02701LEY.PIA  copyright Roland Grf 1.7.02


It is customary to speak as if  community or an organisation was an organism with a mind, opinions and attitudes of  its own.   Thus they engage in correspondence with the Shell Oil Comany, which in that correspondence expresses its opinions.   There are at least three sources of  error in such an assessment.  Firstly,  organisations and communities may be circumscribed social systems with participants having “dissociated personalities”, changing their opinions, attitudes and behaviour when they pass out of  the organisation or some part of  it.    Secondly the assessments of  the organisation are made by individuals dealing with other individuals rather than the whole organisation.   Thirdly,  what appears to be collective attitude, opinion or behaviour is apt to be that dictated by bullies, psychopaths or manipulators.  The majority do not defend themselves or others,  either through fear or because they have been incorrectly duped into believing some insuperable authority or majority opinion exists.   Thus it is necessary for people to form their own segregated and protective subgroups - though this leads to the danger of  more gangsterism.

In dealing with bureaucracies, the reader may find that some junior official or the lift attendant is responsible for some edict but uses the name of  some powerful official (such as ‘The Minister’ or ‘The Director’).   There is no means of  supervision and any requests for review land on the tray of  the original official or lift attendant - or  the supervisors, because the decision has been made in their name, employ lawyers to twist the facts and laws to validate the original error.   The remedy may be to appeal to some greater or notational authority - such as the judicial review procedure.   But then the victim finds that the original decision is validated on the basis of  a ‘Henry VIIIth clause’ in some statute which gives absolute authority without appeal to some authority (‘If  the Minister/designated authority is satisfied that..) which the lift attendant claims to be.   In the law court anything that is written on a piece of  paper (‘The Minister is satisfied that...’) is taken to be fact.   The Courts ha

Although it is misleading to attribute opinion, attitude or belief to a  community or organisation is misleading and the author wishes to discourage it, nevertheless the author will on occasion resort to this device.

The London Hospital, the biggest general hospital in Europe, if not the world, was the specialist medical centre for the county of  Essex and for the East End of  London.    The Accused did not encounter the snobbery of  Central Toriland (Chingford and Epping - the former constituency of  Winston Churchill) or at Brentwood Prep School (also in Essex) in the East End of  London, surrounding the London Hospital, which was known by such names as Stepney, Whitechapel, Bethnal Green, Hackney, Poplar or Isle of  Dogs.   The East Enders were said to be “born within the sound of  Bow Bells” and therefore true Londoners.   The bells which were described as Bow Bells were to be heard as far afield as Tottenham, and sometimes even Epping.   Those that heard the bells did not know where the sound came from but insisted that it came from Bow Church in Bow (The Church of  St Mary’s at Bow - three miles East of  the City) and not as stated in reference books,  Bow Church in the City (“Mary-le-Bow”) of  which East-Enders and Essex People, when the accused mentioned it, confessed they had never heard!  However, the cockney language is English with a  Yiddish accent.   The reader will relieved to learn that rhyming slang was no used, further than that some rhyming slang words have been incorporated into the English language in general.  This slang even in the l940s was used only by music hall comedians and it may well be these who introduced  alleged rhyming slang phrases into general use (though some may not have been authentic.  Whoever would refer to a wife as a ‘trouble-and’?).    The East end natives were largely descended from East European immigrants and Yiddish was still spoken.

The East End was famous for gangsters.   Each region is claimed to have its own typical specialist criminal.   Nottingham has conmen,  Delhi has fraudsters and  Cairo has sycophants.   The East End was said to be the home of  the ‘villains’ - violent criminals.   The most famous of  the East End gangsters was Billy Hill, whose name (as is that of  Joe Coral) is commemorated as that of  a form of  bookmakers.   Despite being villains,  the ‘well known East End personalities’ were regarded by the public at large, and even by the police, as Robin Hood style heros.    They  were considered necessary to organise defence against Sir Oswald Mosely’s antisemitic Brownshits.   They were driven to crime, it was opined, because it was difficult for foreigners or war-avoiders to obtain the necessary papers to obtain state benefits or  paid employment.   They were said to be villanous only in dealing with other villains but not with their victims and the general public.  Indeed, when they set up businesses, the general public were their customers and they took care to put up a welcoming front and to keep their private feuds to themselves.   Gangsters are often considered to be local governments.   Governments regularly protected their own people and were generally seen as benign though they could turn ugly if  they thought their law was being transgressed - and they tended to be villainous towards each other.   Gangsters are sometimes locally seen as protective rather than oppressive.   

