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Bill Tyers was soon to vanish mysteriously and without explanation.  Andrea Smith proved to be attached not to Bill Tyers but to Mick Broadhurst, a former pupil of  King Richard’s School (as was Alan Edwards) who was a member of  the Gambit Club.

According to Sigmund Freud there existed people with the ‘conscience in the ego’ who were forever antagonising societal authority and forever martyrs.   The Accused did not approve of this terminology. Freud was an outcrop of  the Degeneracy Theory.  Degeneracy Theorists saw human behaviour and morality only in terms of the needs or dictat of society, as having evolved to be consistent, in a neodarwinist rather than long-term evolutionary sense.  The Accused, by contrast, regarded the ‘conscience’ as part of the real as opposed to socialised self - as intrinsic or inborn - and as altruistic and as respecting truth or objective reality rather than the delusions and artificial concepts inherent in society.  The ‘superego’, or internalised mother, represented social dictat, socially acquired concepts and behaviour rituals and the morality of  reward and punishment.  Freud did not live to elaborate his notions on the pattern proposed by The Accused in which Freud’s superego, ego and id represent the supermoran, normoran ad inframoran - which represent not merely internalised personalities of the Public School Boy but roles adopted within the behaviour of Public School Boys.  Freud does not recognise a psychocrimial self with objective perception and intrinsic altruistic morality but instead sees the id as representing animal instincts which have that until they are organised by society are contrary to society - and all that is congrary to society is supposed to be the same evil untutored instinct.  So in so far as Freud is aware of a psychocriminal conscience, it lies in the id, not the ego.  Freud’s ‘ego’ is the socially required self-image but when he does find himself coming across the real self, since ‘ego’ means self, he is beset with an ambiguity of terminology and places it in the ego.  He also supposes that such a conscience is pathological - contrary to society.

Mick Broadhurst was a person with a conscience - and presumably the person Ziggy had in mind.  The Accused nevertheless felt that Freud had misunderstood the dynamics.  The ‘superego’ or socialised conscience depended on its existence on it having to the bearer some survival value within society.  It represented the customs of a social class.  The person such as The Accused who had never been offered any place in a social class or long-term means of survival might be without a ‘superego’ with an entirely psychocriminal or rational conscience, supposed by Freud in an aberrant moment to be ‘in the ego’.  Mick Broadhurst on the other hand identified himself as ‘working class’ and, indeed, he had a job.  But, at the same time, he was too intelligent or perceptive for full class membership. Although not excluded completely, he was low in hierarchy.  His concept of social organisation, or so at any rate The Accused supposed, was that dictated by class custom.  At the same time he had sufficient ‘psychocriminal’ objectivity to recognise that this organisation was contrary to his (‘psychocriminal’) altruistic morality and his sense of truth and justice -but not sufficiently so to confer full insight.  He would therefore, or so The Accused supposed, manoevre himself into situations which he supposed were consistent with his principles and then discover that they were not.  He therefore set up or introduced himself into situations that were workingclassified, hierarchical or dependent on obedience of leaders or parental figures supposing this was ‘democracy’ (since that was most people supposed democracy to be) and then found himself, when disillusioned, leading revolutions against the existing authority figures.

So Mick Broadhurst rebelled against the rule of  Eddy Edington and the Gambit Club, broke off with a substantial proportion thereof (retaining the Gambit name, while Eddy and Peter Killick joined the White Eagles (Ukranian) chess club) and approached the Highcross Chess Club with a view to meeting on its premises on East Park Road.  “We have had enough trouble from these people”, Mick Stokes suggested to the Accused. “ I suppose we refuse to help them and let them stew in the conseequences of  their own behaviour”. This turned out to be the view universally expessed within the Highcross club (apart from The Accused), which had now amalgamated with the remnants of the Linwood School club.    Amongst Gambit’s sins was that it had won the Midlands Clubs Championship (then held by Highcross) after recruiting into their team Highcross members whom they told Highcross did not object to this.  This triumph of Eddy’s annoyed also other clubs and was to precipitate eructations that lasted for decades.  Nevertheless, perhaps,  Mick Stokes (who was on excellent terms with Mick Broadhurst) realised that in practical reality there would be no objection to Gambit by club members - or not so if there was none from The Accused - and framed the argument in these terms antagonistic to Gambit because he realised that this would provoke The Accused into contradicting them. The Accused however repeated that it was club policy never to refuse anyone.

“They can join our club and play for our teams.”, Mick Stokes pointed out, “But they want to remain a separate club”, Mick Stokes with separate league teams and want exclusive use of one room on Tuesday evenings - when they want to play their home matches.  If they do that, they will also be poaching our players.” 

Here again Mick Stokes may have been cunningly playing devil’s advocate, supposing that he was voicing what was in The Accused’s own mind and that if the ideas came instead from outside they would seem to The Accused more obviously unsatisfactory.  So The Accused pointed out that a federation was preferable to a full amalgamation.  Gambit was a club for social class members.  Their form of democracy was appropriate to a country with a fixed captive population from which it could not walk out.  It was not appropriate to the Highcross Chess Club.  Gambit had formal membership, with a high annual subcription (by Highcross standards),   Decisions were made through majority vote at General Meetings of such formally identified members, with leaders sitting on a table in front of the meeting instructing members and telling them how to vote.  In between meetings, or for an elected term of office, leaders were effectively dictators and there was no means of amending supposedly agreed resolutions.  The Highcross Chess Club by contrast catered for a largely unemployed and migratory ishaelite population.   It was not practicable to arrange meetings to vote on decisions.  Nobody would attend.  If there were such meetings, those in the minority would be free to walk out.  The system was a recipe for dictatorship by a minority who attended meetings.  Often motions agreed in such a manner proved unworkable and those who had voted for them then walked out.   At Highcross decisions were made through continuous consultation by members and agreed unanimously.  Everyone in the club understood its underlying policies and the practicalities that dictated decisions.  There were no formal leaders though members knew from experience that the judgement of those who apparantly adopted such roles could be trusted.  They might make apparantly dictatorial decisions but these could at any time be reversed or the apparant leaders removed.  It was a rule that nobody was bound by any decision to which they had not agreed and it was permissible to form subsections of the club which were organised by their own methods - provided they had the facility to do so without this disturbing anyone else.  It was necessary to run the Highcross club also on a commercial or practical basis.  If the wrong policies were adopted, members did not join and/or existig members walked out.  This facility to vote with feet imposed a genuine democracy instead of the uasi dictatorship of the formal resolution.  It was necessary for decisions to be reversable or changeable and te Gambit system did not allow for that possibility.  It catered for a supposed existing membership rather ta the same or a different membership in the future.  It also was rife to the misappropriation of funds or even dissolution of the club through misguided votes at meetings.  The Highcross teams moreover did not need Gambit members.  Although Gambit might prefer its own members, by Highcross criteria these were not such magnificent chessplayers as they considered themselves and they they had hierarchical values whereas at Highcross there was no fixed hierarchy or board order.  Clubs such as Gambit relied on recruiting existing league players for their first team rather than the evolution of new ones.  It was useful for ighcross purposes to be able to play inexperienced or players from lower teams in the first team whereas as other and smaller clubs such as Gambit found it necessary to play the same experienced team throughout th season and were apt to see winning the league during the current season as an objective rather than more long-term considerations.  Gambit members would not understand the anarchic Highcross organisation.  They needed leaders, formality, hierarchy and status and to be told what to do.  They would be a disruptve influence and would impose their own high-expenditure standards, thereby excluding the members for wom Hghcross traditionally catered.  It was better to have Gambit as a separate club, in the manner of Victoria in the l950s Leicestershire club, so that those who preferred a more typically social class or hierarchical organisation could join Gambit instead of creating trouble within the Highcross club.  Although little would at that time be achieved in adding Gambit members to Highcross teams other than loss of flexibility, the importation of a further first division team and second division team to the club was useful - and were there to be a complete amalgamation, the club would also wish to retain two first division and two second division teams.

So apparantly everyone at the Highcross club had been against Gambit joining at all and everyone had been against them, if they did so, remaining as a separate club - except for The Accused - and it was The Accused’s arguments that persuaded all to change their minds.  The Gambit club however had been given the impression that The Accused was the main obstacle.  So the Gambit representatives were informed that what was proposed that they pay the Highcross Chess Club Syndicate an annual rent of twenty five pounds, which was not excessive, but that they were also expected all be associate members of the Highcross Club (Existing Highcross members were also such ‘associate members) and pay the associate membership subscription of ten shillings a year.  They would, as such, be entitled to use the premises throughout the week.  Whereas it could not be guaranteed that nobody would disturb them on Tuesdays, there were two rooms used for playing chess (each big enough for several matches) and there was unlikely to be any intrusion.  What subscriptions the Gambit club imposed on its members and how it was organised.  This meant that Gambit members would also be members of  the Highcross chess club and were free to play in Highcross teams outside the Leicestershire Chess League.

So Gambit decided to hold an Extraordinary General Meeting at East Park Road to decide whether or not to met on the Accused’s premises.  Highcross were invited (by word of  mouth) to send representatives.   The Accused felt that there was no need for this courtesy to be extended.  From the Highcross point of view their proposal was the only reasonable possibility.  Gambit also were faced with no alternative.  There was also nothing untoward in what was offered.  If individually or collectively they did not want to be Highcross members they could under the terms proposed lead an entirely sequestrated existence.  But the terms offered are likely to have been those which Gambit members had in mind, though they did not suggest them themselves.   It was necessary for Gambit members to discuss the proposal amongst themselves without a Highcross presence.  The Accused would be on the premises if needed.  But The Accused decided to return the courtesy by paying a very brief visit to the meeting - nipping in and standing by the door after the meeting had commenced.

The Gambit meeting contrasted with the informality of Highcross ‘committee meetings’ (which anyone could attend) - during which those attending would be lounging around on tables or playing games of chess (or discussing positions or games) and nobody would be obviously in charge.  The Accused might in fact, though the visitor might not have guessed it, have been ‘chairman’ of such a meeting, but he would avoid voicing his own suggestions before others had made theirs - and made efforts to encourage others to express their own thoughts and also to put them into effect rather than expecting someone else to do so.  Remarks also were not addressed to the chairman but to the gathering in general or by one person to another.  If  the The Accused would come with suggestions in mind but would only resort to effectively imposing them o the meeting if there were no other suggestions.  If there was a vote, then, as quasi-chairman not vote - not, as was elsewhere customary, vote and then vote again with a casting vote (or in the case of Harry Burdett, allegedly, as many casting votes as were necessary to secure a majority).  If there was a vote by majority - then that was not the end of it, since it was then necessary to establish whether all were prepared to agree with the majority vote (though it was unusual for votes to be taken before unanimous agreement was secured - and it never happened when The Accused was ‘conducting’ a meeting).  The chairman of the Gambit meeting was not Mick Broadhurst, but the Melton schoolmaster, Malcolm Whall.. which meant that the gathering had a respectability, was not merely a teenage rebellion against the former leader, Eddy Edington (known to The Accused also as Erdington Birmingham).   Malc Whall was sitting at a table (on the opposite side of the room to the door) and members arrayed in rows of chairs in front of  him (This, rather than a ‘round table’ effect could never have happened at Highcross).  Malc was lecturing the gathering in the traditional manner of non-Highcross committees.  The Accused corrected him informally on some matter.  Malc contradicted with schoolmasterly dogmatism.  Malc apparently did not know who The Accused was.. that as far as they were concerned it was The Accused and not The Chairman who was Henry VIIIth.  So the Accused said nothing more and slid out of  the door.  The Gambit Club agreed to the proposals.

