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Back in Leicester, Mick  Stokes married Diane and his father in law bought them a house on Danvers Road.   Bill Tyers expressed an infatuation for Andrea Smith but there were rumours that she was actually more attached to Mick Broadhurst (of  the Gambit club).   According to Alan Edwards (an informant) another Highcross Chess Lady,  Sue Brumhead, was the Accused’s female equivalent - not obsessed with snobberies and conventions though it is not known whether he or she were aware of  this.

One of the reasons for the Highcross Club, formerly Leicester B and C,  splitting off from the Leicestershire Club was that Roger Scowen, who had briefly been secretary, had invited the Cedars club to meet at Church House.  Since Cedars, in The Accused’s view, had insufficient means of  recruiting new players (and too small a membership), he supposed that Roger’s plan must have been for Cedars to poach Highcross players.  Roger had tried to prevent the promotion of  Leicester C to Division 2 while pushing for the inclusion of the new Cedars club into that division - a manoeuvre which could be expected to induce Leicester C players to change clubs.  However, The Accused had intended the Highcross Club, which he considered the legitimate membership of  the Leicestershire Club, to resume its association with that club when the Cedars club, as he expected, collapsed.  Although Highcross then and subsequently was provided with its own premises free of  charge,  The Accused anticipated (correctly) that in future decades premises in the city center would be unobtainable or unrealistically expense and felt that an alliance between the Highcross and Leicestershire Chess Club was necessary to preserve chess facilities in the city - and that, indeed, it would be necessary to purchase premises.  In thirty years time, as The Accused predicted, there were to be no more chess clubs in the city.  Cedars was now defunct and the Highcross first team, in Division l (which it won) was now playing its matches at Church House - but only for a season.  Mick Stokes had little sympathy for The Accused’s plan of  reuniting with the Leicestershire Club.

Mick Stokes agitated that the club should move from the Dover Castle,  the theory being that Diane objected to it (though there was no indication from her own voice in that direction).  Members or potential members, said Mick Stokes, might object to the Dover Castle as a venue.  This puzzled the Accused.   Eddy Edington might make such a claim.  It was not astonishing that he should do so.  He was organiser of  another club, Gambit, the resurrection of  Cedars, which drew on the same age groups as Highcross.  Highcross had a virtual monopoly, no subscription and had club nights three times a week, with its premises accessible also at any other time.  Eddy had to organise a different type of  club and provide some reason, or at the very least, a propaganda reason, for Highcross members or potential members choosing his club.  So he represented it as more financially upbeat.. with a sizeable subscription (compared with the zero of  Highcross, which was financed by its lotteries) and only one club night a week but with, supposedly, ‘better facilities’ - maybe armchairs and  red curtains, as compared to Highcross meeting in attic rooms which its members had decorated. But the fact was that irrespective of  what Mick Stokes, Eddy Eddington or any one else might say, members and potential members did not object to the Dover Castle.  Highcross was the largest chess club in the British Isles.  The Accused wished it to remain so.  A club catering for a highly mobile population with low or zero incomes, which could not afford to charge sizeable subscriptions, had to have a large membership.  In the l960s towniness did not mean glittering lights, money, snobbery, expensive provisions for a copiously spending waged section of the population who could and were not permitted to provide anything for themselves. The 1950s and l960s cheap dingy city centres with their dark allies, bombsites and coffee house dives inhabited by unmonied youths assiduously pursuing their ambitions, had considerable appeal.   Chessplayers tended not to be overprosperous and the Gambit ideal was unlikely to attract many members - but it was directed at the more prosperous members.  It was not possible to adopt a similar policy but it was necessary instead effectively to compete - and for that the club was at the Dover Castle ideally placed.  Although The Accused was not aware of the Dover Castle having any manner of dubious reputation or image of being a meeting place of shady characters, beyond it being the venue of  the Highcross Chess Club, he regarded dubious reputations as an asset which boosted recruitment.

It turns out that the Dover Castle is the gay pub of  longest duration in the British Isles.  The Accused did not know this and was not know it until 1971.  The author believes that Accused-dad had long previously mentioned to The Accused that the Dover Castle was frequented by ‘homosexuals’ because it was opposite to the  Little Theatre (or at any rate, a car park on the Eastern side of  the Dover Castle or a stretch of land or bombsite which is now a carpark was directly opposite) and theatrical people included homosexuality within their culture.  But this would not have made a great impression on The Accused.  So did everyone else.  Apart from the Public School, most people in those days supposed that sexual behaviour was governed by personal morality and loyalties - and opportunity and convenience - and not intrinsic narrowly  circumscribed inclination.  They might pay lip service to a different story to appease the Accused-mums but nobody other than Public School Boys (and, presumably, homosexuals) believed it.  So there was no need for gay pubs.  The notion was not to be taken very seriously.  Moreover, The Accused supposed that the world was ruled by Accused-mums (and may have been right) and that no such concept as ‘gay pub’ openly declared as such, could exist.   The club had few dealings with what the landlord described as ‘regular customers’ but even if it had done none of its members would have been greatly disturbed.  The personally strait-laced Roman Catholic Mick Stokes was unlikely to have been bothered and if he thought that Diane was bothered he is likely to have been mistaken.  Maybe Eddie had had a go at him!

Mick kept pestering.  The Accused tried to stone wall because he felt that a move away from the Dover Castle was not in the long term interests of the club.  He may, as it turns out, have been right.  But Mick kept on pestering.  The Accused - not that his opinion would necessarily make any difference.  Or he partially gave in.  They decided to hold one meeting a week at the Swan and Rushes, opposite a subterranean Public Lavatory  outside the Leicester Royal Infirmary (another long departed city centre idiosyncrasy) - in what was described as a ‘dance hall’ above the bar area - as at the Dixie Arms but no so big. But he was surprised to later find that Mick Stokes was moving furniture out of  the Dover Castle in his absence (some was left because there was nowhere to take it) and making arrangements to abandon that venue altogether.   He had intended that the club would meet at both venues and that some of its teams would continue to play at the Dover Castle  There was only one meeting a week at the Swan and Rushes whereas there had been several a week at the Dover Castle, including the Saturday afternoon and evening  meetings which The Accused considered an important asset.  The club had its own rooms at the Dover Castle and permanent access.  Although ‘club meetings’ were not such a religious formality as at Gambit and members attended when they decided rather than regular times - and might instead decide to congregate somewhere else - the availability of the rooms throughout the week and the teams nominally having differing club nights of  their own (when matches were played) placed the club in a favourable competitive position.  If the club only met on Thursdays, then those who could not attend meetings on Thursdays might find themselves compelled to desert.  Or, to put it another way, for many people there was only one convenient night to take off a week - usually Tuesdays, almost as frequently, Thursdays.. while in the city and its immediate environs, hardly anyone could manage Fridays (more popular in the county) .. but there were eccentricities who did.  The Accused had supposed that the club would have (in addition to the first team playing matches at Church House) two venues.  It was advisable to put all eggs in one basket and to secure what premises were available to avert the anticipated future shortage (and, perhaps to pre-empt Gambit when they realised the inviability of  their policies) - and to be able to move out if the landlord of the Swan and Rushes decided to charge a rent (which he eventually did).   There was also the possibility of  landlords being superseded with successors who were not too keen on catering, rent free, for a chess club of youngsters who drank little alcohol.  But in those days landlords were keen to accommodate the club and The Accused arranged for there to be meetings also at the Hat and Beaver and the Richard lll, both on Highcross Street (but, curiously, Mick Stokes and others were not enthusiastic at the suggestion that they meet also at the club’s original venue, the Red Lion, also on Highcross Street, whose landlord wished them to return).

Brian Hamilton and  the Accused felt themselves irritated that fellow hostel inmates would sit all day in the common room with the Times or  Telegraph filling in the crossword.   So one day they got up at six in the morning, spent ten minutes filling in the answers to all the crosswords in all the newspapers, innocently retired back to their rooms and  beds.    It is not known whether they pleaded responsibility for the dismay encountered when they got up again,  but they did not expect to be believed even if  they did confess.   The Public School was convinced that it was victim of  a mischievous miracle.

Mick Stokes, Kingsley Harmer and Mick’s friends from New Park (He also organised a football team) were keen on Cribbage (known locally as ‘Crib’ - all these games have numerous names and versions) and other gambling card games.   The Accused was taught these.  Although the author doubts that stakes were more than nominal or consisted, when The Accused was playing, of more than ticks on a piece of paper,  The Accused was reluctant to play gambling games since he regarded them as a disguised version of theft.  The more powerful party is permitted to cheat or to determine what the rules are as the game progresses.  He can decide to change the agreed maximum or standard stake or increase the agreed level of  the additional stakes while a hand is being played, to shut out other players, or to cover previous losses - insisting then, if others do not drop out, that he has won, irrespective of the outcome.  Or he may insist on playing until such a time as he is winning and then stops --- or, as amounts to the same thing, insist on playing on after the agreed time if he losing but not if he is winning, or, eventually declare that he has won and is owed such and such when he hasn’t or isn’t, or insist at the end  on playing a further game with doubled stakes or enough stake to cover his losses and then insists he has won irrespective circumstances or continues to double stakes until he has won or just scoops up the pot irrespective of  the outcome.  These Accused was familiarised with such tricks.  Where people play regularly together it is likely that such stratagems have evolved as a mutually agreed part of the game, with unwritten rules of its own, used to prevent anyone from actually losing rather than a means of extortion.  However, The Accused was liable to consider a card game as a demand for money - certainly so when strangers in a strange place invited him in to participate in such a game.   Or, at any rate, that was a precautionary assumption - and if The Accused joined in he assured his benefactors that he would not donate to them more than so many pennies and that he would leave when he had done so.   Or, if he actually ever joined on any occasion, he would have done so.

The Accused had mentioned to Mick Miller that he was unable to play the card game Bridge, which was social activity sometimes at times espoused by contestants at chess congresses.  Mick had then informed The Accused that it was ‘quite easy’ and had spent a minute and a half explaining the game.  Accused-dad had at some point, when the family were still living in Abergavenny, briefly, without a pack of cards, explained the rules of  whist.  There is no recollection of  The Accused having then played or even seen a game before he became secretary of  Leicester ll.  But club members then played on occasion and, as Highcross members continued to play, various forms of  whist, probably called versions of  contract and auction whist.  This was not a frequent occurrence.  Somebody would decide that a group were going to play ‘whist’, or such-and-such-whist, and explain the rules, which were different every time.  Mick Miller therefore was faced with explaining how Bridge differed from the versions of  whist with which The Accused was then familiar.  Even though there are forms of  whist which closely resemble Bridge or everything that is found in Bridge is also found in some version of  whist, though the full combination is Bridge and not whist, The Accused at that time found some aspects of  Bridge, not found in whist as he then understood, difficult to comprehend, maybe more difficult than they would have been had he never played whist!

Unfortunately, even though Mick Miller accomplished the task very briefly, because future discussion may depend on some aspects of it, it is necessary here to give, at length that may exasperate the reader, if  he chooses to plough through the explanation, an account of  the game Bridge.  The objective in Bridge is to score as many ‘points’ as possible than the opposing pair or team or as few as possible less.  The approach to the game is therefore determined by the scoring system.  The stories in this chapter refer to the rubber Bridge which is played by amateurs.  In rubber Bridge the pairs go on playing games and rubbers all day and night until they decide to pack up.   In tournament Bridge, however, the same hands are dealt on every table and after that another set of  hands is played on every table.  The tournament director decides whether one pair, none or both are to be scored as if  ‘vulnerable’ (a term to be explained), which is also the same on every table and does not depend on or connect with any previous or subsequent hand.  The objective is to get the overall best score after a succession of such hands have been played.  Or, if  there are teams each consisting of  two pairs, then if one pair is ‘East/West’ on one table, then the other pair in the team is the corresponding ‘North/South’ on another table.  This evens out any advantage created by one pair of  hands being more likely to generate points than the other (which in the absence of  this device, would be done, not quite so successfully, by summating scores on a succession of such games).  The scoring system therefore has a different impact on tournament Bridge than on rubber Bridge.  Also, it might be expected for the amateur rubber Bridge player to face less ponderous and more variable opposition than the tournament player, which also impinges on the methods of  maximising points or minimising deficits and suggests a more variable or ad hoc approach.  The Bridge columns in newspapers refer to tournament Bridge and, therefore, the allegations in those may differ from the allegations in this chapter without any lies being told.

The reader will be relieved to hear that although the players score ‘points’, they will not frequently encounter this terminology in Bridge books and columns.  The players register a ‘score’.  Columnists may speak about ‘match points’ which are not relevant to this chapter and if they do so they will call them match points and not just points.  This means that confusion is avoided and when columnists talk about ‘points’ they mean what are here called Honour Points.  There are other possible sources of  terminological confusion.  Thirteen cards held by one player, for instance, may be a ‘hand’.  But the four such hands on the table collectively may also be a hand, though in some contexts it makes sense to call them a ‘deal’.  Or they may be game - but then three no trumps is game or two Spades plus two clubs is a game or Bridge is a game and kicking partner under the table is a game.  If  the reader encounters such ambiguities or confusions, that is not his fault, but the experts, whether consciously so or not, contrive to avoid any such confusion or deficiency without using words or phrases not in familiar vocabulary.

