overlooked this.   There was also information that the London Hospital had a students’ hostel.

Had such information from the London Hospital been seen only by the Accused, perhaps subsequent debacles would have been avoided.   However, either through interception of  the Accused’s correspondence or  independently, Accused-mum discovered that there was a Students’ Hostel.   The Accused intended to evade maternal interference and tyranny.   At the time Accused-dad had a room in Brondesbury Park,  where Accused-mum also occasionally resided.   However, it was on the cards that they obtained more spacious accommodation so that the Accused could live with them.   Accused-dad then and subsequently intimated to the Accused that he would receive ‘more’ money if  he lived with his parents.   However, as the Accused saw it, because Accused-mum would be looking over Accused-dad’s shoulders under such an arrangement he would get no money at all - and Accused-mum would also be in a position to prevent the Accused from earning money for himself.    She believed all means of  earning a living were ‘homosexual’.   The Accused also did not want to live with a landlady since he feared that his mother would descend upon her and either use her as her agent or  herself  become manipulated by a malicious or prejudiced landlady who diagnosed her weaknesses or would misinterpret some landlady remark and cause trouble (as she was to do).   Similarly, if  he stayed at the students’ hostel he would be exposed to maternal supervision and phone calls.   The Accused did not wish to be tormented with phone calls as he had been at Cambridge.   He intended to live in a flat with friends. [It turned out eventually that Accused-mum, who had lived in Scotland, was not aware of  the British concept of  a ‘flat’ or that students habitually lived in groups in ‘flats’.   In Accused-dad’s era there had always been a landlady living on the premises and what she understood to be a ‘flat’ was an expensive lodging house, though in the Scottish language the term ‘house’ is used.   Accused-mum later admitted having been very ignorant at this time.   She was outraged at the suggestion of  a ‘flat’, she reports, because she supposed that ‘flats’ were inordinately expensive.]   However, he wished to be careful in the choice of  friends to share a flat and therefore intended instead to make temporary arrangements before setting up permanently.

Accused mum however insisted that the Accused either live in London with his parents, live with a landlady (as a lodger) or live at the students’ hostel.    Eventually she became obsessed that he must live at the students’ hostel.   The Accused, routinely, did make inquiries about the hostel but, as he suspected, there was a ‘waiting list’,  Cambridge students were not welcome and the information could be reliably interpreted as indicating that the Accused would never be offered a room at the hostel [even though London Hospital students claimed at the hostel was unpopular, expensive and always half empty].  If  the Accused did not live at the hostel, Accused-mum averred,  he would be provided with no funding.  “He who pay the piper calls the tune!” yelled Accused-mum (a phrase she had learnt from Mrs. Lander).   The Accused understood this to mean that if  he received no funding, then also he would be free from maternal interference and would be free to find funding by his own means.   In this assumption, it turns out he was tragically mistaken.   Accused-mum,  when it became critical, relied on the alternative doctrine that the means test on students grants conferred a ‘responsibility’ not to fund the student but to control the student,  withdrawal of  funds being a disciplinary procedure to keep the student in line and not a means of  enabling him to fare for himself and become independent of  any parental ‘responsibility’.

Nothing the Accused could say would dissuade her from her obsession that the Accused must live at the students’ hostel.   So he sneaked off  to London one day and visited the London University Students’ Accommodation Bureau (at the Students’ Union on Malet Street).   A student at the bureau suggested that the Accused share a flat with him.   The Accused did not expect to canoodle with flatmates but he did consider it a requirement that they were canoodable - to avoid any potential misunderstandings.   Bearded youths were not in his view canoodable.   So he declined.   The Accused made two errors in filling in the form.   The Accused entered ‘first year’ because it would be his first year on the clinical course.   He had completed his course at Cambridge.   This may or may not have been a significant error.   He was also asked whether he possessed a car.   He supposed this meant whether it was possible for him to travel by car from his home to the lodgings, not that he actually owned a car or that he actually would so travel.   So he entered ‘yes’ - a significant error.   The Accused was eventually informed by the Bureau that he had been allocated lodgings with a Mrs. Shipton on  The Ridgeway in Chingford, Essex,  which, apart from being  near Richard Underhill’s school, was over ten miles from the hospital and the rent was six pounds a week, with the bath fifty pence a time extra, with morning and evening meals provided.   This was too far from the hospital and, since the full grant would have been no more than seven pounds a week, the rent was unrealistic.   The Accused planned these lodgings to be merely temporary and he planned to go to London two weeks before the beginning of  term to make arrangements.   He had various requirements with which to attend while in London which were contrary to Accused-mum dogma.   He had to arrange the aforesaid flat and set up permanent rather than temporary accommodation.  He had to find some source of income and set up a career other than medicine.  He had to cultivate his interest in chess,  had to obtain contact lenses and attend to his personal appearance.  Since he had no extended family, it was necessary to set up a (permanent) network of  friends.   He had to obtain a driving licence.  He was already via his chess club seeking some of  these requirements.

Accused-mum wanted to know where the Accused would be staying in London.  The Accused was terrified that his mother would descend on the landlady and precipitate a sequence of  events exactly as was, in fact, to occur.   Therefore he refused to tell her.  She insisted.   The Accused explained his reasons.   Accused-mum insisted that even were that the case, even if  she was keep out of his affairs, some emergency might arise and  it was necessary for his parents to have his telephone number.   That was true.   The Accused had a responsibility to his parents.  Apparently it was not sufficient that he be contacted via the London Hospital.   So he extracted a solemn promise that there were would be no visits to the landlady and he divulged the telephone number.   The Accused did this - pretend that a solution had been found when there was no solution.   People do so in such situations.   The Accused knew very well that his mother would not keep the promise!     