There was a third club, also with a first division side, which came to meet at East Park Road, the Wyggeston Boys’ School Chess Club, which was run by Mark Hassall.   This had decided to meet outsde the school for much the same reasons that the Accused, seventeen years previously had set up the organisation that became Highcross.  The members wished to remain in the club after they had left school.  Wyggeston members also joined Highcross as Associate Members but no rent was charged (since Wyggeston members were assumed not to be very well off).

Dave Patrick sprung onto the chess scene when he was eleven years old (or possibly nine).  He was now eighteen years old and respected the Accused so much that he had a long string of  chess losses against him (nine, the Accused claims).  He lived with his parents not far from East Park Road.  His father was a bookmaker and Dave worked as a computer operator by night at the Stibbes’ Hosiery factory.  He claimed that this, for which he was well paid, entailed little more than changing the tapes, when necessary.   Three young men were employed each night but only one was needed and they took turns.  One night Dr Agami went on a spying mission to East Park Road one evening and found Dave Patrick, Dave Mackey and Alan Edwards sleeping  on the floor in different downstairs rooms (including the kitchen).  So he reported back that the Accused was running a private hospital!

There were two bedrooms in the Accused’s flat at East Park Road.   Dave Patrick moved into the smaller of  these, paying half  the rent, which the Accused found convenient.   This enabled  Dave to entertain his lady friend without any intrusion into his privacy.   Terry Parker would regularly visit the premises to chat with the inmates.   Dave Mackey, Alan Edwards and Dave Patrick welcomed him without showing any prejudice.   Despite the innocence of  Terry Parker this brief era in the Accused’s history is alleged to be one in which he shared his affections with numerous male friends.  However, history has not been able to unearth a great number.

The Accused still treated the Dover Castle, at which the Highcross chess club had met in l964-6 as his local pub and would regularly drop in around 10.25 p.m. after officiating at the chess club.  This did not please the landlord who supposed he had previously been patronising some competitor.  He also however had now learnt from Ken McKellar that this was a gay pub.   There was a set of perpetual patrons, then in their late thirties, who sat at the bar continuously drinking and bitching everyone else.  In l985 they were still there (though the two rooms with separate bars had now been knocked into one) and looked no older and were still drinking and bitching.  Since they spent a great deal of money on alcohol they could consider themselves as ruling the roost.

The younger set, particularly Dennis and the Accused, would dance to the music, which alarmed the landlord - since he did not have a licence for music and dancing.   Dennis was a former  childrens’ home resident.   Such traditionally  attended gay haunts and although they perhaps could not be classed as gay, were more typically ‘normals’ and usually eventually married off and vanished from the scene.  These bisexual youths  (and other ‘normals’)  were habitually attracted to the Accused though gays tended not to find him attractive.   Possibly this was because he conformed to no gay stereotype.   Gays were supposedly classified as butch or bitch - but it was impossible to categorise the Accused.   Dennis reported that his mother was or had been a prostitute, had malreated him and on one occasion had poured boiling water over him, leaving him with scars on his body, which were hidden when he was dressed.  He feared that whoever seemed attracted to him might recant when his scars were discovered.   If  the Accused happened to meet Dennis on his way he would go with him to the main bar, but on other occasions he preferred to sit alone in the back bar.   There he would also sometimes espy the patients to whom we have referred - who turned out to be prone to be silent, solitary and shy but also to be dragged into a drugs and drinking set which went off  as a gang to Nottingham  (where they consumed more drink and perhaps procured cannabis, but did not procure any partners).

The Landlord of  the Dover Castle expressed grief at the Accused not buying him a Christmas present.   Mick Stokes and the Accused popped into the Dover Castle with one of  Mick’s young employees who was showing an interest in chess  and football, which Mick encouraged at work.    The youth promised to behave himself, despite the embarrassment of  entering such a place.   However  he felt it was necessary to show off  his normality and manliness and refused to drink up when time was called.    The landlord did not wish to lose his licence and several times anxiously repeated his request.   The Landlord appeared to be losing control of  himself and to be about to attack the Accused with his fists.   The Accused held an empty glass in front of  his face as a shield.   The landlord thought he was being threatened and the Accused was banned!

Besides Dennis, history has been unable to unearth any lascivious friends who visited the Accused at East Park Road, except for a mathematics student who followed him home one day, without uttering a word before under the blankets.  This attractive young man seemed depressed or  beset with fear or inferiority and was not seen again.

A West Indian nurse was suggesting to the Accused that they get married and move to the West Indies.    She owned a plantation there but by local custom could not take up the ownership unless married!   She arranged to meet the Accused at East Park Road  but arrived before the Accused arrived.   Terry Parker called in shortly after.  Dave Mackey thought that it might not be expedient for the two to meet and told them that the Accused was out and sent them away!   The Accused was to leave Carlton Hayes somewhat abruptly and the last time the met, shortly before that, was by accident on the busstop on London Road near the end of  Springfield Road.   It  just so happened that they did not meet again.

Andy Morley (a friend of  Dave Patrick) was son of  Anthony Morley, a prominent member of  the Wigston Club, and, for a while, organiser of  its temporarily breakaway club, the Oadby Club.   The father however would claim that he was called Andrew and that the son was called  Anthony!   Andy was to become a prominent county chess organiser and, at that time both he and Mick Broadhurst (who was organising the annual Atkins chess congress) would hold Leicestershire Chess Council meetings at East Park Road - for which reason the Accused felt it was unfair that he was not receiving more support from the local chess organisation.

The popular tune in the Accused’s flat was now one called Lola, probably sung by a group called the Kinks.   The Accused and Mr Patrick were physically fit and would on occasion be seen running down Evington Road at great speed during the night.   Mr Patrick was impressed by the ‘Sixteen Year Old Guru Maharaj Ji’ who made an appearance at the Highfields Community Centre.   The Accused was sceptical.  Nobody, he said, printed leaflets with the words ‘sixteen year old’.   This would mean that they the leaflets would have to be replaced when the Guru was seventeen years old - which was a waste of  money and might be impracticable.   The guru, in fact, was still sixteen twenty years later!  The Accused during a mock fight with Mr Patrick (in Dave’s room) retreated backwards without looking, a dubious tactic he was apt to employ.   This resulted in him tripping up backwards and colliding with the wooden-based single bed.  So an ambulance was called.   The Accused’s back was X-rayed, he was declared to have a fracture or piece of  periosteum shaved off a transverse process of  a lumbar vertebra.   The physiotherapist was delighted to examine him and she informed the Accused that he would have to remain in bed, for further examinations, for another six weeks.   This was not possible, said the Accused.   He could not absent himself from his hospital duties.  Was there an alternative?  No there wasn’t!  Would it be possible perhaps to construct a plaster caste round his chest?  O yes! That was a possibility!   This was done, the Accused went to work with the plaster caste under his shirt and returned in two weeks to the Leicester Royal Infirmary, was declared cured and the plaster cast was removed!

The Leicestershire Chess League insisted that all  players paid the British Chess Federations thirty shilling (one and a half  pounds sterling) capitation fee.   The Accused had learnt from the BCF Secretary,  Peter Simmons, that Leicestershire was the only county that paid poll tax. The Accused regarded it as robbery by the Wigston Mafia in order to curry favour with the British Chess Federation and to make it less likely that the national organisation would intervene to recognise some more democratically appointed local representation.  The majority of  potential members of  chess clubs in the City could be expected to be reluctant to pay this fee and, had Highcross insisted that its members pay it, the club would have been unable to recruit sufficient members to raise sufficient subscriptions to cover its costs.   The club relied on its low ‘associate membership’ generating a high turnover of users.  Therefore the club tried to move away from dependency on the Leicestershire League.  All members paid the ten shillings associate membership.  The majority did not play in league teams (though the club entered four league teams - in addition to those entered by Gambit and Wyggeston).  The capitation fees of  those who played in the league were paid by the club.   Amongst the competitions in which the club played outside the Leicestershire League was the Midlands League,  whose matches were over eight boards and held on Saturday afternoons, and the Midlands Clubs championship, a knock-out tournament,  eligibility depended on the players competing for the club in other competitions - so that eligibility for competitions depended on the club maintaining a continuous program for those who played for other league teams.   In this non-league capacity the club sometimes used the name ‘Foxhunters’, which name was used to avoid the impression that Gambit and Wyggeston were subsidiaries of  Highcross.  ‘The Fox’ was the club’s name for Edldy Eddinton.  There was every November 5th a traditional ceremony of ‘burning of the fox’ (as in Guy or Guido Faulkes, Vaux or Fox).

The Accused’s opening play was suspect but he was believed by some pundits to be one of the most accomplished endgame players in the country.  He was also in the habit in league games of carelessly dropping a pawn towards the end of play or on the last move and then losing on adjudication.  He therefore preferred to play to a finish.  Then, despite the earlier loss of a pawn, he was apt to win.

· According to league rules games started and clocks started at 7.15p.m.. At Highcross, where the room was available all night, games and clocks were rarely started before 7.30 p.m..  This was true also at other clubs - though some had to start more promptly because they were expected to vacate their rooms at 10.30 p.m.  There was a minimum playing time of 2hrs 40 minutes - though the game might cease sooner if enough moves had been played for it no longer to be possible for either player to lose on time.  Mick Stokes and The Acccused felt irritated at the custom, particularly evident at the Highcross club where there there was no time limit on the use of the premises, of some opposing teams stopping their games at the first possible moment and then trying to browbeat their opponents into accepting draws or losses.   Even the strongest players are apt not to think clearly in these after-game analysis sessions.  The Accused claimed (and warned team secretaries to this effect) that Loughborough Club members were particularly prone to stopping at the earliest opportunity, then shuffling  few pieces, giving the impression that these moves were compulsory, and then spending the rest of the evening analysing this wrong position and refusing to go back to the actual position.  They would then claim, The Accused alleged, that if the opponent did not oblige, the opponent would have to send be obliged to send the position for adjudication and would lose a great deal of money.  Because of this type of problem Highcross team secretaries were under instructions that players, if games were stopped, were to record their positions, which were then to be forwarded to the Accused, and there was no be o further argument.  The club (that is to say, The Accused) would later decide whether a position was to be sent for adjudication  and what would be the claim.  The claim had to be made within two weeks, not immediately, and the club could make no claim - conceding whatever claim the opponent chose to make.  The club occasionally made mistaken claims or could not arrive at a definitive decision within two weeks but did not do so deliberately - and was therefore not squandering money on false claims.  Highcross teams were under instructions to walk out if opponents started browbeating them over unfinished games - and sometimes did so!