There are two pairs of partners sitting, or notionally sitting, partner opposite to partner, around as table or notional table (though they might be lying on a bed or on the floor or playing on the internet, each in a different continent).  Each is dealt thirteen cards, from a pack of  fifty two.  They will eventually try to win ‘tricks’.  One person leads a card, and if everyone follows suit, which, if they can do, they must, then the owner of the highest card played wins the trick.  There are cards numbered two to ten, and here the higher the number the higher the card.  Then, come in ascending order of bigness, the picture cards, Jack (or Knave), Queen and King.  The one, though a one, is always called the Ace and never a one, and is higher than the King and everything else.  If , during the play of a trick, a player is forced to play or discard a card not of that suit (because he doesn’t have one of the suit) then the discarded card counts as lower than the card(s) of the suit led - unless it is a Trump.  The players decide whether there will be a Trump Suit and, if so, what it will be .. and then all Trumps, that is, cards in the Trump suit, count as higher than all cards in other suits, irrespective of  the suit of the card led.  An Ace of Trumps, however, is higher than a King of Trumps and so forth.  The players hold an auction where they volunteer to contract themselves to making so many tricks, specifying some suit as trumps or offering to play without trumps.  The total number of tricks to which the player contracts himself  is the total made by him and his partner collectively rather than by him individually.  If  nobody bids, which rarely happens, new hands are dealt.

The lowest number of  tricks that may be volunteered or notionally volunteered to be won (‘notionally’, since as the game is played, the bidder may not suppose that there is any possibility of making them) is seven tricks, that is, a majority of  the total of  thirteen to be won.  Such a contract is called a contract of  ‘one’.  A contract of  eight tricks is called ‘ two’ - up to thirteen tricks, which is called ‘seven’.  Seven tricks is also called Grand Slam and six tricks Small Slam (or Little Slam or Petty Slam or whatever).  A contract of  two is higher than a contract of one and a contract of three higher than a contract of two - and so forth.  Assuming that the number is the same,. then a contract in Diamonds in higher than a contract in clubs, a contract in Hearts higher than a contract in Diamonds, a contract in Spades higher than Hearts and a contract with No Trumps higher than Spades.  A player may only bid a higher contract than that previously bid.  Eventually, the pair who have volunteered the highest contract play the cards with the aim or notional aim of  ‘making’ the contract - of  making the number of tricks volunteered or more.  Actually it is the member of the pair who first bid the suit eventually reached - or a contract in no trumps if it is eventually no trumps - who plays the contract and is called the ‘declarer’ and his partner becomes the ‘dummy’, lays down his cards for all openly to view, walks away for a cup of  tea and takes no more part in the play while his partner plays his cards on his behalf  (and then returns with the tea tray and resumes play  for the next hand).

The full scoring system of Bridge is to be obtained from specialised books and leaflets.  However, if  the pair make their contract, they are allocated points for doing so.  If they volunteer and make one club they get twenty points for doing so.  If they volunteer and make two clubs, they make forty points.  In fact, they get twenty points for each volunteered club trick.  Twenty points each also for diamond volunteered diamond tricks and for spade and heart tricks thirty points.  Diamonds and clubs are thus called minor suits and Hearts and Spades major suites.  In No Trumps, if the contract is made, there are forty points for the first trick and thirty each for the rest.  In fact, twenty points each are also allocated for minor suit overtricks and thirty for major suit and no trump overtricks (unless ‘doubled’) but the points for contracted tricks are described as ‘over the line’ and those for overtricks as ‘below the line’).  There are penalty points for each undertrick (number of tricks whereby the contract is eventually in deficit).  The number of penalty points increases with the contract being  ‘vulnerable’ and/or ‘doubled’ or ‘redoubled’ and the number of  points for overtricks increases with doubling and redoubling (and indeed the number of points for contracted tricks doubles or redoubles).  ‘Doubling’ is an option open to the opponents when the bid is made (that is the next bidder may double and if he makes no bid at all, his partner may then double .. but they get no more than one chance each ..until the opponents suggest their next contract).  Similarly, those who originally bid the contract which has been doubled may, instead of another bid or passing, redouble that contract.  There are extra points for making slam contracts.

A score of a hundred points ‘above the line’ - that is, only the points awarded for contracted tricks, constitutes a ‘game’.  Thus a contract of  five clubs or Diamonds, or four Hearts or Spades or of  three no trumps, if made, constitutes a game.  Or the game may be made up of  ‘over the line’ ‘part-scores’ from lesser contracts.  Once such a game is won by a pair, the previous over the line points a new game commences and the previous over the line scores do not count for this (and can now be regarded as below the line).  There is only one game awarded, for instance, for a doubled contract of seven no trumps.  If a pair win two games then they win a rubber, for which points are awarded .. more if it is 2-0 than if it is 2-1.  A pair who have won one game in an incomplete rubber are described as ‘vulnerable’.

The mystery which originally prompted this abstract of  Bridge Customs and Regulations is the (Honours) Point Count.   When originally explaining the game of  Bridge to The Accused ,  Mick averred that in assessing the strength or biddability of a hand, at least, initially or in the early stages, four points were allocated to an Ace, three to a King, two to a Queen and one to a Jack.  Thirteen points in a hand was according to Mick sufficient for an opening bid.  Seven points, or, more likely, nine, was sufficient for a reply from partner, at any rate, at the level of one or two.  Then the players have more to rely on commonsense.   A minimum number of ‘points’ necessary to make a contract of  three no trumps, or a game in Spades or Hearts or a major or minor slam is usually also quoted, though these allocations for present purposes are somewhat generous.  The thirteen point minimum for an opening bid also as The Accused’s thinking evolved was somewhat generous and he preferred a mimimum of  eleven or even ten .. or sometimes even nine ... with seven for a reply bid.  It is doubtful whether any points should initially be allocated for a doubleton Queen or a singleton King and the practice of sometimes allocating extra points, at least at the first bid, for a void or a singleton (independently of any honours points in the singleton or doubleton that may or may not be included) is also dubious.

If  it only ‘genuine points’, as The Accused put it, are included the Accused’s preference for lower minima may not be so eccentric - though it is not clear to the author why the thirteen point minimum and nine point reply minimum remains so popular amongst both amateurs playing rubber Bridge and tournament Bridge players - unless it is that they take points more seriously than The Accused when assessing the entire bidding sequence and/or they use forcing bids more habitually, so that it becomes compulsory if one player makes an opening bid for the pair to reach a bid of  two or even three.  Artificial and forcing bids, as opposed to ‘natural’ bids, such as a one heart opening bid means Diamonds or something else, were then not so fashionable.  Indeed, The Accused claims to have introduced the custom.  In his day, it was thus quite possible for a pair to get into a contract of  one of a suit, even though newspaper columns suggest that nowadays this never happens.  The reader should not therefore assume that references in this text to contracts of one are fantasy.

The Accused, when Mick Miller originally told him about the ‘point count’ was astonished.  This appears to be a product of  experience and expertese which is invariably the basis, though a very adjustable basis, of everyone’s bidding system, and appears to work, though nobody appears to know who invented it or how it was invented and why it works.   There was a rumour at the London Hospital that it had been invented at the Acol chess club or even invented by a current member thereof, Ian McLoed, a conservative party politician.  Glimmers of intelligence amongst politicians generated such amazement and admiration that, if discovered, they were apt to be exaggerated.   It is more likely that the point count was in vogue long before the birth of  Ian McLeod.  Possibly the logic behind the point count is that there are only thirteen tricks to be won and that the sixteen strongest cards (if Jacks were not counted, there would be only twelve counted, which is less than thirteen) have the most dominant effect.  On the other hand, these sixteen cards might all fall on four tricks.  The point count is not going to be foolproof.  There is a need for other criteria.  Furthermore there will be other relevant factors as the bidding proceeds.  These could be regarded as a modification of  the point count, though The Accused did not look at it like this.  These additional criteria can be a source of  argument, controversy or phobiagenesis.

Despite The Accused having spied games of  Bridge being played by contestants in chess congresses and having felt embarrassed at his inability to play the game, and despite Mick Miller providing an explanation of how it was played, there is no record of  The Accused having subsequently played Bridge at any chess congress nor of  his having had any need to do so.  Mick Miller had given the impression that no great experience or skill was required, but nevertheless, The Accused was under the impression that ineptitude was a ground for mockery and exclusion - maybe because comerades do mock beginners, though not necessarily with any malicious intent, or because his mother made such play of accusations of inferiority and social rejection - or may be because The Accused was so insecure, or so afraid of rejection, that he had to be the best at everything.  Or maybe he recalled his embarrassment at his ineptitude, compared with Mick Stokes and his more experienced chess club colleages, at darts and billiards and probably Cribbage and everything else, which had resulted in not particularly welcome advice which he did not consider appropriate to his physiology and functioning.  (which is known to psychologists as ‘psychology’ - and probably does not have an alternative name).  He had also in younger days felt embarrassed by his ineptitude at tennis.  This attitude may also be encouraged by the habit of  young people, when faced with the opportunity of  participating in some game or sport, of  pushing their case very vigorously to the exclusion of others - so that some, whether or not this is the intention, are always excluded.  Those with an inclination towards a particular pursuit also regularly include in their mouthing a lot of  jargon and professed expertese, which though regularly nonsense, gives naive outsiders the impression that they are outclassed.  The social class system and its behaviour is inculcated into some at an early age.  The Accused knew from experience, and theory deduced from experience, that other people quite liked to be better than someone else and were, irrespective of what they might or might not say, not be deterred by other people’s ineptitude.   He knew that people sought company, or relaxation and amusement rather than always to be the best or most beautiful or the most this or most that and to be in the company only of the most this or most that.  He also knew that the mouthing, jargon and expressed expertese of the apparent expert (which was in his chess club not customary) always turned out to be nonsense, that it separated the self-styled expert from reality rather than creating a more accomplished reality inaccessible to outsiders  - that all could be fathomed, and more realistically fathomed, via the layman’s ignorance and everyday experience and language.

As a chess club organiser obliged to train and teach younger members he also had to recall that he himself had played and lost hundreds of chess games against Robert Barfoot and had probably never won a game (unless he had played against his parents, against whom he always won) when recruited to play on top board for the Wyggeston School junior team - some sixth months before he first played (and won) for the County senior team.  It was necessary to be even more aware of this when organising the London Hospital team, where inexperienced or occasional players had to be reassured that they were not expected to win against their more experienced opponents, who had played hundreds or thousands and competitive games and had probably lost dozens before ever achieving even a draw, that they could be expected to lose a succession of games and that they would eventually find themselves drawing a game, or even winning, though, if they did within the foreseeable future that would be a remarkable achievement, that the aim was to win games on the upper boards and that when they finally did achieve a position agreed as drawn at the end of the match, this was a bonus and not something which had been expected in any calculations.  In many of the teams The Accused organised and was to organise it made a considerable difference to the season’s performance if  the lower three boards could average half a point between them in one match (and teams sometimes won their league divisions on that basis).  Reluctant players had to be assured that they were rendering a considerable service just by turning up and preventing defaults and that indeed they might win by default or find themselves playing against the opposing secretary’s girlfriend who didn’t know the moves (in which case, they would not be expected to discourage their opponent by insisting on all the rules and regulations or claiming or inflicting a rapid win.  It depended on the nature of the team, but players were not necessarily expected on all boards or under all circumstances to be overcompetitive and a gentlemanly draw when four Queens up would not necessarily meet with disapproval).  In all pursuits, if one person performs with greater skill or  success than another, that is because he has greater experience.  Some people will grow up with some familiarity with that activity and others not.  Those who initially experience some difficulties catch up.  The Accused knew that very well and took that into account in his dealings with other people.  But, in that, as in much else, he did not himself necessarily take the advice he gave others or necessarily act himself without phobia or in accordance with what he deduced to be fact from observation and resultant theory.  If he thought it was in the interests of other people to do so, he did, but he as not always sufficiently aware of the needs and inner feelings of  other people.  So, it is believed, that The Accused was too timid, too afraid of embarrassment or humiliation, to play Bridge - though he did watch others at play. (He had also at the Avenue Road Junior School watched games of chess but had had never played).

There were however students at the London Hospital who were addicted to Bridge (and other card games, such as Hunt the Cunt (Black Maria), playing it in the Athenaeum (students’ common room) between lectures and ward rounds and, in the evenings, at the students’ hostel.  The Accused, at the London Hospital, initially would just watch the other students (particularly Brian Hamilton and Horatio Nelson) playing Bridge - though he might stand in for a hand, which perhaps someone else had bid, or, if he did not know what cards the players were holding,  part of a hand, when one of them left for a few minutes.  The scoring system in Bridge and its implications are relatively complex.  In this the Accused’s more experienced colleagues, who would consult the rules if available in published form (sometimes on a card or booklet which comes with the pack), were no more knowledgeable or sophisticated than The Accused, or, if so, not for very long.

When The Accused eventually came to play more regularly with his college colleagues, his bidding was at first cautious, perhaps overcautious.  This seemed to be the policy most expedient to avoid criticism and humiliation - and he was not yet experienced enough to adopt a more realistic policy.  His partner would thus take a more dominant part in the bidding and , as The Accused saw it, bid recklessly and land The Accused with the humiliation of  playing contracts which at first he supposed with alarm could not possibly be made.  