The Accused went to Whitby with Mick Stokes, a young friend of  Mick Stokes,  Mr. Crawford and Mr. Crawford’s friend.   They did not book any lodgings in advance but the Accused knew where they were likely to find cheap lodgings.   However, they were taken to Whitby by car by Accused-dad.   Then Accused-dad behaved in the manner of  Accused-mum in not realising that the younger folk could negotiate more efficiently in his absence.   Accused-dad espied an inn which was supposedly also a bed and breakfast outfit.   Inns were required by law to take guests.   The Accused and  Mick Stokes tried to dissuade Accused-dad.   The landlady answered the door.   It became evident that the landlady did not want any guests.   Accused-dad did not take the hint.   The landlady reluctantly agreed to make two rooms available.   Accused-dad then paid some of  money.   The Accused believed that this was for the Accused to stay there for one night and that nothing was paid for the other three and nothing was paid for other nights - though perhaps Accused-dad paid for the Accused to remain a week, or even the two weeks, without the Accused knowing it.   The Accused and Mick Stokes occupied one room and the two younger boys occupied the other.   However,  within twenty four hours they had decided that the price of  the lodgings was beyond their means and they moved to the place the Accused had originally had mind, which charged a third of  the price!  However, if  Accused-dad paid for more than one person or for more than one night the original landlady must have made a profit!

Mick Miller was due to take up  a scholarship in mathematics at Oxford in l964-5.  It had been known for over four years that at this stage Mick Stokes would become secretary of  Leicester C and  Tony Warren secretary of  Leicester C.   It was also expected that this would be routinely ratified at the forthcoming Annual General Meeting of  the Leicestershire Chess Club.  On his return to Leicester the Accused found Briarwood locked.  This had happened before.  Sometimes Accused-mum left the hefty key in the lock of  the back door.   If  this happened,  the Accused would put a newspaper under the door, push the key out of  the lock from outside and pull the key under the door on the newspaper (though sometimes it would be necessary to use a hook constructed out of  a piece of wire).  However, if as on this occasion, the key was not in the door,  the Accused broke the kitchen window and, at his own expense, bought  pane of  glass and replaced the broken pane (as he had been taught by Accused-mum).  The Accused’s parents  on their return would not wonder how the Accused had entered nor be aware that there was a new window pane.   Accused-mum’s lockings of  the Accused out of  the house (or, in later years, thefts of  his keys) appear sometimes to have been unconsciously motivated!  (She claims to have had a fear that he would canoodle with friends in her bed - but really her fear in this direction more realistically referred to Accused-dad’s suspected womanising).   When he got in the phone was ringing.   Philip Collier, the former Secretary of  the Leicetershire Chess Club (who when arranging for Scowen to become his successor had supposed he belonged to the Accused’s B/C outfit) was in a considerable panic over proposals which Scowen was submitting to the forthcoming Annual General  Meeting, without committee approval.   Scowen had been getting completely out of  hand and would listen to nobody.   Mr. Collier spoke at great length.   Maybe Mr. Collier supposed that the Accused had some influence over  Scowen.   The was a catalogue of  grievances against Scowen,  but the major item was a proposal that the subscriptions of  the two members of  the Leicestershire Chess Club aged between l6 and l8. Mick Stokes and Kingsley Harmer should have their subscriptions raised from ten shillings to two pounds.   (Mick Miller was departing for Oxford)    At first sight this was an attempt to force Mick Stokes and Kingsley Harmer, and therefore also the entire B/C club out of  the Leicestershire Club.   Roger Scowen, however, appeared to have been unaware of  such a motive.  His explanation was that the club had over the year a deficit of  three pounds.   If the subscription of  two members was raised by  thirty shillings apiece, that would make up the three pounds.   Mr. Collier went on at great length that if  Otto Hardy paid his subscription, then the three pounds (the adult subscription) would be made up.  Otto Hardy insisted on paying his subscription twelve months in arrears whereas everyone else paid it twelve months in advance (that is, for the coming season, not for the completed season).

This attempt to raise selectively the subscriptions of  Mick Stokes and Kingsley Harmer - and Roger made no secret that that is what it was - was to the Accused’s mind typical Scowen thinking.   A three pound deficit over a twelve month period was neither here nor there.   In practical terms it meant that the club was braking even.  It was impossible even to compute that accurately.   A sum of  money might be spent or might come in fortuitously either before or after the end of  the financial year.   It was quite usual for the year end figures to include some what belonged to the next year or to defer what belonged to the present year.   The club had, in fact, during the 1963-4 season made a profit and it also owned bonds which Scowen may well not have known about.   He was not treasurer.   The only anticipated outcome of  Scowen’s proposal was that at the very least Stokes and Harmer would leave (as well as a considerable number of  Leicester B/C players who paid no subscription).   The reader has previously heard about Roger’s failure to pay league registration fees and his ignorance of  the fact that B/C paid their own subscriptions (and that therefore none were to be deducted from the Leicestershire Club budget).

Mick Stokes contacted the Accused soon after and the Accused expressed the opinion that there might be more dire plots afoot than Philip Collier realised.   Scowen was opposed by the entire club committee and the entire club and he would therefore have to rely on inadequate attendance at the A.G.M. by  genuine club members and a packing of  the meeting by Wigston Mafia, some of  whom may have paid club subscriptions, but in the presence of  mob rule it would be impossible to establish who was entitled to vote or not.   Had there been any attempts to dissuade people from  attending the meeting?  Were there perhaps some other unwelcome proposals?   Mick Stokes indicated that there had been no notice of  the meeting or  set of  published proposals but that as far as he was aware all was routine and there was no need to attend.   However club members had been informed of  the meeting and Andy Smith had promised to inform the Wyggeston contingent.   In view of  their past record,  Mick Stokes seemed altogether naively unsuspicious of  Andy Smith and Brian Riddleston.   The Accused then cycled down to see Paul Nutt.  Paul reported that Brian Riddleston had informed him that nothing would happen at the meeting and that Paul Nutt should not intend.   He had believed what he was told and had not been intending to attend.   The Accused explained that the reason for Riddleston’s conduct was transparent.   His previous record suggested that he was intent on undermining the club to promote personal ambition.