· The results of the great majority of league games below division l sent for adjudication were obvious and it would have been better for the few more necessary moves to have been played.  There were other games in which the opponents would have been unlikely to play the ‘best moves’ which adjudicators were obliged to unearth.  Adjudication favoured the player who had the move.  Remarkably frequently at this sort of level play gradually deteriorated after the initial memorised opening moves and whoever had the move had the win on adjudication - which, in turn, deterred players from making more moves than necessary.  The opponent would just sit there and make no reply!  There were a limited number of competent adjudicators in Leicestershire.  All or most congregated at East Park Road and there was a collective analysis of positions.  First division positions for adjudication would be known to the adjudicators before they received them.  Club reps would tour clubs with positions in the hope of creating a consensus which would influence adjudicators.  It was believed at East Park Road that other adjudicators were prone to error.

· There was a stong feeling at East Park Road, therefore, that at least first division games should be played to a finish, if necessary over several sessions.  Admittedly this was convenient to the Highcross club, since they had three first division teams on their premises and two others (Leicester and White Eagles) nearby.  It might perhaps be inconvenient to resume a game at Loughborough.  However, most of the games, if there was play to a finish, would miraculously be concluded within the first session.  If both players agreed before commencement of a game, the unfinished position could still be sent to the British Chess Federation (rather than Leicestershire League) adjudicators.

The Highcross club did not favour play to a finish (in Division l) because they were trying to outmanoevre opponents in gamesmanship but because they considered adjudication to be an unsatisfactory tradition and because present arrangements did not lead to the play of complete games.  On the other hand, their self-estimates might have exceeded their reputations and they might have expected to fare better where opponents more were forced to rely on their own devices rather than memory.   The Accused, who played on top board for the club, had past record of weakness is opening theory  but was reckoned by pundits (though he had no reputation in Leicester) to be one of the most accomplished endgame players in the country.  He was in the habit of carelessly dropping a pawn on the last move, so that the game was lost on adjudication, whereas, had he played on, he would have won.

It is correctly supposed that the proposal to play games in Division l to a finish came from Highcross or from The Accused, though other clubs took responsibility.  Although Wyggeston and Gambit favoured the proposal, two Highcross players, Mick Cowley (formerly of Linwood) and Andrea Smith, were strongly opposed to the proposal - so strongly so that they promised to play no more games for the club if the club voted for it.  Keith McLoughlin, also formerly of Linwood, may also not have been too enthusiastic.  The Accused (and other Highcross club members) knew that the proposal would be passed anyway even if Highcross did not vote for it.  It was generally assumed that Mick Stokes and The Accused would attend the League AGM and that if sufficient hands were raised to carry the motion, which there would be, they would forget to vote.

John Vivian, who later said that he did not realise the circumstances, insisted that there should be a meeting at which it would be decided who would be club delegates to the League A.G.M. and which way delegates would vote.  This meeting was held ad hoc as soon as John suggested it.  It is recalled that John, The Accused and Dave Mackey attended and, possibly, nobody else.  The Accused was outvoted 2-1 and Dave Mackey and The Accused were appointed delegates.  Dave Mackey attended the meeting and held a rousing speech in which he argued that county games were played over four hour sessions, whereas league games were ridiculously short.  They might be no longer than twentyfour moves and at the end of the game still be inside known opening theory.  If games were not played to a finish county players would remain unable to play endgames and would be unable to compete with rivals.  This speech was so convincing that there was an unanimous vote in favour of the proposal.  When Andrea heard of this, she decided to play no further chess.  Mick Cowley also reduced his commitments and eventually was to leave the club.

The Highcross chess club was currently organised so as to avoid its funds and assets being appropriated by carpetbaggers.  Long term assets had in the main been provided by The Accused and were held by the Highross Chess Club syndicate, in which The Accused had a 95% share - that is to say, he had overall control.  The club’s premises and furniture were owned by the Highcross Club (John Vivian and The Accused) and the rent paid by Highcross and Gambit is believed to have been paid into this.  It is believed that The Accused paid the associate membership fees he collected mainly into the syndicate account.  Mick Stokes had access to the club’s current account but it is believed that he mainly deposited associate membership subscriptions and other monies he collected mainly into an account of his own, which he described as the first team management account.  Other team secretaries also kept their own accounts rather than use or draw from the club account.  They feared that money deposited in the main account might be confiscated by The Accused in the form of a ‘rent’ paid to some other account (so as to prevent money being squandered on parties or profligate) or be used to pay general club debts and felt that monies had been provided for by a section of the club membership for their own purposes should not be used for other purposes.   This provided the club with some protection, but it was nevertheless handicapped by the extortion of the BCF capitation fee - especially as it was the largest club (in the country) and had the lowest per capita income.   This was aggravated by the Wigston Mafia promoting regulations which were consistent with the interests of their own club with its richer members.

The Leicestershire Chess Club did not have the protections which the Highcross club imposed upon itself.  The Leicestershire club had not been such a true blue organisation as Wigston and its resources had been intended for its members rather than for those of more favoured offshoots.  The Accused was forced to leave the club in l964 because of disruption at the AGM caused by Wigston Mafiosi who were not even club members.  He still  considered himself rightfully a member and considered the carpetbaggers as illegitimate.  Nevertheless the objective of the carpetbaggers was to strip the club’s assets and in this, The Accused claims, they succeeded.

Highcross, even before Eddy joined White Eagles, had been very suspicious that the Ukranian club was prone to gamesmanship.   The Accused would claim that they had at least one dodgy clock such that if  the Highcross player would press his clock - but it would still be running.   He relates that he smoked cannabis only once.  He found that indeed it appeared to have some stimulating effect on the intellect as Dave Patrick claimed.   He found himself walking to the White Eagles club performing complicated mathematical calculations in his head.  On playing his game he also found himself immersed in complicated calculations, perhaps not paying sufficient attention to the clock.   Nevertheless with some ten minutes to go before the flag fell he played a move which forced mate, pressed his clock and waited for his opponent to resign.  Instead the player sat and did not move for ten minutes and then claimed a win on time - because the Accused had not noticed he was playing with the defective clock!   The Accused therefore never touched cannabis again!   How he could have had access to cannabis at this time is mysterious - so this incident, which occured either before or after Eddy was a member of  White Eagles, took place ten years later - but nevertheless the defective clock already figured in Highcross folklore and the Accused felt that the White Eagles secretary was in the habit of  illegitimately trying to recruit his players.

This story is here told because the suspicion of  White Eagles being prone to gamesmanship increased when Eddy joined and, indeed, the White Eagles secretary himself,  of  whom the Accused had great suspicion, claimed that Eddy exceeded the acceptable limits.    The event that brought suspicion very much to a head occured when, on the way to a match with other members of  the team, Mick Stokes decided that he felt ill.   Mick said he wanted therefore to play on fifth board, instead of  on second or third  board, as was then usual.   He also suggested that Mick Cowley play on top board during that match on the basis of  his recent results and because he had an apparantly overaggressive style in the opening to which highly rated players regularly succumbed and which was never refuted in post-mortem analysis.  Mick Stokes and the Accused felt that it was a matter of  chance whether or not the opponents fell for this and that top board players were equally vulnerable if not more vulnerable than lower board players.   The Highcross team also regarded themselve all of  approximately equal strength and that it was desirable to have a variable board order to enable players to reach their full potential.   The Accused however argued against these changes.  Eddy, he said, could not be trusted.   It was common for less scrupulous opposing organisers to tolerate or even encourage what might be a transgression of  the rules, particularly if it seemed likely it would favour them (as it would do on this occasion), only then to launch a complaint when they had lost the match.   Mick Stokes however insisted.    The Accused therefore, before commencement of the match, repeatedly asked Eddy whether he agreed to the proposed board order.  Eddie repeatedly declared that that he did not object.   However, then not only did Mick Cowley win on top board, against Peter Killick, but the Highcross team won by five boards to one.   Mick Stokes, despite his illness, tactlessly won in ten minutes!  The Accused felt it was naive not to drag the game out rather longer.  At the end of  a match, Eddy duly agreed to the result and signed both scoresheets.

In theory, both teams were required to send up scoresheets to the league secretary, but it was common for only one sheet, signed by both parties, to be send.  Eddie on this occasion said he would send his sheet and that Highcross need not bother.  However, The Accused trusted nobody and invariably not merely ensured that there were no ambiguities or scope for alteration on both sheets but send a copy of the Highcross sheet, keeping the original, lest there be some claim that the result was otherwise and that the sheet had been lost.  Scurrilous complaints that contradicted information on scoresheets scroresheets.  Losing organisers are prone to brood over defeats and to suppose that they have been swindled.  So Eddy complained that there had been an improper board order.   Mick Cowley, he declared, should not have played on top board.  Mick Stokes should have done so. [Mick Stokes did not play on Bd l even once during the history of the club!].

The reader may discover that the league committee consisted almost entirely of  Highcross, Gambit and Wyggeston members - though Highcross members would not have voted on this issue.  But, not for the first time, a committee meeting was held at the home of the Chairman, Clifford Knight, non-members attended and members were not informed. Eddy (not a committee member) managed to walk into such a meeting that was unknown to legitimate members which immediately awarded the amtch to White Eagles on pretence that Highcross had fielded two ‘ineligible players’, Mick Cowley and Mick Stokes, had therefore lost on those  boards by default and that additionally two penalty points were to be awarded to White Eagles.   It had never been suggested that any club other than Highcross was not entitled to choose its own board order - and had the order in fact not been in playing strength this would have favoured White Eagles and not Highcross.  So, at any rate, the Accused claims to have been the story.

Highcross entered a team into the British Lightening Chess Championship which was held in the Queens’ Hall at the University.   The Accused was appalled to find that Eddy Edington was controller.   Eddy had also entered a team (but this appears to have been called Gambit).  In this tournament the rule is that the players are entered with a particular board order stipulated which cannot then be changed.  The Highcross team in the first round, against Eddy’s team, sat down in the wrong order.   The Accused pointed this out and asked his players to rearrange.  However, then Eddy intervened to say that the order did not matter and that they should play as they were.   The Accused  expected Eddy after the event to enforce the rules if his team after all lost!  To enable his team to rearrange he was obliged to upset the table.  Later Highcross played the Wigston team.   The Accused was playing a lad called Morris.   Morris had not long previously been one of  the bright young sparks who briefly acquire a massive reputation and grading in their teens.  The player has to make his move while the buzzer is sounding.  Morris, however, insisted on playing his move consistently after the buzzer had finished sounding.   This might be expected to give Morris a considerable advantage.  But But the Accused never complained about anything.  If players cheated, they regularly ended up losing.  But Morris had always been trustworthy and had no need to cheat.  It was more likely that Morris was becoming hard of hearing (which, The Accused claims, subsequent events confirmed) and did not know the buzzer had sounded until he saw other players make their moves.  The Accused did not know this for certain however and therefore several times reminded Mr Morris to make his moves as the buzzer sounded, not afterwards.  Then Mick Stokes said he would complain to the controller.   The Accused told him not to - after all, Eddy was the controller.   But Mick ran to Eddy.  Eddy came prancing along while the Accused was again instructing Morris he should have moved during the buzz and Eddy roared “Shut up, Graf!”, as if  the Accused was the transgressor.  The Accused, without this additional interruption, was already battling against a handicap and therefore threw a knight at Eddy to indicate it was he that should shut up.   That was reasonable enough.  He did not have time to hold a speech.   The knight, however, hit Bill Tyers who happened to move in the way.