Apparently reckless bids can be quite respectable.  The ‘pre-emptive’ bid of three of  three or a suit, usually Hearts - was popular at the London Hospital.  This was used typically when the pair had not previously bid (and sometimes as an initial opening bid) and the player had a hand with few honours cards but with a long suit.  If the opponents then pass, it is likely to hoped, they have missed a lucrative contract.  The three Hearts may even make and, if it does not, the penalty for going even three tricks down is anticipated to be a worthwhile sacrifice.  If opponents pass and do not double this is apt to justify the ploy and to encourage its frequent use.  The opponents may double, though this rarely happens and if it does the doubler’s partner takes the bid to be a request to bid again rather than a ‘genuine’ double.  However, even if the three Hearts contract were to be doubled and played as such this would necessarily prove a deterrent.  The value of the bid is reckoned through its usefulness overall (in the current company) rather than the outcome of a particular case.  The doubling of such a pre-emptive bid is likely to be made in circumstances where nobody knows if the contract is going to be made and - and three Hearts doubled produces a game score.  So allowing the three Hearts contract to stand is not necessarily a good bargain for the opponents.  On the other hand, if the three Hearts bidder is just making an offer which the opponent cannot refuse to refuse, then, surely, all that is happening is that the opponents are being driven into bidding the higher contract which the previous discussion has assumed likely to be in their interests.  It is not necessarily clear whether there is such a higher contract or, if so, what it is.  The pre-emptive bid is intended also to disrupt the opponents’ bidding.  In the extreme case of one party opening with three Hearts, the option of every bid of  three Hearts and below has been wiped out of the opponents’ repertoire.  The opponents could find themselves rushed into a game of the wrong suit or a game which goes down - or they may make the game and moan afterwards that they have ‘missed the slam’.  On top of  this it possible to view the bid as no sort of speculation, offer of a sacrifice, bluff, mystery or attempt to disrupt the opponents but merely a straight bid.  The bidder is short on ‘points’ but has at least six Hearts.  The Accused at some time during his career preached that it should be seven, though it is not known whether that was his final conclusion.  This does seem to the author more consistent with The Accused’s style of bidding overall.  An additional requirement was sometimes quoted referring to ‘points’ - usually the need for the Ace to be included in the long suit - though, if so, presumably, the partner will not yell that he has been deceived if it turns out to be King and Queen instead.  If there was such a requirement for the Ace, then The Accused would have taken this mean ‘any Ace’ or  even just an ‘outside Ace’.  The Accused claims to have taken no notice of the advice that the hand should include a ‘void’.  He would not have taken much notice of  advice to have a ‘void’.  The bidder may just rely on his own judgement rather than hard set rules - but the hands described as appropriate in folklore and textbooks are those which would ‘instinctively’ provoke such a bid.  The void, for instance, doesn’t per se generate an extra trick through an opposing card of that ilk being trumped - since the seventh trump will win a trick anyway.  But one eccentric hand might well be combined with another, the partner might have a heart or two and between them they could have a good fit.  Instinctively it seems to the author that if the player has seven Hearts and the Ace and King of Spades, that the hand will be more crying out for the bid if the remaining cards are four small clubs rather than two small clubs and two Diamonds.  If the ‘preemptive’ bid can be regarded as straight rather than tactical, then the bidder may not be entitled to moan profusely if his partner comes up with a bid of his own.

The reader may suppose that in the aforesaid ‘fit’ in which the only honours cards mentioned are the Ace and King of Spades, reasonable play would be more likely to take the pre-emptive bidders into a slam in Hearts or perhaps.  There is an even more drastic possibility of the pre-emptor having not the spade honours but the Ace King Queen and ten of  clubs!   Or maybe the pre-emptor has three or four Aces -which, though sixteen ‘points’  might not per se amount to many tricks.  The Accused, during this cautious phase of his career presumably took the view that the opponents would or might take four trump tricks off the top.  The Accused claims that at that period of his career he only produced a pre-emptive bid if  he felt sure that the opponents could not make a game contract.  He would thus not jump with joy if Mr. Nelson redoubled the opponents’ double.  Technically there is little point in this since it increases the opponents’ options and the next player and pass and wait for his partner to bid.  But the Accused might then find himself  actually playing three Hearts redoubled, which, however naive on the part of the opponents this might appear to the reader, filled The Accused with alarm.  But then the redouble might panic the opponents into bidding again, which the reader tells us is what they should do anyway.  Then The Accused would be much relieved by the opponent’s game bid or blind  jump into the Blacked System or interposed ‘cue bids’.  At the London Hospital in that era a ‘cue bid’ was a bid accompanied the notably emphatic inflection of  the bidder’s voice or by the words ‘This is a cue bid’ or the partner’s query ‘Is that a cue bid?’ and the explanation that the bid indicated possession of the Ace in the suit bid, or a void, or one or the other and a discussion between the contents about this interesting topic.  This means that the partners have agreed to go into a grand slam if they have four Aces and a lesser slam if they have three.  The ambiguity regarding voids could lead to misunderstandings such as ending up in seven no trumps with a void instead of an Ace, but the Accused was finding that such cue bids more drastically misfired when opponents used them set up a ploy as defenders of a contract, computing the void as winning trick.  If the players of the contract duped themselves with their cue bids, whether The Accused and his partner or the opponents, this did not seem to make much difference to the outcome.  The Accused would then be even more alarmed when Mr. Nelson then bid, apropos of nothing, six Hearts, and then when the opponents generously got him out of it with seven Diamonds, even more more alarmed by the bid of seven Hearts!

Partners might also, one having made the preemptive bid of  three Hearts,  then go on bidding on their useless hand, not because they wanted to shut out their opponents at all costs or  to bluff them into overbidding but because they thought they had something extra which they had not yet bid but which was hardly relevant (such as that their six Hearts included the Ace and Queen or maybe the King and Jack) .. or because The Accused had previously made an opening bid or because the pre-empting partner supposed thatThe Accused’s absence or a bid or double of  the opponent’s spade bid indicated support in Hearts or a reluctance to be in Spades.   We do not necessarily know why it happened.  But it did.  

The aforesaid discussion suggests that if the pre-emptive bidder is left in the contract he has a good chance of  making it.  However, when The Accused had been watching games in play so many such contracts went down, often severely so, regularly in circumstances where it seemed to The Accused there was no likelihood of the opponents making a game contract, (or it might even be that the  opponents might have seven Hearts, even split 6-1 and a potential Hearts contract of their own) that came to the impression that all pre-emptive bids should be routinely  (by the player preceding the preemptive bidder) - and, conversely, that if opponents never double, that encouraged such manoeuvres without extracting the appropriate penalty.  Curiously, The Accused on two or three occasions found, or was to find, that opponents were maKing a disproportionately high at some Bridge tables a disproprortionately high number of  such opponents’ doubled or potentially doubled contracts were readily made - in which we perhaps see the jocular hand of  college card trick expert Pete Kelly (who would, however, always admit his activities after the event).  Mr. Kelly, however, would not necessarily be satisfied with three Hearts.  He might bid seven Hearts without even picking up the cards he had dealt himself!  

The Accused, thus, would regularly find himself landed into contracts by this and other routes, through confusion rather than calculation (or so he supposed) which, at first, he thought, in consternation, could not possibly be made.  But then, after some thought, he made them!  This, the author suspects, was not entirely The Accused’s own fault.  According to newspaper columnists, Experts always know exactly what is in everyone else’s hand.  This is because East’s bid of  two Spades meant that he had five Hearts, the King of  Clubs, Jack of  Diamonds and two of Spades and that his partner had the seven of clubs.  This, in turn, enables Experts always to produce the best defence.  This enables Experts in turn always to produce the most effective defence.  The Accused had the misfortune of  never playing against any newspaper columnists.  In his circles, if he blundered into seven no trumps without him or his partner having a club between them and or if he blundered into seven Diamonds, missing two Aces and a lot more beside, the contract would be made!  The reader may have calculated that even if  the player leads his first card at random he has, on the average, a chance greater than one in four of  producing at least the same suit as recommended by the newspaper pundit, but statistical surveys have revealed that in The Accused circles, the chances of  his being confronted with this devastating card were less than those of  a camel threading a needle’s eye or of  black, lesbian, Jewish gypsy with four As at A Level getting a place in a medical school.   On the other hand, these contracts may be not nearly as bad as they appear at first sight, even the opponents do possess the magical properties of  pundits.

 The Accused assures us that he did not invariably make the contracts he played.  There was, for instance, in l967 the contract of .... and in 1972...  But made quite a few.  If one partner is a reckless overbidder and the other is unenterprising but makes the contracts he plays, that can be useful.  The fact that The Accused just about invariably made his contracts and did so in circumstances in which he persuaded himself they had started life as far from certainties gave him sufficient confidence to play Bridge more regular or addictively in familiar company - but he would have been too afraid of  humiliation to play against Experts.  It was not merely a matter of  potential humiliation.  Experts, if  newspapers were to be believed, had theories that were not entirely comprehensible and capacities that were not entirely unsupernatural.  No doubt Experts were Experts, but, then, surely, Bridge was not that difficult a game and there was not room for a great performance margin between amateur and expert.  There were nagging, troublesome suspicions that the Experts, not deliberately but without awareness, were trapped in a great hoax, that they themselves set up the circumstances leading to facts being consistent with their theories.  The Accused could not understand Theory and never absorbed any from books and newspapers.  In Expert circles of  all designations those who belong to the outside world and are immune to the internal realities or delusions are likely to receive a hostile welcome.  

Bridge enthusiasts in elevated circles, are perhaps allowed some set period of time to think about their hands before they start bidding.  However, supposedly, once bidding starts, bids should be made instantaneously.  This is because a pause of one second might mean the Ace and King of Spades, and a pause of two seconds, a five card Jack high suit in Diamonds, and a pause of two and a quarter seconds ...  They might thus, supposedly, end  up with more knowledge than mere mortals can digest.  Players are also not supposed to flash their wedding ring when they possess the Ace of Diamonds or to pull out a fob watch when they want partner to lead a heart.  Amateur Bridge players, in familiar company, may cheat a great deal, with good humour and to provide comedy.  But it is unlikely that anyone, whether amateur or pundit should choose to cheat deliberately with intention to deceive and to profit from the deception - and attempts to do so would be likely to be obvious.

In later years it was alleged that Reese and Shapiro, a heroic British pair, owed their success to cheating.  Pundits claimed that the successes could not be attributed to natural causes.  They must have brought a selection of rings, fobwatches and mirrors into the arena, be continuously winking at one another and grinding their teeth.  The Accused suspected that the miraculous play of  Experts, as reported in newspaper columns, must owe a great deal to waggling of the left ear and raising of the right eyebrow.  But that does not mean that it was done deliberately and consciously.  Their behaviour would be conditioned response to the mannerisms of regular partners (and, for that matter, opponents).   The players themselves were convinced that all depended on their marvellous bidding systems and play.  This was not the only way in which a collective apparition could be maintained.  It might be so also, for instance, through rigid adherenc to their customs and dogmas.   The Accused knew very well that in such a situation it is very unlikely that the collective delusion ever be exposed.  It is far more likely that false accusations would be made against someone who relative to those delusions and traditions was doing rather too well.  One possible source of  error that struck The Accused was that Experts, if newspapers are to be believed, had very rigid notions about bidding and play.  If so, Experts collectively might suppose that something metaphysical was afoot if  two of their number bid and/or played one way on one occasion and another way on another occasion.   If pundits behaved more rationally than this, their bidding and play would be continuously varied in accordance with complicated calculations or estimates of probability or profitability of  alternative courses of action which included an assessment of  opponents’ current skill and performance which depends largely on subjective judgements or guesses rather than scientific facts and calculations that can be arrayed on paper. 

Reese, newspapers claimed, did in fact scratch his ears five times if he held five clubs in his hand.  So did Shapiro.  But they had no need to do so.  Their partner would already know about the five clubs.  Readers of Bridge columns will know that professionals, through their skills in bidding and deduction, invariably knew the entire composition of every hand at the table.  But Reese and Shapiro, because they were not so brilliant and won more tournaments, found it necessary to convey this information by the manner in which they sorted their cards, divided them into suits and then held them in such a manner that the separations into groups of different suits remained and the casual observer count how many cards in suit there were.  One of the Reese-Shapiro pair already knew what was  in Shapiro’s hand.  Probably Shapiro.  If  Reese turned out to be dummy, then Shapiro would also know what was in Reese’ hand.  Possibly he knew so anyway.  However, it turned out now, that despite all the reassurances in decades of  Bridge columns, Reese and Shapiro’s opponents did not know what was in Reese and Shapiro’s hand.  This meant that Reese and Shapiro had an unfair advantage.  Reese knew what was in Reese hand and Shapiro knew what was in Shapiro’s hand.  It was necessary therefore for Reese and Shapiro to rectify this injustice by broadcasting this information already known to themselves to their opponents.