The meeting duly took place.  Brian Riddleston was upset that Paul Nutt and other Leicester B/C members were attending after all.  “You said you weren’t going to come”, he whined to Paul Nutt.  It did turn out that Scowen was proposing both that the 16-18s subscription be raised to two pounds.   He also produced a proposal, supposedly from the committee,  that Brian Riddleston become ‘captain’ of  Leicester B.   It was not then clear how the committee had come to this bizarre proposal.   The proposal that Riddleston become ‘captain’ of  Leicester B was absurd.   He had no experience of  organisation whatsoever and, as the Accused understood it,  excluding numerous defaults, he had played for Leicester C no more than two times.   Apart from that, he was, as the Accused understood it, not a strong enough player to join Leicester B.   B/C had, except for a couple,  all the strongest junior players in the county on its books.   Mick Stokes’ policy of  putting Riddleston on Bd. l of  Leicester C did not meet with the Accused’s approval, but  the reason for it was presumably that he never turned up anyway.   He, and Andy Smith, who is also reported to have defaulted consistently, should have been dropped and replaced.   If Mick Stokes could not deal with this himself, the Accused could have done so if  asked.   (However, Leicester C won their matches despite this policy of  turning up with only four out of  six players!).  If  either of  these proposals was passed - that the subscriptions be raised or that Riddleston was appointed “captain” of  Leicester B then it was certain that the entire B/C club would declare its independence and leave the Leicestershire Club.   Scowen in l973 expressed astonishment that the club was still in existence.   He was convinced by his own beliefs and unaware that not only could B/C leave the Leicestershire Club and survive but that it was fully prepared to do so overnight!  As it happens the Highcross Chess Club was officially set a week later.   If Riddleston indeed wanted to be ‘captain’  of  Leicester B, then the kindliest explanation,  the Accused claims, is that he did not realise that what was being elected was a team secretary and he did not know what a team secretary was.   People familiar with schools sports clubs (including schoolmasters) see the office of  ‘captain’ as an honour without responsibilities or duties.   There was  a succession of  individuals in the Accused’s club and in other clubs, most of  them schoolteachers, who engaged in agitation and conspiracy to get themselves elected a ‘captain’ for personal kudos or as an achievement to put on a CV and it turns out eventually that they do not want the offices or duties of  a secretary and are perfectly satisfied with an honorary title while the organisation is conducted by someone else.   If  Riddleston wanted to be a ‘captain’ in this sense - just for it to be written on his C.V. then it was possible to arrange it!   Riddleston, in justifying his claim (or Scowen on his behalf) claimed to have been ‘captain’ of  Leicester C, an absurd claim - though the office in the sense he understood it did not exist.   B/C and the clubs that replaced it never had ‘captains’.

Had the meeting been restricted to genuine Leicestershire Chess Club members the Scowen proposals would simply have been thrown out.   The committee members present did say that the did not believe that the increase in subscriptions would be enforced and, indeed,  the President,  Ewen Cameron, subsequently assured the Accused that he knew of  no such  proposal having  been proposed and voted-upon and as far as he was concerned it did not exist.  Similarly the committee members present opined that Leicester B/C would elect their secretaries irrespective of  what might be voted at the meeting.  It was not the meeting’s affair.   However,  that was not satisfactory.    The reason for the debacle at the meeting was that it was attended by a rowdy mob of  Wigston Mafia.   This, the Accused claims, included B.T.H.Smith,  Everett and, according to the Accused, the most malicious, Oakfield.   Oakfield, he claims,  “in his usual manner” cited violence against the Accused.   It is not clear whether or not  this mob were paid up members of  the club.   There were still people who joined the Leicestershire Chess Club because it had once been the central county organisation even though they never attended a meeting nor had any other connection with it.   It seems unlikely however that Oakfield was a member or even that he would have been accepted.   However, Scowen appeared not prepared to denounce allies as gatecrashers.   This disruption by the Wigston Mafia could have been connected with their (successful) attempt to avoid the relegation of  the Wigston first team from Division l despite it coming bottom of  the division by a convincing margin!

Otto Hardy also decided to put his oar in with invective against the Accused.   The Accused mentioned the matter of  Otto Hardy’s subscription.   Otto did not appreciate that.   The Accused, when given the Leicestershire League’s registration documents in connection with the Leicestershire Chess Club centenary celebrations had discovered that the Wigston club was running five teams with only eighteen players.   He now claims that not only did the Wigston club not have enough players for its teams (He regarded six active players per team as the minimum) but that it could not field a first team of  adequate strength for Division l.   He maintains now that the Wigston Club was engaged in all manner of  manipulations to avoid relegation of  its first team, including disruption of  the Leicestershire Club to reduce the number of its first division teams (between l961 and l963, three -Victoria l and Leicester A and B: the disruption of  the AGM by the Wigston Mafia was to result in two of  these teams being removed from Division l). 

The A.G.M. was held on a Thursday.   Mick Stokes and the Accused found later that night that the landlord of  the Red Lion on Highcross Street was willing to accommodate their club.   An inaugural meeting was arranged on the following Thursday.   A notice was thus posted at Church House in time for the Saturday meeting.   The meeting at the Red Lion was well attended.   Even  Mick Miller attended.   This came as a surprise to the Accused.   Mick Miller was on the committee and it had to have been he who had proposed Riddleston as Leicester B “captain”.   Miller confessed that he had done so.   It was high time the club became independent and he had to give it a push.   He had been put under pressure by Riddleston  to propose him as “captain” of  the Wyggeston School club.   He had no chance of  being elected  anyway, and  proposed Tony Warren.   However, to keep Riddleston  quiet he had agreed to propose him as “captain” of  Leicester B.   He had however assumed that Riddleston would not be elected.   Maybe so.   Mick Miller and the Accused remained close friends, but nevertheless Miller was a man of  ambition and remained with the Leicestershire club rather than lose his place in the county team (which he admitted was the reason).  The new name, Highcross, for the former B/C club, was suggested by Mr. Busby, a thirteen year old boy from the Corpus Christi Roman Catholic Secondary School (who lived near Philip Collier, on Bodnant Avenue, reached via Holmfield Rd, on the East of  London Road, half a mile from Briarwood).  John Robinson, however, claims that he suggested the name.