However, then Bill Oakfield arrived on the scene.  He had been hit by the knight, he claimed, and the Accused supposedly had previously been throwing other things at him.   Oakfield had been nowhere near the incident and nobody had at any time thrown anything at him!   However, it turned out that the Chairman of  the Leicestershire Chess Council was then Harry Tharpe, a Wigston member.   The Wigston club traditionally protected their rogue member Oakfield - or so the Accused assures us.   Tharpe decided it was his affair to adjudicate.   Eddy later reported that he had argued that there was no complaint to be upheld against the Accused or against the Highcross team.   Later the Accused was walking out of  the main door of  the hall and Oakfield, wildly waving his arms, tried to pounce upon the Accused.   The Accused, he yelled, was coming between him and his wife.   (The Accused was not acquianted with Oakfield’s wife).  The Accused understood what that meant - but Oakfield on other occasions also claimed that the Accused was German and that his relatives had killed Oakfield’s relatives in the gaschambers.   This the Accused suspected meant that Oakfield had applied for and received war reparations and felt guilty - since he had actually survived!  This paranoia of  Oakfield’s had first been noticed when the Accused was a schoolboy. Oakfield felt that he and his family had been persecuted because they were Jewish and in the manner of the Leviticus syndrome directed his paranoia against The Accused, who was in a similar position.  On account of  Oakfield’s alleged delusional psychosis the Highcross Team was disqualified.   The Accused wrote a letter to the Secretary of  the British Chess Federation, stating the facts and appealing against the decision.  Mick Stokes expected him to post it.  However, the Accused felt that the result would be censure of  Eddy and his being banned from officiating in any future BCF activities.   This he felt would be unnecessarily cruel.   He did not post the letter!

The Accused continued to play for his United Hospitals team in the London Commercial League remaining undefeated  (though he had at least one draw over the years, against the Managing Director of British Petroleum) until the secretary Tony Carr left London, a replacement could not be found and the team disbanded.   Despite the contradiction provided by the aforementioned story about Mick Cowley, The Accused regularly played on Bd 1 for the club during the l971-2 season, though inthe Midlands League Team (the club’s private equivalent of a county team) etiquette dictated that he play below non-Highcross players (or sometimes so).  Play to a finish in the league favoured The Accused, the lighting at East Park Road was congenial - and the Accused would play with the lights behing him and with wooden sets rather than shiny plastic sets (which affected his eyesight).  So The Accused obtained one of the highest grades in the county, 192, or it may have been l96, and were it not for tournament games, which he did not take seriously, it would have been higher.  

Although there was play to a finish in Div l, few games actually extended to a second session.   Players would finish their games instead of adjourning and then arguing.  Since both Gambit and Highcross played at East Park Road, both of the league games between Mick Broadhurst and  The Accused  (both won by The Accused) were at ‘home’.  The second game was adjourned after The Accused had repeated a series of forced moves.  He knew there was an alternative winning combination but thought it wise to adjourn in case he was suffering from a delusion.  After the Mick had left, it turned out that Dave Mackey and everyone else in the room had overlooked the winning line and supposed the game was drawn.  So The Accused showed them the intended manoevre.   just in case his own analysis was wrong!  After he had gone, Dave Mackey - and everyone else remaining - supposed that the game was still in doubt.  So the Accused pointed out the winning manoevre.  The Accused expected Mick to resign before resumption but he turned up, resigned two moves later and declared that the Accused had benefitted from the adjournment by working out this supposedly unobvious quick win.   Dave Mackey reported however that the Accused had pointed the line out immediately after the adjournment.

Philip Wallis, of  the Leicester club, was then regarded as the strongest chess player in Leicestershire (except, perhaps, for W. Tabakiernik).  The Accused, as Black, played the dragon variation of  the Sicilian.   P.N.Wallis played in the classical manner, which surprised the Accused, though it was in Wallis’s style, since he had found this to favour Black.  The Accused duly won a pawn and the game.   The Accused was surprised that P.N. should have fallen for this manoevre in the opening and that he had overlooked it.   It was a fairly commonplace trick, he supposed.   However, the game on review proves to be perfectly legitimate and not bad play by Wallis.  Philip Wallis however died of  a heart attack soon after this defeat.

When the Accused had to take a morning and afternoon off  to attend the DCH examination,  nobody was willing to stand in for him.   It was suggested that he ask Dr Jones, who was then still alive, and agreed.   The Accused found himself suffering from abdominal pains and diarrhoea.   In the normal course of  events he would have ignored this or consumed yoghurt, with or without a large dose of  antibiotic (antibiotics, obtained somehow by Ken McKellar, were available in a bowel at Stoneygate Avenue).  But since the Accused had to sit the examination he purchased a bottle of kaolin and morphine, which proved effective, on his arrival in London.  He reports that the elderly examiners were again ‘inordinately rude’ - and also displayed themselves ‘antedeluvian and ignorant’.  Amongst examiners foibles he reports is an insistence that meningitis was to be treated with ‘triple therapy’. - which the Accused describes as three drugs (ast least one of them tozic) in inadequate doses. It can be claimed that the effects of the drugs summate, but The Accused denies this, claiming that this ‘archaic therapy’ led to prolonged treatment, complications and at least ten per cent mortality.  The Accused’s intravenous injection of  a  single large dose of  ampicillin was followed by immediate improvement and 100% recovery, without complications.  The ancient Londoners supposed that there was a danger of  fatal anaphylactic shock when ampicillin was administered. [There have been reports of ampicillin provoking ‘penicillin sensitivity, but in the Midlands it was supposed that the evidence was a rash not caused by the ampicillin itself and harmless - and that the ampicillin molecule was too large for hypersensitivity..   The Accused, when asked, cited the features of  Down’s syndrome but omitted to mention that young infants may have Brushfield Spots (grey flecks around the iris), which the examiner appeared to suppose was the chief diagnositic criterion.  When citing the clinical features of  measles the Accused mentioned Koplik Spots.  There are various white spots in the mouth which may be seen at various stages of  measles.   To avoid misunderstanding the Accused specified which spots he designated as Koplik spots.   The examiner claimed he had never seen these and that they did not exist.  The Accused, after the examination, immediately rushed back, since he had promised not to be very late for his night duty...and arrived back in the hospital soon after six.  Accused’s opinion was reinforced that these elderly bigots never saw any patients.   He concluded that the D.C.H. examination was a fraud and a waste of  money, the passes and fails being determined by class prejudices and not the competence of  candidates.   London was a cesspool of stupidity and ignorance and the ‘correct’ answers were learnt not be practical experience but by attending training courses put on by the examiners!   The fees were designed to exploit foreign doctors who were subsidised by their own governments to fail numerous times before being selected by chance to be the token foreigner allowed to pass, whereas British doctors had to pay their own fees, which amounted to six months salary and were above the Accused’s means.   To advance his career, the Accused either had to pass expensive and highly prejudiced exams, which he thought highly unlikely, or get a driving licence.   The money for either could not be earned in the National Health Service.   He was therefore confirmed in the decision to retire after four years of  NHS practice and, based at East Park Road, to earn the necessary cash by other means.  He had already discovered early in his NHS career that his colleagues became incapable of  work after four years and could not carry on unless offered a sinecure or in a position to avoid work - which he would never be.

The Accused was nominally at Carlton Hayes on a one year contract renewable after one year.   In the case of  both foreign doctors and bogus doctors any such stipulation, if  it existed, was a formality.   Their appointments were permanent.  So long as they did no work.  They were in no position to be too competent or conscientious.   However, it was well known that the Nursing Officers had been pressurising  Slorach to get rid of  the Accused because they feared that his Statutory Annual Physical Examinations were going to prove that they were starving their patients (because they allegedly sold the food to retail outlets and pocketed the money).   Slorach had promised them that the Accused would be sacked before these were completed.  

The Accused planned therefore for the examinations and associated researches to be completed before March 1972.  However, during the l971-2 there were regular power cuts.   The Leicester Royal Infirmary therefore performed its laboratory estimations by hand and not, as previously, using machines.   Valid scientific investigations require that the same methods of  estimation are used throughout.   Athough the same names are given to criteria determined by different methods, they do not necessarily measure the same entity.   This meant that the Accused departed eventually two months before the investigations were completed.

It turns out that power cuts were a boon not only to the Food Gang.   A gaudily dressed young man breezed in from London and appeared to have chosen the hospital to provide bed and breakfast.  Since he had done this he suffered from ‘schizphrenia’.   He claimed to be an actor, playwrite and film producer and insisted on playing the part, apparantly totally oblivious to the risk he was taking.   Perhaps nobody other than the Accused was aware he was there!   He insisted on cryptic conversation.   The Accused took this clever and mysterious language to be an irrelevence which nevertheless if  the patient continued the act would land him with psychiatrisation for life and asked the patient why he had chosen to take this holiday in Leicester.   He had come to visit Auntie Nora’s, said the patient.

    “Why have you come to visit your Auntie Nora?”

    “Not my Auntie Nora.... Auntie Nora’s.”

    “But actually she is your Auntie Nora - a relative of  yours?”

    “No... I am not related to her... she is lots’ of  people’s Auntie Nora.”

    “Why then do you have to visit her- Did she send for you?”

    “No, I just come to Leicester and drop in on her”.

    “Do you phone her up before you arrive?”

    “No, I just drop in on her.”

    “What happens if  she has gone on holiday?”.

    “She never goes on holiday”

    “She might have gone out to Sainsbury’s”.

    “Auntie Nora never goes out!”

    “Auntie Nora lives in  Braunstone?”

    “Not really..its more near the City Centre”,

    “She has a flat in the City Centre?”

    “No, its a cottage”.

    “A little house with a fence and garden?”

    “Yes, there is a sort of fence and garden...”

    “I know of no such place.  How did she escape city development?”

    “Lots of  people visit Auntie Nora’s ...”

    “Oh, I see, she has influential friends...She is a friend of  the Lord Mayor.”

    “The Lord Mayor visits her, but he is not a friend...”

    “I see.   These visitors drop in for a cup of  tea and a chat..” 

    “There’s no tea.  They just drop in”

    “She is pleased to see all these visitors?, 

    “No.  She doesn’t see them.  They just drop in..”

    “I see. She makes stays in the kitchen and the visitors sit around in the front room..”

