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The reader may be under the impressin that The Accused from l974 onwards has done nothing besides faffing around.  He says however that he has done nothing but work  - duty to others, trying to find a means of  earning a living or protecting himself  from persecution.   He had never, he claims, had a holiday or rest.   While The Accused was living at 9 Harley Street, Nottingham,  the reader may have gathered, this faffing or work might proceeed several days and nights without interruption and he would then return home to sleep and sleep for as long as was necessary.   The upstairs front room in which he slept was  furnished as sensory deprivation chamber.  No light could penetrate through the curtains.  No sound could penetrate from neighbouring houses or the street.

And so it was that The Accused returned one day from faffing at Lucy’s.  He briefly popped into the front room at 9 Harley Street where Mick and Sheba were sitting in front of  the fire working on the Observer Ximenes crossword puzzle.

    “What does the word ‘defenestrate’ mean?”, asked Sheba.

    “It is from the Latin.”, said The Accused.

    “Yes.”, said Sheba, “ ‘Fenestra’ - a window.   I got that bit - But why ‘de’?”

    “If  the National Front ‘denigrate’ a person”, answered The Accused, “they remove him.  ‘De’ indicates removal and it is followed by what is to be removed.  To defenestrate is to remove windows.”

    “As a matter of  fact it is not!”,  Mick chimed in, “It is a joke word used by comic writers.  It means to throw out of  a window - from the Latin ‘defenestrare’.   ‘Denigrate’ is what Idi Amin does - to throw out of  Nigeria’.

    “No it isn’t!”

    “Yes it is!  It says so here in the dictionary!”

After that humiliaton The Accused, since he was tired, went upstairs to bed...  But as he walked through the door of  the bedroom he espied a three hundred and five year old man sleeping in his bed - or on the mattress,  under the blankets, with head on the pillow and eyes motionallessly and unconcernedly gazing in the direction of  The Accused.   The three hundred and five year old man neither moved nor spoke.

 What is the correct procedure when a human unexpectedly appears in a bed?  Let us suppose that the function of  morality is to save face - that whatever happens anyway is what is right.  If  Daddy Bear finds a man in his bed, except maybe when the man turns out to be Goldilocks, he opens the window, defenestrates the intruder, closes the window, locks the catch, forgets about the incident, goes to bed and is fast asleep when twenty minutes later the ambulance crew, assisted by Baby Bear, scrape up the remains.   This is what happens and therefore it is right and proper.   It is survival of  the fittest and, therefore, survival of the fittest is the objective of  morality.

However, let us suppose that The Accused was not Daddy Bear, nor even Daddy Bear disguised as Goldilocks.  He was Goldilocks’ universally depised and persecuted  Ugly Sister.   He was not powerful enough to defenestrate anyone, except maybe Goldilocks - and even she would turn out to have a big brother.  So morality dictated that he could not turn anyone out of  his bed, his room or his house.   Morality dictated that he recognise no concept of  property - except other peoples’ property.      So that is what happens and therefore it is right and proper.

If what happens is always right, then it is impossible to commit a sin.   The possibility of  transgression is purely hypothetical.  It is impossible to envisage any realistic situation in which sin exists and impossible to consider the possibility.   But let us envisage the possibility of  an Ugly Sister, Goldilocks or Cinderalla, or  Dick Whittington, being found in a different Ugly Sister’s bed but not Widow Twankie.  But it is not widow Twankie that is lying in the bed.  That would be an aberration that appears nowhere in the script.  A further fantasy could then be perpetrated, that, -  if the impossible happens, that if  Widow Twankie is found in the bed,  she is defenestrated by the Ugly - whereas were Goldilocks in the bed, which, by contrast with Widow Twankie being therein, is, according to the script, a possible rather than impossible hypothetical possibility, Goldilocks would remain.  The Ugly Sister in this situation is visualised as behaving as if  she were a Daddy Bear.   It would be possible to fantasise even further to suppose in this amazing scenario that the Ugly Sister has a choice and that she has and exercises a preference.  If she has a preference,then we can introduce the further scientifically unacceptable concept of  there being a reason for the preference, a reason of  her own choice even for her wishing to defenestrate a Daddy Bear or  Widow Twankie, but not Cinderella,  Goldilocks or  Dick Whittington.   This reason, presumably, is that the Ugly Sister herself does not wish to be defenestrated - and therefore she defenestrates Daddy Bear and Widow Twankie, who are powerful enough to defenestrate her, whereas she does not defenestrate Cinderalla and Goldilocks because they are not powerful enough to defenestrate an Ugly Sister.

This shows how absurd moral philosophy becomes when it postulates the possibility of  choice and sin.   If it is the Daddy Bear that is more powerful than and defenestrates the Ugly Sister, the Ugly Sister cannot defenestrate the Daddy Bear or  Widow Twankie.  Nor is it meaningful to speak of  the Ugly Sister defenestrating the Cinderalla, Goldilocks and Dick Whittington.  If they were in the bed, Daddy Bear would walk in, defenestrate the Ugly Sister and take over.   The Ugly Sister is on the bottom of  the pile.  She decides nothing.  Others decide.  Cinderella and Goldilocks do not chose to sujourn in an Ugly Sister’s bed but in Daddy Bear’s bed and whatever bed in which they are found is Daddy Bear’s bed.  This is as Daddy Bear ordains.  There is thus no morality and no sin and only inevitability.

So The Accused was faced with a moral dilemma.  He went back down the stairs.

     “There is a man in my bed!”

     “Yes.  I know!”, answered Sheba, “It’s Ebenezer Posthlethwaite!”

     “Who’se Ebenezer Posthlethwaite?”

     “You must know Ebenezer Posthlethwaite...”

     “No.  I don’t think so.  I thought I knew everyone on the road.. But I don’t think I know or have heard of  an Ebenezer Posthlethwaite.  Where does he live?”

     “He’s very nice.  You must know Ebenezer Posthlethwaite.  He’s very nice.”

     “Yes, he is very nice.”, added Mick.

     “What is he doing in my bed?”, asked The Accused.

     “Ebenezer Posthlethwaite”,. Sheba declared, “Goes to the pub every Friday night.  Then he goes to find himself a woman.”

      “He gets paid on Fridays”, The Accused suggested as a more reasonable possibility,  “spends it all    getting drunk in the pub and then he wanders round the streets ...with no money...”

       “He has money left over.  He doesn’t spend much in the pub.”

       “So, on Friday he gets a paid a lot of  money... He doesn’t look very rich.  He gets drunk at the pub.  Always the same pub?  And wanders round the streets ... Always round the same streets.   That is a bit risky, isn’t it?   He is now three hundred and five years old...

         “He’s only two hundred and eighty.”

“Well, I’m not an expert.  Perhaps he is only two hundred and eighty.  In that case he has been wandering around half-inebriated with money stuffed in his pockets in a predictable place and time weekly for only two hundred and sixty five years.   It’s still long enough... and he has never met with an accident...   So he is either a well-loved and venerated local character or he doesn’t go very far.  I can’t recall seeing him around.. So I am inclined to think he doesn’t go very far...

       “You say he is looking for women... What happens if  he finds these women.. or this woman who lives round the corner from the pub?”

       “He’s not gay!”, said Sheba.

       “He’s not gay!”, repeated Mick.

       “He goes to the pub every Friday night”, said Sheba, “and then goes looking for women.  But this time he didn’t find any women.  So he came here.   But we havn’t got any women here.  So we told him to go into your bed and wait for you.”

So for all the reader knows Mr Ebenezer Postlethwaite might have been waiting over fifty hours.

Faced with a moral dilemma, The Accused asked a series of  irrelevent questions.  But the replies did furnish the required answer - or to some degree - to the relevent question: ‘What am I supposed to do?’   There existed a general procedure, The Accused was informed, for removing the inclination of  men found in beds under the aformentioned circumstances to remain in beds.   This The Accused had often been told by his companions, but now, as then, nobody deigned to clarify what exactly this procedure was.  But there did exist such a procedure - though it was the general consensus of  expert authority that this procedure was rapidly effective only in the absence of  alcoholic inebriation.   It was taught also by some that it was less effective at the age of  two hundred and sixty five than at the age of  sixty five (though not so by the medical gerontocracy).  The Accused was not sufficiently familiar with the literature to know whether the combined effects of  the alleged potentially inhibitory circumstances were as great but no greater than the effect of  the more inhibitory of the two on its own or whether the effects were additive or multiplicative or whether to some degreee they cancelled each other out.   The Accused therefore flicked through the relevent pages in the textbook, retired to bed and Mr Postlethwaite duly departed.

The Accused might then have fallen straight asleep.  That, after all, had been his objective.   The Accused, however, went downstairs again to make himself a cup of  tea.

     “Mr Ebenezer Postlethwaite has gone has he?”, Sheba asked.

      “Oh, him! Oh, yes!  That turned out to be no problem after all... it needed some footnotes in the textbook as regards technique...But as it turns out, it wasn’t too long before he ...lost interest..”

       “Did he pay you any money?”

       “Money?  Was he supposed to?  Did he owe you some money? I didn’t know about any money...”

       “No.  He doesn’t owe me any money.  I thought he might give you some money..”