 The author has suggested that The Accused suspected that the magical world of  Bridge pundits was very much affected by hidden signals which they players were neither aware of  sending nor of  receiving.  These signals would be received by opponents as well as partners.  A signal possibly might ensure that  the opponent won another trick or maybe it would instruct him that he must not do so.  It signals ensured conformity with whatever were the rules and regulations.  The preserved the manufactured credibility of  the circumscribed and barriered world of  Bridge experts.  In response to these signals they were behaving as robots, not conscious beings.  However, it is exceedingly unlikely that experts would ever become aware of  these hidden influences upon themselves, not even so in one individual case.   If anyone were Found Out there would be a cover-up explanation and a scapegoat.  

However, if what might be a signal is supposedly discovered, this does not prove that it is a signal.  If readers carefully watch the Bridge playing friends, or themselves when playing Bridge, they will find that a player does scratch his pate when he has the King of Diamonds in his hand, or his right forefinger does flicker upwards when he counts the four Diamonds in his hand.   The usual examples quoted involved  a player putting his hand on his chest and spreading his fingers in a particular way to spread information about the heart suit.  This is a well known jocular means of cheating amongst amateurs and it would certainly be noticed amongst professionals!   However, there is a psychology that links words (in this case, perhaps, the words ‘heart’ and  ‘four’) with unconscious behaviour and this type of  involuntary potential signal relating to the heart suit, sometimes just a vestigial flicker, the hand, with four fingers slightly upwards extended momentarily moving towards the chest and then being drawn back.  Tics of this kind are commonplace even amongst those who do not play Bridge.  There may be links between thought and gesture and these gestures are not necessarily recognised or functioning as signals.  If, amongst Bridge players, such a signal, if seen, it may be one common to all Bridge players and something that establishes their social system.  It could, in theory, be the pair’s private signal, whether unconscious or deliberate, but it may not be functioning as a signal at all - and any information that might be deduced from such a potential signal is likely to be of use only to the opponents.  There is link between liability to display such minitics and personality, minitickers being more impressionable, more easily hypnotised and, presumably, more normal and more easily absorbed into a social system, such as one of Bridge and other experts - a personality type to which The Accused did not belong.

The author does not claim that there was ever any genuine evidence that numbers of cards in suits could be read  from the manner in which Reese and Shapiro held and sorted their hands.  However, if Reese and Shapiro were flashing their hands in front of their partners and opponents then, presumably, this was permissible in tournament Bridge.  If the reader studies her Bridge playing friends she will find that they sort their cards and hold them exactly as Reese and Shapiro are alleged to have sorted and held them.  This may not be glaringly obvious.  It may be a matter of very small angles and distances.  It may be that nobody in Bridge circles notices this.  But such potential signals are just about inevitable.  Also, if the player is seen pulling a card out of his pack before playing it, that inevitably provides a potential signal.  If for instance Reese pulls out the fifth card from the end from the hand he is holding and it turns out to be the two of  Hearts. then he is likely to have four Spades in his hand.. a fact confirmed by his having made whatever bid in his system corresponds to the natural bid of one spade and...   Reese was actually accused of something very like this!

The Accused reports having been astonished at the verdict against Reese and Shapiro.  (This took place years after the events in the Accused’s life currently being related).  He wondered whether the members of Bridge’s ruling body knew how to play Bridge.  Perhaps, as in other organisations, the ruling powers were composed of Public School Boys and jolly good fellows or Once Greats who when they entered the committee room, if they in fact did enter, seemed to lose touch with reality.  Everybody, surely, knew that it was possible to make logical connections between players mannerisms, the manner they sorted their cards, from the backs of the cards themselves if they were held openly in the other player’s hand and from where in the hand the card came from when drawn from it.  It did not follow that anyone took any notice of such readily available information.  Professional poker players may, perhaps, not be permitted to scratch their ears during play.  They pull out machine guns instead.  Although The Accused might be poker-Faced inscrutable when playing Bridge or chess, there was no rule that compelled his to be so.  Similarly it was customary for players to sort and hold their hands and to pull cards out of their hands in full view of the other players.  The Accused was surprised to hear that tournament players sorted and held their cards in full view of other players, but if Reese and Shapiro could only have been accused of holding the backs of their cards in full view and of  scratching their ears publically if this was permissible in tournament chess.  So the pundits decided that henceforth screens between players would be erected in Bridge tournaments and phonometers were introduced to make sure that contestants were not varying the loudness of their bids.   However, lest Reese and Shapiro continued to appear and exploded the theory by continuing to win, they banned Reese and Shapiro from doing so.

Whether or not professional Bridge players might consciously or unconsciously cheat when playing their games and whether they could get any benefit from doing so and what are the chances of being found out is a subject more easily approached through a general theory regarding behaviour that might be interpreted as cheating.  It is general principle however that a manoeuvre is more likely to be successful and less likely to be Found Out (or never Found Out) if it is general practice and is automatic and/or unconscious.   If a  jockey deliberately fell off his horse he would most probably break his neck.  Games such as Bridge or chess are espoused by people who are outside social systems and whose character is not consistent with dishonesty, whether or not this be regarded as intentional.  Those who are skilful at cheating or telling lies are not very good at recognition of reality or  calculation and, conversely, those who are good at recognition of reality and calculation are not very good at telling lies and cheating.  A foreigner who ends up as world Bridge champion may well present a false passport to enable him to win the Romanian championship, since all passports are forged, but it is very unlikely he would cheat when playing his games.  On the other hand he would be very likely to be accused and found guilty.  The Accused assures us that Reese and Shapiro were not cheating.  His opponents were just jealous, mystified and annoyed that they produced better results than they did.  That was contrary to what they understood to be reality.  Reese had however invented a bidding system, The Accused claims, which bore some resemblance to one invented by The Accused during these years at the London Hospital.

The Accused tells us also that if  Bridge players wanted to use eyebrow signals, they would play charades instead of  Bridge.  The information provided by the Secret Service or by secret service methods is unreliable.  It may be that the British have nowhere to land other than Normandy, but that information, if the conclusion arises purely from the Secret Service having said so, may have been planted or, if not, the British might notice that the Germans have removed all their troops from Calais and change their mind.  A reliance on Secret Service signals in Bridge would place on the players a need for a great many extra skills and intellectual efforts, would enable their opponents to eavesdrop and would not tell the partner anything he does not know already or is of any use to him or cannot be deduced by easier methods or does not provide him with facility to gain objectives that cannot be reached by other means.  Secret Service information may be incorrect whereas what is observed and calculated is definite or involves an assessment of probabilities with which the calculating player is likely to feel more comfortable.  There is only so much information a human can digest, The Accused claims, and a limit to calculations he can perform (within limited time) and the Bridge player is better off ignoring the Secret Service signals.  If  Reese and Shapiro performed better than their colleagues, it is more likely that they differed in not, whether consciously or unconsciously, responding to such signals.   The Accused calculated, he claims, on the assumption that his opponents would produce the most effective play and it did not matter to him, if that actually happened, how they came to do so.

Nevertheless, The Accused tells us, that in later years when he was playing Bridge with Phil Lucas, Phil, when a member of the opposing pair, might on the odd occasion throw The Accused a surreptitious glance and fleeting grin which The Accused interpreted as ‘I can see from the way the back of your hand is arrayed and from where you are pulling out your cards that you have four Spades (or whatever)’.  However, this is likely to have meant also: “I see that you are going to make the contract”.  The Accused is unlikely to have been so careless if it made any difference.  The Accused already in l965 at the London Hospital had suspected, in Bridge or other card games, that miraculous events were taking place and that other players might be watching how he was sorting his cards, how they were distributed as he held up his hand and from where he was pulling them during the play.   This was even though he was somewhat lazy and tended not to bother to sort out the cards in suits and in order, or would sort them in the order in which he expected to be played and might, most of the time have them lying in a heap on the table and not be looking at them.   This failure to order the cards would irritate kibitzers, who might loudly complain that either this was a transgression of  requirement or that it indicated an intent to pick up an illegitimate trick by at some stage not following suit when able to do so.  However, if he was adopting more orthodox methods of manipulating cards he would counter these deliberate secret service activities, where suspected, by deliberately sorting his cards in a manner that deceived the prying eyes.  But then, for they knew, it might be a double-bluff and he might really have the distribution which the signals indicated.  He would also regularly justify his failure to hold is cards in correct order by the claim that this was compulsory to avoid such signals.  The secret service game thus, if it was to be pursued, became more complicated.  The Accused had some tendency to have the cards that might be expected to win tricks on one side of  the hand when holding it and those which were not on the other, but even that might not be obvious to any viewer since even when physically looking at the cards he was apt to see the order that was in his mind rather than presented in reality.  Although people may not see some object at al when they are not looking at it, when they do look at it they see an image that is in part doctored by their own processes.  However the order in which the cards are held could be used as a code to store information which the rules ordain should be held in memory or which all assume is held in memory.   If this happens - and, again, this might not be done fully consciously - this might perhaps be regarded as a form of  cheating.  There are also adjuncts to memory, again not necessarily fully conscious, such as holding four toes taught when memorising the number four.  Reese, for all we know, might have used his right foot as an abacus for the heart suit and the left foot as an abacus for the spade suit, and, in itself, perhaps, this could be deemed cheating and, if the opponents could see through his shoes, he would have been transmitting signals.

Every Bridge player, however amateur or humble, knew that all the signals alleged during the Reese-Shapiro controversy did or could exist.  They were, when amateur players were entertaining one another, openly used.  Professionals, when enjoying themselves between serious games, probably did so as well.  These manoeuvres were also in Bridge folklore or chat repeatedly mentioned - just as in betting shop chat we are forever hearing about the trainer who enters four dogs or horses in the same race and bets very heavily on the outsider or about the goalkeeper who takes bribes.

Every group of people who share an interest have a repertoire of stories that are told again and again.  In a recent 2004 television programme a magician produced a 50% score when playing simultaneously against ten grand masters.  The grandmasters then, with a straight face, confessed that the magician had played very well and that the outcome was totally unexpected.  But every chessplayer in the world knows how this is done - and it could not be done without some cooperation from the grandmasters.  The Reese-Shapiro detractors similarly were reciting stories known to every Bridge player in the world.  By that time, not merely The Accused and those indoctrinated by The Accused, but real Bridge players - and all Bridge players - were taking precautions against these particular  Secret Service activities.  If world championship contestants did  not do so, this was in itself a signal that they had and expected absolute trust in each other.

Despite the popularity of  openly declared and homorously intended cheating amongst amateur Bridge players and  the need not to take the game too seriously,  The Accused was a boring character, who took the necessity of  winning too seriously to cheat.  His partner could scratch his chest as much as he liked.  The Accused still wouldn’t play the required card in Hearts.   He preferred to be misled by his own calculations rather than by his partner’s signal.

There do exist also what might be described as more legitimate signals.  If a player leads the Ace of  Spades, then, if his partner drops his King on it, which he might do voluntarily if he also has the Queen, Jack and ten, this may be regarded as a signal.  If so, then if  The Accused delivered such a signal he would expect the spade to be played and partner making such a signal would expect the spade to be played.   But The Accused was so boring that he might not even respond to such a signal 

Since the declarer knows what is in dummy’s hand and doesn’t need to be told anything by or tell anything to his partner, there is presumably not a great deal of  cheating  involved  if  he takes his time over thinking immediately after it has been decided what contract is to be played.  His opponents, however, do not know what lies in each others’ hands, or not necessarily so or not necessarily entirely.  So perhaps if they were allowed to choose for themselves how much time to spend on thinking prior to the cards being played, then a thinking period of  seventeen seconds might indicate, perhaps,  possession of  the three of clubs.   If  one player has a stopwatch calibrated in thousandths of  a millisecond, then a thinking time of  one thousandth of a millisecond could signal possession of  a particular thirteen card hand.  Two thousandth of  a millisecond would signal a different hand of thirteen cards.  Three thousandth of a milliseconds would be the signal for another.  There are enough thousandths of a milliseconds in a couple of  minutes to enable the player to signal accurately the composition of  any hands he holds.  He and his partner would however have to remember what each of  the millions of signals stood for or else be accompanied by a large heavy catalogue.   To prevent this cheating by the defending pair it is necessary to allocate them fixed period of  preliminary thinking time or none at all.  Having done that, it would be unfair to allow the declarer more thinking time than permitted to his opponents.  

Nevertheless, The Accused had noticed that the Warwickshire chessplayer and well known personality, W. Ritson Morry, might, when playing Bridge, before playing a contract, stare at his cards for a considerable period of time.  Some minutes... though perhaps in professional Bridge circles this would not be a considerable period of time.  But once he had played his first card, he played his remaining cards, when it was his turn to do so, without further delay.  The Accused imitated Ritson Morry behaviour.  Actually, Ritson Morry, or The Accused, as declarer, would not be playing the first card.  But The Accused would have ignored any card which had already been played while deciding what to do once had been played (which it already had).  He would be in a state of concentration, noticing only what he wanted to notice.  It might, of course, take not five hours but only a fraction of a second to decide on the plan or The Accused might already know how he was going to play before the contract was reached.