    “.. They more stand than sit..”    

    “She is pleased to see you when you arrive unannounced?”,

    “No, she is not pleased to see me”,

    “So she’d prefer you not to come..”,

    “No, she doesn’t mind...”.

   The Accused was unable to make rime or reason of  this tale of  Auntie Nora.  It was only several years later that The Accused discovered that Auntie Nora’s was a local name for a public lavatory on Northampton Square opposite the police station.   During the power cuts it turned out it was the venu in the darkness for multiple anonymous groping sessions.   This patient turned out to be very lucky.   He returned to London, never to be seen again, before any damage was inflicted.

Since the Accused had no guarantee of  continued employment he applied for a house officer post in  paediatrics in Brighton.   Again, there was a general refusal to stand in for his duties..but again it was “Ask Dr Jones!” and Dr Jones agreed!  The Accused promised to be back in time for night duty.   The Accused bought a day return ticket to Brighton.   He was astonished that the two other young men interviewed both currently held registrar appointments and were members of  the Royal College of  Physicians.   Whyever should they be applying for this low paid obscure junior post in Brighton?  “Was there some famous consultant at Brighton?”, the Accused asked the other two, “Did their wives, girlfriends or family live in Brighton?”  Apparantly not.  “Were jobs in short supply or had they been blacklisted for curing patients?”.  Jobs were indeed in short supply, they answered. But that was not relevent.   If they had cured any patients, they admitted, they might have difficulty in finding work - but, as far as they were aware, they had not cured any or, if so, had not been Found Out.  They had applied to Brighton because they were “trying to get away from it all”..from the anxieties, unpleasantness, backbiting and women (Medics constantly complained about the ‘women’) in the National Health Service.   They appeared not to be worried about careers or salaries.   Against such competition, - these men were tall, well-dressed and personable as well as well qualified - surely, it was a waste of  time his attending interview.    The Accused was puzzled that the interviewer’ questions assumed that he would get the job (a technique often adopted).   Since the Accused had to rush back to Carlton Hayes he again refused the obligatory meal.   Presumably he did not get the job.  One of  the other two however tried to persuade the Accused to attend the dinner.  It would not take long, he said, and he would take the Accused back to Leicester in his car.   He would not arrive back later than he would if he travelled by train.   The Accused refused  partly because he found such generosity difficult to believe.  He could not believe that the colleague really would want his company on the journey and he would have felt guilty at taking advantage of  the offer.   Also, he had a return ticket back to Leicester and did not wish to risk any additional expense, even though the colleague assured him there would be none.   The Accused supposed that it was not possible to board, if  it was required, on an intermediate station with a day return ticket (though, on the return journey, as a matter of fact, it was).   This appears to have been another bad move by the Accused (who lacked medico acquaintances).   

A nurse asked the Accused to perform a physical examination on one of  the outpatients, or maybe not a patient at all, for life assurance purposes.   This the Accused did, signing the appropriate forms, but he was under the impression that the British Medical Association insisted that a fee was charged (to avoid custom being taken off  their G.P.s) and therefore nominated some nominal charge.  The nurse then came running to the Accused to explain that it had been intended that the examination would be free - because the lady could not afford a fee.   The Accused pointed out that if  he asked for a fee it did not follow that the fee would be paid.  If  she could not afford a fee, clearly she could not pay.  On the other hand,  if some other agency was making a profit or gaining a commission on account of  this examination it was a matter of  principle that their profit should be curtailed.   So the nurse was able to tell her friend that no fee was payable.

The Accused worked over Christmas - which he did not find  an imposition.   Nothing happened in the outside world over Christmas.  There turned out to be a party for people of  influence in a committee room which communicated via a door, which was open, with a hospital corridor.   The Accused felt very reluctant to visit this party.   When he passed the door he was offered a glass of  wine.  He saw a crowd within carrying glasses which were being refilled from bottles of  expensive wine.   The Accused replied that he could not accept the offering without knowing who was paying for it.  He had been asked for no contribution and was in no position to provide one.   If  this party was being financed by  NHS or hospital funds then there had to be some fear that it might be immoral or illegal or that it might cause resentment.   At that point the teenage Moroccan nurse Abdul passed by and asked the Accused to invite him to the party or to go in and fetch him a drink.   If it was a hospital party, he pointed out, he was entitled to attend.   The Accused confessed that Abdul had hit on the ethical point at issue.   He himself suspected that this party was being funded with public money and that it was a public display of  an elitism in which the self-proclaimed master-race displayed their  self-proclaimed right to appropriate funds which they denied to those for whom they were intended.   Quite apart from the Accused exposing himself to criminal charges if  he accepted drinks offered in this party, if  other staff members were not admitted or not given some similar benefits he risked being identified with this master-race and losing the confidence of  the staff.   He felt also that hospitals should not encourage alcoholism.   He suspected that drink was not available for Abdul

and that it followed therefore that neither of  them could partake.  Abdul insisted however.  The Accused was invited in by Dr Landa.  Could Abdul come in, asked the Accused.   Slorach and some acolytes shuffled up anxiously.  No, this was a private party for the dignatories invited.  In that case, suggested Abdul, perhaps he could he handed a drink to consume on the corridor.  The Accused suggested that Abdul might have a point.   This was surely his alcohol in the first place.  This made no difference.   Dr Landa however dragged the Accused in, saying that Alderman Keene was anxious to speak to him.  So Dr Landa introduced the Accused to Alderman Keene, who probably knew the Accused, who was well-known in Leicester, anyway.

    “It is a great honour and coincidence to meet you”, pointed out the Accused, “since you are not going     stay  here for more than three minutes..”

    “Why not ten minutes?”

    “Present, past and future Lord Mayors have to be careful.   They are public figures and have to respect the attitude the public would have to this gathering, or might have.   You don’t know who is paying for this drink...”

    “I am not going to drink this”, admitted Mr Keene, “Council members get invited to dozens of  these receptions every evening.  One of  us drops into each of  them.  That still means that each of  us has to go to thirty within a couple of  hours...”

    “So you have got to go to thirty parties tonight?”

    “I said thirty because it could be thirty - but really its more like four or five...I’ve got to go a reception at English Electric.  The City Solicitor will be there and I’ve got to see him before tomorrow’s council meeting. I volunteered to come here because its on the way. It is on the way, isn’t it?”

    “It might be...”

    “I don’t know where it is.  I rely on my chauffeur to know what my appointments are and how to get there..”

    “A chauffeur?  Isn’t that undemocratic..?”

    “My inclination is to think it is.  We have to share between us a catalogue of ancient offices and titles.  I get a list every year.  I’m a trustee of the Ancient Order of Wheelwrights.  There are no duties. but it comes with a chauffeur. .. It stops us driving when we’ve been drinking...”

    “So he has to wait outside while you enjoy yourself...?”

    “I wouldn’t call it enjoying myself.  I’d prefer to spend the evenings at home.  I suppose he could join me if  he wanted to ..”

    “Or he could join the party in the kitchen with the other chauffeurs..”

    “They have their own party, do they?”

    “I suppose so.. well, at civic receptions, yes they do... Don’t you ever nip out to chat with the serving wenches?...They are less boring...”

    “I’ve no doubt they are.  Perhaps that is what he does then.  He prefers to stay in the car or go off somewhere on his own until its time for me to go to the next place..”

Dr.Slorach looked very worried.  He pushed the Accused aside.

 “This is Dr Agami”, he mouthed, “The doctors’ representative”.

So the cat was out of  the bag!   None of  the doctors knew that Dr Agami was supposedly their ‘representative’!   It turns out the notion of  a doctor’s representative (that is, doctors below consultant rank) was another requirement imposed by the Regional Board in their efforts to instil some democracy and representation.  The ‘representative’ was to be elected by the doctors.   Carlton Hayes was not the only hospital in which the consultant’s committee or  the hospital dictator appointed such a ‘representative’ without the other doctors knowing such an office existed!   Such bogus representatives were apt to be remarkable for their sycophantic behaviour towards their patron(s).   The Accused left this gathering soon after.

The Accused found himself  near the door of  the male nursing home.   The building, he assures us, was, despite the dearth of  visitors,  shaking through multiple copulation.   The young Ugandan nurse Idi Amin appeared  however not to be participating in this mass convulsion and, espying the Accused, insisted that he come to his room to drink tea or for some equally urgent purpose.   The Accused tried to get out of  this, but Idi insisted and continued to insist.   The Accused did not know whether nurses were permitted to have visitors in their rooms or not.   But then doctors were supposed to available for consultation by nurses...   However the seventeen year old recently recruited student nurse, Gerry Hooligan, noticed this and suspected that the two were going to discuss the affairs of  Uganda.   Possibly he had been educated at medical school that common things commonly occur.   Gerry Hooligan was a bit of  tearaway and noted for his uninhibited disrespect of  authority.   The Accused felt that discrimination against yobbos or juvenile delinquents might be inequitable and would react politely to Gerry’s rudeness.   The Accused heard a baying crowd outside the door and a key turning.   So nipped out of  a window, around the building and joined the back of  the crowd - as Gerry managed to unlock the door and storm in on a futile mission.    Gerry was puzzled.  He was even more puzzled when those at the back of  the crowd declared that the Accused had been with them all along.   Gerry whined that the Accused must have performed one of  his celebrated miracles.   The Accused, however, was unable to discuss this again with Mr Hooligan because next day Mr Hooligan had been sacked for procuring a master key by deception.

Idi Amin remained at the hospital but the Accused did not see him again until approximately l978.   The Accused noticed in the Leicester Mercury that Mr Amin had pleaded guilty to the crime of  arson, burning linen, at Carlton Hayes Hospital.   The Accused might not have been so suspicious about this had there not been a succession of  nurses so charged in various hospitals in Leicestershire and elsewhere.   The Accused on one of  his biennial visits to the Dover Castle happened there to find Mr Amin.   Had Mr Amin really been guilty of  this crime of  burning linen, asked the Accused.   Of course not!  It was pure invention.   Why had he been accused?   Because they wanted to find an excuse for sacking him.   Why had he pleaded guilty?  Er...well, he did not wish to elaborate on that..but he was left with no choice.   Was he being bribed or blackmailed?   Of course he was!   The Accused explained that there had been a succession of  these dubious accusations against nurses.   He had been unable to find out a great deal about them.   However, if  he wished to appeal to the courts that there had been a mistrial on account of  his being pressurised, he would be glad to appear in court on his behalf and could guarantee that the appeal would be upheld.   He would not be prosecuted for any matter for which he was being blackmailed.  Mr Amin however remained reluctant to take on the Carlton Hayes powers.