The Accused was astonished.  Why should he be paid any money?  The reader might expect Widow Twankie to show greater gratitude for being persuaded to leave an Ugly Sister’s bed than she would if  persuaded to leave Goldilocks’ bed.   But that nevertheless is not the tradition.  So The Accused was not unreasonable in supposing that he was entitled to no gratuity for being instrumental in Ms Twankie’s departure. 

But the point being illustrated is that each person is aware of  his or her economic status or worth.   The Accused had been brought up not to ask for expect money in any context or in payment for anything.   Theroughout his life,even if  he did render a service, he was paid nothing - or  not usually, or very little.   Sheba by contrast had - as other people are - been brought up to ask, to expect and to get - and to ask and get more than The Accused would have thought to be entitlement or worth.   There were thousands of  situations in which, as Sheba saw the world, The Accused was owed money, could ask for money or if offered money could ask for more.  But that was not the world as experienced by The Accused.  In whatever situation he found himself, it would be a situation of fear, of walking on a tightrope, of  being allowed to survive only on sufferance.

The Accused had been invited in l961 to be organiser of  the Midlands Clubs’ Championship (and some other chess offices) but was then unable to persuade his proposers, to wit, Philip Wallis, that it would be feasible for him to fulfil this function when studying at Cambridge University.   The Accused was then asked to nominate some player from his club for this office (and others) but none was willing to take it on.   They did not fully appreciate the danger of  all offices falling into the hands of  Wigstonites.   Accordingly J.A.Morley of  the Wigston Club became organiser of  the Midlands Clubs Championship - that is, Mr Morley senior, father of well-known Leics. chess personality Andy Morley.   Mr Morley admired Beethoven (a Viennese composer born in Germany).  Leicestershire dialect drops t’s.  The Accused would annoy Mr Morley by restoring the t in ‘Eroica’, the name of  Mr Morley’s house.  Even some of those Wigston organisers who were regarded by all as impeccably fair and honest - such as Mr Morley - had a different point of  view to that experienced within The Accused’s club.   The Wigston Club was solidly identified with the Leicestershire Chess League.   The Highcross Club had -because of  the crippling cost (by Highcross standards) of  the British Chess Federation capitation fees charged on Leicestershire league players- tried as far as possible to participate in events outside the league - with players either not playing in the league at all or playing for some other league club.  It was generally assumed that a person could compete for the club in any competition (provided he was not for that competition registered by another club) if he had during the previous year played for that either in the local league or in three competitions (including the one currently in question) other than the league.  Opinions differed.  But at first, whatever might have been the regulations or supposed regulations, nobody cared since it did not happen that club A and club B both had teams in the same competition and that A claimed that one of its members was playing in that competition for club B.  Very few clubs entered competitions outside the Leicestershire League and, initially, Highcross was the only club that could or did enter into the competitions outside the Leicestershire League.  Nevertheless The club tried to involve itself in sufficient non-league competitions to ensure that a cross-eligibility or eligibility through regular play over successive years was maintained (irrespective of whether there really existed such a requirement).  After the League Committee mysteriously amalgamated the Gambit club into the Highcross club and membership and activities were much reduced it was no longer possible to maintain a large pool of  players who were by any criteria eligible to play in whatever non-league competitions were entered.

But then Eddy Edington set up a Gambit team in the Midlands Clubs’ Competition, with the intention of winning the competition (which it did),  which included members of  other clubs who had no other connection with Gambit - mostly Highcross, and with the Highcross players involved then claiming they had been told by Eddy that the Accused and Highcross club had agreed to this, whereas Highcross, current Midlands’ Club’s champions, knew nothing about this and wanted the players for their own team.  Retrospectively, Eddy might appear to have been setting a new fashion but his prediction of ‘composite’ teams then caused much comment and bitterness.  Highcross, the party with greatest cause for objection, whined but certainly did not advocate or agitate for any changes or tighening of the rules.  J.A.Morley, comptroller of  the Midlands Clubs’ Championship, was was particularly upset at Eddie and upset that he had had no weapon with which to disqualify his team and therefore introduced the ‘Moreley Rule’.

There were two facts appurtaining to the Morley Rule.  Firstly, there was no Morley rule - or any rule preventing the fielding of composite teams.  Secondly - nobody knew what the Morley rule - the rule which Mr Morley had in mind was.  It eventually turned out that Mr Morley went so far as to insist that Leicestershire teams in the Midlands Clubs’ Championship had to be Leicestershire League Clubs and were only permitted to field their own league players!  Mr Morely, despite his unquestionable integrity, as was the wont of  Wigston players, could not understand the workings of any other club and did not appreciate that this rule, which nobody else wanted, was a Wigston rule.  The arguments which The Accused recited during private discussion Mr Morely could not understand.  Mr Morley would repeat over and over again that he was trying to curtail Eddy.  Nobody could curtail Eddy with rules!  The author doubts that Eddy Edington was ever found guilty of  transgressing a rule during his entire career!  Highcross/Foxhunters members whined at the alleged sharp practices of other clubs but for the most part they maintained also the tradition of not favouring regulations and enforcement of regulations.  If club A managed succesfully to enforce a rule against club B it was usually that club A had tried to win the match by every possible swindle, sharp practice and subterfuge, had failed to do so and was now as a last resort portraying its own transgression as that of the opposition.  One reason for this being a Wigston rule was that very few clubs fielded Midlands Clubs sides.  This meant that any Leicester player who wanted to compete in a Midlands Clubs team or a National Clubs team had to belong to the Leicester, Wigston or Foxhunters clubs.  This meant in effect that any strongish player who did not already have some allegiance to Leicester or Foxhunters (or Highcross) was forced to join Wigston.   The concept of a player belonging to a league team of a particular league club was meaningful in Leicestershire.  The Foxhunters members were however well aware that they frequently encountered members of opposing sides claiming to be their regular club members when they were no such thing - and they continued to do so after Mr Morley began enforcing his rule.  Some counties did not have a league or only a very lowly regarded league - with the county’s stronger players competing in leagues across the border.  Or one player might play for different clubs in different leagues in the same county and, to claim eligibility for a particular Midlands’ Club side might quote a very mysterious league.   The Accused, who received newsletters from other counties and knew who played for what club and how often, would ask such players for explanation just to test what their excuse might be..But he did not press the issue.  Mr Morley did not understand how other counties operated - that he understood only Leicestershire and, in Leicestershire, only Wigston and that his rule discriminated only against Leicestershire - except Wigston.  There existed clubs which regularly participated in the Midlands Clubs Championship which did not have sides in any local league.  Mr Morley pointed out that the rules governing the National Clubs’ Championship were less restrictive and that clubs could enter that. But the National Clubs’ Championship involved travelling great distances and was inconvenient - and eligibility was usually determined by playing in the Midlands Clubs Championship. The Accused had an overall vision of the functioning of  machinery and systems which enabled him to think unusually rapidly without necessarily being able to express his reasoning in words - and in this case felt that the Morely Rule would have unwelcome consequences - and claims that it did.    

The former Leicestershire League organisation had been replaced by the Leicestershire Chess Association  during the formulation of  the constitution of which Mick Cowley had  introduced a number of  reforms which he claimed originally to have been suggestions of  The Accused.   This included the abolition of  BCF capitation charges levied on league players, the introduction of  team fees rather than individual fees and negotiations with the British Chess Federation to enable an agreed nominal rather than actual number of players in the league figure of  league players to be the basis of  the levy.  The Association secretary arranged for those who wished to be registered with the BCF - which for some considerations was necessary - after the yearly quota had already been negotiated.     This did not necessarily mean that it was completely convenient to the Foxhunters Club to field only its league players in non-league events - though they had agreed amongst themselves that whatever were the rules they would abide by  them.

The controversial member of  the Midlands’ Clubs Championship team was Alan Edwards.  Alan’s league team, Braunstone, played only in the Leicestershire League.  Alan did not wish to be forced into deserting this club and playing for Wigston - as he would be if  Mr Morley’s intended rules were introduced (Alan did not believe that there was a secure first board spot available in the Foxhunters club - nor necessarily in the Leicester Club, which sometimes but not regularly fielded sides in the Midlands Clubs and other non-league competitions).  Alan Edwards had been playing for all Highcross and Foxhunters teams except the league teams since the formation of  Highcross and had played more matches for Highcross/Foxhunters than any other player other than Mick Stokes and The Accused.   He considered himself a Highcross/Foxhunters member, not a guest.  In summer l976 he also had the necessary qualifications by virtue of  his having played for Foxhunters in several competitions in the l975-6 season.   Mr Morley however felt that Alan Edwards was a strong player who would play on top board and possibly make a considerable difference to the strength of  the Foxhunters team (which was not the attitude of  the self-opinionated Accused) and that Alan did not play for the Foxhunters Club in the Leicestershire League.   Mr Morley was trying to introduce his new rule as a convention in the hope that it would eventually evolve into an official rule.  Mr Morley in some context intimated these thoughts to Mick Broadhurst, who informed the rest of  the club. Mick explained that Morley was trying to “get at Edington”, whose teams he regarded as composite and no genuine club and Morley did not want his position to be weakened by Edwards playing for  Foxhunters.  The Accused and Mick Stokes opined that they should keep to the rules, whatever they were, even the Morley Rule.   If  the Midlands Clubs rules were inappropriate for the club, then they would instead play in the National Clubs’ Competition, which did not have comparable regulations.   They verfied however from a printed copy of  the rules that, as they already believed, it was not prohibited for Edwards to play for the team.  However, all were aware that there was one law for Foxhunters and another for everyone else and that all manner of  scurrilous complaints were regularly upheld against the club.  It would be better for someone else to take on Mr Morley if  he tried to enforce prematurely his intended rule.  Alan therefore agreed he would not play in the forthcoming match against Birmingham Nomads.   The Accused felt it would not be necessary.   He could himself play on the top board!