The Accused found Bridge more strenuous than playing chess.  The chessplayer can take a rest any time he chooses, whereas the Bridge player not merely has to remember and not temporally forget his plan but has to remember what cards still remain unplayed and where, if this is known, the remaining cards are.  Newspaper columns give the impression that Bridge players remember exactly this.  The Accused did not actually do so.  Rather he remembered an edited abstract of  this information - however much was necessary.  He might have to know which of  his cards were ‘winners’, how many cards of each suit or of particular suits remained, and, if this was known, how many were in each hand (which is the same as knowing how many are in one of the hands) and might have to remember that particular cards had not been played and, if known, where they were - and he would have to remember and continue to calculate, if  necessary, how he was planning to deal with this.  A journalist might find it easier to claim that The Accused knew where each card was than to attempt to describe the thinking as it actually was.  If  the information he was using  had been fed into a computer, it may come up with the information that the West held the four of clubs.  It might come up with the full list of  all the cards held in each opposing hand.   It might be just as if  The Accused was aware of all of  this - but he was not consciously aware of  it.  The Accused also did not come by this information in the manner of  newspaper pundits because the opponent had made such and such a bid.  Possibly that made a contribution, but, even though perhaps in a reconstruction after the play that might be introduced, The Accused would not necessarily consciously remember the bids or where the information came from.  Whether the pundits really make the dogmatic deductions from the bidding sequences described in newspapers which seem speculative to the amateur, The Accused did not.  Such deductions are not utterly reliable and much, and just as much, can be deduced from the actual play and although there were times when the making of a contract depended on a chance, though not as often as apparently in the practice of pundits, and The Accused tried to find ways of avoiding uncertainties, such deductions seemed to The Accused to be an excuse for guesswork in place of  calculation of  probabilities.  Pundits may have a rationality that is so predictable that opposing pundits can rely on it, but amateurs don’t - and The Accused found it hard to believe that even pundits would allow themselves to be so transparent.  The Accused therefore minimised the intellectual effort to what was necessary, or, if the reader does not believe that, to what effort he had decided to make, but it was nevertheless effort.  This led to The Accused chain-smoking Players No 6 cigarettes when playing Bridge, even though he was when not playing Bridge not then addicted to tobacco.  He did sometimes smoke cigarettes but was under no compulsion.  

Since there is a dummy in Bridge during the play of the cards, Bridge can be adapted into a game for three players, with an extra hand, turned up, not turned up or partially turned up, which three players compete in an auction to play a contract in which they will annex the dummy.  The Accused claims that he was the inventor of  three handed Bridge - and of the two handed Bridge which later emerged - and for the comical vocabulary which became attached to this game (such as ‘singling’ rather than doubling - and ‘resingling’).  These new games and others were pioneered by the Highcross Chess.   The author suspects that the game more evolved.   They probably were initially The Accused’s idea but Mick Stokes might also have some claim to have invented three handed Bridge.  Mick Broadhurst, though that game more evolved during future years, is believed to have made some contribution to the rules and vocabulary of  two handed Bridge.  The Accused introduced these and other Highcross Chess Club innovations to the London Hospital.

The reader may have gained the impression that The Accused managed to play Bridge in spite of a delusion that it was necessary always to win because his opponents were generous enough to make errors.  However, he does not appear to have been unreservedly grateful for these errors.  The Accused when watching games of  Bridge at the London Hospital and, later, when playing in them, knew nothing about Bridge but retained his inbuilt aversion to anything that appeared to him to be absurd or illogical.  The English language refers to any sort of aversion as a phobia.. as in ‘xenophobia’ or ‘homophobia’ .. even though the alleged phobics may not actually be afraid of  anything.  So this repugnance of illogicality was probably some sort of  phobia.  There was a catalogue of  London Hospital Bridge traditions which aroused this absurdity-phobia.  The author has tried to edit these out, as far as possible, from the preceding text, which the intention of putting them together in a catalogue.  No doubt some potent phobiagens will end up forgotten, but the author will try here to provide a list.

The most glaring example of phobiagenesis was what in the London Hospital was known as a ‘finesse’ and continued to be so called for perhaps even two years after The Accused joined the Bridge amateurs (There were also serious players, or allegedly so, who played in a team, but The Accused never saw them in action).  Suppose that South, who is declarer,  holds the Queen of clubs in his hand, and North, the dummy,  holds the Ace.  Either East or West holds the King, but North does not know which.  South, according to London hospital tradition would play a ‘finesse’ which consisted of  playing the Queen and if  West then played the Queen, he played Ace from north and supposed that the ‘finesse’ had been successful and he supposes he has made an extra trick.  If  the King is not played by West, the Ace is not played and if  East then comes up with the King, then the finesse has not been successful.  The finesse has, supposedly, therefore, a fifty-fifty chance of  being successful.  It is surprising that players did not notice, when they came to count up their tricks at the end, that the extra trick appeared to be missing.   North might also have the Jack and ten of  clubs - in which case North may well be establishing (with a fifty per cent chance) an extra trick.  It might also be that both the Queen and Ace are in dummy, in which case a low card can be led from hand and then if  West holds the King and then if  he plays it declarer plays the dummy Ace and if not the dummy Queen then, again, there is a fifty per cent of  making the extra trick (i.e. if  West rather than East holds the King).  However, this manoeuvre was played by leading the Queen from hand to the Ace in dummy when declarer did not have the Jack in his own hand, nor in dummy.. nor the ten, nor the nine....  It did happen at the London Hospital that the Queen was led from hand and then passed round unmolested and made the trick.  There might be some good reason for withholding the King or  the withholder might suppose there might be.. but the King commonly failed to appear even without plausible explanation.   What to be expected is that this ‘finesse’ has not a fifty per cent chance of success but a zero chance.  The Ace makes a trick in any case, and whatever happens, the King goes on the Queen.  So the Queen does not make a trick.

The Accused ab initio would, in this situation, if there was nothing better, if it was really necessary to make the contract or extra trick, possibly after first playing the Ace, lead a card from dummy and referred to this as finesse.  That, if  West holds the King, establishes a trick for the Queen.  This then does give a fifty-fifty chance of  the ‘finesse’ working.  However, it also contributed to The Accused’s absurdity-phobia that the London Hospital should be so keen on this notion of  ‘finesse’ at all.  Colleagues would look at their hand and decide that they would play the hand so that the contract depended on the fifty-fifty chance of  the ‘finesse’ being ‘successful’.  The Accused did not wish to depend on fifty-fifty chances and the ‘finesse’ in the Accused’s version concedes one club trick and, in the London Hospital version, two!  It seemed to The Accused that there were more reasonable ways of  dealing with this type of situation.  The reader may have noticed that if  the King and Queen are both in dummy, then, if it is East rather than South who leads the club, then the ‘finesse’ is bound to work.  Similarly, if  the Queen is, in the controversial situation we are considering, held by South, then, if  East leads a club, this establishes the Queen and indeed, if  he also holds the King, he ends up without the otherwise guaranteed club trick.  This is what declarer has to wangle.  He wants West to lead the club rather than East.  If  East does lead it, North witholds the Queen, though he may put on the next highest club and may then lose the trick or take with the Ace - whichever he calculates is most expedient.  There may be several of  these ‘finesses’ which depend on East or West having the lead and it regularly happens that the player of  the contract can win a succession of  tricks which it is safe to win and then arrange for East or West to win a trick and then be unable to lead anything which does not concede a further trick.  The fact that the opponents need to avoid setting up such ‘finesse’ tricks can also prove  useful restriction which enables declarer to find time to set up lower card tricks in other suits.  Another manoeuvre is the attempt to establish the Queen by ‘dropping’ or forcing out the kind before the Queen is played.  Various possibilities arise with mathematical probabilities known, or known approximately, to Bridge players.  If the King is a singleton, then if the Ace is played, the King drops on top of it.  If the King is a doubleton, then if the Ace is played and then a small club, the King drops on that. If North and South have stacks of clubs, then this may be a different situation, one in which declarer is, in any case, trying to establish and run low clubs, but if  the King belongs to a tripleton, then the third club drops the King.  It probably will not be advisable or necessary to try to drop the potentially doubleton or singleton King before doing anything else, but  the opponents may throw away a few clubs later on or the situation may be more clarified.  They have to do something and it may that whatever they do they set up declarer’s contract somehow.

  It is not necessarily a matter of there being one available ‘finesse’.  There may be several and other possibilities lying around (such as making tricks with tens and nines).  How to deal with the ‘finesse’ may become clarified during the course of the play.  If the contract depends on making a trick with either of  two queens rather than both of  them and there are alternative ways whereby these queens might end up winning  a trick and when there are also other possibilities that might arise which generate the extra trick, the odds become rather better than fifty per cent.  Indeed, The Accused says they were hundred per cent even with only one queen available.  The author suspects that once calculations became complicated or there were too many possibilities to analyse, he just imagined the odds were a hundred per cent.  But, truth to tell if it was clear even to The Accused that he was within half a queen of  making the contract before the first card had been played, it probably was a hundred per cent chance.

The reader might be able to  produce some situation in which the London Hospital pseudo-finesse is very clever, but The Accused found that it was usually a mistake and that the crude reliance on finesses, even where not pseudo, to make contracts was also regularly a mistake.  He should not have complained.  There were few maneuvers that earned The Accused more unearned  score points than the opponent’s pseudofinesse. 

It was well known to Bridge players that that Bridge players that the Thames Embankment, near which there is presumably some Bridge club, is crowded with individuals who have forgotten to draw trumps and have a tendency to trip over the side.  If the reader has seen any such persons, that is who they are.  The chap who recently visited Beachy Head, whose name was Colonel North, had been playing  a contract of  Four Hearts.  This he could have made, after winning the first trick with the queen of  clubs in his hand,  by playing in succession the Ace, King and Queen of  Trumps, thereby extracting the opposing trumps, and then taking five tricks off the top.. and the remaining trump makes a trick.  Instead, he led on the second round, the Ace of Clubs, which East promptly won by trumping it.  East then led a diamond to West’s Ace.  West then lead another club which was trumped by East, North’s King dropping onto it.  It was all his partner’s fault for redoubling and not having the Queen of  Diamonds when he bid Three Spades. 

Despite the unfortunate behaviour of  the aforesaid unfortunate’s partner, the dogma that it was necessary to draw trumps and the unspoken but enacted corollary that the defender does not draw trumps was a copious source of  phobiagens.  After all, he only had seven trumps.  He was lucky.  His partner could have landed him in an even worse pickle.  As a matter of fact he did.  The fantasy that the opposing hearts were split 3-3 was manufactured during his confusion after the event.  Actually, East had six hearts and the two he used for trumping would have made tricks anyway.  Every time the Colonel was drawing a round of trumps, he was using up two of his valuable trumps while his opponents were only deprived of  one.. and it is highly likely that the Ace, King and Queen of  Trumps would have made tricks anyway.  Colonel North was lucky to make more than four tricks.  Supposing, however, that we do not know there was a 6-0 split, then the distribution would be likely to be 4-2 or worse.  Also, his partner could have been even more unreasonable in that North may not have had available the outside winners to take off  the top.. or he might have to establish them.

Unfortunate though it may have been that his winning clubs got trumped, to stand a chance of  not going too many down he had at some stage to shorten East’s trumps by some device such as this rather than wasting his own.  Similarly, East would be making hay every time he led a trump.  From the data supplied, it is not clear that the Colonel’s suicide was justified.  His opponents might have had quite a reasonable contract available.  He may have played the hand correctly and the loss of points may not have been quite as serious as he supposed - or it might have been had his partner on top of  all his other crimes decided to redouble.  Did he redouble?  Colonel North, as his car dropped over the cliff, thought that he probably had.  His partner was a bastard.

In the above example, with the 6-0 split it might have been the defenders who should have been in the heart contract, which could even happened with a speculative Three Hearts opening bid.  It is not suggested that there was any way of  knowing this or that it is wise to have only a minority of the trumps.  But if  West should have been in Hearts and if  he was heading for the higher number of  tricks, then it was he as defender and not the declarer who needed to draw trumps.  As a matter of  fact, Colonel North’s car got stuck in some bushes on the side of  the cliff and crawled out and waited until rescued.  He then persisted in his insistence that he could easily make the four hearts by drawing trumps.  In that case it would have been a mistake for him to try for an extra clever trick by some method that avoided the drawing of trumps and find himself going one down because his opponents trumped one of  his tricks.  The desirability of  the drawing of trumps seems to depend on whether or not he is up against it.  Whichever player who is not up against it, whether declarer or defender, should be drawing trumps.  More specifically, he it advisable to draw trumps with enough trumps, with a favourable opposing split and the outside tricks that are there or can be set up.

According to The Accused the contract of  one of a suit is one in which it is incorrect for the declarer to draw trumps and correct for the defenders to do so.  Or usually so.  In The Accused’s practice, a contract of  one of a suit would be bid with a low Honours Point Score, perhaps only nine or ten or perhaps even less.  His partner might on rare occasions leave him in a contract of  one without any support for his suit .. but he would be expected to take him out of it.  So he is likely to have had, between himself and partner, seven trumps - against which there is a less than even chance of  a 3-3 split.  For all it matters, The Accused would not necessarily have any honours cards in trumps.  It is not necessarily when playing these apparently unmakeable contracts of one to crudely play tricks off the top, but he will be relying on his opponents not to draw trumps (though it is easier for him if his opponents do it than if he does it) but rather wants them to use their trumps to trump his cards.  Then, at the end, he will use his own trumps for cross trumping (or he does so earlier on if he has the opportunity).  The reader may say that The Accused should  never have been allowed to make these outrageous contracts - but it remains that he regularly did and that not drawing trumps is the king-pin.  The reader will recognise that this technique cannot be used in one no trump contracts.  One no trump contracts, The Accused assures us, are unlikely to make where Two No Trumps does not also make.  Similarly two of a suite contracts which have been legitimately reached, in the sense that there is no benefit, real or imaginary, in continuing the bidding, are also unlikely to be made.