Accused-mum in l965 was to confess that she misinterpreted the press publicity, largely composed by the Accused, and that she was supposedly afflicted with abusive phone calls by Bill Oakfield,  known to the Accused as the World Heavyweight Chess Champion.   She had not realised that he himself had set up the club and that he had previously set up and organised its teams at Church House, nor that he had originally done so at the request of  Oswald Weiss.  He had no brothers and sisters,  the Accused was to explain and no extended family and the club was intended to be a substitute.   It would have been better for her to assist rather than to be hostile and obstructive.   Accused-mum supposed that he had in some way appended himself to or muscled into some existing organisation of  teenage homosexuals  (a topic with which Accused-mum was obsessed) and was to maintain rabid hostility to the Accused’s chess club and to his playing chess.

The Accused obtained a sufficient number of  boards, sets and clocks from “CHESS”, Sutton Coldfield, to operate a club and teams.   He had taken it to be an unspoken contract implied in the verdict of  the league committee in the aforementioned case involving Leicester C that the team would, in fact, be promoted to Division ll.   The league committee owed him a favour.  This proved to be the case.  The former Leicester C was put into Division ll.    However, other skullduggery was afoot.   The Leicestershire Chess Club could not possibly retain Leicester B and find players for it.   The reader, who is aware of  the history, will be aware that Leicester B was now undoubtedly Highcross and not part of  the Leicestershire Chess Club.   Scowen however insisted that Leicester B was part of  his club - even though it had no Leicester B.   So the league committee was persuaded to leave Leicester B with the Leicestershire Club which, it must have known, had no player for it.   The Accused claims that Leicester B/C had over seventy members, though only those who had played in league teams had paid Leicestershire Chess Club subscriptions (though they were paid directly to the league as registrations fees and not to the Leicestershire Club).   No more than a dozen active Leicestershire Club members remained.

Leicester B was not restored to Highcross, which could easily have operated it - and won the league - even when the Leicestershire Club admitted the inevitable and dropped Leicester B and Victoria l and fielded only a single Division l team.  As a sop to the disappointed Brian Riddleston he was appointed team secretary, or as he put it, captain, of  the team, now called Leicester l (there was also a Leicester ll in division ll), that remained.  How Brian Riddleston could have been ‘captain’ or ‘team secretary’ of  Leicester l remains a mystery.   It is not known whether Riddleston was a member of  the Leicestershire club in the l963-4 season.   The Accused certainly did not register him.   He had been unaware that his name, though not his presence, had appeared in Leicester C teams.   The Accused had attended Leicestershire Chess Club meetings for eight years and had not encountered Brian Riddleston there even once.  But assuming that he was a member, then he was the only l963-4 member who was pro-Scowen.   The rest were pro-Highcross.   However, there were new members, in the view of  the Accused, carpetbaggers, including Marsden and Levens of  Cedars (assuming that Cedars members were members of  the Leicestershire Chess Club.  When Highcross had associated clubs, they were also Highcross members and presumably the same took place at Church House) and Pat Hogan, who is believed at this stage to have been associate with Cedars.   John Robinson reported that the newcomers spent their entire time sitting around a table churning out venom against the Accused.   He presumed this was because he had left them with no players to poach, but Pat Hogan and also Mick Broadhurst and Alan Edwards, who briefly played for Cedars, because Levens had some connection with their school club, vehemently deny that there was ever any intention or need for poaching.

The Accused felt sorry for Riddleston.  He remembered Riddleston in the guise of  the second form juvenile delinquent who had insisted on hogging a forbidden chess set.   He says that subsequently he played no part in the Wyggeston School Cbess Club, but records show that the Accused, when ‘captain’ did select him to play in teams.   In the Accused’s era the club had innumerable teams.   Riddleston’s behaviour on this occasion, too, he regarded as juvenile delinquency.   He supposed that Riddleston had some manner of pathological character and through his own delinquency had ostacised himself from companions.   He needed support rather than condemnation.   The Accused would claim (and other Highcross members concurred) that the club only had one rule (or three rules): nobody could be refused membership, nobody could be expelled and membership was for life.   There were numerous comparative cases where a member by some act of delinquency or betrayal may appear to have earned permanent expulsion but happily continued as a loyal member.   So the Accused wrote to Brian Riddleson informing him that he was perfectly welcome to join the Highcross Club and that he would not be the victim of  any ill-feeling or discrimination.   Mick Stokes muttered that what the Accused had written was perfectly true but that he was wasting his time extending such charity.  So it proved.   There was a brief and rude letter from Mr. Riddleston in reply stating that Highcross members were “rebels”  and that they were permanently banned from county teams.   Pat Hogan and Roger Scowen were also known to have used this term “rebels”.

The Accused felt that Riddleston must have some incurable psychosis.  How could it be that seventy people were rebels and only one not a rebel?   There was in fact a ban on Highcross players playing for county teams.   At any rate, any defector or pretended defector was automatically given a county team place and  although occasionally a Highcross player (or player for whatever name the club subsequently adopted) was selected for a county team,  the trend was for them not to be and for them to be put on an unjustifiably low board if  selected.   But then, had they been selected, there would have been little room for anyone else in county teams and the route would not be open for the county teams to be monopolised by the Wigston club and their friends and for everyone else to subsidise the team.   But why should Riddleston have supposed that he had the authority to decide who would play in county teams?   He was, perhaps, Scowen’s lackey, but surely even Roger Scowen knew that the Leicestershire Chess Club no longer selected county teams and that any accusation of  being a rebel was internal to the Leicestershire Chess Club.   As far as the county or league were concerned,  it was not their affair what club a player chose to join.   Riddleston’s edict, also, found favour in the club only with the ‘carpetbaggers’.   It is hard to avoid the conclusion that unwittingly, through prejudice, malice or stupidity,  Roger and Brian had set themselves up as a fifth column within the Leicestershire Club, taking orders from the Wigston Mafia, with the purpose of  destroying the club!