A couple of  years later there was another case however of  a Carlton Hayes nurse being brought to court on criminal charges by Carlton Hayes authorities.   Initially he pleaded guilty.  But then he changed his plea.   The charges were a fabrication.   He had however been threatened with exposure of  the fact that he shared a hospital house in Enderby with an eighteen year old youth.   This was then technically illegal, but under Home Office orders, no case was ever brought to court unless the accused plead guilty.  People who pleaded guilty were found guilty even if  they were accused of  some alleged transgression which was not against the Law.   The nurse implicated not only nursing officers - who had been regarded as the gangster element in the Accused’s era - but hospital administrators who, in the Accused’s era, were regarded as honourable.   The magistrates believed the nurse’s story and condemned the Carlton Hayes’ administration but it is not known that any action was taken against them or to remedy further such events at Carlton Hayes or other hospitals.

In the Accused’s era there were regular complaints against Carlton Hayes Hospital - but nothing came of  them.   On one occasion a member of  the Regional Board, Professor Stengel of  Sheffield University, a friend of  Accused-dad with whom he had published scientific researches, arrived ‘unexpectedly’ and ‘secretly” on a Carlton Hayes Ward at midnight.   There he was met by Dr Agami.  Unexpectedly?  Secretly?   Was Dr Agami not noted as a vocal sycophant of  Dr Slorach?  Was there any report before or since of  Dr Agami even setting foot on a Carlton Hayes ward?   Dr Agami on a Carlton Hayes Ward at midnight?

While the Accused was still allocated to the ‘subnormality wards’, Dr Landa was still on holiday and Dr Ezzat was still on the Keene Clinic, the Accused was bleeped after five o’ clock to admit a patient, Jim N. Lucky, who had arrived via ‘Dr Lowe’s outpatients’.  Jim was a personable nineteen year old who was unable to provide any plausible explanation for his presence nor exhibited any psychiatric features.   However, Jim eventually confided, he had a secret which he was not going to tell.

      “What is this secret you are not going to tell?”, asked the Accused. 

     “But I am not going to tell...”

     “Yes, you are!”

.     “How do you know that?”.

     “If you weren’t going to tell me, you would not have told me.  So let’s not waste time on the pretences.  If you don’t tell me, you’ll tell someone else..and that might prove to be a mistake.  I won’t mention it in the notes...though you are going to end up telling everyone anyway.”

      “Oh, I see, you are a psychoanalyst.  You can’t be deceived.  Yes, I was going to tell you!  I won’t tell anyone else.  Nobody must know.....No I don’t think I can tell you..”

      “If you put on that act with any other doctor, they’ll invent something for themselves.  They might, for instance, have a mother like mine.  All doctors’ mothers are the same.  My mother tells me that all boys who frequent gymnasia lust over the physical training instructors.” 

     “How do you know that?”

     “I don’t know.  But my mother told me..and therefore it must be true.”

     “Yes, that’s right. I find myself  staring at the instructor in erotic admiration...He wears sort of..brief, tight shorts”.

     “Is he Charles Atlas?”

     “Who’s Charles Atlas?”

     “Oh, he’d be getting on a bit by now.. I think he a world bodybuilding champion.  He used to put adverts into the paper: ‘You too can have a body like mine...In just seven days I can make you a man..”

     “He’s not exceptionally built..it must be the ..er..brief shorts”

     “Why is it so important to tell the whole world about this sportsteacher’s elegent legs.. or shorts”

     “I was wondering whether I might be a homosexual.”

     “What’s one of  them?  You admire this sportsteachers shorts.  Is the attraction reciprocated?”

     “I don’t know...It has never occurred to me... I wondered whether I might be a homosexual’

     “There might be a special club for young men who admire sportsteachers in shorts and it might have a name.. footballerophilist or something... But then you have just encountered this one attractive-looking gym teacher in shorts.. but then there might also be some attractive lady gym teacher in shorts or a male or female gym-teacher without shorts.   The young lady gym teachers are more likely to have attractive shorts, aren’t they?.. There’s that other woman sports instructor..She looks attractive, doesn’t she, in those elegent red shorts.”

    “Yes.. that’s true...”

    “Life is as you find it.. not as people pretend it is in books.  One male sportmaster in shorts and two gym-mistresses in shorts...and Yvonne Goolagong.. that doesn’t make a summer.  Some people are attractive-looking.  If you canoodle with them behind the bikesheds, it will be with whomever you know, with whoever its convenient... You are good-looking enough to be attractive to them and you don’t have to worry about that.  It’s the people who are not who have to invent labels and theories.

     “It’s a privilege of youth .. to attract and be attracted.  As I understand it, admiration of sportsmasters is an occupational hazard of attending sports clubs.  Its quite usual.  But if you feel it necessary to tell everyone about this sportsteacher’s elegant legs, Carlton Hayes is not the place to do it.  Folk here don’t know much about the real world outside..psychiatric doctors are neither famous for their physical attractions nor for their broadmindedness.” 

     “When I walk down the street,  I imagine that people are staring at me....”

     “Which street would that be...?”

     “In town..I imagine that people are staring at me or looking at me...”

     “On, for instance, London Road...”

     “Yes, London Road”.

     “What makes you think they are looking at you...”

     “Well, I imagine they are looking at me...”

     “And to imagine that, as you put it, you have to look at them?”

     “Well, yes I suppose I must do...”

     “But you don’t look at all of  them...”

     “No...I suppose not...”

     “If you look at them, why are they not allowed to look at you?”

     “Well... I imagine they are looking at me...”

     “You are not imaging that they look at you.  They do look at you.  When an attractive girl walks towards you on London Road, do you politely avert your gaze or do you surrepticiously turn round to have another look when she has passed by?  You can watch how people behave as they walk down London Road.  Its full of attractive humans eyeing each other up.  You might have more to worry about if they didn’t look at you.”

The Accused was by the nurses given the impression that they were shielding Mr Jim N Lucky from the other doctors.  But the Accused nevertheless was puzzled that Mr Lucky, despite there being no reason for his admission, remained in the hospital.  A possible explanation lay in his having formed an attachment to an older lady patient on the ward and in his perhaps not having friends to entice him out... But this dependency on the hospital sooner or later was going to lead to an encounter with Ezzat and chronic schizophrenia.

The National Health Service administration and Ministry of  Health were not overkeen on the appointment of  additional Senior House Officers.   G.P. assistants should be employed instead, they ordered.  G.P. assistants, after all, cost a great deal of  money and did no work.   However, the hospital managed to procure a third senior house officer to make up the complement at the Keene Clinic, Dr Redhead, who had recently completed his house appointment in Medicine at the Royal Infirmary.   The hospital had not previously had an S.H.O. allocated to the main hospital, whereas now Dr Benedito was allocated to the subnormality wards in addition to the Keene Clinic and the Accused was allocated to the rest and declined the invitation to return instead or additionally to the Keene Clinic (since he felt he was needed in the main hospital).

Dr Redhead had previously been a pre-registration house officer in Medicine at the Leicester Royal Infirmary.  He had no previous training, experience or interest in psychology or psychiatry.  So why was he endangering a promising career by taking up a post at Carlton Hayes? His story was that he was trying to get away from nurses.  Nurses caused complications, declared Dr Redhead.  This did not seem a convincing story.  Nurses, or the younger ones, were just women like any other women and not distinguishable from them when not nursing.  SHOs were prisoners in the hospital.  Surely he was bound to befriend more nurses?  No, he said, he was going to keep well away from nurses.  He was a homosexual, he declared.  He wasn’t.  Nurses created complications, said Dr Redhead.   They were just ordinary women like any other women, or the younger ones were.  That did not seen credible.   He kept away from nurses, said Dr Redhead.....because he was a homosexual.   No, he wasn’t. Perhaps it was that the gross salary of a Senior House Officer in Psychiatry had a higher gross income (though not necessarily nett) than a house officer in Medicine.  Perhaps there was no medic job immediately available.  Perhaps he had altruistic ambitions.

.

So Dr Redhead was naive and, apparently, gullible.  This pleased Dr Lowe, who now was seen regularly in his company and invited him to assist at his outpatients.   It might appear that Carlton Hayes, had it not been that most of  the doctors did little or no work, would have been one of  the most overdoctored hospitals in Britain.  Nevertheless the consultants contrived to get permission to obtain a new registrar.   Admittedly, Ezzat and Alani, both medical assistants, had both departed.   There were no outside applicants for this post of  registrar and therefore it had to be offered to one of  the S.H.O.s.   Dr Redhead surely, with three weeks non-experience in psychiatry, was not in the running.  Dr Benedito had a lengthy experience as an S.H.O. and by his own estimation, perhaps correctly, promotion to registrar was long overdue.   The Accused, considered by his colleagues the most accomplished psychiatric doctor in Britain, might also have been in the running.   However, it was obvious all along that because Dr Redhead, because of  he had not yet displayed any unwelcome understanding of  psychiatry, was certain to be appointed.   Dr Redhead was certain that the Accused would be appointed.   Dr Redhead suffered from a misapprehension!

In theory doctors of  registrar grade and above were appointed by the regional board, not a local selection committee.   Slorach and Lowe made it clear however that they and only they would decide who was appointed.   They sat on the committees, they pointed out and were the liason between the hospital and the regional board.   Dr Benedito did not take the hint.  He applied nevertheless.   Dr Reid also appeared not to read the signs.  She kept warning the Accused that he might not be appointed because Dr Landa was promoting Dr Benedito on account of  their being both Spanish.   Dr Reid was unaware that the Accused had not even applied.  He was not going to endure the indignity of  being interviewed and insulted by Slorach and Lowe and rudely refused a post which in terms of the duties actually performed he already held!   Dr  Landa was bound to promote Dr Benedito, but he knew very well that that would carry no weight.  Dr Redhead and Dr Benedito were duly interviewed and Dr Redhead was awarded the job.  He apologised to the Accused who, he said, should have been given the job.  He was even then unaware that the Accused had not applied!  This accelerated promotion however did not succeed in keeping Dr Redhead in the hospital.  He returned to the Infirmary to take up a House Officer post in Medicine (though he would have retained his pay increments, presumably, and have been paid as a registrar).   He informed the Accused that he had been disillusioned with psychiatry and considered himself unsuitable.   The Accused tried to dissuade him, saying that what he witnessed at Carlton Hayes was not necessarily psychiatry and there was a need for an instillation of  more sensible doctors - but to no avail.   From his personal point of  view, of course, if  he had a career in Medicine available, Dr Redhead had made the correct decision.

The Accused was astonished to be called to the Keene Clinic (after 5 p.m) to readmit  Jim N. Lucky.   The story was that he had had been discharged from the hospital on the previous Friday and had on the Monday (the day of  readmission) had a ‘recurrence’ on account of  ‘not taking the treatment’.  When a patient was readmitted this was always the story told the doctor by the nurses (and believed) - though on questioning patients The Accused would find that once they left hospital they regularly omitted their drugs, taking them only at night as a hypnotic or when they ‘felt ill’(in a medical sense, e.g. gastroenteritis, not psychiatric symptoms).  This meant that when the patients were readmitted they were taking the treatment though the ‘feeling ill’, if they felt ill, might precede the resumption of drugs.  It was not possible to distinguish whether the feeling ill or resumption of drugs came first.