However, as a precaution, The Accused also phoned  up W.Ritson Morry, the organiser of  Birmingham Nomads, a club which had only loose ties with local leagues.  Since Foxhunters and Birmingham Nomads might be regarded as the two strongest teams in the competition (that is, Foxhunters were the main threat against Nomads winning the competition), The Accused feared that Mr Morry might object to Edwards playing.  Mr Morry said however that he had no objection and that West Midlands delegates to the Midlands Counties Chess Union, who were in the majority, were opposed to rule changes which Mr Morely was trying to introduce.   They, in common with The Accused, whose club more resembled the West Midlands model, considered that Mr Morley inappropriately identified the concept of  ‘club’ with ‘Wigston Club’.   Therefore, if  Mr Morley tried to disqualify Edwards, the MCCU would overrule this.  Mr Morry assured The Accused that his club agreed that Edwards could play, would accept the result, whatever it might be, and the matter rested between the clubs.  Nevertheless, Edwards was not expected to play.   The Accused had available a reservoir of former Highcross players, still in their teens or early twenties, who had some personal loyalty to him, and he asked one of  these to play against Birmingham and told him to wait at a prearranged place.   However, in the meanwhile, Mick Stokes asked Alan Edwards to play.   So Alan Edwards was waiting with the rest of  the team outside the Manchester Hotel and since he had arrived - since it would been unpolite and hurtful not to do so - he was included in the team.   The car drivers then did not pick up The Accused’s substitute who was waiting elsewhere and when nobody arrived to pick him up, he went back home!   After the match, The Accused received a phone call (at Briarwood) from Mr Morley saying the team was disqualified because Alan Edwards had played.   The Accused pointed out that no rule had been broken, that the inclusion of  Edwards had been agreed by Ritson Morry (who turned out to be on poor terms with Morley) and the Birmingham team (who were unanimously opposed to Morley’s intended rule, which they considered merely to be a fiddle to promote the Wigston side).

Morley then said that he had had a meeting with Mick Broadhurst and Mick Cowley (who had formed his own club and was not playing for Foxhunters teams) at which they had agreed, on behalf of  the Foxhunters’ Club that Alan Edwards would not play.   The Accused know nothing about this.   He would not have expected Mick Broadhurst to make any arrangements on behalf of  the club without consulting other members.   There was nobody specifically nominated to make decisions on behalf  of  the club in this or any other issue, but The Accused felt that if  Mick had made an agreement supposedly on behalf of  the club - and Morley seemed quite certain about this - then that agreement would have to be honoured.   Mick Broadhurst later informed The Accused that he had met with Mr Morley and that Mr Morley had told him what the regulations were - or, as The Accused put it, misled him.

 Traditionally The Accused organised the Midlands Clubs Team, which was financed by Highcross rather than Foxhunters (Morley having apparently on this occasion insisted on the name Foxhunters, since Highcross was not a Leicestershire League club).  The Accused was its official organiser also this year - and Mick Broadhurst (and Mick Cowley) had had no authority to act on behalf of  the team.  Mick did not know the rules and the rules supposedly recited by Morley were incorrect.   He had not agreed, he said, but had been told... though it was his impression that Morley had agreed to Alan playing in this one match - since it was not so severe a transgression as those imputed against Edington (who had previously won the competition with a composite team, including Highcross players).   Morley had changed his mind, Broadhurst insisted, because The Accused had conducted separate negotiations with Morley’s mortal enemy, Ritson Morry.   Broadhurst did not know Ritson Morry and also supposed him to be a considerable ogre.   Apart from The Accused, Leicestershire organisers were somewhat parochial and there was anti-Morry tradition dating back from the days of  D.H.Long!   The Accused was reluctant to take the issue further because he suspected that Broadhurst had been naive but had in fact been talked into an agreement -and because he did not wish to contradict Morley’s claim that there existed an ‘agreement’. 

 If The Accused had been asked to pursue an appeal he would have approached the MCCU and won - but Mick Stokes and Mick Broadhurst were convinced that the injustices meted out to Foxhunters were personally directed against The Accused, that they could handle matters better.  The Accused, on the other hand, felt that Mick Stokes and Mick Broadhurst’s manner of defending the club’s interests had resulted in an uninterrupted sequence of reverses.  Those who negotiated with them praised them and impressed on them how much preferable they were to The Accused - but this was, The Accused believed, because they always lost.  He was anxious to revert to taking matters into his own hands and to put an end to the uninterrupted victimisation of  the club that ensued after Eddy Edington’s complaint about Mick Cowley playing on top board against his White Eagle’s club several years’ previously.   The Accused would have preferred Mick Stokes and Mick Broadhurst to keep aloof from this issue involving the Morley rule - but they conducted what was effectively a futile appeal to Morley himself!  This resulted in the Morley Rule becoming entrenched and had a negative effect on the club and on chess in Leicestershire.  Mark Hebden, of  Leicester City Transport and Glenn Flear of  Wigston became Grand Masters but they became akin to guest players in a county team that relied on recruitment of  professionals who operated outside the county and the clubs themselves and their regular members were able to put up little showing. 

There were various attempts to replace the former Midlands League and strong teams formerly fielded by such as Highcross and Birmingham Nomads.  The Accused was asked to play for a team based in Rugby, for which Mark Hebden and other masters later played, but he was unable to travel such a distance and  had a loyalty to his own club and was not personally ambitious.   The chances of  some Leicestershire youth without some financial backing making his mark in chess declined.   This was aggravated also through the British Chess Federation claiming credit for the temporary resurgence of  chess inspired by Bobby Fischer and for the efforts of  others in organising tournaments in Britain and creating a closed shop of  privilege and wealth.

There turned out to be problems also relating to the Chapman Cup - a summer knockout tournament involving clubs in Leicester and Leicestershire.   Eddy Edington turned out to be the organiser.   The Accused when he heard this felt inclined not to trust Eddy - on account of  the club’s experience when Eddy was comptroller of  the British Lightening Chess Team tournament when this was held in Leicester - though Eddy claims not to have been responsible and that the miscarriage of  justice occurred through collusion of  Wigston officials with Bill Oakfield.   The Accused was not in favour of  pursusing disputes and felt rather that they should be anticipated.   If  Eddy was going to be comptroller then the club had to make doubly sure they would be no dispute or that it was dealt-with rapidly and effectively.   The Accused was inclined to think that the club should not enter the Chapman Cup at all.  However, a team was entered.  The Accused was neither involved in this nor played in the team.   He heard nothing about the Chapman Cup side until Mick Stokes informed him that Mick Broadhurst had gotten into a dispute with Eddy, with whom he had previously crossed swords (when organising what was effectively a defection of  most of  the Gambit Club to Highcross).   The Accused felt a little hurt in view of  his outstanding record in playing on first board in the Chapman Cup (and other knock-out competitions).  Eddy had disqualified the team over some alleged technical infringement of  regulations.  Mick Broadhurst felt that Eddy was an interested party in the match and that the disqualification was unjustified.   He had appealed to the tournaments’ committee of  the Leicestershire Chess Association.   This consisted of  Eddy and some people nominated by Eddy.

Mick Broadhurst then approached the Policy Committee, which according to the constitution may have had the power to overrule its tournaments’ sub-committee or to dismiss the comptroller.  It would very unusual for a committee, nominally superior to a committee organising a tournament, which is not itself involved in the organisation of  the tournament to overrule a decision by a comptroller and, indeed, for any committee to overrule a comptroller without his agreement.   This could lead to the resignation of  the comptroller and the abandonment of  the tournament!   Also,  there was a pre-arranged timetable, with dates by which each round had to be finished .. and games in subsequent rounds had already been played on the assumption that Eddy’s decision be upheld.  .  The team which Mick’s team would have played in the next round, had Eddy’s decision been reversed, expressed itself (to The Accused) as willing to play an additional match against Foxhunters - just in case - but Mick was not keen on this and more preoccupied with his war against Eddie.  

The possibility had existed of  The Accused appealing to the MCCU as regards the Midlands Clubs Championship.    In that case,  both clubs involved openly disagreed with the comptroller’s decision.    In Mick’s case it was Edington who had made the decision, not the other club that had complained, but their position appeared more to be neutral.   Also, Birmingham Nomads and Foxhunters were both prepared for the other club to play on in the tournament irrespective of  the decision.   They would have been seeking a ruling merely that no rule had broken and would also have stopped the Morley Rule before it was actually written.   But even in that case, for diplomatic reasons, the appeal did not take place.   Mick Broadhurst is believed not to have considered the possibility of  the club conceding the match to the other side while at the same time seeking a ruling that no form of  rule transgression or cheating had taken place.   The Chapman Cup also is intended to be a friendly tournament without disputes rather than a prestige tournament such as the Midlands’ Clubs’ Championship.   Mick could have arranged his rival Broadhurst Cup concurrent with the Chapman Cup.