A standard technique, according to The Accused, is not to keep playing the trump suite but the suite which is, apart from trumps, is the longest.  The objective is to establish a safe majority of  trumps.  If the second suite is established then it is ‘as if trumps’.  The opponents can only win tricks by trumping this suit.  Where the player finds himself in the wrong trump suit - that is a second suit which is longer - and especially so when through some error the pair with the contract only have six trumps - then the declarer plays it, at least initially, as if  he the suit which ought to be trumps.  Because of  this, where there is an alternative of  spades or diamonds as trumps, then, even though the diamond suit may be longer or dramatically so, it is permissible to go, for instance, for the three spades, worth ninety points, instead of the four diamonds, worth eighty points (as happens in the bidding system The Accused invented).  It is unlikely that the player will make more than one less trick if  he is in the ‘wrong’ trump suit (that is, the second longest or the one with the more even split between declarer’s hand and dummy).

Phobiagens generated by veneration of voids and by the enthusiasm with which players win tricks with trumps when they are void in a suit resemble those generated by trump-drawing addiction.  Some of these have been previously related.  It was a  London Hospital dogma that voids deserved to be registered in the Point Count used initially to assess the strength of  hands.  It might be possible, for instance, to make a contract of  seven spades without the aces of clubs and diamonds because there is a void of  one in one hand and a void of the other in the other.  If either suit is led, it gets trumped.  Or it might then get overtrumped by one of the defenders and, although the reader will wring their hands in horror, in The Accused’s circles grand slams were made with two aces missing without there being any voids.  If  newspaper columns are to be believed,  the Pundits make a Grand Slam on every other hand, and more often than not they are keeping their opponents out of an alternative Grand Slam.  Reaching and making Grand Slams is very important in tournament play.  The players are trying to get the best score for the hand.  In rubber bridge Grand Slams are not quite so common.  Nor is it so important to get into them.  It has been claimed above that cross trumping is needed to make the dodgy contract of  one of  suit which shouldn’t really make - but that depends on setting up of several voids.  Cross trumping may also be important in the three heart contracts which have been discussed.  Nevertheless, the custom of adding on Honours Points for a void is apt to be illogical because it usually involves counting the same benefit twice.  The player has a void in his hand because he has a long suit.  In fact, the long suite is likely to be the one chosen to be trumps.  The trump suit in this hand is also likely to be longer than that in partner’s hand.  Thus if  the sixth trump trumps a card in which there is a void it does not generate an extra trick.  The sixth trump is going to make a trick anyway.  If, as does happen, there are only four trumps accompanying the void and only three trumps in partner’s hand the void is even a liability.  Trumping a card in the suite in which there is a void shortens the trump suit in the hand to three, whereas the opponents are likely to have four in one hand and to find it useful to draw trumps!  On the other hand, if there are five trumps in one hand and two in the other, then if the void is in the same hand as the two, then, if this leads to one of the two being used for trumping, that could be a bonus.  It is not unusual, when players suppose they have scored a great coup when trumping a card of a suite in which they have a void, that the void is useless and that this play is a blunder.

There was another phobiagen in the belief that it was essential that the trump suit included honours card or that if a bid was made of  one or more of a suit that an honours card, or several, had to be held in the suit bid.  Thus it would, under then fashionable dogmas, have been eccentric to go into a contract of  two spades with four spades in each hand, none of them higher than a nine, when the pair held the King and Jack of  Diamonds and the pair held seven or more diamonds.  The Accused, as a matter of fact, would have been happy to be in Spades, however many diamonds he and his partner had.  The Accused and his partners did study this situation and found that it might be useful to have some method of  drawing attention to the diamonds if the suit in one hand was very long and the hands in terms of  ‘points’ were weak - with a view to bidding some higher contract.  A pre-emptive three bid could be used.  However, it does not matter that there are no honours cards in trumps.  The Accused would point out that trumps were stronger cards than every non-trump card in the pack.  This meant that if  the points awarded for tricks in every suit were the same it would be preferable to be in a diamond contract if there were rather more diamonds.  It meant also, however, that if  Spades were trumps, the Queen of  Diamonds remained the Queen of  Diamonds  while the Five of  Spades,  if trumps, become more than the Queen of  Diamonds.

The reader will point out that this neglect of  trump honour tricks could result in a contract of  Four Spades with only eight spade cards and the Ace, King, Queen and Jack missing.  So it does.  And the contract makes.  Or, occasionally, it goes one down.  A contract in an alternative suit will be no better.  There are four spades in each hand and whatever number of spade losers there were with spades as trumps will remain.  Three No Trumps might have been available.   The bidding into this contract is likely to take place without knowledge of  every card in the two hands.  This type of  situation  does arise with only seven spades and the King, Queen, Ace and Jack missing.  The Accused claims that in the only case he remembers of  this he lost three trump tricks and won the rest.  But the chances are that there will, in fact, be eight or nine spades and at least some spade honour card.  If  the player ends up in Seven Spades or  Seven No Trumps he will want to have some spade honours cards, including the Ace, or a very long Spade Suit (and he needs these Spade honours also with Seven Diamonds) - but if he gets into those contracts, then probably he will have the required cards.  It is not possible to produce any rules to which there is not an exception or which will not be defeated by some deal of the hands.  One system will come acropper in one situation and another in another.  But it does not seem sensible to insist that there are honours cards in a suit that is bid as trumps.  Other things being equal, it is the longest suit that should be trumps, not the strongest.

The author has edited out from earlier paragraphs some details of a further phobiagen of  London Hospital play when first witnessed by The Accused, that it was somewhat direct or crude.  Declarer would play all his winning cards as soon as he could out of  fear, maybe, that they would run away.  They might run away.  But there might also not be enough tricks.  The Accused is not a person who readily learns from textbooks.  If he had read about the various manoeuvres in textbooks he would not have understood.  Thus he found himself using, without these ever having been taught him, various devices which other people did not seem to be using - and because they appeared not to be using them these devices have stuck in his mind and he lists them even though everyone else already knows about them.  The Accused too feared that tricks would run away, but he also wanted to make contracts... and, in fact, it can well be that the tricks can be prevented from running away and nothing is lost if  the player waits in the hope that a few more will be manufactured.  The author suspects that where there was no obvious immediate way of  making a contract The Accused may not have been certain that he could the trick he was already going to make and that he had idea why other tricks should be set up,  but they were.  The Accused’s opponents knew that the making of a contract might depend on declarer playing, on the last trick, some card of some suit (to which nobody could follow suit).  They may not have been able to prevent it.  The Accused says that he can remember not a single case of  bluff, guesswork or poker in his games of  Bridge.  He also claims that his calculations took every possible distribution into a account but that he cannot remember a case in which the situation faced did not turn out to be much easier than the hypothetical situations for which calculations had to be made.  However, they did not seem to see it coming.  It has previously that a trick may be generated, particularly near the end of the game, by one of the opponents being forced into winning a trick and then having to lead a card.  This type of  device appears in The Accused’s company by other enthusiasts simply not to have been used.  

In respectable Bridge circles the players are expected to declare to their opponents and administration their bidding system in advance of  play. This requirement has highly phobiagenic implications because it assumes that contestants  have rigid systems of bids which have what Bridge Players call ‘meanings’ or that they transmit what they call ‘information’, that they know what these meanings or informations are and that they can be briefly represented in the English or Japanese language.  Besides having this linguistic nature, the meanings or information are subjectively pictorial, the assumption being that each player is enabled by his partner’s bid to build up a progressively more accurate picture of what his partner has in his hand.  The contestant is also entitled to share whatever information is transmitted by his opponents’ bids.  Because the contestants know what cards are in the hands they can then tell what contracts they or their opponents can successfully make or what contracts will fail and by how much.  This information is not something vague, or, as amounts to the same, too complex to be readily painted in words such as a great stack of probabilities or a probability vector or function as in as in quantum mechanics or an assessment of probabilities of some ultimate objective being successful.

These assumptions may apply to Tournament Bridge.  The Amateur Rubber Bridge Player however does not have a rigid bidding system, does not know what his bidding system is and does not know what his bids mean.  Nevertheless, the bids are calculated and serve towards the objective.  Or at any rate we can describe the bids as calculated, though they may as much that we do in life, done automatically, presumably in response to practice and experience, without ourselves having much idea that we are doing it or why.  The objective is to score as many points more or as few less than the opponents.  The bids are intended to achieve this objective overall or in the long run - not so with certainty when playing a particular hand.  So, crudely, if a pair are regarded as having a ‘system’, if they lose three thousand points on the first rubber but are twenty thousand ahead at the end of the evening, that justifies the ‘system’.

It may not do!  The pair may be fifty thousand points down at the end of the week or suddenly lose a great amount in one game.  There are numerous examples of profitable systems which may, according to experience, work for weeks, years, or decades and then be followed by a catastrophe.  These can both from theory and from practical experience of  similar miracles and the lore of historians be recognised - even though they regularly are not.  Bridge is not a game of escalating successes or of the potential penalty for failure forever increasing and it is not possible to lose a fortune in points in one hand.  It would not necessarily matter if it was possible since a win on six days of week would still be considered a win overall even if there was a devastating loss on the seventh.  Experience is not bad a bad guide in Bridge.  But it is still desirable to have some understanding or theoretical model which accompanies the experience, a means of  examining in the mind or by calculation or thought the various possibilities and probabilities that may arise.  Ideally the computer always lists all these possibilities and allocates a set of products of  profit or loss plus probability of occurrence to each in the circumstances of some action being taken, the total then being summated and compared with totals produced by other potential courses of action.  How this is done may not be entirely clear but that is what bidding, however much built on active calculation, however much built on experience or however much the bidder may not actually know what he is doing, sets out to achieve.

This means that bidding may be legitimately disruptive.  It is intended to prevent the opponents getting into the ‘right’ contract as well as intended to get the get the bidders not into the ‘right’ contract, and the transmission of a great deal of ‘information’ may not be the best way of doing this.  Nevertheless the objective is still to for the opponents to make as many points as possible or for the opponents to make as few as few as possible (or to maximise bidders’ score minus opponents’ score).  The way of doing this may not be to go for the apparently most lucrative contract available but could be to end up with something rather boring and unspectacular.   It could be that if one pair is not spectacular, the other, over a sufficiently long time for the trend to be observable, also ends up not being spectacular.  Nevertheless, contracts are the route to these points.  The process of gathering specific information about hands and using the picture obtained to visualise the contracts that might be played is a means to the objective, but it is not the objective in itself and it is not necessarily the means whereby the objective is achieved or not necessarily entirely so - and bids do not necessarily have ‘meanings’ or do not necessarily ‘transmit information’ in a sense that can easily be summarised in words or painted as a picture.

The notion that bidding systems have a constant invariable nature which permits the contestants to provide brief prior explanations.  This could be true of tournament bridge.  Pundits are a circle of people who all know one another, who are familiar with each others’ play and are all the same in the sense that they do not make mistakes and they may only be playing a hand or two against any individual pair during the festivities - and Tournament Bridge is a different game.  However, the amateur Rubber Bridge player faces differing opposition, and the differing opposition may play with differing skills on differing days, according to whether or not it has had a row with the boss and, in fact, in amateur circles the dealing of cards tends not to be entirely random and, for that matter, the cards may be marked.  Pundits use several packs or use a new pack on every game.  This presumably leads to lots of Grand Slams.  The Accused did throw the pack all over the table before dealing and there were several ‘cuts’ of the pack.  But it is virtually impossible for a deal to be entirely random - and also it is very easy, despite such precautions,  whether deliberately or accidentally, to rig a deal.   The bidding ‘system’ of the amateur is continuously evolving and it does so in response to the results produced - that is to say, the opposition’s play.  However sneaky this might be, that the bidding and play depends on the opposition or their current style or effectiveness of play appears to be inevitable.  An example of this is the degree to which the opponents have a tendency to double.  It is possible to argue that the weighted probabilities do not change greatly or at all despite the doubling.  It would take a lot of time and a very large computer to find out.  It does seem to the author however that if opponents do not double it is possible to get away with just about anything and consistently to overbid the opponents whereas the intervention of doubles at least gives some impetus to a more cautious policy.  This does mean that Bridge becomes a game of uncertainties and bluffs, deceptions and blind bids and confusions which some may liken to poker and the Pundits consider this a very bad thing and deplorable and to be prevented by fixed conventions.  But that is in the nature of the amateur game.

The convention of declaring the ‘bidding system’ is adopted by the amateur game.  At the London Hospital an unfamiliar pair would invariably announce that they played the Acol bidding system.  This was from The Accused’s point of view a minor phobiagen.  By ‘Acol’ they really meant that they bid in the manner discussed above - whatever they felt like bidding.  ‘Acol’ meant that they played Bridge, or that they made bids or that they made some use of the Point Count.  But there is a bidding system devised at the Acol club though nobody knew what it was.  But The Accused suspected it was highly phobiagenic.   