Treatment of what?  Recurrence of what? Had the patient not been taking the treatment, asked the Accused.  No, said Mr Lucky.  He had been taking it.  He had returned to work on the Monday and had been very tired and had fallen asleep.   His boss had summoned the G.P., not supposing that he had not taken treatment or that he needed treatment or because he had anything against the patient, but because he felt that the patient must have been prescribed an excessive dose.   Obviously so! 

“On what treatment was the patient?”, asked the Accused.

“He is taking stellazine.”, said the nurse.

 This did not greatly please the Accused.  According to his observations, it was not unusual for asymptomatic patients to be prescribed chlorpromazine in hospital (if by the Accused, in small dosage) and then for that to be changed to stellazine on discharge and for the patient then to return with schizophrenic hallucinations.  Stellazine is prescribed together with an ‘antiparkinsonian’ hyoscine derivative because of  its tendency to provoke ‘tardive dyskinesia’ (then known as ‘Parkinsonism’).  When patients were prescribed stellazine for the first time on discharge, they commonly took the hyoscine derivative but not the tranquilliser.  The Accused then suspected (probably incorrectly) that hyoscine was an antidote or antagonist - opposite in effect to tranquilliser.  He supposed therefore that these patients were suffering a psychosis as a withdrawal effect of  tranquilliser (even though there was no previous psychosis) and that the hyoscine enhanced this.  On the other hand, it appeared also that psychosis might develope if  stellazine was taken without the hyoscine derivative or so it seemed (though patients appeared sometimes somewhat confused as to which of  the two sets of  tablets they had actually been taking) and the Accused assumed that in these cases - stellazine without the administration of the allegedly antagonistic hyoscine - they were effectively being overdozed with stellazine.   The rationale in these cases was that tranquillisers dull sensibility, reduced the patient to a dream state in which misperceptions are not dismissed but are taken to be reality.  The Accused’s subsequent observations after retiring from doctoring more strongly implicated hyoscine-like drugs as causing per se a severe psychosis.   Even later observations suggested that tranquillisers themselves are addictive and hallucinogenic and that patients may deliberately take them to induce hallucinations, sometimes erotic, particularly before falling asleep.  The Accused at Carlton Hayes would prescribe as the antiparkinsonian artane, which he supposed did not have effects he had often seen in children who had accidentally taken hyoscine overdoses.

The Accused said nothing.  He read through the notes and through what nursing records and treatment sheets were available

    “The patient was on largactil in the hospital”, pointed out the Accused, “and stellazine was not prescribed on discharge.  There is no indication in the notes or anywhere else that the largactil was stopped.   Whoever wrote these notes is not in the habit of  recording all changes in treatment in the notes..and that is a mistake.   He perhaps thought the largactil would be stopped, but this letter shows that the G.P. was informed that both the previous largactil had been prescribed and the comparatively larger and untested doze of  stellazine.   Which doctor dictated the letter to the G.P.?”

    “No doctor dictated it.  We copy out what treatment the patient is getting and inform the G.P.,   This patient was prescribed largactil and stellazine...”

     “You meant that nobody had crossed off  the largactil the patient had received in hospital...?”

     “Yes.  It was still prescribed.  The nurse on duty just copied what treatment he was on on discharge...”

     “None of  these letters were ever sent out on my patients without my reading and signing them......  I was under the impression that this was my patient.  I didn’t prescribe any tranquillisers.  But it is obvious, isn’t it...whoever prescribed this... that the patient was receiving twice the intended dose.  He was expected to take the stellazine instead of  the chlorpomazine, not the stellazine and the chlorpromazine.

     “The patient fell asleep at work”, continued the Accused, “In what sense is this a recurrence of  schizophrenia?   For something to recurr it has to have occurred before - and to be a recurrence of schizophrenia, it has to be a recurrence of schizophrenia.  If a friend of  yours arrived in your room feeling sleepy and then fell asleep or lost consciousness, what would you suppose was the diagnosis...?”

     “What do you mean?”

      “You’ld suppose that he had been drinking alcohol or had taken an overdose of  some drug ..or both.   This patient says he drank alcohol on the Saturday night and that nobody had told him not to..Is falling asleep a symptom of  schizophrenia?”

       “If he was suffering from schizophrenia it would be.  This patient has schizophrenia.”

       “On the basis of  what evidence?”

       “It says so on the cover of  the case notes.  We have to go by that.  If it says diabetes, we have to assume that the patient has diabetes.  Otherwise any patient might be suffering from anything.  We wouldn’t know where we were....”

The Accused did not wish to offend anyone who felt compelled to mobilise psychiatrists.  This could lead to victimisation.  He therefore phoned up the boss who was the alleged informant.  The boss said that Jim had never to his knowledge suffered from any psychiatric symptoms.  He had supposed that Jim had been prescribed excessive and unnecessary drugs and had not expected him to be carted back to Carlton Hayes.  Jim’s work was satisfactory and this incident did not affect his continued employment. 

       “If having no symptoms whatsoever is schizophrenia, then, in that particular case, having no symptoms whatsoever, not falling asleep, is a recurrence.   But, as a matter of  fact, he does not suffer from schizophrenia.  People with schizophrenia never have jobs.   You can’t sustain a job if  you are on tranquillisers.  Schizophrenia is a way of life which combines inhibition of activity by tranquilliser with unemployment.  The objective is to lead a normal life - to earn a living.  Doctors live in an artificial world full of schizophrenics and they don’t understand the real world outside.  The patient has to use his own initiative and if the opportunity arises of earning a living to reduce his medication, go to work and escape from the alleged schizophrenia. 

     “There has just been an administrative error in this case.  The patient himself reports that he was supplied with both largactil and stellazine and that he took the stellazine in addition to his previous medication.   He has fully recovered from this ‘recurrence’..and it is important that this patient goes back to work.   We don’t want him to become  a schizophrenic.  For that matter, if he is zombified, he is not going to crawl to many sports clubs to seduce the instructors ..nor will be watching any ladies’ tennis tournaments and precipitating unhealthy fantasies about women’s legs.  We will stop the largactil, which was obviously a mistake and send him home.   We can’t stop the stellazine because that is out of our hands..but if he has any sense he will stop it and not tell anyone!  You will be told that it would be very unwise for a patient to do this.  But in fact they all do it - and we don’t have to know!”.

That was however not to be.  Jim N. Lucky  remained in the hospital for week after week.  Why was that, he asked Dr Landa.  Dr Landa intimated that the patient had “delusions of  homosexuality”.  “There is no such a thing as a delusion of  homosexuality”, said the Accused.  “You either fancy men or you don’t”.  You can’t have a delusion that you have a subjective experience.”   “Is that so?”, said Dr Landa, “Dr Lowe has some interest in the patient...”

Later Dr Redhead collared the Accused.

       “You think this patient, Jim N. Lucky, is perfectly normal”. 

       “I have never said that.  There was no abnormality when he was admitted.  Later he returned to the hospital because there had been a mistake in the prescription which resulted in his falling asleep at work”.

       “You wrote in the notes that he was normal”.

      “I couldn’t prove that.  I did not note any abnormality.   I am not reponsible for any conclusion you may draw from that”.

       “You wrote that he was normal.  I think he is normal”.

       “What else is he besides normal?”

       “Well, he has this secret which he told me...”. 

       “He fancies gym instructors in lascivious shorts.  He tells that to everyone... It would be unwise to tell such a story to a consultant...”.

       “I cannot persuade Dr Lowe that this patient is normal.  Dr Lowe insists that he is schizophrenic.  No matter what I say he won’t change his mind”.

       “You find it possible to converse with Dr Lowe....?”

       “Yes, why not..we converse a lot...”

       “That is an amazing achievement.   Dr Lowe..does not find it easy to communicate...  I have never discussed the treatment of  a patient with Dr Lowe even once, have never known him to express an opinion and he has never even bothered to visit any of  my allegedly Lowe patients,  let alone suggested any aspect of  their management.   The mistake you made was even mentioning the matter to Dr Lowe.    If you wanted support for a decision, then you would have been better off going to Dr Landa.   He will always back you up.  Dr Lowe thinks that all young men are schizophrenics.  I don’t know how you escape becoming a schizophrenic, but if  you start thinking for yourself and letting Lowe know about it...”

       “I find Dr Lowe to be friendly.  But he cannot be persuaded.  So I have arranged for there to be a case conference in which I will present the patient...”

       “That would be Dr Landa.. It’s very clever, but futile.  Whatever is decided, Dr Lowe will carry on as before...He doesn’t concern himself with in-patients.  You should not have told him.  You can either do what is right or try to promote your career by currying favour with Dr Lowe.  But the honeymoon won’t last.. not when he discovers you are not an idiot.  Then you will go the way of  all non-idiot doctors in this hospital....”

       “I am going to say I think this patient is normal....I was going to ask you to back me up....”

       “If  I think he is not suffering from anything, I will say so.  At the moment I think so, but it possible that something will transpire to make me change my mind....”

       “Yes, that is all that I am asking...”

The case conference was held in conjunction with Towers Hospital Doctors who were invited to the hospital.   Dr  Lowe, throughout the conference, looked wise and said nothing.   Dr Redhead, sitting next to Dr Lowe,  presented the patient very briefly..in fact said virtually nothing at all...saying that he had been diagnosed as schizophrenic on account of  ‘delusions of  homosexuality’.   After the conference the Accused asked Dr Rehead why he had told the Accused he had specifically asked for this conference because he thought the patient normal and had then failed to speak on his behalf.   Dr Redhead said he was nervous, was not a speechifier and was afraid of  offending Dr Lowe (who was sitting next to him).  Perhaps he wanted to be registrar! [This conference occurred before the appointment was made].   Dr Landa, as was his wont, then asked the patients a great many questions, but it did sound rather like psychiatric examination and irrelevent bullying and no comment was made relevent to the discussion.   Dr Kaye, chairing the meeting, then cut this short, saying that the other doctors, in turn, in order they sat around the table, should provide their own comments.   A succession of  doctors then confined themselves to declaring that the patient suffered from ‘delusions of  homosexuality’ and maybe asked one or two irrelevent psychiatric examination questions.  Then it came to the Accused’s turn.

      “Would you prefer to be a schizophrenic or a homosexual?”, asked the Accused.   The patient averred that he would prefer to be a homosexual.

    “Are you sure of  that?  There are some people who would prefer to be schizophrenics.   You are absolutely sure are you?”.  Mr Lucky said he was.

    “In that case I will assume that to be so....  If the casenotes had been consulted it would have been discovered that the history is not precisely as has here been suggested.   When you arrived at the hospital you were suffering from no psychiatric or other signs or symptoms, other than being in the hospital..and to what extent you brought that onto yourself or encouraged it we do not know.”

  The patient said that he had not come under his own volition or in the belief that he needed to come.  He then began to tell his story.

    “Yes, I know.  You told everyone that you were attracted to sportsmen in brief shorts.   You have since been persuaded that this constituted delusions of  homosexuality.”

     “I have been told that...”