The Accused was not involved in this dispute at all.   Mick Stokes had previously been warned by  Wigston Mafiosi not to involve The Accused in disputes - and he had taken them seriously.   The Accused was however later told by Policy Committee members that they felt that Mick Broadhurst was being belligerent and acting on the assumption that they were prejudiced against him or disagreed with him, when. in fact, they were not and didn’t.  Maybe the Policy Committee did not like Eddy.   As The Accused understood it,  Eddy had some case.  The Policy Committee, apparently, did not think so.   They even claimed that had Mick  not assumed them to be hostile and let them have more of  a say they could have pointed out to him a different procedure whereby supposedly he would have won his appeal.   Whether in fact there was an alternative procedure and whether it would have led to a different outcome we do not know.

It can be wiser or kinder to lose disputes than to win. Mick Broadhurst battled against committees on this issue for months and never regarded it as over.  Mick Stokes, on the other hand, appeared to take no interest at all beyond reporting what Mick Broadhurst had told him (or attending hearings, saying very little) and accepting whatever Mick Broadhurst decided.   This went as far as withdrawing the Foxhunters teams from the Leicestershire league during the l976-7 season.   The Accused was apalled!  However, it turned out that Mick Stokes (who was on the League Committee) knew what nobody else knew!   The club’s fixtures were recorded in the league handbook, nobody knew that the club had withdrawn from the league, the fixtures were played as ‘friendly’ matches without any league fees being  paid.  Per regulations a team which ‘withdrew’ found itself next year, if it rejoined, in the lowest division in the league ..but for the purpose of  allocating teams to divisions next year (which The Accused says was the l977-8 season) the ‘unofficial’ Foxhunters games were recognised.  It is  true that before the l977-8 season commenced The Accused obtained a phone call that this would be conditional on the l976-7 fees being paid - and The Accused paid them from Highcross funds.   It is not known whether Mick Broadhurst knew this.

It had been part of  the club’s retribution also to refuse to play for county teams.  But this was not binding on individual players - and apart from Mick Broadhurst himself not playing it is not known whether any Foxhunters’ member who was asked to play for the county refused.  There was in any case a prejudice against Foxhunters’ players being selected (including Phil Lucas with his two recent league wins against Mark Hebden) and the excuse for not selecting The Accused was that it was supposedly believed that he was playing for Nottinghamshire (whereas the Nottinghamshire county selectors believed he was playing for Leicestershire).  In Leicestershire county team selection there was apt to be a snobbery  from which the unsnobworthy were excluded and members of some clubs, particularly Wigston,  had little awareness of  other clubs or of the requirements of  their members - so that county teams were apt to be the private teams of  a few clubs or one club - with everyone else paying for them.

The Accused became aware during Sheba Philby and Irish Mick’s stay at  9 Harley Street that he was becoming short of  clothes, especially trousers, though  he was not initially aware of  the reasons for this.   He had kept his trousers in a cupboard in the back room upstairs.   This included the trousers belonging to the suits which his mother had bought him in l965.   These he found hanging in the cupboard cut, ripped and truncated.   Dan Buster when asked to explain this said that Snow White had been using them to practice her dressmaking skills.   Although it was necessary to go into the cellar to read the gas and electricity meters, The Accused found himself at one point prohibited by Mick from entering the cellar and only discovered after Mick and Sheba had left that there was dumped in the cellar in disarray and moulding a great heap of  The Accused’s clothes and other belongings.   The Accused reports that at one point he had no trousers whatsoever which were not ripped in the gluteal region and he was thereby prevented from leaving the house and from applying for jobs.   He could not afford to replace these trousers, he says, was not entitled to a DHSS clothing grant (or refused one) - perhaps because he had savings.  Whereas it appears to be historical fact that The Accused did find himself thus embarrassed,  it is hard to believe that this continued for an appreciable number of  years as he claims.    Although The Accused remiscences on walking considerable distances to jumble sales, he may not yet have discovered in l976 that these existed or how cheaply clothes might there sometimes be obtained.   It was easier for The Accused during summer months since he needed dress only in shorts - but he would still have needed trousers to get and keep a job!

Accused-dad mentioned to The Accused that if  he needed a job he should ask  Oswald Weiss, owner of  Connoisseur’s Corner carpets.   Mr Weiss had lived opposite Briarwood during The Accused’s schooldays and The Accused had expected Mr Weiss to offer him a job.   It seems he did..that this offer was made to Accused-dad rather than to The Accused and that Accused-dad, perhaps out of deference to Accused-mum, who insisted on The Accused studying medicine, did not pass on the message.   It turns out als, though The Accused was not to discover this for several more years,  that Mr Weiss had the impression that The Accused had  refused the offer without the courtesy even of  a vote of  thanks.   The Accused was handicapped by his lack of clothes - and felt that he was now an old man, dishevelled and in no condition to work in a shop.   Nevertheless The Accused walked up to Loseby Lane past Mr Weiss’s shop.   Mr Weiss saw him, ran out onto the street, pulled The Accused into the shop and they had a conversation.   The Accused felt very embarrassed because of  his tattered clothes and unwashed condition.  Mr Weiss, however, did not comment and acted as if  The Accused was welcome to set foot in his workplace.   Nothing was mentioned about a job.  Mr Weiss is unlikely to have known that The Accused had no job.   He probably supposed The Accused was so well off he did not have to bother about personal appearance and hygeine!   The Accused eventually excused himself and Mr Weiss asked him to come again.   The Accused, because of  his poverty and dishevelment, did not dare renew the visit.   He also, despite his unemployment, was always fully occupied.

The Accused is believed now (believed to be l976) to have been again claiming social security payments, though he did not receive the full amount.   He inquired of  the Department of  Employment about training courses.   They produced a list of courses and of  the Skillcentres at which each course was held.   The Accused was attracted to the prospect of  being trained to repair typewriters.   If  he was so trained, he could open a shop.   Today everyone uses word-processers.  But in l976 commercial offices used electric typewriters, while journalists, writers, impoverished male university graduates and the police still used manual typewriters - which either had been in their possession for decades or were bought second hand.

The Accused mentioned that one of  the reasons for his being unemployed, as a doctor and otherwise, was that he had no driving licence - and without a driving licence he could not earn the money to gain a driving licence.   He was told that he would be given free driving lessons as part of  the training.   He pointed out that he needed a clothing grant because he did not have garb adequate to appear in public.   He was told this was not necessary.    There was no  prohibition against anyone being shabbily dressed on a training course.   The Accused was promised that he would be allocated to a centre sufficiently accessable to permit him to return to Nottingham by public transport within two hours and a quarter and to return if necessary overnight and over weekends.   He was told there would be a considerable delay before a  place at a suitable centre would be available, that he would be given several months notice and would have the option to cancel or postpone without incurring any penalties.

The Accused, as a preliminary,  had to be interviewed by a panel of  bosses in the typewriter repair industry.    This was expected to be the main hurdle.   The Bosses, however, were absolutely delighted.

        “You should be arriving here in a Rolls Royce!”, said the Bosses.

They did not object to the prospect of  his opening a shop in competition to them.   There was plenty of  room for competition, they said!

Accused-mum suggested to The Accused that he study for an Open University degree.   She was forever telling him to read for a degree in psychology - not realising he had a degree in psychology already.   In l995, shortly before her death, she finally listened to his own version of  events, was astonished to hear that he had taken a degree at Cambridge and confessed that his parents might have been able to help him find employment had she realised this.   The Accused, however, had originally wanted to study mathematics rather than medicine and now made enquiries in this direction.   He was put on the waiting list and was eventually told that he could commence in autumn l977.  The Accused, since he had a degree already, could have obtained some exemptions to shorten his course, but he wanted the maximum education available.   The Open University does not require any preliminary academic qualifications - such as GCE ‘O’ levels and ‘A’ levels - but instead the student must commence with two ‘foundation courses’ (or, if he is granted exemption because of  existing qualifications - one).  The local director said that the maximum number of  ‘foundation courses’ that anyone could manage to study in one year was a single course.   The Accused said he would read two - mathematics and technology.   The director repeated that this could not be done and he therefore had his fees paid (on account of  his poverty) by the Open University hardship fund for one course but not both.   Accused-mum was to refund the £50 paid for one course.   As it happens The Accused was to obtain distinctions for both courses (studied in l977-8).

But now, still in l976, suddenly, at a week’s notice, The Accused received a summons to commence training in typewriter repair at the Skillcentre at Letchworth.  The Accused had never even heard of  Letchworth, which turned out to be a suburb of  London in Hertfordshire, near Harlow, and not readily accessible by public transport.  If  The Accused did not go he stood to lose his social security payments.  The course was to last eighteen months (which The Accused suspected was longer than really necessary).  The Accused was told that he should sell the house or let it for the eighteen months - proposals that were not consistent with reality.  Although The Accused was informed that once he commenced,  he would remain for the entire duration of  the training course, he fully expected to meet the prejudice he had encountered throughout his life and to be expelled before termination of  the course.  So the manner is which this was sprung onto The Accused again appeared to be persecution. 