A Major Phobiagen however then invariably followed.  One of the pair would ask: -

“Do you play Strong  No Trump or Weak No Trump?”

Everyone played either Strong No Trump or Weak No Trump.  Or they said or believed that they did.  They might possibly on some days play Strong and on some days play Weak but not both at the same time.  By Strong  No Trump was meant the use of  the One No Trump bid to  declare possession of  some large number of  Honour Points, within some range.  Perhaps eighteen to twenty one points.  The bidder is hoping to reach a game contract.  If the player had such a strong hand then it is likely that his was the first bid, but if it wasn’t the One No Trump bid might possibly mean something else.  It could possibly be an indication that he had support for every suit except that bid by his partner - in which he had  doubleton.  Not necessary support in honours cards, perhaps, but cards in the other suits - and the doubleton.  In other words, the bidder, if nothing else happened, was intending to play a contract of one no trump.  So it would be necessary to add:  “I am playing a Strong No Trump”.  Or he could  indicate the bid by pausing before making it or by pronouncing the bid with greater emphasis.  Nobody knew what exactly a Weak No Trump was but The Accused supposed that it must be a bid of  One No Trump made with a hand with no more than opening bid in terms of  point count, with four cards in either diamonds or clubs and three cards in each of the other three suits.  The partner then, if there was no intervening bid, was expected to bid, even if his hand contained no Honours Points and if he had one, to bid two of  a major suit in which he had at least four cards.  One way of  doing this is that if the partner raises the weak One No Trump bid to two, this constitutes a tactical sacrifice - though one so effective that in respectable circles the pair would not be left in it (which would make a  Weak No Trump in the sense used here a useless bid which served only to provide the opponents with information).  On the other hand, if the bid has been a strong No Trump the contract, in the sense that the original bidder already himself had enough for the opening bid plus a reply, is the two bid is not a sacrifice, or not so much of a sacrifice.  The Accused claims that he always made his three no trump contracts when there was a combined to total of  nineteen points in declarer’s hand and dummy and, therefore he should have been expected to make a two contract reached via the strong No Trump route.  Since one no trump bids were used in this way - resulting in some contract other than One no  Trump, irrespective of  whether the one bid is strong or weak, there is perhaps some previous support for The Accused’s claim that One No  Trump is rarely a satisfactory contract.

The reason for the phobia would be revealed by The Accused’s reply, that he played an ‘Ambiguous No Trump’.  If he bid One No Trump, The Accused explained, the partner was expected to treat it as a ‘weak no trump’, to reply to it irrespective of  circumstances.  Then, if the player who made the One No Trump bid does not bid again, the partner assumes that this really was a weak no trump and does not bid again.  If the player who originally bid One No Trump bids again, then he can be taken to have bid a Strong No Trump.

The Ambiguous No Trump is a ‘forcing bid’ in the sense that the partner, if there is no intervening bid, is expected to reply irrespective of what he holds in his hand.  Mr. Nelson, or even other partners, sometimes, to The Accused’s consternation, occasionally didn’t .. and then produced apologies and excuses.  However, it would turn out alright.  So that introduces another possibility - not replying to the forcing bid!  In some circles the partner replies anyway, even if there is an intervening bid and even if this is a disruptive pre-emptive intervening bid or some other bid of three of a suit or maybe even if there has been a higher bid.  So this introduces more possibilities - replying or not replying.  This, or some other forcing bid, can be put to a great variety of uses.  The is nothing in rules outlawing a bid of  one no trump followed by a bid of  six or even seven hearts on the second round, other than that it might be difficult to explain if queried.  But since such sequences are available, presumably it would be valuable to have some use for them.  A more common manoeuvre, whether as preplanned part of a system or as momentary inspiration was to use the one no trump forcing bid with hands similar to that discussed as a potential use of the ‘pre-emptive’ three bid’ - made when there is a seven card suit with perhaps an outside Ace or even an outside Ace, King, Queen - with few points but nevertheless with slam potential.  A game or slam call may turn out fortunate with such hands.  It is possible to bid on the first round One No Trump and then on the second round, three hearts, four hearts or six hearts.  Or the partner may guess that he has a good fit and raise the three hearts to six or seven.  The ‘pre-emptive bid’ as previously discussed as functions, or potential functions of  disruption, competition in the sense of  getting into a contract to keep opponents out theirs ( and it regularly turns out there really was one) or to drive the opponents into to too high a contract or one of the wrong suit, or, as often turns out, to get into a high contract which is then made.  It might be expedient to have different bids or bidding sequences for different functions, though these are not necessarily clearly separate or immediately known and it might not be expedient to tell the opponents about it.  However, the one no trump substitute for the pre-emptive bid may merely be a fishing expedition - bid to discover what opponents and/or partner to bid, or to provide more time to construct or avoid the slam - or it may just be to confuse the opponents.  The use of the available forcing one bid seems a very good way of dealing with this long suited hand but the bidder may not actually know why he is doing it!

The Ambiguous No Trump, therefore, does not actually have a meaning - or the meaning evolves or only emerges after the event.  This property is not unique to this particular bid, though it does make the point.  But, according to regulations, either opponent may ask:-

    “What do you understand by your partner’s bid?”

    “Well.... What the heck!”

The Accused did on two or three occasions in his career ask this question - to show that the rule existed, to show that he knew that there was shenanigan afoot or to make a point.  Presumably, in Tournament Bridge, the players can also check the reply with the catalogue of meanings which has been supplied to the tournament director in advance - in The Accused’s case, a very long and verbose catalogue.  If The Accused was asked such a question he could also, presumably, spend the next six weeks reciting a reply.  But really the intrigue might be supposing anything and can claim to be supposing anything.  Quite apart from that, he has not got the slightest idea what the bid means.  He could reply:-

   “That was a Strong No Trump”

    This does not mean anything.  So his opponent interrupts to clarify with:-

    “No it wasn’t!  It was a Liz Taylor bid showing a strong diamond suit. (which doesn’t mean anything either).

In practice however the intrigue replies:-

    “He means that he has the Queen of  Clubs and five cards in Diamonds, to fit with my Ace, Jack, Seven and Five of  Diamonds and four cards to the Ace-King in Spades”

His partner then chimes in the explain that that is not exactly what he meant.  He didn’t have the Queen of Clubs but the Queen of  Diamonds and the Jack.  Then everyone joins in a learned discussion.

However, the bidder’s partner does not often have the benefit of this question.  There is need to clear up ambiguity some other way.  Declarer might open the bidding with One Spade.  West then counters with One No Trump.  Is this a Strong No Trump?  Is it a Weak No Trump? Is it an indication that the bidder has a plausible opening bid and would not object to a reply?  Does it mean One No Trump?  Does it mean that the bidder has an opening bid, or something slightly more, but a 4-3-3-3 distribution with the four in a minor suit and wants his partner to bid a four card or more major?  Does the bid mean anything at all?  At this stage, nobody knows.  They may never come to know.

So the bidder saves everyone the trouble of asking.  He mouths his bid very slowly and emphatically.. and/or he announces:-

     “This is a Strong No Trump, indicating....”

A learned discussion then ensues.

Or he might ask: 

    “Can I  bid Blackwood here?”

    “How do I bid Blackwood?”

 ... or just announce:-

     “That was Blackwood.”  

There were other forcing bids in vogue. For instance, if South opens with one of a suit, say One Diamond and supposing this is a straight or ‘natural bid’ of One Diamond, then if  West doubles or West and North pass (which in this sort of Bridge can happen) and East doubles - then there is it is hard to think of any situation where there would be much point in leaving  South in Two Diamonds Doubled.  If it were two spades doubled there is likely to be even less point.  So such bids are used for something else and are forcing.  Commonly this double of  One Diamond would be volunteered if the bidder was asking his partner to bid anything other than the diamond suite, though probably a four card or more major, and is likely to indicate that he has a four, four, three, two distribution, with the doubleton in Diamonds.  If  The Accused did this, his partner might well produce an encouraging reply in No Trumps or in Diamonds, pouring scorn on the opening bid, which would greatly alarm The Accused but turn out alright.  During the various sequences where the players have already ‘decided’ those who have decided, if they know that the partner has decided, are also obliged to bid - or theoretically so.   Here partners, to The Accused’s consternation, would also occasionally stop bidding and get into a contract in a suit which had never been bid before and again it would turn out alright!  Apparently partners are not as stupid as they are deemed.

However, attention is here drawn to two bids which bear some resemblance to the alleged Strong No Trump in that they were used to indicate that the bidder’s hand had a Point Count within some specified range.. Two Clubs and Two No Trumps.  It would be said that all three of these bids required an ‘even distribution’ though in practice they were used just to count points and anything could be an ‘even distribution’.  A hand of thirteen spades would not be an ‘even distribution’ but it would contain only ten points.  Players regularly included all three bids - the Strong No Trump, the Two Clubs and the Two No Trumps simultaneously in their repertoire.  It is not clear why The Accused found these bids so phobiagenic.   Possibly it was because he felt the point count was overemphasised, or that these bids were all much the same and that all three were being used.  Or maybe it was not clear whether these bids were being used or not.  Or maybe amateur play is not sophisticated enough to make effective use of these bids.  He would say that it made no difference to him whether his partner had nineteen, twenty one or twenty three points.  Whether a game or slam was reached or made when reached did not depend on that.  This seems rather hypocritical in that The Accused did occasionally use these bids himself, though he produces the dubious excuse that it was obvious from the context that they were being used and that they were useful at the time.  It strikes the author that the Two No Trump Bid could be regarded as a natural rather than artificial bid - that the bidder could play a contract of  Two No Trumps.  However, The Accused. at any rate, in his later Bridge years, was quite satisfied to play Three No Trumps with nineteen points and no further information (for himself or the opponents) and would make the contract.  A Two No Trump contract may be reached with relatively few ‘points’ but more as an escape or obstruction in the absence of a an available, discovered or chosen two of a suit contract or because the bidding had shut out any such alternative.   The Accused claimed that in such defensive situations, where the opponents were more likely to have a profitable contract, it was better to be in two no trumps than two of a suit (in contrast to the situation with one of a suit and One No Trump).  However, the two no trumps may be reached on the basis of a strong hand or combined strength and leave a question mark over whether there should instead be a bid of three.  The Accused claims that in such situations, if  Two No Trumps makes then Three No Trumps makes.  It seems to the author therefore that these Two No Trump bids were made in situations where The Accused in later years would simply have opened Three No Trumps or would have jumped into it after some forcing bid at the one level.  If the partner puts it into his head that he wants to be in some other game contract or wishes to angle for a slam, he can do so equally effectively if the three No Trump bid is substituted for the Two No Trumps.  As regards the Two Clubs bid, as an opening bid it can mean anything the partner likes, but if  The Accused made such bid and it was really Two Clubs, then there would have been a great length in Clubs and any confusion resulting in this being driven up by partner would be temporary and innocuous.  There is a great variety of uses to which a great variety of bids can be put if they are the first bid that has been made.  Although catalogues of  bids with special meanings or uses or special hands belonging to special bids, they really only materialise if  nobody else has yet bid.   If the Opponent opened One No Trump and The Accused replied Two Clubs, unless this was an agreed symbolism for some other suit, the partner would be apt to suppose this a reference to Clubs. 

There appeared in the London Hospital Gazette two articles introduced by The Accused introducing a ‘Distributional Bidding System’.  This represents a stage in the evolution of some supposedly new principles.  Some of the background to this has been discussed already.

If a pair have a lot of spades and not many clubs, then the chances also are that they will have honour cards in Spades and there is a lesser chance of  them having honours cards in spades.  They will be used to seeing, prior to bidding themselves into Spades, to seeing hands which have at least four spades with at least one of them an honours card.  It is unusual for a pair to have between them seven or more cards in suit without honours cards.  Thus when they see the four low spades in their hand, they wonder whether they should really be playing spades.  They think then of  various examples that could arise when supposedly the lack of spade honours leads to the failure of  the contract.  The chances that this is a delusion have already been discussed.  In the Distributional System the longest suit (with the amendments to be discussed, which arise from the scoring system) is preferred as the trump suit.  No notice is taken in that choice of whether this long suit contains any honours (though the chances are there will be).  The strength of the hand, measured in honours points, determines the level of the contract reached.  The number of cards in the suit determine the trump suit.  The strength of the hand in terms of  honours points determines how many bids the player decides to make, or the number of  levels he is prepared to raise the bidding,  in advance.  The bidding then proceeds on the basis of  distribution in order to determine the trump suit.  The Accused claims that the strength and distribution are two independent issues.  They are not, of course.  A very long suit would justify bidding beyond the level justified by these principles.