The Accused, shortly after the inaugural meeting of  the Highcross Chess Club, was obliged to move to London in anticipation of  this clinical medical studies.   His parents neither offered nor provided any money for his travel to London or for subsistence during his studies.   Accused-dad, shortly before he died, lamented that he was unaware that he was expected to supply the Accused with money or that the Accused was in need of  money.   As the Accused experienced events he saw his father as the lackey of  his mother, always giving in to her demands, always automatically reiterating whatever she said.   Accused-mum was always there keeping an eye on him that he did not step out of  line.   On re-examination of  the facts, however, it appears more that Accused-dad did make efforts to communicate with the Accused and was willing to provide whatever help or subsidy was necessary.   But to do this he had to arrange to speak to the Accused at some place and at some time that Accused-mum was not present.  However, on such occasions when they occurred,  Accused-mum made an unscheduled appearance.   Also, the Accused was under the impression that Accused-dad was incapable of  keeping a secret, as far as the Accused’s affairs were concerned, from Accused-mum so that if  he did offer any help Accused-mum would find out, rail and threatened and Accused-dad would obey.   Since Accused-dad’s attempts to deal with the Accused independently had so regularly aborted,  the Accused had come to have no trust in Accused-dad and even did not respond to his efforts to set up some neutral conference in the absence of  Accused-mum.   Apart from that,  the Accused’s parents thought in sums that were woefully inadequate for the Accused’s essential requirements.  In fact, some minutes before the Accused left,  Accused-dad did ask him whether he required any financial assistance and the Accused said ‘no’.   The reason for that was that the Accused was  going to London two weeks before the beginning of  term (the Accused claims it was several months, but  according to the author’s calculations it was two weeks).   In Accused-mum logic, whether or not she might see some reason for Accused-dad  paying up during the Accused’s studies,  it certainly was not permissible for him to be subsidized in London out of  term when, as she would put it, accommodation was in any case available at Briarwood.   The Accused had meant that he did not require funding during the period prior to the beginning of  term,  believing that he would not be considered entitled to it.   It also turns out in retrospect that the Accused’s supposed that the arrangements at  London were similar to those at Cambridge (and at Oxford, but not any other university) where lodgings, even when the student is staying with a landlady, are provided by the college and a bill is presented after the event at the end of  every term for lodgings, food  and  perhaps some other expenses.   Such a bill could be presented to Accused-dad, but according to Accused-mum morality,  it was not permissible for the Accused to make a request not so ratified by Authority. 

Mrs. Littlewood had warned Accused-mum of  the dangers imposed through her tyrannical attitude towards the Accused.   She had seen,  Mrs. Littlewood declared,  numerous cases where the mother refused to allow the child any freedom or independence.   Invariably the child eventually escaped and never came back.   Mrs. Littlewood was not entirely correct.   The mother also had the option of  running to psychiatrists and lamenting.   The child would then be psychiatrised and made incapable of  independence and escape.   Accused-mum always responded to such helpful advice in the exact opposite manner as intended.   The ‘responsibility’ to provide funding, since Accused-mum could not conceive that such a responsibility existed, became the responsibility to exert control - and, therefore, to deny funding.   The advice that it was of no importance whether boys did or did not canoodle with boys of  the same age became a phobia of  canoodling with any two minutes older or younger.   The advice that the Accused must ‘consent’ to medical studies - since Accused-mum had no concept of  The Child participating in a decision - became the imperative to compel the Accused to ‘consent’.   Similarly the advice that tyranny induced The Child to escape,  motivated Accused-mum to intensify the tyranny to make it impossible for the Accused to escape.   Accused-mum was apt by the degree of  her anxieties to bring about whatever she feared.

Thus the Accused saw himself as going to London without funding, obliged to care for himself - and as leaving home permanently.   He therefore took with him three very heavy suitcases.   He had told the landlady he would arrive by six o’ clock in the evening.   Let us suppose that he arrived in London at three o’ clock in the afternoon.   To the Accused every penny counted.   Perhaps he was not familiar with prices and he overestimated the potential cost of  travelling by tube.   Instead, he walked from St Pancras Station to Chingford.  Apart from this saving money,  it was intended to provide the accused with information - knowledge of  the streets he traversed.   Also, since he was devoid of  imagination, he needed experiences on which to draw in an intended future career as a writer.

Since the Accused’s luggage weighed several hundredweights he would carry it in relays.   One case would be left on the pavement while the Accused carried two cases for several hundred yards.  He then left the two cases on the pavement and returned for the first case, carried it several yards beyond the other two, left it there, then returned to carry the two cases several  hundred yards beyond the first case...   The cases nevertheless were heavy and he carried them very slowly.   The Accused travelled up Pentonville Road, City Road, Moorgate, Princes St., Cornhill, Leadenhall Street, Aldgate, Whitechapel Road, Mile End Road, Bow Road, Stratford High Street, Grove Rd, Leytonstone Road, Whipps Cross Road, Lea Bridge Road,  Woodford New Road, Forest Road, Hale End Road, Beechhall Road, Larkshall Road, Dale View Avenue, Endlebury Road, The Ridgeway - a distance of  fourteen miles.   The Accused passed by Bow Church.   Everyone that the Accused ever met in the East End of  London asserted that the phrase “within the sounds of  Bow bells” referred to this church and not Mary le Bow in the City.   Or, if they heard Bow Bells,  they supposed that they were ringing at the church at Bow.   The next Church was in Stratford, where the Accused descended into a public lavatory.   The attendant invited the Accused into his office.   The Accused was puzzled at the invitation, could see no purpose in it, and declined.   The attendent then, apropos of nothing, read a speech affirming his low income and poverty and added “I can only offer you sixpence”.   We do not know why the attendant supposed the Accused was begging for sixpence nor do we know whether or not the attendant had been detained in his subterranean office since 1910 when sixpence was a considerable amount of  money.  The Accused supposes that this was one of  the more amusing incidents during the journey.