This conduct by the Department of  Employment was not designed to allay The Accused’s possibly unreasonable resentments and anxieties at the presence in Villa Intercrook, The Accused’s house 9 Harley Street, Nottingham, of  Sheba and Mick..  He had been (with their consent) trying to pressurise the council to rehouse them on the grounds that whereas 9 Harley Street was ideal for his economy and lifestyle, it was not suitable for a couple with a child.   When The Accused’s diaries are examined some reasons may emerge for The Accused’s anxieties at the presence of  Mick and Sheba.  However as the author currently understands it the pair respected The Accused’s privacy and did not - with the possible exception of  the Freiya mentioned - object to his associates.

Associates not hitherto mentioned who might wish to be include Gerry Green, a young lad who liked to inhabit the cafe at the Broadmarsh Bus Station.  His family lived in Clifton, where The Accused met his elder sister when The Accused walked to his house after Gerry had for a few days mysteriously disappeared.   His sister said Gerry was forever disappearing and did not know where he was.   Gerry  (who, by the standards of  his peers, was intelligent and well educated) had also been in the habit of  playing truant from school, vanishing  to no known place, sometimes for days on end.

Gerry reappeared.   Gerry accompanied The Accused on one of  his visits to La Chic.   La Chic occupied extensive premises and was patronised by folk of  varying descriptions and not all patrons regularly mixed with all others.   There were those who were more villains or criminals - and at times powerfully built persons who were not necessarily very sophisticated criminals.   Suddenly One Such drew Mr Green’s attention and they moved into a deserted area where Mr Onesuch was urgently talking into Mr Green.   It sounded to The Accused as if  Mr Onesuch was instructing Mr Green to commit some crime on his behalf (for which Mr Green would get the blame and Mr Onesuch the profit) and that Mr Green was meekly agreeing to oblige.   The Accused had had no indication of  Mr Green having criminal tendencies or the attitudes of  Mr Onesuch.   But he did not feel he was entitled to interfere with other peoples’ lives.  Was it right for him to make some attempt to rescue Mr Green or not?   The Accused decided to walk over and join the pair.   As he did this, Mr Green immediately made some excuse, joined The Accused - and they scurried off  to a more inhabited part of  the club.   Mr Green informed The Accused that this youth had attended the same school as he had and that he, Mr Gerry, had subsequently been attempting to avoid him.   Schools in Clifton were subsequently to  become nationally famous for bullies (in particular, pupils who bullied teachers).   The Accused was also to notice in his subsequent dealings with Mr Green that bullying hierarchies that had been set up at school persisted through subsequent life - and that considerable skill was needed to avoid the former school bullies.  Whatever may or may not have been the history of  Mr Green, The Accused was also to become increasingly aware of  these two phenomena - the persistence of  social hierarchies established early in life and the tendency for those found guilty of crimes either to be innocent or to have been the tool of  someone of  whom they were afraid on whose intructions they were acting (and for those who profitted from crime getting away with it).    

 William Wyshinky was a lad of  Polish origin who played chess for the West Bridgford Club, was a regular visitor to 9 Harley Street - as was a student who during his vacations worked as a nurse at Mapperley Hospital.  Boris Petroff,  a born-again Christian, was not a member of the 9 Harley St. Household (or who might stay overnight) but, as an organiser of the West Bridgeford Chess Club, arrived at the house to ensure that The Accused turned up at chess matches and to preach religion.

The Accused, after departure from the La Chic club one night (after 2 a.m.),  repaired, as he usually did, to Greasy Lil’s Caff on Huntington Street was called for conversation by a lad sitting on a wall who turned out to be  Jason Foot, considered by experts to have the worlds’ largest testicles.  He was from Leicester but was regularly in Nottingham to visit its flourishing gay scene.   Jason returned to 9 Harley Street to ingest a a large panful of  scrambled egg and fried scrambled boiled potatoes and to rest for the night.   There is no report of  Jason visiting the La Chic Club but he may have been at Mario’s, no longer attended by The Accused.   He would thereafter regularly turn up at Harley Street to catch up on food and sleep.   Jason was forever reporting that “they say” that any two people sharing each other’s company overnight on more than one occasion were inevitably in love.

The Accused when passing through town occasionally visited the bars at the Flying Horse, just off  Slab Square,  patronised by the City’s eighteen to thirty five year olds.   When he did so he would be invited to converse with Robin Wren (whom Tom Ashcroft regarded with greater approval than he did most of  The Accused’s associates) and his girlfriend Jenny on whose premises he was living.   Young lads would maintain that it was not their ambition to get married and live happily ever after  and produced what those who do not regard such protestations seriously or who recognise a couple as suited to one another, take to be excuses.  So Robin would  maintain that he lived with his girlfriend only because it was not possible for young men to procure premises of  their own and that he was trying to avoid further ambitions the young lady might hope to consolidate by  providing this favour.   Robin would forever be inviting The Accused to visit their flat to play chess, for which he offered an inducement of  five pounds per game.  The Accused, who was winning all his games in the Nottingham league (with complex sacrifices in all of  them) and  considered the result of  any such game as a forgone conclusion,  consistently declined this on the grounds that this would be  a large amount of  money for so small or non-existent a service.   Robin claimed however that he could afford the price because he obtained a regular ten pound a week subsidy sent to him by his father through the post - which, he said, contributed to his being overall comfortably well off.   Robin might have been more succesful had he offered The Accused nothing, had he asked, instead of  offering to lose games, to be given instruction in chess (i.e. losing games and then being provided with an analysis or discussion of the game played) - and had he told The Accused in simpler terms where his flat actually was.

Robin was a friendly, well-behaved lad who inhabited the respectable salons of  the Flying Horse.   The Accused however risked company with less reliable references when sunbathing on the wall in Slab Square- reading some book or documents or scribbling in a note pad, analysing his latest chess game on a pocket set or just sitting there planning the stategy for the next  Foxhunters’ chess match.  Amongst visitors to the square might be Slimy Fish, who had amongst other similar useful attributes on his CV that he was considered to have on some forgotten date in the remote past abandoned the beauties of  youth - or perhaps he had not abandoned them.  Or perhaps he had been abandoned.  Slimy Fish insisted on talking to The Accused.  This was a strain since The Accused felt he had to articulate his mouth without parting with any information.  Moral principles forbade The Accused from rudely snubbing Mr Fish purely on the grounds that The Accused did not greatly admire Mr Fish.  Nor, probably, did anyone else and  it was not Mr Fish’s fault.   Treat your neighbour as you would wish to be treated  yourself - since one day you might be a Slimy Fish.

Would The Accused please nip into yonder alleyway and explain to Mr Fish the modern treatment of  the Tartakower variation of  the Queens’ Gambit?   No, The Accused knew nothing about the Tartakower variation of  the Queens’ Gambit, beyond the fact that Hugh Alexander had told him not to develope the Black Bishop to b7 when white has pushed his pawn to d5 - which The Accused suspected anyway and didn’t do - but it was reassuring for judgement to be confirmed.  Why did Mr  Fish not ask Mr Tartakower, who was sitting on the opposite wall.  No, Mr Fish did not wish to ask Mr Tartakowever.   If  The Accused obliged Mr Fish would  buy him a meal at a posh restaurant.   The Accused replied that Mr Fish could not afford to buy The Accused a meal at a posh restaurant and that, in any case, The Accused was otherwise occupied.  Yes, Mr Fish would definitely buy The Accused a meal in a posh restaurant.  The Accused concluded that the only way of  getting rid of  Mr Fish was to oblige.  So The Accused provided a rapid explanation of  the Tartakower defence.  Then Mr Fish declared that when he said ‘buy a meal’ he meant in six weeks’ time when he got his dole money.  Then he could buy The Accused a  packet of  fish and chips.   The Accused did not know what he was doing in six weeks’ time.  Possibly, said Mr Fish, Mr Fish could currently manage to invest in a packet of  chips, or maybe a chip.   The Accused said that he would dispense with the chip.   He had just remembered an urgent assignment.

The Accused subsequently avoided Mr Fish.   This may have been easier because Mr Fish recalled that he owed The Accused a chip.   However, The Accused then espied  Robin Wren (who was presumably on the way to the Flying Horse) chatting with Mr Fish on Slab Square.   The Accused watched  awhile and as he was watching Robin was still chatting rather than having succesfully effected an exit.   Perhaps Robin  wanted to hold a prolonged conversation with Mr Fish or perhaps they were friends.   Nevertheless, Robin was what is known as a nice well-behaved lad, he did not habitually inhabit Slab Square or have dealings with its denizens ...  So The Accused approached and  Mr Fish slunk away to sit on a wall watching them from a distance.   The Accused informed  Robin that if  he was a friend of  Mr Fish he did not wish to say anything against him.   He hardly knew Mr Fish.  Nevertheless, on the assumption that Mr Fish had just come up to him apropos of  nothing,  Mr Wren could have overlooked Mr Fish’s motivations and it was possible that Mr Fish could not be trusted.   For all he knew, Mr Fish might be a perfectly decent human being - but nevertheless it was useful to be a bit paranoid about strange men, even if not displaying this openly.   The Accused related the tale about the Tartakowever variation, the promise of  a meal in a restaurant and the packet of  chips.   To The Accused’s surprise Mr Robin immediately expressed his strong disapproval of  Mr Fish, declaring that he was a ‘conman’ (because of  the non-existent pack of chips).   The Accused said that he had not intended to create so strong a bias against Mr Fish in the mind of  Robin.   Robin nevertheless insisted that Mr Fish was a conman.   Whenever subsequently The Accused encountered Robin in town and they espied Mr Fish, Robin would express his disapproval and declare that Mr Fish was a ‘conman’.   