The successors of  William Hill have been seen retrospectively as having been the Kray Twins (‘krai’ is Russian for ‘cliff’),  Ronnie and Reggie,  who are not regarded as Robin Hood heros but rather as dangerous violent psychopaths.   History generates great fantasies.   The author does not know whether this is a correct assessment or whether the Kray Twins  were no more than owners of  a Brick Lane snooker hall whose influence did not extend world wide any more than did the reputation of  Brentwood or  Chingford  Schools.   Locally they were regarded as lackadaisical characters decorating the Brick Lane/Vallance Road community and were even popular rather than regarded as dangerous.   The Krays became a national emergency when Ronald Kray was photographed in the company of  Lord Boothby.    Supposedly Mr Kray  was trying to cash in on his reputation as a news item to infiltrate the corridors of  Establishment and Public School in the hope of  building up a night club empire.   The Kray spindoctoring machine apparantly had enjoyed some success.   He was a Businessman.  But this rebounded.   It was suggested that both Boothby and Ronald were bisexual.   Such claims have been made.   We do not know what is fact and what is fiction.   But suddenly the Establishment saw Boothby as another Profumo and  Roland Kray as Christine Keeler.   The Krays might have connections with the Mafia, the I.R.A. and the K.G.B..  They were at the heart of  a great criminal empire.  They were also alleged to have operated a ‘protection racket’ - the custom of  a  gang insisting on being employed to protect pubs and nightclubs from hooligans or to eke out retribution when it is generally believed that they are only protecting the premises from themselves.  The Public School was being Found Out and manipulated.   The orders went out: “Get the Krays”.   So arrested they were - on over two hundred charges.    It seemed that the plan was that if  there were enough charges, they would be found guilty of something.  But this then crystallised down to charges of  murdering a Joe Cornell and a Jack “the hat” McVitie.   Previously the locals either had not heard of  this or had never mentioned it.   But then gradually they began to suggest that if the Krays murdered anyone they were worth murdering.   The evidence points to these two gentlemen not having died of  natural causes.

The Accused had no dealings with snooker halls and nightclubs.   If  there was a gangster culture in  the East End,  it was not to him apparant.   Except that cider was not served in the Blind Beggar and some other local pubs because the Krays, supposedly,  had put a ban on it.   The Accused would reply that he would like to discuss this with Mr Kray and would be told that they were regularly to be found at one of these pubs, somewhere off  Valence Road.   But he never managed to locate this pub.  Maybe it did not exist.   The locals were well-disposed to London Hospital medical students and to him in particular (They didn’t actually meet any other medical students) and the Accused found them generous and unprejudiced.  On the other hand, he found prejudice and gangsterism within the walls of  the London Hospital.

The East End population may have seen the elimination of  the Krays with less than might be expected enthusiasm since they saw  the outside world not so much as acting on their behalf or for their protection but as with an agenda of  its own.   The East End had been the property of  the East Enders and was a place where poor people could live and survive.   The outside world was dedicated to ‘improving’ it - to taking over - to removal of  the cheap accomodation and the cheap shops and places of  relaxation.  Big bisiness would take over and raise the cost of living beyond their means - and therefore import also either the more favoured members of  the British working class, or carpetbaggers or new immigrants - and turn the existing population out. (Which is what happened).  British right wing governments had no time for those born in this country who started at the bottom and had to begin life on nothing or on less than what others regarded as the minimum wage and who might then work their way up  by means of  a low expenditure rather than workingclassified (consumerist) economy.   Future years were to demonstrate that British society imports the first generation immigrant for some purpose but has no use for his children.   The East Enders and the Accused therefore had much in common (including the fact that ‘Yiddish’ turned out to be identical with the language Accused-mum called ‘Austrian dialect’ and that histories with aspects in common with those of  the Accused’s parents were common in the East End).

The Accused possessed praemium bonds - which he cashed.   He also to his regret felt forced to sell his Cambridge textbooks.    The Accused had invented the term ‘pregnant’ for gambling machi.ne (one armed bandit) which was going to pay out at the next attempt.   One armed bandits paid out if  they turned up three similar symbols.   The Accused was under the impression that gambling machines were programmed to outwit the punter.  Either they tempted the unwary by displaying  three similar symbols (which meant that they had just paid out and would do so again if  there was a ‘hold’) or two similar symbols (which, if  all were chance, would increase the probability of  a hold and a win next time) - but such machines were not pregnant.   Also, once the machine had gotten the victim hooked it would not pay out.  It paid out if  it lay there innocently, without any temptation, but had not been fed for some appreciable period of  time. [Also, arcade owners had strategically placed higher yield machines to egg on the punters].   The Accused discovered that at four o clock in the afternoon the arcades had been empty for at least half an hour and all the machines were pregnant.   So he would go into arcade after arcade, put sixpence and only sixpence into all the machines in turn and most of  them paid out the sum of  five shillings in tokens.   This, naturally, got him banned from all the gambling arcades under various pretexts - such as that the machines were paying out the wrong  tokens and he must have gotten them from somewhere else (or borrowed them from a token bank).   But nevertheless it is rumoured that the Accused this way accumulated a considerable number of  packets of cigarettes which he sold to other students.   He also moderately fleeced the bookmakers, being careful to chose a different bookmaker on every occasion.   It was only posssible to generate very low winnings in terms of  investment (and the Accused invested only a few shillings at a time).   It was necessary to spot where odds were higher than what might be reckoned to be the actual probabilities.   At this time bookmakers were losing heavily on the fixed odds football bets (Arsenal, for instance, always won at home).   There were also cases were a horse was little favoured by the experts but had had won all its previous races or most of  them  (such as Red Rum on a couple of occasions).  The Accused felt that some horses like being at the front of  the crowd while others did not.   The Accused always bet on ‘wins’ and not not on places (or usually not) and certainly not ‘each way’.   Either the place bet gave the best chances or the win bet, but not both together!   Punters did not understand elementary mathematics.   In the Accused’s opinion people who looked for  sizeable winnings from bookmakers were bound to lose and that the overall winnings that could be obtained were so low that it was no longer possible to win when the  betting tax was introduced.    The bookmakers however also found excuses for not paying out - on some occasions  claiming that the Accused had made unorthodox bets or that they did not understand his notation.   The Accused had also discovered that he could claim travelling expenses from Leicester Council - once the delay in sending his £16. 6s 8d had been settled.   Therefore, some say, he was not entirely unaverse to living a considerable distance from the college,  rode to and fro on his bicyle and claimed the fares from the council.   It is even asserted that this was his main source of  income.