     “When you were first admitted you were not told that.  It is not unusual for young men of  your age to be admitted to the hospital, to have no psychiatric history whatsoever and for no abnormality observed or confessed on interview - not even a self-confessed interest in human anatomy - and nevertheless to be diagnosed as suffering from schizophrenia.   For all I know there may exist some miraculous capacity to diagnose rather than induce schizophrenia in such circumstances... but logic is against it.   You are not a psychiatrist and have to rely on your inborn intelligence, whether misguided or not, and it is a theoretical possibility that judgement in a hospital where everyone is a schizophrenic is distorted or that the diagnostic methods apply to those who should be in the hospital but not to those who should not.

     “You were, however, prescribed the largactil tranquilliser.  On discharge you were prescribed stellazine in place of  largactil.  However, the original precription of largactil was not crossed off the ward treatment card and, by mistake, that was copied onto the letter sent your G.P. in addition to the stellazine that was intended to replace it.  So you ended up mistakenly with a double dose of tranuillisers.  The result was that you fell asleep at work on the following Monday morning and, again, by mistake, this was diagnosed not as a drug overdose but as a ‘recurrence’ of the schizophrenia whose existence is in doubt.. attributed to not taking medication instead of taking too much, and indeed the only evidence for this schizophrenia!

     “Because of this administrative error you were readmitted to hospital, have remained here for many weeks and, since some justification had to be hatched for this diagnosis, you have been declared to suffer from ‘delusions of homosexuality’.

     “One piece of logic is quite clear.  By ‘delusions of  homosexuality’ is meant that you suppose that some athlete has attractive legs.  It is not a question of whether ‘homosexuality’ is the correct name for the admiration of athletic bodies or whether the term ‘homosexuality’ used in some theory of human behaviour is a realistic description of reality or whether this notion of homosexuality has any relevence to athletes’ legs.  It is just that you have admired an athlete’s legs and somebody else says that you have not and that this is a delusion.  In that sense, there is no such a thing as a ‘delusion of homosexuality’.  You can suffer from a delusion that somebody else suffers from homosexuality or schizophrenia, but if you think you find sports teachers legs attractive then you find sports teachers legs attractive.  You can make a mistake about what lies in the outside world but you cannot make a mistake about your own feelings.  If you feel happy or miserable or if you admire the music of Johnny Rotten, the girl next door or bodybuilders’ legs that is a fact and cannot be a delusion.

     “This word ‘homosexual’ is used for attractive young men being attracted to other attractive young men.  Unattractive and old men have their own theories and excuses.  They probably need them and it might be better not to shatter their delusions.  Keep away from them what is not possible for them.. they might become jealous or something.  It will be a long time before you become old and unattractive.. younger than you think.  

    “I am not responsible for this theory about there being homosexuals.  The theory is that the homosexual males are attracted to all males or even all males but not to any women.  Isn’t that the theory.  Then there are supposed to be some other people who are attracted to all women and no men.  It’s rubbish.  Nothing like that happens in real life.  You might, for all I know, get married to some sportsteacher who turned out to be male, but you would still be attracted to women sports teachers.  Or if you got married to a female sportsteacher, there would still be good-looking males.  It is not a matter of gender.  People might have moralities or religions or be loyal to one particular person or who are attractive to nobody and therefore call themselves homosexuals.  Men do tend to get married for life eventually to a woman and that is probably a far better idea than most men suppose before it happens.  But that is nothing to do with whether sports teachers have attractive legs and if it happens it happens and there is no need to worry about it or about theories about whether there exist homosexuals.  

    “There may be, though I rather doubt it,  some men who are attracted only to men and there may be some men who are attracted only to women.  Either of those, in your age group, account for perhaps one person in two hundred - and we don’t know whether they are telling the truth.  As far as surveys and questionnaires are concerned - of people aged between sixteen and thirty five - the perecentage of one gender or another with whom they canoodle varies from zero to hundred per cent.  If in a period of three years the number of canoodling partners exceeds zero or one, it is highly likely that most or all of them are same-gender canoodlers.  It is more convenient.  One sportsmaster in tight shorts hardly qualifies you as a homosexual.

    “If you did in fact decide to call yourself a homosexual or decide to canoodle exclusively with male friends, that is entirely up to you.  But you can do it equally well without deciding to be a homosexual.  Simlarly if you want to join some society or lifestyle of people who call themselves homosexuals, that is up to you. ....”   

The patient remarked that he did not know how to find suitable friends to test the homosexuality theory.

     “Oh, you just move into a flat with a friend...”

     “But how do I know whether the friend will do it...”

     “You don’t have to know.  He will.  People always choose the appropriate companions.   You will always be attracted to people who are attracted to you...Nature or evolution or whatever has arranged that and you don’t have to bother...

     “As far as I am aware there are clubs and pubs specifically for people who claim to be homosexual or chose to be homosexual... but you’ll have to find out from elsewhere where these are.   My knowledge is limited.   I wouldn’t necessarily recommend this.   It is much more in this scene than in the world outside that the homosexual label is taken seriously,  the members are more conscious of  it and more likely to feel guilty or inferior than others and also this scene is full of  people who take advantage of  this, work upon and humiliate others, take advantage of  their guilt or sense of  inferiority and drive them into a form of  depression.    You could be made to feel abnormal and universally rejected, whereas the alleged homosexuality in the allegedly unhomosexual world is commonplace and not usually a cause for rejection or humiliation.  If you do join such a scene you have to be aware of  this.. you will be a target for people who exploit others’ vulnerability and lack of  confidence and you may find yourself surrounded by them.   You mustn’t fall for it.”

Then it came to Ezzat’s turn to speak.  He was now a senior registrar at the Towers’ Hospital.  He ranted and raved.   He resented this personal attack on him by the Accused.   He had Ten Years’ Experience of  Psychiatry and had not prescribed an overdose of  tranquillisers.

The Accused pointed out that it was indubitable fact that the error had taken place.  He had not been conducting an attack on Ezzat. He had no reason to suppose that Ezzat was responsible for the blunder.  It was more a sin of omission than commission.  It had been a mistake that inevitably would happen sometimes on account of the nature of routines - from the nurses’ copying out outdated treatment from the ward sheets when new treatment had been prescribed for the patient who was leaving hospital - and two treatements being written up for home administration instead of one.  The present issue was not Ezzat’s reputation but the interests of the patient.

[This particular blunder is apt to be overlooked in psychiatric cases.  We have seen that there were numerous errors at Carlton Hayes because of obsolete prescriptions not being crossed off.  In the l990s the GMC blamed doctors for several instances of patients dying because of chemotherapy administered in hospital being included in letters to G.P.s.  The GMC were not aware of the nursing routine which led to this mistake.  The Accused’s mother was also in l995 for similar reasons given hyoscine, originally prescribed as premedication for an operation and this temporally caused a pseudodementia].

Ezzat, however, ranted on.  He had ten years of experience of psychiatry, he declared, and therefore could not be wrong.  The Accused did not comment but privately felt that the oak tree outside the window had over a hundred years’ experience of psychiatry.  The Accused was alarmed to hear that Ezzat had been rampant for ten years, employed to victimise The Accused’s own generation in Leicester when he as a schoolboy, accumulating ‘experience’ by making the same mistakes over and over again - and being proved right by the consequences of his mistakes.  Ezzat had been employed, the Accused supposed, ten years previously with no training in medicine or psychiatry or no understanding of the local population and the instrument of the prejudices of the Southern Military Officer Class - though he did not consider this Ezzat’s fault nor did he believe that Ezzat should be punished for it.

Then Agami decided to recite a long speech..his usual sycophantic speech, which was his job.   The consultants were wonderful, Dr Slorach was wonderful...  The Accused represented a popularist ideology that was not represented in the medical profession.  He could not say whether it was right or wrong.  It was outside the comprehension of medical theory.  It was necessary to regard the unanimous majority view as correct - that this patient suffered from delusions of  homosexuality and therefore schizophrenia.  There followed a lengthy recital of The majority view of  expertese was correct and the patient must be suffering delusions of  homosexuality as a symptom of  schizophrenia.   The consultants, Agami declaimed for a further ten minutes, were possessed of great wisdom (though he did not quote any example of this wisdom).  The Accused felt shocked at what he considered blatently dishonest flattery at the expense of the patient.  Agami should have kept his mouth shut instead of  holding his compulsory eulogy.

The Accused was not arguing that Mr Lucky was being overdosed with drugs.  By Carlton Hayes standards he was not noticeably zombified.  He was arguing that he should be allowed to lead his own life without psychiatric interference.   The Carlton Hayes contingent had closed ranks.  Even Dr Redhead, who had engineered the case conference with the objective of getting rid of the absurd diagnosis did not dare speak in favour of  the patient.  Several Towers Hospital consultants were present, including Dr Reid’s husband, also called Dr Reid (Dr Reid herself was on sick leave).  The Accused expected the Towers consultants to toe the party line. 

The Towers consultants spoke after the Carlton Hayes contingent had said their piece.

    “Dr Graf is obviously right..”, began a lady consultant, “The patient is obviously taking excessive medication...!”

The rest of  the Towers consultants spoke in similar vein.

There is a sequel to this story.   There was a beauteous blonde lad, later to move to Nottingham, where he was to be known as Clytie (short for Clytemnestra?), who was then a Leicester bus conductor.   Clytie insisted that the Accused travel free of charge and the Accused was unable to dissuade him.   Later, at Nottingham, Clytie, who then worked at the door of  Mario’s Restaurant, advised the Accused to visit the Dover Castle, from which he was banned, during the next week, when the landlord was on holiday.   The Accused dropped in.   He sat on his own in the back bar - as was his wont.  It turned out, in the other bar, to be the occasion of  a twentyfirst birthday party attended by numerous young people.   The young man whose birthday it was bore an uncanny resemblance to Mr Jim N Lucky.   In the absence of  evidence to the contrary we shall assume that it was Mr Lucky.   Mr Lucky was standing by the bar, in the saloon, visible from where the Accused was sitting, repeatedly asked the Accused to join his party.   Why should this youth, with so many attractive young  people in his gathering, seek the company of  the Accused?   The Accused declined.   Mr Lucky came into the smaller room again to invite the Accused but the Accused still refused and shortly, perhaps through embarrassment, left the building.  The Accused never saw Mr Lucky again.

· Mr Alan Edwards was later to spread the rumour that The Accused had been ‘sacked’ from Carlton Hayes for telling the son of a consultant that he (the son of a consultant) was a homosexual.  The Accused never told anyone any such thing.  There is no reason to suppose that Mr Lucky was son of doctor.  There was however a crop of sons of doctors who, as a favour by consultants to parents (who were, in fact, covertly accusing the sons of being homosexuals), were, in the absence of symptoms, detained at Carlton Hayes and diagnosed as schizophrenic.  Dr Lowe did not usually take any interest in patients in the hospital.  If Mr Lucky in fact was son of a doctor, that would provide an explanation.  He might then very well have been sacked for thwarting the parents’ wishes - but The Accused was not told anything about any parents.
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