There is no recollection of  Jason ever visiting 9 Harley Street, though the house was visited by Lara, who was also to be found in the Flying Horse.   The Accused was reluctant to visit the gay bar also in that establishment.  He regarded gay bars as inhabited by snobs who were anxious to bully him or treat him rudely.   He popped in one occasion.   The male barman avoided serving The Accused, but Lara, the barmaid,  regarded as a Lesbian girl, expressed herself anxious to do so, which The Accused supposed was merely feminine kindness.  When the pub closed however Lara invited herself to The Accused’s house.  The Accused informed her that he did not live in a sumptuous palace -though perhaps by the standards of  the expensively dressed high spending stars of  the gayscene, he was!  They regularly turned out to live on bare floorboards, with no source of heating - and The Accused had yet to witness a cup of coffee or any means of manufacturing one, despite that being the usual pretext for an invitation.  

Lara and The Accused repaired to 9 Harley Street via a little known and scenic route through the Park Estate.   The Park Residents’ Association, whose chairman was Mr  Godfrey Chrysalis, who was Tory Councillor also for Harley Street, objected to Harley Street residents walking  through their estate.   The turnout at elections was so low that The Accused had considered himself standing as an independent - since there were enough residents at his house for him to win the election!  As it turned out he did not even vote since the door to the polling booth was obstructed by a large man wearing a Tory ribbon.   Nor did anyone else on the road vote!   The police tried to keep Harley Street residents off the Park, claiming it was a private estate, and would put it into their terms of  probation when convicted in courts.  But they never stopped The Accused.  It is doubtful that they had any right to do so and, in any case, the roads were deserted by everyone, including policemen, at night.

    “Are you sure you don’t mind me staying overnight at your house?”, asked Ms Lara, “You don’t have to worry!  I won’t rape you!”. 

 The Accused, instead of  responding to this cue, said nothing.  He was puzzled.   Admittedly, Lesbian Ladies were not to be tangled with, but nevertheless the male was supposed to consider it a privilege to have attentions forced upon themselves by young ladies whereas young ladies were expected to be vary of  men.   To make any progress with The Accused, who supposed himself  to be inferior and to have no attractions, it would have been necessary for her to rape him.   So on arrival at the house they got undressed and retired to separate mattresses and some time next day they woke up and Miss Lara repaired herself  home.

On the next occasion The Accused visited the gay bar at the Flying Horse the comely Lara again invited herself for the night to 9 Harley Street.   This time, as they were about to ascend the stairs, Miss Lara (supposedly) noticed that the breakfast room wall was plastered with pictures of  attractive unclad ladies cut out from magazines and newspapers (which was cheaper than wallpaper).

        “Oh, so you are attracted to girls after all!”, she exclaimed.

The Accused was afaid that such an admission might deter her from staying and therefore made up a story that, of course, he was not in the least interested in women but that the pictures were there to entertain his male friends ... which, apparently, she believed!   Whenever thereafter The Accused visited the Flying Horse, which was not often, Lara invited herself to 9 Harley Street..but if her ambitions extended beyond the attractions of  a mattress they were to remain unfulfilled.   It did not occur to The Accused that Ms Lara might be eager to visit him at Harley St. and he himself eventually did not find time to pay any visits to the Flying Horse.

A couple of  days prior to The Accused leaving, according to evidence later given in a series of  law cases by a council lawyer, Mr Marklew, known to The Accused as The Bullying Liar, there was an inspection of  the house by a Mr Westerman to assess the fitness of  the house to be demolished or not demolished.   According to The Accused’s records all that happened was that a lady council official, not Mr Westerman, called for five minutes to take note of  the names of  residents and to ask whether they preferred a demolition order or for the houses to remain.   Mick, Sheba and The Accused said that they preferred the house to remain.

Whether residents might be expected to prefer demolition or preservation depended on their personal circumstances.  Owner-occupiers such as The Accused always opposed 1957 Housing Act compulsory purchase orders.  Long-standing council tenants or local residents were offered rented council accommodation elsewhere.  This might be to some be preferable, particularly if they were obtaining their rents fully paid as council Housing Benefit and dependent also on services provided by the council, such as a succession of free repairs provided by the Council’s works department (and if the houses were not being kept in perfect condition.  This was a major factor in the case of Jesse Philby at number four - who could also be easily persuaded with threats that the services would be withdrawn if no demolitions took place or until demolitions took place - even though under the alternative 1974 Housing Act treatment the council still had a responsibility, perhaps an even greater responsibility, to maintain the premises.  It turned out that the council rehoused all residents affected by CPOs who asked to be rehoused irrespective of regulations - though Dan Buster, who was now living with the White’s (because Mick did not welcome him at Harley Street)missed out and those who lived a nomadic life, as did many who used or depended on 9 Harley Street, were not offered an alternative.  On the other hand, those who did not receive full housing benefit - and even perhaps most of those who did - were apprehensive at higher council rents which were expected soon to be considerably higher.  Their present life was also that to which residents had become accustomed and dependent and they did not relish the break up of their communities and loss of contact with former associates.  Council propaganda suggested that CPO victims would be ‘rehoused in the area’ or that communities would not be broken up - but this was largely for external consumption and residents rightly did not believe this.   Owner-occupiers, such as The Accused, were an extreme rarity and it was possible that those who had been such for long enough might obtain also  compensation f of provision oofor the premises.  It was not certain that The Accused would, if there was a CPO, find himself eligible for compensation, that it would be paid if he was or that, if it was paid, it was sufficient.  Owner-occupiers, though rarely affected by CPOs, if they were, invariably opposed them.  The Accused had moved into 9 Harley Street because he could not afford rented accommodation and had to live frugally in order to build up enough in capital to enable him to earn a living.  9 Harley Street was in perfect condition,in better condition than might be expected elsewhere, and was in specific respects which have been explained ideal for The Accused - and it was far from certain that another house fulfilling these requirements existed.  The Accused, however, was surprised at the overwhelming opposition to the suggestion of any clearance scheme (with rehousing).  He was particularly surprised that Mick and Sheba should be opposed to a l957 Compulsory Purchase Order.  The Accused had feared that they had only moved into 9 Harley Street for this to be a stepping stone to council accomodation via a CPO and indeed it was unsuitable for a couple with a baby - and the Accused had propagandised the council to this effect in the hope of acceleration of provision of a council flat (while expaining also that the premises suited his own purposes).

The l957 Housing Act was directed against the inhabitants rather than the houses.  The influential psychologist Cyril Burt had regarded the inner cities as ‘foci of subnormality and crime’ and had recommended that the houses be pulled down and the populations scattered into remote ‘new towns’, with destruction of the pre-existing communities and the ties of kinship and friendship on which the ‘subnormality and crime’ supposedly depended.  When The Accused had moved into 9 Harley Street he had also come to the conclusion that there was such disorder in the district that it was desirable for the houses to be pulled down and the population moved out.  However he changed his mind when the fall of Chief Inspector Lunatic kindled self-confidence in the community.  Government policy had also substituted the l974 Housing Act, which sought to preserve the houses and communities - though it turns out there were still Nottingham l957 Housing Act officials who were trying to preserve their jobs.

The lady who had come to 9 Harley Street on behalf of the council to record the inhabitants had said that there would be no CPO because the residents did not want one - which turns out also to have been council policy.  However, residents were aware that there were doubts over the council owned 4-24 Harley Street, opposite the block 1-15, the largest of which was number nine.  Number 4 was in particular damaged condition and several of the other houses in the 4-24 block  had leaking roofs.  4-24 had small, dark backyards which were separated from a factory by a high wall and could not be extended .. and the houses faced North.  Jesse Philby was obtaining information from ‘the man from the council’ and reported that a 1957 Housing Act order (for eventual demolition) had been issued by the council for the eleven houses  4-24 Harley Street.  He also reported that there would be very high council rent increases in forthcoming years (after l957 Act victims had been rehoused).  Mr Philby however then reported that the officials had rewritten the CPO, substituting 1-15, which were then in perfect condition and the best houses in the neighbourhood.  Nobody however believed this.  It turns out however that Mr Philby was right.  The officials perhaps found that they could not issue a CPO on 4-24 Harley Street because they were already council owned and, to keep themselves in a job substituted eleven other houses, 1-15 Harley Street plus three on Hart Street.   Mr Philby said that the reason for the change was that the council had negotiated a deal to sell this very valuable land to a developer (which every one supposed to be the Barratt Construction Company) - but he was to report in l979 that his deal had fallen through (though he may have been wrong).