The Accused  however also had expenses associated with his chess club.   He travelled  to Leicester by train to play in Highcross Chess matches, leaving London at around five o’ clock, so as to be able to reach the chess match by its official start at  7.15 p.m. in Leicester.  He would then usually sleep on a settee at   at Mick Stokes’ parents’ house at Birds Nest Avenue in New Parks for  a couple of  hours and then catch a train leaving Leicester around 2.17am which supposedly arrived in London around four o’ clock but, in fact, since nobody wanted to arrive at that time,  dawdled so that it arrived when the tube started running.   Later the Accused had accumulated fifty pounds in capital and with this would buy shares in a  Zambian copper mine.   The Accused had noticed that the price oscillated continuously between  6p and 7.5p a share and, this way, the Accused generated an income of  around five pounds a week which paid for the chess activities without the Accused misusing any funds from the Council or from his parents.  When the Linwood School old boys’ team amalgamated with Highcross Denis Cowley, of  that club, would transport the Accused in his (employer’s) van which it was his job to drive to London during the nights.  A trader on Whitechapel Road imported chess sets and boards from Yugoslavia - charing three shillings for the sets and five shillings for the boards (which was much cheaper than they would have been anywhere else).  The Accused travelled to his warehouse in Edmonton and bought his entire stock for his chess club. 

Accused-dad had suggested that the Accused - this must have been while he was still living in Chingford - open a bank account.   The bank, Lloyds on Whitechapel Road (where the Accused also bought and sold the shares), insisted that Accused-dad provide a reference, which they said was necessary so that he could also guarantee any overdraft (though no overdraft facilities were ever arranged or suggested).    The Accused did nevertheless ask the bank manager for a loan of  £70 because he wanted to buy a van.    The manager however announced that the government had ordered a credit squeeze.   Could he perhaps say the money was for books and not a van?   The Accused however was incapable of  not telling the truth.   The Accused himself could not afford driving lessons and could neither drive a van nor learn to drive a van because he had no driving licence!   So he had to buy one for someone else.   The chess club needed a means of  transport to take players to away matches.   Mick Stokes’ elder brother recommended  a second hand post-office van which was for sale for seventy pounds.   The arrangement was that Mick Stokes would be registered owner of  the van and that they would both pay half the cost.   Mick however found himself unable to find the money and this remained as a debt to the Accused which was eventually paid by Mick paying in sums on the Accused’s behalf into the weekly club lottery.   The Accused had hoped that he would be able to travel to Leicester on weekends and use the van to learn driving but this was not to be - though this was not so much Mick Stokes’ fault but the change of  circumstances arising from the forthcoming admission to the Maudsley.

Although the Accused reports this phase of  his life as  a difficult or unhappy time,  that is not how it seemed to him as it occurred.   All seemed in hand and it was even an enjoyable adventure to battle, as it seemed succesfully, and with some entertainment, through this adversity!   The landlord of  the Red Lion, where the club had free accommodation, even though it did purchase much drink, revealed he was leaving, there would be a new landlord and the chess club should therefore leave.   When the new landlord arrived,  Mick Stokes and the Accused happened to pop into the Red Lion and the new landlord intimated this had been done without consulting him and urged them to return.   The club had however by now moved into more extensive free accommodation in a ballroom above the Dixie Arms.   The Accused, who liked to have eggs in several baskets, suggested that they meet at the Red Lion as well.   The club had three club nights a week, including Saturdays, to keep up with the Leicestershire Chess Club.   Mick Stokes a little later, on the phone, informed the Accused that he had recruited  John Vivian, the vetinary surgeon, to the club.   So the Accused was no longer the oldest member!   John Vivian informed Mick Stokes that he looked after the hound of  the landlord of  the Dover Castle, on Dover Street, not far from the Railway station.   The landlord had offered to let the  club use its attic rooms without charge if  they decorated the rooms.