The Accused therefore arrived at Mrs. Shipton’s house well after the promised time.   She bellyached about this, presuming also that the Accused had parked his car round the corner.   Although it was convenient to travel to the hospital by car, there was a nearby tube station and also a bus service.   The Accused was kept waiting in the ‘medical library’, a sitting room in which there were against one wall bookcases which contained ancient medical textbooks.   As he was waiting the Accused read several of  the short stories in Oscar Wilde’s “The Little Prince and other stories - A Book for Children”.   On her return Mrs. Shipton observed this with scorn.  Instead of perusing her medical tomes the Accused had chosen to read a ‘book for children’.    It turns out that Wilde did compose these stories while entertaining his two sons,  but nevertheless ‘for children’ in the title means ‘unaffected by adult corruption or  sophistication”.  The stories are an appeal to emotion rather than to adult sense of  practicality.   If  the book had been a children’s book in the sense of  being a book for children Wilde would not have bothered to incorporate this fact in the title.   It seemed to the Accused that Mrs. Shipton was a  person who overestimated herself and considered it appropriate to emphasise her superiority.   Mrs. Shipton then introduced the Accused to her two Beagle dogs.   These were ferocious guard dogs and protectors, declaimed Mrs. Shipston, who would tear any enemy to pieces.   The Accused, not wishing to score points in this snobland gamesmanship, did not ask her whether she had actually witnessed them tearing anyone to pieces - though, since the dogs were still around, it could be presumed they had not.   Why did Mrs. Shipston feel it necessary to mouth this nonsense wondered the Accused.   This annoyed him.   He informed Mrs. Shipston that he was on very good terms with dogs but nevertheless if  they chose to attack him he did not fancy their chances.   This did not please Mrs. Shipston.

The Accused’s further experiences suggested that she considered inhabitants of  the midlands to be an inferior species to be treated with scorn and contempt.  This attitude came to appear commonplace amongst the military officer class inhabitants of  Public  School Essex Toriland, particularly members of  the medical and nursing professions.   In terms of  intelligence and education they did not measure up to the working class population of  Leicester.  But  they all  entered  what elsewhere were considered middle class occupations, or that had been the tradition, and, indeed,  they were apt to gain prestigious status within their professions.   They became Harley Street medical consultants, generals, famed and expensive lawyers, partners in major accountancy firms or members of  the general medical council just as Leicester people worked at British Shoe or  in a hosiery factory - and they needed no more aptitude or understanding. 

Nevertheless,  the Military Officer Class was threatened with a breakdown of  its means of  survival.   Mrs. Shipstone’s  sixteen year old son, a comely youth  had attended the local Chingford Public School (attended currently by Richard Underhill), as was the local custom, the most renowned school in the universe, which Mrs. Shipton assessed in Mrs. Amelia Rustenberg language, as being possessed of  a reputation.   All suburban Public Schools were supposed locally to be reputed throughout the world though nobody other than the Accused who lived more than three miles distance from the school had heard of  any of them!    Young Shipston, however, was offered no job as an admiral or  stockbroker.   He was very fortunate to be accepted on a government training scheme in engineering, to which he travelled daily on a scooter.   The Accused supposed there would be few places for such pupils available locally for Chingford pupils.   The Accused asked him whether there were really any opportunities for his generation in Toriland and whether perhaps he had considered cashing in the advantages of  youth with a Dick Whittington migration.   He confessed that local prospects might be limited, but he felt it was his duty to his parents to remain, for which reason also he was not chasing after girls and not pursuing a teenage social life.  

The Accused was victim of  the parental means test on students’ grants.  Had he commenced medical studies, or  a new course, when over 21 he would have received a grant,  but although his clinical studies, on top of  a Cambridge degree no more than a third of  which contributed to his eventual medical qualification, amounted to a postgraduate course,  it was deemed to be continuation of  an existing course.  Possibly he would have been able to negotiate a better deal had his parents not intercepted correspondence relating to his grant.   No other case of  victimisation comparable to that of  the Accused is known.   The Accused was still entitled to the fifty pound per annum ‘scholarship’ that was part of  the grant but to no subsistence allowance.   It turns out that eventually, because of  parental meddling, although this was against he Law, he did not receive even that.  The Accused claims also that he was mysteriously denied this amount, without explanation, during one of  his years at Cambridge.   The Accused therefore expected to obtain a sum of  sixteen pounds six and eight pence at the beginning of  the clinical term.   However, this did not materialise for several months.   The Accused wrote to and telephoned the Leicester City Council several times but was told that the official dealing with his grant was on holiday and that nothing could be done until he returned.  It is likely that subsequent difficulties were aggravated because Accused-mum planned to move to London and feared that this made the Accused ineligible for a Leicester grant.   The fact that his parents  had double residence was concealed and - which in other connection with other calamities was to bode ill to the Accused.   The Accused was aware that Leicester Council was still obliged to pay a grant even should his parents move, but Accused-mum would not listen.   Accused-mum also hoped to obtain grants for Open University studies from a London Council (and did receive payments for summer schools - more than the Accused received!) and feared that she would be regarded as ineligible were it known that the Accused was at university and had a Leicester grant (in circumstances when Accused-mum was also a citizen of  Leicester.

The Accused’s parents moved to rooms in on the ground floor of  a house in Willsden Green.  The Accused was relying on his Post Office savings.   These became dangerously low, descending at one point to ten pounds.   He also had to send up his book to Glasgow after every three withdrawals - and it might take two weeks or more to return.   It was in such circumstances that  Accused-dad eventually managed to contact him and arranged to meet him outside Seven Sisters tube station.  Since the Accused had run out of  money he walked the lengthy distance from Chingford (about five miles) since he only had some five shillings left.  Accused-dad then, instead of  giving him cash,  gave him a cheque for ten pounds.   

The Accused was astonished to see that his father had several hundred pounds in cash in his wallet.   The obvious possibility struck the Accused that he was off  to see a lady friend by whom he was being blackmailed.  He mentioned this to his father and said that if  he was being blackmailed, he the Accused, could deal with it without any repercussions to his father.  He felt no doubt that he could do this.    He could shadow the lady’s house, discover the identity of  another of  her victims, say, Lord Justice Sacher Masoch,  then drop the evidence to the Press.   That would deal with the blackmailer and his father would be out of  it.  Accused-dad however denied that he was being blackmailed.