Council employees subsequent behaviour suggests that they were inciting select residents - the few who expressed a desire to move - to vandalise the area so as to provide justification for a CPO.  Jesse Philby was told that he would receive a ‘nice new council house’ - but only when and if the Ccompulsory Purchase Order was approved by the minister.  Mr Philby had been told that it was not his house that was to be CPO’d but 1-15 Harley Street!  Sonny and Cher Bonio at number nine, or, at any rate, Cher, also were anxious to leave - possibly in the hope of  mending some disruption in their own relationship.  The Accused has claimed that Cher had been appointed a ‘representative’ of  the tenants by the council to give their views and to report on local conditions.  The evidence for this is that Cher claimed to be ‘social worker’ for the council, there appeared an advert in the Nottingham Post seeking such a ‘representative’ (applications to the council) and the council might be expected to appoint somebody that reflected its intentions rather than the community’s.  Neither the Accused nor anyone else who did not want a CPO bothered to apply.  This evidence however is insufficient to implicate Cher.  It could, after all, have been Jesse Philby!!

It is a fact, however, that a ‘For Sale’ notice appeared outside Cher’s house.  The Accused would have been prepared to buy this house for a reasonable price - so that he could have in adjacent houses separate office and living accommodation.  However, Cher insisted that she was not prepared to sell the house for below £4000!  It came as a surprise to all that Cher owned the house.  She had previously regularly referred to a ‘landlord’ and would summon him for various tasks she regarded as his responsibility (such as cutting the hedge and repair of the front garden wall).  The Accused was eventually to find in council minutes a statement that the council’s Land Committee had bought the house off Mrs Rawson for £1200 (though she claims never to have received it).  She was told that she would not get the money and would not be rehoused until the Minister had approved the CPO - and it was because of vandalism to number nine that the council eventually approved it.  

The council also appeared to move vandalistic families with a disproportionately high number of  children into areas which it intended to demolish.  Houses already owned by the council were not to be demolished - except that the council owned one building on Hart Street which they had half-demolished ten years previously.  They now ‘sold’ this building to a friend and provided a generous grant for its ‘repair’ (that is to say, construction of a new house).  There was also one house on Hart St, believed to be council owned, which was to be included in the CPO and demolished, apparently because it was full of Lesbians.  Athough the new government policy was to preserve communities, The Accused claimed that every single person in the area (known as the Hart Street Housing Action Area) had been removed by the council by November 2nd 1979.  

.

The Accused on his way to Letchworth took a bus to London.  But the bus he took only went so far as Northhampton, from which he had to catch a connection.   It turned out that the bus-station had been rebuilt since he had last been in Northampton and it was now part of a large shopping complex.   The Accused was confused, and either his connection had already left on his arrival, or he missed it (since he did not know where it was to be found) or there was a considerable delay before its arrival.  The Accused was unable to discover when and where the bus he required, if any existed, was to be found.   The Accused, afflicted by this on top of  everything else, found himself sitting on a staircase, and burst into tears - and probably, as was his wont on such occasions, started screaming.   The Accused, however, eventually found a bus going in the direction he required, bursting into tears again on his arrival at Letchworth.  He also now found he had lice in his hair  - which he attributed to being infected from a bus-seat during one of  his journeys.

Lice were common South of the Thames.  They were not so prevalent in Nottingham - and could not inhabit 9 Harley Street on account of  the saturation with a DDT-like chemical.  Lice were occasionally caught from the seats in trains and buses.  The Accused had once previously in the l960s caught lice from a cinema seat in South of  the Thames London and bought powdered benzyl benzoate at Hind’s the  Chemists on Queens’ Road in Leicester and made up his own solution.  The Accused formed the impression that this chemical made some of  his hair drop out but was ineffective in killing lice.  It did kill lice, that was true.  But so did almost anything - such as soap and water (which occludes the spirochaetes of breathing pores).  But it did not kill the eggs.  This meant that if  the chemical was used for treatment, then it had to be applied repeatedly. 

There is thus no difficulty in eradicating head lice, though it takes time.  The victim has to go on washing hair until all the nits are hatched.  However, the presence of nits is threatening to other people or is cosmetically underirable.  There are claims that it is possible to ‘kill’ and/or remove nits.  Victims purchase a ‘nit-comb’ and tug away on their hair.  This nit-comb is supposed to rip of  the nits from the hair.  Perhaps it does.  However the space between the teeth of  these solid metal combs is so narrow that it is more likely to rip the hair out than dislodge any nits.

Parents lived in fear - and perhaps still do - of  the school nit nurse.  Anyone can contract lice.  They are not a privilege of the unhygeinic or careless parents.  But the parents dread the humiliation and disgrace.  Some parents, as did Accused-mum, liked routinely to use for washing, including washing hair, coal-tar soap, which contains creosote which lice, in common with most organisms, cannot abide.  Others, particular mothers and guardians of girls, subject their children when they espy dandruff, which vaguely resembles nits, to cruel ceremonies of  pulling on hair.  This may remove dandruff, but is not very good at removing nits.  Nits are so difficult to remove that children had all their hair shaved off  by solicitous parents - and this became the fashionable ‘Yul Brynner’ haircut (Yul Brynner was a bald German Hollywood actor).  Fear of lice is also the origin of  the army and prison short haircuts.

The Accused claimed to have invented some treatment which kills nits.  By the time he had arrived at Letchworth he had not only ‘killed’ the nits but had dyed his reddish brown (which his hair were already - ecept for patches of  metallic red), which also dyed the nits reddish brown.  This film of paint is not very healthy for nits or hopefully emergent lice and it makes the nits invisible (even to the Skillcentre’s medical officer!).  On The Accused’s return to Nottingham, Frankie, who dyed his hair black, supposed that The Accused must have dyed his hair because they were or he thought they were turning grey!

Trainees at Skillcentres were paid whatever had been their income before they embarked on the course.   The Accused had been asked while in Nottingham to fill in a form declaring this previous income.   The Accused supposed that he was earning either nothing or claiming social security payments - and in either case his income was less than the minimum payment to Skillcentre students of  £16 a week.   It also became apparant that the reason for The Accused having been summoned at short notice was that the minimum payment (and the payment made to those who got more than the minimum) was to be raised in three weeks.   When a vacancy had arisen, the tutor on the typewriter repair course, Mr  Bucket, who suffered from working class prejudices, had been supplied with a list of  candidates and had noticed that The Accused had a university degree and was qualified as a doctor.  He therefore decided that The Accused should be summoned with the intention that he be kept for three weeks, then expelled and replaced by some other candidate who could commence on the higher rate of  pay.   In London there had been numerous redundancies in the armed services and amongst the highly paid workers at car factories.   Where these were ‘discovered’ to have university degrees they were merely kicked out without further ado.   However, where there was not the supposedly concealed disgrace of a university degree, those found supernumery were given what The Accused describes as ‘generous’ redundancy payments - and were so in their early or mid-twenties when The Accused had still been victim of  the parental means test of students’ grants and without income.  It was necessary to ensure that these redundant workers had sufficient to continue supporting their homes and families and other expensive responsibilities.  This contrasts with The Accused having been branded ‘not working class’ not given the job, home, income and right to marriage and to bring up a family and then, because he had been refused it, never allowed to achieve what he had been refused. Regulations did not permit unemployed workers with savings of  the size of  these redundancy payments (which were also intended to enable the worker to set himself  up in some other form of  employment) to obtain social security payments (though for a while they were entitled to basic plus income-related unemployment pay).  The other students at the Skillcentre, therefore, were not so much on the courses to ensure future employment but to ensure that pro temp they had an adequate income - or at least, what The Accused supposed was an adequate income.  These young men therefore, in addition to redundancy pay, were paid between sixty five and one hundred and forty pounds a week (as compared 

with The Accused’s sixteen pounds a week).  The other students also mainly still lived at home - to which they returned after work by car.   The lengthy duration of  the courses, which was an impediment to The Accused, was not so to the other students - who, although they did not let it nag on their minds, were aware that there might well not be employment available at termination of  the course.   They were not however aware that the typewriter would within ten years be obsolete apparatus.

The Accused had since childhood been familiar with the use of  the typewriter - and, thanks to his practice while ‘babysitting’ at Lucies could now touch-type at over two hundred words a minute - and he was intending to open a shop catering for those who still used manual typewriters.  Manual typewriters were usually old or second hand (and new ones often of inferior quality) - and The Accused was already relying on Heath-Robinson do-it-yourself repairs.  Although The Accused was in this eccentric amongst his fellow-trainees were there more to obtain money with which to survive rather than to train for a job.  Despite The Accused’s jealous comments, they reported themselves to find it difficult to make ends meet.