Mick Stokes and the Accused therefore called on the Dover Castle.   They should  meet on Tuesdays and Thursdays when there were few ‘regular customers’ or, at any rate, should keep away from the bar if meeting at weekends.   This reference to the ‘regular customers’ puzzled the Accused.  Did they have an objection to the chessplayers?   He had noticed a couple of  ‘regular customers’ eyeing him up in the bar and had it not been for his having been brainwashed by Accused-mum that no such a thing could happen,   he would have interpreted it as with lascivious intent.   The Accused had also been told by his father years previously that because the Dover Castle was opposite the Little Theatre it was the pub for actors and actors tended to be homosexuals.   A couple of months later the Accused mentioned to two girls playing chess in the club that there was an unfortunate lack of  interest in chess amongst women.   There were only a couple of  dozen women chessplayers (if that) in the entire county.  He got a very hostile reply asserting that it was none of  his affair.   He therefore suspected that what they were saying was that they regarded themselves as Lesbians and supposed the Accused was implying criticism by imputing they were trespassing on a male activity!   Nevertheless,  the Accused did not learn until l971 that the Dover Castle had from time immemorial been Leicester’s  gay pub.   The Accused supposed that the world was ruled by Accused mums and that there could be no openly self-identified homosexuals and no form of  homosexual organisation.

Mick Stokes had found Diane Davis (whom he was going marry in another year), daughter of  a supposedly rich chiropodist,  at his local Young Liberals club and was giving her driving lessons.   So they were mainly cannoodling out of  sight when the attic rooms were being decorated.   Edwin Chapman (in whose Leicestershire Chess News the Accused wrote a gossip column as ‘Robin Hood’) of the Leicestershire Club arrived to prepare an article for his Leicester Mercury column.   Mr Chapman was always a stong supporter of  the Accused’s club - he was a liberal at heart - and wrote a glowing review in which he described the club as being united through their devotion to the Accused, whom he described as twenty.  Actually, he was twenty one.   This was a factor that had been taken into account when declaring the club independent - since nobody else in club (until John Vivian joined) was old enough to sign contracts.   Accused-mum however considered it a great disgrace for the Accused to have his name in the paper and that any insertion of  a name in a paper was an accusation of  homosexuality.  Mick Stokes was remarkably efficient, recruiting his neighbours,  football friends and his employees at work to the club.  He even asked Accused-dad to play in a match.   He reported that Accused-dad had played competently but eventually lost.

John Vivian heard that British Railways were selling the furniture in their canteen.   So they went down to inspect the goods.   John was considering offering so many pounds for this and so many pounds for that.   The Accused however was in the habit of  reading company reports.  The price of  the furniture, he guessed, would already have been written off.   He offered ten pounds for the lot!  This was accepted and British Rail delivered the furniture free of  charge.   This was much in excess of  what the club required and  Mr Vivian sold the rest,  depositing the proceeds in club funds.   The Accused advertised in the Leicester Mercury for members of  a women’s team, which was set up and played in the league - though the Accused also occasionally played for this team ... playing his 1..a6 opening which he now named the Dover Attack!  However, he usually played for the club first team, invariably with the black pieces, even though regularly on Board 2!   Presumably this was arranged through the Accused’s habit of  invariably winning the toss - though he also regularly, when winning the toss, chose white on the even boards, a policy otherwise unknown.   That indicates he must then have been playing on board l or board 3.   The Accused had a low opinion of  Board l players.   He considered them a self-admiration society that survived by routinely agreeing draws.   He arranged for Bill Tyers to play on top board, instructing him to play the English Opening as white (which he would be) which, he reckoned, would guarantee at least a draw.   The county selectors were so convinced that they would even select Bill Tyers for the county team when ignoring its other members.  Again, all players except two in the local under twenty one championship were Highcross Players (though the one was Alan Edwards, who, though he never played for a  league team in the Accused’s club has played more matches for it than anyone that the Accused or Mick Stokes an the other was Mick Broadhurst who, for a while, was to be secretary of  the Accused’s club).    Highcross - officially banned from county teams - played a match against the county, and won.   The club was not run on Bowlbyite principles.  Instead of  there being a pre-set plan with designated functions or offices the objective was for each person to make use of  his own talents.  Thus while the militarists justified class discrimination by the slogan “square peg in a round hole” the Highcross method was to build a hole round the peg.    There was a club committee - but everyone belonged to the committee.   Decisions were made by unanimous agreement.   The Leicestershire Chess League displayed at times at attitudes towards democracy which the Accused considered to be workingclassification.  Working Class were trained to consider themselves reponsible for decisions or  behaviour that was determined on their behalf with the ulterior motive of  keeping them slaves.   One of  their notions of  democracy was for a small number of  yes men to gather in a room, elect from their numbers a chairman and for the chairman then to act the role of  boss and tell the gathering what to vote for.   The members of  the organisation might then discover that they did not agree with the resolution that was passed and the Chairman would inform them that all had been settled by the vote and that it could not be changed.   Or the majority who had not agreed with the decision were not told about the meeting or were not informed about it.   The mafiosi had various methods of  maintaining their power nevertheless - such as discrimination in selection of  county teams or  pandaring to the higher authority, as members of social classes always do, the British Chess Federation, which was to claim to have monopolies, obtained also by pandaring.   In the Accused’s club that would not have worked.   Another feature of  workingclassified democracy was for those at a meeting to take away what belonged to a majory, a minority or those who did not attend a meeting.   The Leicestershire hess Club in particular suffered from and was to suffer from inflltration by carpetbaggers who eventually confiscated the club’s property.  This pseudodemocracy would not have worked in the Accused’s club.  On the occasions when workingclassified democracy filtered in the result was that those who disagreed with whatever resolutions were passed left the club and sometimes those who had voted in their sleep left too!   Instead, for most of  its existence that Highcross Club had no Annual General Meetings or similar devices.   They would have been inappropriate anyway since young people with no class privilege to cash in found themselves scattered all over the country and it was not intended that some local nucleus would take over (a lesson learnt, if  it had to be learnt) through experiences in the Leicestershire Chess Club.   Instead decision making was continuous and by universal agreement.   If there was no agreement, those who ha not agreed were not bound and, if  it did not affect the others, were free to act independently.  Any group of  people within the club could institute their own independent arrangments, so long as they actually did so independently without requiring any participation by others.   In the workingclassified system people are at some meeting appointed dictators supposedly for a year - though, in fact, permanently, since they rig the procedures.   In the Highcross Club democratic control was continuous - so that those who functioned as officers or decision-makers relied on their activities proving effective.  The Accused tried, as far as was possible, to keep in touch with all members however widespread they might be and to obtain their consent for any decision - though plans were then still openly known for years in advance.   So the objective of  decisions was the survival of  the club.  A failure to recruit new members or  desertion by present members was a more effective demonstration of  democracy than a vote (as the fate of  the Leicestershire club demonstrates).   Some contrivance was required to manoevre through such a political system.   Again and again a problem initially might seem insoluble and the Accused would spend hours thinking out a solution.   Mick Stokes, the Accused and sometimes others would after matches retire to the Koh I Noor  Indian Restaurant on Conduit Street,  next to Leicester Station, where the Accused would consume a prawn vindaloo or  a prawn biryani, confronting some problem to which there was no apparant solution.   The Accused was to find that where a problem had no solution a solution might arrive by substituting some other problem instead (or by changing the premisses).   A course of  action had always materialised by the time they had left the restaurant.   It was clear that in the long-term the club had become independent on of  the present county chess organisation and to duplicate all its activities.   There were however underlying weaknesses in the club’s position.   In the long term,  the wages of  those from social classes would grow and grow and the economic system would be more and more geared to remove these wages from the privileged and those not belonging to social classes would be increasingly disenfranchised.   There would eventually be no affordable accommodation for clubs in the city.   Also, there was a danger of  infiltraton by  the workingclassified,  those who required dictatorship and found the existing democratic or anarchic system too complicated.    The privileged or members of  social classes also consider it their right to take away from others what they have created - since they can create nothing of  their own.   The defence was that nobody would wish to join the club if  they were not  the character type which preferred democracy.   Also, for most of  the club’s existence the Accused encouraged a federal system with two or more sub-clubs so that those who preferred a more workingclassified system could have a separate organisation of  their own.    The Accused, however,  had no faith that in the long term there was any  defence against the privileged.   The means of  escaping from this fate, he supposed, would be to wait until Cedars left the Leicestershire Chess Club and then return.   The Accused had been impressed by the Hastings Chess Club having its own premises and felt that this was necessary for a club to survive within the city (as opposed to the county, where everyone was rich and it didn’t matter).  The Leicestershire Chess  Club had existing financial resources which could be used for this purpose.   To blunder through the club had to maximise income, which was done by  having a large membership and  low subscription.