The Accused in l994 discovered in his father’s papers that he had been visiting Ms Enorme, who lived near Seven Sisters,  and paid her money.   Accused-mum then informed him that she had been aware of  this and that he had paid Ms Enorme fifty pounds a week.   It seemed to the Accused that he had been paying considerably more.   Part of  this story emerged  between l964  and l970.   Ms Enorme was a former patient at Holloway Prison of  Accused-dad.   The Accused formed the impression that Ms Enorme blackmailed Accused-dad by threatening to tell Accused-mum (which she did) and Accused-mum then blackmailed Accused-dad by threats of  divorce or  of  telling the General Medical Council.   Ms Enorme, a Lesbian, had eight children (another of  Accused-dad’s women had five children).   So the Accused was denied a grant because he was his parents’ only child and they supposedly could afford to support him,  Accused-dad was paying a fortune for the upkeep of  numerous children of  other women and there was nothing left, after Accused-mum had had her share, for the Accused.    Accused-mum claimed that Ms Enorme would phone her, tell her she had entertained Accused-dad at Accused-mum’s dirty house and inform her that Accused-dad was in love with her and had told her that the Accused was a ‘homosexual’ on account of  Accused-mum’s tyrannical attitude.   It is not known when these phone calls commenced but it seemed to the Accused that Ms Enorme was a person who liked homosexuals and that Accused-dad had made up this story to get a more favourable response from Ms Enorme.   However,  Accused-mum says that this ‘information’ from Ms Enorme was one factor which fired her obsession about homosexuality and determination that the Accused should not become a ‘homosexual’ for which she would be blamed.

The Accused walked back to Chingford, hoping to manage nevertheless.   However next day he phoned his father explaining the situation and that he did not have cash for the forthcoming weekly rent.   Accused-dad told the Accused that he should come to his lodgings at Willesden Green and he would pay cash instead.   The Accused walked the fourteen miles to  Willesden Green.   But when he arrived Accused-mum was there.   Before Accused-dad could give the Accused any money she started yelling and did not stop yelling.   He could cash his cheque via his Post Office book she yelled.   He was not sufficiently assertive (Accused-mum was so assertive that she could get away with anything - but men could not get away with such behaviour).   In the l950s Accused-mum said she had misunderstood the situation.   Accused-mum then gave the Accused a lift back to Chingford in her car as if nothing had happened!  The Accused phoned up his father next day, again walked the fourteen miles to Willesden Green and exactly the same happened!

The  Accused decided therefore he would have no more dealings with his parents and would fare for himself  even though his mother would have objected to him doing so.   The Accused accordingly mentioned to Mr. Webb, the college registrar,  who was Chairman of  the Chess Club,  that he would like to borrow money from the college.   The Accused was duly interviewed, in the Board Room, by Hugh Laird, the College Secretary.   Hugh Laird delivered what appeared to be an unsympathetic lecture.  He said also that his father was ‘senior physician of  this country’ and could well afford to subsidise the Accused.    Mr. Laird then said that the College was willing to forward the Accused a loan.  How much did he want?  He suggested fifty or  a hundred pounds.    The Accused assured Mr. Laird that ten pounds would be enough and he would pay it back when the cheque from his father was cashed (which he did two weeks later).   Mr. Laird suggested that the Accused should have a word with  his father.   The Accused said  e could not do so.   He did not consider it necessary in the circumstances to reveal that Accused-mum forbade the Accused from making requests, that he was unable to converse with his parents and that Accused-dad was ruled by Accused-mum.    Mr. Laird said that in that case he would speak to the Accused’s father.    The Accused felt that if  this happened Accused-dad would be driven into a corner because he was unable to pay the money but could not reveal why not - that he was forbidden from doing so by Accused-mum who would cause trouble for him if  he did not obey.   He asked Mr. Laird, therefore, not to contact Accused-dad and supposed that Mr. Laird would not do so.

The Accused,  because Mr. Laird had said that Accused-dad had an adequate income, looked up his income in the British Medical Journal and was astonished to discover that as a consultant of  fifteen years standing he was earning at least £13,000 a year on part time contracts, in addition to income from his other jobs.   In the immediately following years the demands by Accused-mum and Accused-dad’s women appeared to the Accused to exceed Accused-dad’s after tax income (probably around £250 a week) but the Accused’s investigations at this point came as a shock.   He had supposed his parents were impoverished but it seemed now that even under the lower salary paid doctors in the era of  Tory governments (which economised on the ‘public sector’) could easily have afford to provide the necessary finance when he was at Cambridge.   If free to use his own devices he felt he could have survived very easily on half a per cent of  his father’s income - or a twentieth of  what was paid to Accused-mum or one of  Accused-dad’s women.

Accused-mum claimed to have been under the impression that the Accused was receiving ten pounds  week from his father.   The Accused says however that Accused-mum referred to the single payment at Seven Sisters, to which the Accused confessed under interrogation, supposing that his father, in any case, would spill the beans if  interrogated.   Nevertheless, Accused-dad’s papers included weekly endorsed cheques made out to the Accused.   The Accused is puzzled by these cheques.   He says he was promised such subsidy but obtained cheques only on the rare occasions on which he met his father.   There cheques, he says, must have been sent either to the London Hospital or to former lodgings and cashed by someone else.  Accused-mum says that there were regular payments after  his parents had been asked to provide them at first by agents of  the London Hospital and then by agents of  the Maudsley Hospital.    Whatever the truth of  the matter the Accused was living in dire poverty!

The other students booked in to stay with Mrs. Shipton were preclinical students due to arrive at the start of the preclinical term, a month later.   Mrs. Shipton planned to accommodate a total of  five students in a total of  five rooms - at seven pounds a week apiece.   The collection of  students, she said, were to be a ‘family’.   By this she appeared to mean that she supposed they would be regularly back in time for the evening meal at 7 p.m..   Although she endeavoured to maintain her superiority and her contempt for the degenerate classes she did on at least one occasion seek the Accused’s advice.   She had in her youth, she related, been a nursing sister at the London Hospital (well, maybe that would explain her character...) and had married an administrator at the hospital.   They had set up a private nursing home, which they had recently sold.  Mr. Shipton, though he did not know it and seemed perfectly fit, suffered from cancer of  the liver and doctors had informed her that he would not live more than another eighteen months.  [Possibly she meant by this that there was secondary spread to the liver rather than a primary liver tumour].  She intended to spend the money on taking him on a world cruise.   She expected him to die soon after the termination of  the cruise.   This would provide some joy during his last months.  There was no point in taking the more urbane practicalities in life into consideration.