Another principle in The Accused’s bidding system is a far greater emphasis on reaching game contracts than other systems.  The fact that he played far more game contracts than is usual in Tournament Chess or regularly got into game contracts, which were made, which were reached by what some might suppose to be a reckless route is explained by The Accused by the assertion that the mathematics of  the scoring system favours game contracts much more in Rubber Bridge than in Tournament Bridge - because a string of games and rubbers is played and what happens in one game influences the next.  Similarly it becomes more important also to keep opponents out of game contracts.  He also claims that the penalties risked when vulnerable are less significant, for similar reasons, if they are significant at all, in Rubber Bridge than in Contract Bridge.  In Tournament Bridge there is no points incentive for going down when vulnerable in the sense that it still leaves the possibility of  winning the rubber next time, or of winning the rubber after that... The cynic may claim that this approach was successful because he made the contracts and that was because the opposition did not provide satisfactory refutation.  Similarly if the penalties for going down, if they occurred, were insignificant enough to be outweighed by the benefits could be connected with too timid an approach by the opposition or a failure to double when appropriate.  But a system has to be judged by its success and, if it needed to be amended according to circumstances, it could be and was amended - and could be and was amended continuously while in progress.  This variability would be built in.

The Accused claims that not merely did doubling not prove a deterrent but it did not work.  It just produced more points.  There was in practice no way of  establishing that it should be doubled or perhaps even of  discovering the correct defence.  Whether this is so or not, there is some incentive to use the bidding system inefficiently, in the sense of  jumping straight into game, the player depriving himself of  use of intervening bids, because the opponent is forced to share the inefficiency.  He too is deprived of bids and this may make him less able to discover the defence or his own alternative contract.  If the pair jump rapidly into the game contract with supposedly insufficient information (which technically can be described as too much information) then the defence also has insufficient information.  If the pair are going to get into the game anyway or the additional information is not likely to make any difference to the calculation of optimum outcome, even if it is adverse, then it is wiser to drop the interchange of information and go straight into the contract.  It may be argued that this approach neglects possibilities of  slam.  The Accused claims that in practice that was not the case and that, for whatever reason, no major problems were encountered in reaching suitable slams and that indeed his system did so more reliably than others.  The routines used to decide whether to play this slam or that, he claims, are in any rate somewhat haphazard and do not really make any difference.

Thus there are five major objectives - the game contracts of three no trumps, four hearts, four spades, five diamonds and five clubs.  Three no trumps is bid mainly with strong cards - the Accused claims that nineteen points between the two players is enough - and even distribution.  Actually, although these even distribution hands, in theory may be a problem, it may not be possible to find anything else to do with such hands.  But uneven distributions can be useful in No Trumps and with the opponents in the dark even a three-three distributed suit of two, three, four, five, six and seven, does not necessarily result in the opponents attacking this alleged weakness and remarkably frequently they cannot defeat the contract if they do.  Only nine trick have to be made in three no trumps.  There is a disproportionate preferability for this suite.  Similarly, where there exists the possibility of either a major card trump suit (hearts or spades) or of a minor card trump suit (diamonds or clubs), there is a preference for the major suit.  It has previously been discussed that with there being eight hearts which are trumps and a larger number of clubs and opposing cards against which apparently clubs as trumps would be better there exists the manoeuvre of  playing the contract ‘as if  clubs’.  The game in clubs requires eleven tricks and the game in hearts requires ten and it is unlikely that if  five it is possible to make five clubs, worth a hundred points, that it is not possible to make four hearts, worth one hundred and twenty points.   In these systems the players are unlikely to get into five of a minor suit unless they have stacks of  them.  Clubs and diamonds are the last resort and if chosen are apt to have some eccentric distribution conducive to a slam.  It was very rapidly discovered that if the pair got to five clubs or diamonds (and especially so clubs), six was only one higher. If five was made then so probably also six, or if the six was not made, it would probably go two down, and that, since the slam was well rewarded and failures could be tolerated, the pair might as well raise to six.  These apparently speculative six of a minor suit contracts tend to make.  Players of other systems have also discovered this.

The above considerations appear to assume that bidding is in any case crude and inaccurate and it is not going to produce the necessary information to provide the distinction between so many of a suit and so many plus one - or the players are not going to be given the chance, that if the opponents do not provide the information it is not going to come anyway, or that the incentive of a rubber bonus outweighs any contraindications or that if the players search too hard for ‘information’ they will have to pay for it.  It also has been suggested that the inefficient use of available signals also deprives opponents of signals and is a good idea.  It might also be implied that this ‘information’, if it is useful to anyone, is so only to the opponents.  But suppose the opponents make no bids, supposing that it is worthwhile maximising the transmission of this information, how are the players going to go about it?

It appeared to the Accused that standard bidding systems were extraordinarily inefficient in this transmission of information and that there was too much transmission of  relatively useless information or information which had at least in part been transmitted before.  The Accused had been at the Cambridge University Psychology Department given some acquaintance with Information Theory which had been adapted to their purposes by their Dr Hick.  There are a large number of  possible sequences of signals.  It was desirable for all of them to be put to some use.  If it was just that, also, it would be desirable also to avoid redundancy - not to transmit information which has already been given, which in bidding systems happens a great deal.  It has been stated that the bidders have decided how many levels they are prepared to raise (one of a suit to two of a suit being a raise of  level of one) the bidding.  Then they can ‘sign off’ - which does not mean that the partner does not bid again.  However, neither player signs off unless a fit has been established.  This can lead to one or more raises of  level not justified by ‘strength’ - which is not peculiar to this bidding system.  The basis of the code is that suits are preferred in reverse order - spades, hearts, diamonds or clubs.  A fit in each of these suits is sought in turn.

 It is not clear to the author how The Accused accomplished this, though it can be done.  The players count the cards in each suit, one by one, and The Accused hopes that the task will be simplified because if the other three suits are counted, there is no need to count clubs.  Perhaps if  he hadn’t actually counted any clubs it would have been easier - though whatever way it is done, there will be a ‘degree of freedom’ which is left to calculation from the rest of the data.  The technique seems to be approximately as follows.  Let us suppose that the opening bidder bids a club if  he has four or more spades.  If he does not, he bids one diamond to indicate that he has three or less spades and four or more hears, he can bid one diamond.  If he has no four card major but four or more diamonds he can bid one heart.  If neither of these three bids is available, he can bid one spade if he has five clubs, or he can bid one no trump.  Suppose that South, with five spades in his hand, opens one club.  According to The Accused, North, if he bids the suit which South’s bid has implied, that is to say,  one spade, then he is signing off because he has three or more cards in Spades but  not enough points for a ‘genuine’ reply bid.  It does not seem necessary to the author to have this bid in this particular case available.  On the other hand, South, with a sufficient hand and at least three spades will reply one diamond - a raise by one suit or unit - the next available bid, whereas if  he had two or less spades and but four or more hearts he would bid one heart, not because he means hearts but because it is one further unit up.  However, he has bid one diamond.  Now South could sign off, if  this bid really needs to be available, with One Spade.  With a fifth spade he can bid, a step of one, One Heart to which North can sign off with One Spade, or if he has a fourth spade and does not sign off he bids One No Trump.  However, South has only four spades, which he has already bid, and bids One No Trump, indicating that he has at least four hearts and needs no more code bids for Spades.  They now start counting hearts.  The snag is immediately apparent that North may at this stage not have finished counting his Spades.  He may have a fourth which he has not yet bid.  So he needs to keep the two club bid for a spade indication, use the two diamonds for agreement in hearts, both spades and hearts for sign -offs and no trumps for diamonds.  However, there has been an even greater snag.  It appears that South’s initial bid  (He does not pass because he has an opening bid in terms of points) may leave North with three or even four uncounted suits which South has already counted and the pair may find themselves in similar situations, with diminishing degree of potential complication in the ensuing bidding.  If South passed over the diamond suit, for instance, because he only held two cards, then if  North turns out to have five South would have to return to count one of  his and, if  South has six, both.  Actually, the one no trump opening bid would be treated much as the Weak No Trump previously discussed and a routine can be devised for dealing with the One Spade bid.  The Accused, it turns out, in his own earlier attempt at this explanation, turns out to say that an Ambiguous No Trump is used when there is a 4-3-3-3 distribution with four clubs or ‘possibly four diamonds’.  In practice, it was so used with the four diamonds.  If  North starts counting some suit which South has already bypassed, then South has to return to counting it himself - and the two have to avoid drifting into giving information which has already been given or which can be deduced.

It seems to the author that if anyone at the London Hospital supposed that The Accused was overestimating his I.Q. they had a point!  His code seems to have been a load of  rubbish with obvious errors.  It is not entirely stupid, but it would be, in the form suggested, very complicated, more suited to a computer than to a human being, and would have to be modified.  The Accused whines that he was aware of this and that it was modified and that in any case, in practice, there would be limited opportunity for straightforward use of this code.  It seems to us that with the necessary amendments it amounts to systems which are anyway currently in use.  However, the system does promote this preference of  major suites over minor, and also spades over hearts and diamonds over clubs - though it is that aspect which is highly vulnerable to modifications.  The system, as actually played, would partially or completely use ‘natural’ rather than code bids.  If the code had been used more extensively then perhaps The Accused would have cottoned onto the snags which we have discovered,  though in fact he did realise there was something wrong or unworkable about this code and the practical play did not include the blunders.

Whether The Accused’s earlier more simplistic account of this system is clearer the author does not know.  It is written in such a way as to ignore the fact that North may have uncounted Spade cards when South goes on to Hearts.  There is no further counting of  Spades and it is just assumed they have been counted.  As a matter of fact North does know how many Spades the two have between them, even if  South doesn’t!  This does perhaps explain why his partners might mysteriously change his eventual heart contract to Spades!  The Accused also makes brief comment on the bidding sequence S: One Club (meaning Spades) W: One No Trump N: Two Spades .. playing the contract with no spade higher than an eight.  He claims that this was then considered so eccentric that West, who had the Ace, King and Queen and Jack  would double the contract and game would be made!  He also mentions a case of  Mr. Hamilton’s bid of  One Spade, presumably in response to One Club, being doubled, with Mr. Hamilton then bidding Two Spades ‘to call their bluff’ and this time being doubled into a game, again with no Spade higher than the Ace, but this time going several down despite it turning out that the opponents had no alternative contract of  their own.  This however, he says, was exceptional and that such contracts would have been justified even if not made.  He adds further that ‘no great tragedy’ arose from Mick Stokes and The Accused regularly playing contracts of  two of a suit with no more than ten points in toto (which points would preferably be in non-trump suits).  The Accused also mentions that Phil Lucas, a Highcross Chess Club player of  later years, experimented with the reply ‘Two Spades’, as West, over the South opening bid of ‘One Club’ (meaning Spades), the objective being to ‘cause confusion’.

The Accused’s Bridge eccentricities were adopted only to a limited degree at the London Hospital.   They were better understood by Mick Stokes in Leicester.   The Accused  left London  between five and five thirty in the afternoon and returned  by a  train leaving Leicester at 2.17 a.m.. After chess matches players would retire to Mick’s house to play Bridge.  Nobody wanted to partner the Accused.   They could not understand his bidding or play.   But Mick Stokes would concede that he was willing to put up with it.   The pair were never known during any such  Bridge session not to come out on top (and the Accused goes so far as to suggest whomever he partnered anywhere, they invariably came out on top).   Mick Stokes would remark that nobody ever understood or believed the Accused, but that he always turned out to be right.   Dave Mackey and Alan Edwards were to challenge the pair one day.   They had played against county players, they said, and regularly won.   They wished to play for money.

        “No we won’t!”, said Mick Stokes.  You’ll lose.”

         “No we won’t!”, added the Accused.

Dave and Alan eventually proved willing to play for a mere penny a point.  Nevertheless:- 

      “No, we can’t do that!”, said the Accused, “What about a penny a hundred points?   The cards may run in your favour and you may start winning by a big score...but over a session it is likely to even itself out and the odds are that you will eventually lose by over three thousand points...”. [Three pounds was a lot of money in this company]

 But Dave and Alan insisted that they would win and that nobody could lose by as much as three thousand points.  What ensued Dave and Alan relate regularly as a grievance to the present day - or as a comic tale.    They did lose by over three thousand points.   But, they say, what happened was that in every single hand the Accused, apropos of nothing, as the first bid he made bid “three no trumps” and proceeded to play it - and to make it.  It was a solo performance by the Accused.   They supposed that Mick and The Accused were continuously making speculative bids on the basis of  no information and that they were thereby depriving Dave and Alan of  the chance of  bidding.  They felt this must be cheating, unfair or contrary to some rule!  Not quite - but it must have seemed like it!

The Accused has been claiming that he regularly played and made three no trump contracts with nineteen honour points.  However, he now says that some claimed that twenty four points were necessary but that on that day they were probably using a lower limit of  twenty two.  He says that to reach this contract on the basis of  an ‘even distribution’ and the required number of honours points takes no more than two bids and that nothing was to be gained from faffing.  If there did exist a supposedly more natural contract of  Four Spades, the No Trump Contract would be played as if it was a Spade Contract, exhausting the Spades before cashing in winning cards in other suits.  This would be sufficient to make Three No Trumps - or, possibly, four or five!  There was no point in raising the bid above the three (such as into Four Spades) unless the opponents bid over the Three No Trumps or the pair were contemplating a slam.  This happened occasionally, with the use of a version of  Roman Blackwood.    

Mick and The Accused, had, of course, assumed that Alan and Dave would not be paying the three pounds something for the penny a point.  But Alan and Dave could not be talked out of it and, although they were unable to raise such a sum immediately,  did eventually press it upon Mick and The Accused - to their embarrassment.
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