The Accused called on the London University students union on a Saturday afternoon.  Where was the London University Chess Club meeting, he asked the porter.  He wouldn’t be interested in that said the porter.   It was restricted to famed experts, on a Saturday afternoon, on the students’ union where the London University Chess team was playing.   “That doesn’t matter”, answered the Accused.  The porter still persisted but eventually was persuaded to show him the way.   The London team who were about to start a match were delighted at his appearance and immediately recruited him to play.  The Accused  did not lose any games for London University - but drew his first seven games.   This was uncharacteristic of the Accused who nevertheless claimed that after seven game nobody else had scored three and a half points.   The Accused in two of  these games had carelessly blundered a piece.   Even at this level a loss of  a piece loses the game.   The Accused, or any other ordinary player, could have beaten the world champion if gratuitously given a piece.   The Accused, however, thrived on the slow 40moves in two and a half hours time rate.  In those days he had no equal in analysing  positions and he had enough experience of endgames to know of drawn endgame situations into which he manoevred.   The Accused however then started winning games.   He was not in the habit of stopping clocks, as some do, when collecting the tea and sandwiches.  Here his depth of  analysis on one occasion seemed to outwit everyone else in the room.  He was now in the habit of  the Ruy Lopez opening  in a manner which turned out to be in accordance with present or future theory despite his not being conversant with theory.   He concocted a lengthy combination which he supposed was winning (which he was).   His colleagues however all assumed he was losing  because he was a rook down.   “Well, I win it back don’t I?”.  The colleagues were mystified.