Mrs. Shipton, surely, had answered her own question.  So why did she ask it?   If  she wanted to take her husband onto a world cruise and if  she did take him successfully on a world cruise and if  he died peacefully towards the end of  the cruise or soon after,  then this was a good idea.   After all, as Mrs. Shipton had asked the question,  what was relevant was whether she considered it a good idea and not whether the Accused considered it a good idea.  He did consider it a good idea, but had he not thought so it would not have been appropriate to try to shatter her illusions.   She said she would be provided with an adequate pension.   The snag, though the Accused did not mention it, was that she was not likely to accumulate the necessary cash through letting the premises to students.   Mrs. Shipton clearly recollected medical students as being rich.   The Accused’s immediate contemporaries, or some of  them, possibly still were - but  the other students expected were preclinical and there was what London Hospital nursing sisters would have described as a lowering of  standards.  The Accused suspected that Mrs. Shipton’s question was a substitute for some other question or anxiety.   Not just because of  this unrealistic ambition of  Mrs. Shipton - it would have been so anyway  - The Accused did not wish to inform Mrs. Shipton that the rent was too high and that the premises were too far from the hospital.   He would have preferred for her to think that she had thrown him out.    The Accused did not have to bother.   Accused-dad provided the pretext on his behalf.

The  bus was cheaper than the tube... but the buses were unreliable, travelling in convoys, with lengthy intervals, even an hour or more, between convoys.   Journalists claimed that the convoy system existed for the busdrivers’ convenience.   Unless a passenger wanted to get off,  only one bus needed to stop at one stop.   However it was claimed that the problems with the Chingford buses arose from their taking a route over Tower Bridge.   Supposedly, when the bridge was up this caused a pooling of  buses as they waited and they continued to travel in a bunch for the rest of the day.   So the Accused returned to Leicester over the next weekend to fetch his (Cambridge) bicycle, cycling back to London, spending the night in Bedford with the Stewarts. 

Whereas nobody in Leicester was properly dressed without a pair of  jeans,  to the Public School jeans were a frightening horror belonging to another social class.   The word ‘scruffy’ was invariably appended before the term ‘jeans’.   The Public School and military officer class were equally unfamiliar with bicycles.   General Montgomery probably had a bicycle.  But he was an eccentric and he could get away with it.   There was some other word or phrase which invariably preceded the word ‘bicycle’.  Since the neither the Accused nor the author can remember what the phrase was we shall suppose, for argument’s sake, that it was ‘rickety old’.   So the Accused parked this bicycle in Mrs. Shipstone’s drive.   To the Accused’s mentality a bicycle is a device for transporting the rider from place and its value is to be assessed by its effectiveness in achieving this purpose.   However, it turned out that to the Military Officer Class,  there existed other considerations.  This was a bicycle - to wit a ‘rickety old’ bicycle.   The term ‘rickety old’ in accordance with mathematical theory conveys no information - since Mrs. Shipstone could not pronounce the world bicycle without preceding it with the words ‘rickety old’.   However, it was not keeping up with the Jones to have a rickety old bicycle,  that is to say, a bicycle,  in the drive.   Mrs. Shipstone moaned forever about the rickety old bicycle and the Jones and it had to be kept hidden.   The Accused’s conversation was apparently not always in accordance with Public School etiquette or at any rate not that of  the minor orders of  the Military Officer Class and at lunch Shipstone junior was forever treading on the Accused’s foot in an attempt to regulate the course of  his language.

The four other students arrived briefly to look at the rooms.   They ran up the stairs, on which they greeted the Accused as he came down, and, one second later ran down again and sped off.   Mrs. Shipstone decided that they were “nice”.   The “other students are all nice” she would lament to the Accused, indicating that he was not nice and unsuitable company for presumed Public School Boys.   The Accused rode off again to Leicester on another weekend.   The Accused was still in his adventurous days an because it was adventurous the Accused, on the way to Leicester, spent the night at a transport caff near Market Harborough  (which is a  half  hour’s cycle ride from Leicester).   The l960s were not the l990s.   In the l990s,  if  a transport caff could be found at all,  it would be gold plated and the landlord would charge the guest fifty sheep and three wives to stay overnight.   In earlier times it was quite feasible to sleep in a manger free of  charge.   The landlord  showed the Accused to a cubicle-room.   The Accused  had been brought up to pay and therefore inquired what was the charge.   The landlord was puzzled by this question.   Since the Accused apparently required an answer, he said ‘ten shillings’.   So the Accused offered the ten shillings.  No, said the landlord,  he  should pay in the morning, after the cleaning lady had visited.   The cleaning lady would visit in the morning.   It was obvious enough that this would leave the option of  walking out without paying at all - and it did sound as if  this is what was meant!   Nevertheless the Accused insisted on paying the ten shillings and  he left in the morning before any cleaning lady arrived.   The Accused was not familiar with people being generous.   So the Accused was a person alone seeking friendship but so accustomed to contempt that he could  not accept that friendship was being offered when it was.

The landlady had banned used of  the telephone.  She had appended a lock thereon.  It was also forbidden to receive calls.   Nevertheless,  when the Accused arrived back,  the landlady complained that his father had phoned up “every ten minutes” over the weekend,  until the early hours of  the morning,  trying to contact the Accused.   This she could not tolerate.  The Accused had to go.   Since his father had so reacted to his absence,  he must have been on some outrageous mission.   The Accused remarked that he had merely been to Leicester - on which suggestion she threw scorn.   The Accused was therefore given two weeks’ notice.
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