When playing elevated players (in team matches)  he would rely on analysis without any knowledge of  theory.  After the game the opponent would hold a lecture.   This grandmaster played  this, he would say, but his opponent refuted it with such and such.   Another grandmaster had played such and such which was refuted by...  This went on and on.   “How very odd.”, thought the Accused.  He had worked all this out  over the board.  Why had the grandmasters not done so?   At the British Universities Championship he had won one game, with the Petroff’s Defence as Black, in eight moves, admittedly with a somewhat problem-like manoevre.   The opponent was mystified.   He had been playing the ‘latest Russian analysis’.   The Accused became very suspicious about ‘Latest Russian analysis”.   Time and time again he found that elevated players, particularly the Leicester Division l Board l club members, agreeing to a draw early in the game.   “You played that brilliantly”, he would comment, “But whyever did you agree to a draw?  You have got a forced win”.   It turned out that they had been following the game Grandmaster versus Grandmaster and that at that point the two soviets had agreed a draw!   The  Queen’s Indian defence, although the Accused liked playing it,  did not have a good record in master play.   The Accused noticed that in tournaments game where the Queens’ Indian was played were regularly quickly drawn.   He concluded that the Queens’ Indian defence was a signal meaning: “We are going to agree to a draw”.

Maybe the Soviet players had the K.G.B. over their shoulders.    They were supposed to be unbeatable.   The Accused would say that they deliberately misplayed games or agreed draws where one player was clearly winning in order to dupe the naive Westerners who would copy their moves and  experience an unanticipated debacle.   The Accused was struggling against weak players.   He wished he could have a diet of these grandmasters whom he felt he could have beaten easily.   Dave Mackey, who intensely studied the games of  the masters,  condemned the Accused’s disrespectful attitude.   There existed no comparison, he said, between the world’s strongest players and ordinary mortals (including Dave Mackey).   He was probably right.   But at the same time, in those days Grand Masters were created by arranging matches with other Grandmasters and had to obtain a mimumum score to obtain the title.   Not all  Grandmasters were Grandmasters and indeed there was a great deal of  dubious grandmaster play.   Bobby Fischer used to say the same - and proved it.   W.Tabakiernik insisted on calling the Accused ‘Bobby’ in honour of  Fisher.   Fisher and the Accused had a similar style of  play ..and had much else in common.

Mrs Shipton seemed to have second thoughts about the Accused’s departure.   “Would he find anywhere else to stay?”, she wondered.   But the Accused was too humiliated to humiliate himself.   He departed for a weekend to the YMCA on Great Portland Street - which was expensive.   There were rules proclaimed on notices all over the walls and nobody  spoke to him.   The Accused  then moved into lodgings in Letyon and although these were still intended to be temporary, and too expensive,  the weekly rent of  £4.50 a week was an improvement on Chingford.   Labour had won the recent General Election but one of  their intended ministers,  Patrick Gordon Walker, had lost his seat.   So the incumbent of  Leyton resigned and  Walker was put up as candidate in this supposed “Safe Labour Seat”.   The Tories were a gang of  crooks,  confined the landlady.   But they were the people with money  and knew how to deal with money.   The government had to know how to handle money and therefore she would vote Tory.   The landlady was typical of  Leyton.   The Accused deemed that Patrick Gordon Walker didn’t stand a chance.   Leyton was no more a safe Labour seat than Leicester West, during the bye-election at which the Accused had worked for the Liberals,  had been a safe Conservative seat.   Walker was duly defeated and retired from politics.   He was unlucky that the prospects offered by this seat had been erroneously assessed.    The Accused supposed that the Tory Party was the party of  those people who did not have to go to work to survive.   This included criminals and women.   In later years the Tories were to make greater efforts to antagonise women.  But 60% of  women were then Tories and 60% of  men voted Labour.   Even Accused-dad voted Labour, though he did not tell Accused-mum he did anything so unsnobworthy.

Richard Underhill asked the Accused for a reference to open a bank account (at a branch of  Lloyds on Putney Bridge).   However, the bank insisted that Accused-dad provide the reference instead - which he did.   The Accused had less difficulties, however, in opening an account for his chess club at  Lloyd’s Bank on High Street, Leicester.   A current account was opened which the secretary (Mick Stokes) could draw upon using his signature alone.   There was also a deposit account requring two out of  three signatures - John Vivian, Mick Stokes and the Accused (or it may have been three signatures).    This Account was deemed to be operated by a separate organisation, the ‘syndicate’ (consisting of  the aforesaid three individuals).   In this there was a shareholding - the Accused having at that time 95 shares and the club 5.  So the Accused had learnt from his poppy day experiences.   The intention was eventually for the club to buy its own premises.  There were other accounts or funds attached to particular teams or secretaries.   Mick Stokes was suspicious of  the syndicate account and kept sums he collected via the weekly sweepstake.

Richard Underhill occasionally contacted the Accused to arrange a visit to same famed London resort.   So the descended one day on Annabelle’s  night club in Mayfair.   This was owned by John Aspinall, famed for his private zoo, who had named it after his wife, formerly Anabelle Birley,  in whose honour he had also named a fashion magazine.

“It is the club rule that you have to wear a tie”, said the receptionist,  “but we provide a tie if  you have not got one”.   

“I suppose I could drape a tie around my polo neck sweater if  I had to...”,  quoth the Accused.

“Oh, I see.  You can’t wear a tie with a polo-neck sweater.  But it is the rule...what can we do about that?...”

“Do you expect women to wear ties?”, asked the Accused.

“No...the rule is that men have to wear ties...”

“Do you conduct a full physical examination to determine the guest’s gender?   Can you reliably distinguish between men and women...?”

“No, we can’t do that.  But  the rule is that men have to wear ties...!

“No it’s not.  That would be sexual discrimination.   Polo neck sweaters and neclaces are instead of  ties.   You don't  have to keep washing and pressing a shirt and collar.   Do these women have to wear  the ties round the neck ?...”

“Yes, they have to be worn round the neck...”

“I can’t do that.   I work for the C.I.A..  The C.I.A. doesn’t allow ties.. because the Russian might pull on the tie and choke the agent...C.I.A. agents are expected to be able to defend themselves.  If the assailant pulls on the tie it occludes the carotid arteries and hampers consciousness and efficiency.   If they grab one of  these C.I.A. necklaces they get an electric shock.  The American government won’t be pleased to hear about this...Wearing  ties is racial discrimination.   Do you turn out Arabs if  they are wearing their white sheet and headdres and no tie....”

“No...I suppose the rule does not apply when the tie is not part of  the cultural costume...”

“As in the case of  the cultural costume of  the C.I.A. agent..”

It seemed that the receptionist would have been perfectly happy for the Accused to spend the night arguing about ties...but by this time Princess Margaret must have seen these two boys.   The phone rang.   The receptionist listed briefly.

“I am so sorry”, said the receptionist,  “It was my mistake.   The owner has just come in...”

“Really?  I didn’t see him”

“He’s upstairs.   He was listening in.   It turns out that there is no rule requiring a tie..because that would be sexual discrimination.   It was my error.   There is no rule that a tie is required...”

Anabelle’s consisted in the main of  dance floor which was reached via a short staircase.   The Accused therefore nonchalently leaned against the bannisters of  the staircase.   A succession of  resplendent young ladies accompanied by their men climbed up the staircase.   The girls flitted brightly and smiled at or greeted the Accused.   The men were all the same - expressionless, marching up with the heads fixed forwards.   The Accused suspected that these must be young men from the Guards regiments who had to make themselves available as escorts and protectors to the aristocratic young ladies when they decided on a night out.   The Accused was perfectly satisfied with this procedure of  achieving a succession of  smiles and winks from these beauties.   It promised to be an interesting evening.   But Richard disapproved of  this manner of  behaviour of  the Accused’s.    He insisted that they leave.  Things were going fine, the Accused assured him.   Let’s go for a walk round the club.   But Richard had had enough.   They had to leave.

This disapproval of  the Accused’s behaviour was to lead to his parting from Mr Underhill - or perhaps so.   Mr Underhill was moving to a new address which the Accused wrote down on an envelope from Mr Underhill’s bank.   On a subsequent occasion they were sitting in a hamburger bar on Park Lane.   Mr Underhill decided that the Accused was showing an interest in a young lady sitting on her own on a nearby table.   So he walked out, expressing his dissatisfacton at the Accused. In future he would dispense with his company.

Mrs Leyton-Landlady informed the Accused that she would be away on Saturday night.   The walls were paper thin,  she reminded him.   The beauteous Hans Muller played in the London University Chess Team.   After the match he took the Accused back to his (the Accused’s lodgings) on the back of  his (Mr Muller’s) scooter.   Mrs Letyon-Landlady reports that they had procured a pair of  tennis rackets and were until next morning  using the wall as that of  a squash court.   “You had better not do that again!”, remarked Mr Muller as he left...which  the Accused, as he did, took literally.   He assumed that Mr Muller had had enough of  the Accused’s company.

Mrs Letyon-Landlady reports that she was informed of  this unseemly conduct by her neighbour.   She was not bothered, but was obliged to inform the Accused that squash balls on walls and  motor bikes revving up in the morning were apt to wake those next door.   The Accused had to leave for another reason.   Actually,  the Accused intended to leave anyway,  because he wanted cheaper accommodation,  and preferred the landlady to find a pretext to his telling her.   He had not told  his parents where he was living.   Nevertheless, according to Mrs Leyton-Landlady,  the Accused’s father arrived at the door, declaring that the Accused had been kidnapped, and forcing his way in.   The Accused discovered subsequently that the envelope with Mr Underhill’s address on it was missing - and he therefore was not able to contact Mr Underhill again.   On account of  this behaviour by the Accused’s father the landlady gave the Accused notice.   It is reasonable to suppose that while the Accused was keeping his whereabouts secret to avoid interference by Accused-mum,  his father, with a more favourable attitude towards his financial needs, was trying to contact him.   However, Accused-dad always denied that this incident had ever occurred.   Armchair detectives cannot therefore exclude the possibility of  there being an imitation Accused-dad around.   The possibility arises again subsequently.

The Accused then moved to what was described as a ‘hostel’ on Romford Road, five miles from the hospital, near the West Ham football ground.   The attraction was the rent of  two pounds, which the Accused was to pay for six months.   The Accused was allocated one of  half a dozen cubicles in a room.   There were young ladies, he promised, who had arranged to occupy the other cubicles.   The Accused was never to encounter these young ladies but whenever he met the landlord the landlord assured him they were on their way.   In l970 a beauteous youth in the Queen Mary’s College, Mile End, Chess Team informed him that indeed then young ladies had moved in.   They spent their time, he assured the Accused, copulating with Rugger players - any Rugger player and only Rugger players.   But then this story presumably came from the Rugger players.    There was another resident,  who lived in another room, a young Indian lad who looked as if he was dying of consumption.   Accused-mum eventually discovered the address and called and took a liking to the phthysical oriental.   Despite Accused-mum’s prejudices, she was apt to get on famously with people who were actually likely to encounter prejudices from others.  At any rate, on this occasion Accused-mum was in good form and not affected by her obsessions.

The Accused entered the premises nightly via broken window.   He lived on a diet of  bread, lard and salt.   He scoured the pavements for pennies to make up the price of  cups of  team    In his efforts to set up a viable living or lifestyle, he was walking or cycling some thirty miles  a day.    This included trips to  the Athenaeum Chess Club which met in the Westminster Public Library on Buckingham Palace Road (opposite Victoria Station).   Members included the international master Wade as well as Mssrs Harris, Basman and Parr.   The Accused was reduced to less than five hours of sleep a night - but, despite his poverty, he felt that he was making good progress - and did so until Accused-mum meddled with his affairs at the London Hospital.

The Accused paid several visits to the London Hospital and its vicinities before the start of  term.   Walking past the Blind Beggar Pub (opposite the Eastern wing of  the hospital)  and found himself cordially invited to join a party that was in progress in the pub and the street.   The Accused considered it unlikely that anyone should wish him to join their party but he met with insistance and was persuaded.   This turned out to be a wedding reception or some party associated with a wedding, it is believed, of a Kray Twin.   According to the Accused’s colleague Mr James, a medical student being financed by the army,  there were several hundred of  these, though he confessed that since they all looked the same nobody knew exactly how many there were.   Mr James claimed that he had once been caught speeding to the hospital in a car and had said “I am a surgeon at the London Hospital going to operate on an urgent case”.  He was provided with a police escort complete with ringing bells.  A local gentleman with three playing cards was inviting passers by to outwit him at chase the lady.   If  he lost he paid them a pound.   But then, if  he had the pounds, he must have been winning at Chase the Lady (one of  several card games known also as Hunt the Cunt).   Nevertheless there was a gentleman  who was persistently taking on the challenge and winning.   In fact, it was easy.   It was easy enough to see in which position the dealer had placed the queen and the punter just chose the position.   Except that when other passers-by followed suit and picked the obvious card they turned out to be wrong.   “Did the Accused wish to play this easy game?”, asked the dealer.   The Accused declined.   He would watch instead.   He was wondering how it was done.   So the Accused watched, but then the dealer politely suggested that too much watching might impede is business.   History associates Kray twins with the Blind Beggar Pub.

A  Jewish gentleman was selling rings on Whitechapel Road.   “There is a ring for every person”, insisted the vendor.   Choose your ring.. you can have any ring on the stall!”.   The Accused confessed that he could not afford to go round buying rings.    The price would be nominal, said the vendor,  then, if  he was short of  money he could always sell the ring for considerably more than he paid for it.   “No,  your ring isn’t here”, he said, looking over the wares displayed on the barrow.   I’ve got it somewhere.   He then lifted up a tray on his barrow and there turned out to be trays underneath.   “Here it is.   It’s a silver ring.. That is your ring.  It is a silver ring.   That’s the hall mark there.”. “It has gone some sort of  a face on it”.  “Its a lion.  It was made around l860.  It fits onto  little finger like that.  Is two pounds  a nominal price.”   The Accused didn’t know, but he paid the two pounds.

“You may wonder why I am speaking to you like this”,  continued the barrow gentleman, after the deal was concluded.   You remind me of  myself  when I was your age.   When you are young  you have nothing, you are alone and nobody will help you...”.   The Accused later left this ring lying on the shelf on the mantlepiece in his room at Briarwood.   There his mother discovered it.   His mother was allergic to rings and made a great fuss.   She refused to believe it was silver (which it was) and the Accused later discovered his mother had confiscated it and thrown it away.

The Accused paid a couple of  visits to the London Hospital, before term, before the beginning of  term.   The liason between ‘The College’ and the students was Mr Webb, the registrar, who was to be found behaind a counter in the general office and was always cheerful and helpful.  But there was otherwise an unwelcoming atmosphere in the hospital.   There were, however, the occasional students, or the Accused supposed them to be students, walking on the streets encircling the hospital - and sections of  those streets which the Accused was to learn were rarely trodden by London Hospital students who usually oonfined themselves to a stretch of  Turner Street and Stepney Way which connected the medical school to the students’ union building and the dental school.   Although the London Hospital had an internal atmosphere, politics and attitudes of  its own,  the students and staff who contributed to this were rarely seen outside the hospital or there attitudes rarely extended beyond it, so that the London Hospital was internally more reactionary than its outside reputation.   These wondering students turn out to have been in search of  flats or flatmates.   Two of  these students (separately) engaged in conversation, without introducing themselves, as if  they were already acquainted with the Accused.   (If they were, he was not aware of  this).  One suggested the Accused set up with him in a flat, giving as his excuse that the Accused needed ‘taking in hand’.   The other made the same suggested, giving his excuse that the Accused needed to be ‘domesticated’.   The Accused did not understand the implication of  this vocabulary and supposed these were Accused-mum’s who supposed him to be an irresponsible maverick who needed to be reformed - and he therefore declined (which may have been an error).
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