The Accused’s parents lived mainly in Hendon in North London.   Accused-dad on several occasions met The Accused in Letchworth or Harlow during The Accused’s sujourn at Letchworth.   The Accused had previously had few meetings with Accused-dad in the absence of  Accused-mum and was surprised at the generous financial donations he received.  On one occasion Accused-dad, without being asked for money, without any murmur of  resentment,  gave The Accused a cheque for as much as forty pounds.   It seemed to The Accused that his father might all along have been prepared to provide him with the necessary funds but that he had not dared to do so because of  Accused-mum’s protest or her inevitable insistance that she be simultaneously given at least ten times as much.   The Accused however had all his life been on low or no income and had no assurance of  income in the future.   He had therefore to try to accumulate capital with a view to setting up some income or means of  survival.   Therefore this money could not be considered income in the same way as it would be considered by those who regard steady inflow of  income as assured.   Rather, it was a contribution to capital - and the income it represented would not be more than the interest received on that capital.   The Accused did however need some ready cash since there would be delay before he received his first wage packet.   Sixteen pounds a week exceeded The Accused’s previous income - at least in superficial numerical terms, though The Accused was not at all sure that did so in realistic terms.   Being forced to abandon his home could represent a considerable loss.   Free meals were supplied at the Skillcentre but the mainstay appeared to be powdered cellulose (obtainable in supermarkets in packets under the guise of  ‘mashed potatoes’ - and considerably more expensive by weight than real potatoes).  The Accused found that his hunger was allayed for perhaps ten minutes after the meal (while the cellulose still constituted bulk in the stomach) but that he was then again excruciatingly hungry.   This appeared to be an aspect of  the brainwashing or moulding of  the working class which seemed to be the real purpose of  the Skillcentre.   The meals provided inadequate nourishment.   The high spending working class did habitually buy expensive food of  little or no nutritional value and this absence of  nutritional value was even advertised as a boon and justification for inordinately high prices (‘not fattening’, ‘low calorie’ etc.).  As soon as the meal was over, trainees would repair to the bar.  Malt alcohol provided the missing nutrition, but also - the trainees paid for it out of  their own money and contained a variety of  toxic alcohols, was addictive and predisposed the workers to being more readily brainwashed, conditioned, trained or manipulated. The Accused could not on his sixteen pounds afford to supplement his meals with alochol or anything else (though he was forced on occasion into buying hamburgers).  There were no local supermarkets nor any provisions for storing food.

Workingclassification and Pavlovian conditioning was evident throughout the activities of  the Skillcentre.   The siren rang at nine o’clock when the workshop opened.  Anyone who arrived early was reprimanded.  At least fifteen minutes’ pay was deducted from anyone who arrived ten seconds after cessation of  the siren.   At any rate, so it was said.  There is no record of  anyone ever missing the siren.   A siren rang again at half past twelve for the dinner break.  It may appear to the reader that perchance at that time the trainee might be in the middle of  a job and that to interrupt it might necessitate starting all over again - and waste of time.  However, when the siren rang, it was compulsory for all work to cease immediately, the workshop was vacated and the doors were locked until the next siren rang!   

When The Accused arrived he was told that when he was presented with his paypacket it was compulsory to take out the money and throw the packet into the bin next to the payment window.  The Accused did not take this seriously.   When he received his first pay packet he put it in his pocket and did not throw it into the bin.  However, next day (a Tuesday) he was summoned by the centre manager.

   “You didn’t throw your pay packet-into the bin!”

    “However did you know that!  Are trainees always summoned by the manager if  they do not throw their pay-packets into the bin?”

     “It has never happened before!”

     “How long have you been manager?”

      “Twelve years!”

       “And in this period not one single trainee has on any occasion failed to throw his pay-packet into the bin?”

        “Nobody ever has done so.  Why should they?”

        “This uniformity in behaviour is in response to a single casual remark on arrival or through imitation of other trainees?”

         “I don’t know.  Nobody has ever before not thrown their pay-packet into the bin..!”

         “It is illegal to require employees to throw their pay-packets into the bin.  The law requires workers to be provided with a pay-slip with a record of money paid and of  the nature and amount of  deductions.  Here, the only pay-slip is on the front of  the pay-packet.”

         “There aren’t any deductions!”

         “Perhaps not.  But this is habit-training to induce the trainees to throw away their statutory pay-slip in any future employment.  But even here there might be allowances and deductions.  Many trainees are getting more than would confer exemption to income tax in the absence of  allowances.. and some have working wives, and various other allowances from other sources and might be filling up income tax returns.. and a code number is required to calculate the income tax...and they have mortgages and insurance....” 

          “There are records of  the amounts everyone is paid - and of any deductions, if  there were any. We keep accounts.  You can look them up.  We have to collect the pay-packets because we have to use them again next time.”

           “So the same pay packet is used every time - for seventy eight weeks, or whatever it is.  What happens if a pay-packet becomes so worn that it cannot be used again...?”

         “That doesn’t happen?”

         “Why can’t you use a new packet each time or replace packets when they are not thrown into the bin?  Or you could use a machine to provide a wage-slip and deliver a separate envelope containing the money...”

         “The wages clerk reads the amount to be put in off  the envelope.   It’s the only way the wages clerk knows what to put into the envelope....”

         “I’ve come across that before.  A fiddle is perpetrated through the narrow behaviour patterns and lack of  resource of  the wages’ clerks...through their habit training, through your Pavlovian methods.

   “What is happening here and apparently in industry in general is that a boss-class or administrative class is separated off from a working class... The one does not know what goes on in the world of  the other.   Those who administrate, make laws, write books and write in newspapers.. the vehicles of  what appears to be consensus opinion ...  have no notion of  what is imposed on the workers, or o those who would be working class if  there was any work...”

        “We couldn’t afford to replace the envelopes.   If  we had to pay for a new envelope every time anyone got paid, we would have to drop several courses.  We only get a limited amount of  money from the government...”

         “How much do these envelopes cost.   I have a supply of  these envelopes at my house in Nottingham.   I got them for next to nothing.   I would have thought I could find a cheaper source than yours.....”

        “I don’t know how much we pay.   There are designated suppliers.   They are determined by the Ministry.....”

        “I see.  You say you are in a trap as regards these wage-packets...I wouldn’t want to do anything that makes life more difficult for you.  Nevertheless, there is a hidden purpose in all of  this, part of  the system, you might say.   Workers are being trained not to look at their wages slips, to throw them away as soon as they are presented with them.

         “Trade Unions make a tremendous fuss about wage demands of  a pound a week on top of  gross wages of  perhaps over a hundred pounds a week... There is a great charade of  the union leaders confronting the employers, strikes while the employers refurbish the factories and the unions pay the wages - so as to make sure the unions don't get too rich and powerful...Then the union leaders appear triumphantly at their annual conference after they have they have eked out the wage increase they are going to get anyway and they get re-elected... But all the time they are really working for the employers or part of  the system.

         “Have you noticed how every time there is a wage increase of  a pound, there turns out to be an increase in deductions of  a pound.  Probably not - Nobody notices!  You might make a study of  the wages people are actually paid.  All the statistics and arguments are about gross wages.  But it is the nett wage that counts.   Thirty pounds a week are deducted a week and there is a fuss about a few pence on the gross wage.   Many of  these deductions, technically speaking, are illegal... but anyone who spotted that would get the sack!   Workers are being trained not to look at their wages-slips so that they don’t find out!   To be innumerate, to not know what goes on, to passively play a part in a system and to suppose that it is voluntary or working class individuality or independence is a compulsory requirement for employment and for the right to live, for the right to remain working class...”

The Accused pointed out that the Skillcentre was supplied with showers but not baths.  He could not safely use a shower.   He would have to take his glasses off  and leave them on a shelf before entering the shower.  He could not see well enough to avoid slipping - nor adequately to control the tap.  Showers were part of  the modern world, introduced through pressure from manufacturers, who saw themselves making a large profit from an unsatisfactory product.  The Accused’s generation were accustomed to baths, not showers.   He doubted that anyone else actually used the showers - and there should be baths available for those who on account of  poor eyesight could not use showers.   The manager claimed that showers had been introduced and baths exiled in the interests of  hygeine.  This seemed to The Accused merely propaganda to justify an inadequate product installed at a high price.  There was no need for baths to be unhygeinic.  Traditionally showers had been found more so - in particular in relation to the transmission of  verucae (warts).  This apparanlty was also Ministry orders.  The Skillcentre appeared to be a conglomeration of  rackets.

The manager confessed that he worked in an intellectually unstimulating atmosphere and would like to remain to immerse himself in a lengthy discussion about politics and sociology.. However, his duty called and he was compelled to abandon the conversation.

Those who have attended government courses will be aware that they are subjected to a routine test of  ‘mathematics’.   ‘Engineers’, as typewriter repair technicians were called, were, after all, expected to use, sometimes, rulers calibrated in centimetres or inches and might also hear talk of  kilograms and ounces.   On the other hand there was a tradition in British industry of  low educational standards, even compulsorily low educational standards, standards lower than those then supposedly maintained in schools.   This ineptitude, which extended to managerial level, was believed in continental Europe to be peculiarly British.

Little notice is taken of  these arithmetic tests, as well as test of basic literacy that appear on some training courses.  Nevertheless there are those who fear them because they consider themselves to poor at arithmetic or unfamiliar with literary English or conventional spelling or are not very adept at tests and examinations (a fear possessed even by some university graduates).  There are also people who do not perform very well in these tests - a great many, in fact.  Some perform less well than they might because of  anxiety.  Tests or examinations may provide a guide to the teacher of what he has to teach to whom, but there is a danger that tests discourage, humiliate or create anxiety or even induce victims as a defence mechanism deliberately to perform badly or deliberately to become or remain innumerate or illiterate.  There is also a danger that people’s prospects are diminished by poor performance.

The dangers or anxieties imposed upon The Accused by such a test differed from those more commonly encountered (though they had commonly been encountered by him).  The Accused’s mathematics or arithmetic might be expected to be considerably beyond the level of  this test.  From his point of view such ‘easy’ tests were designed so that those of  the required norm, those not above it and those not below (if there were such) obtained full marks of very high marks.  Those above the required standard typically get marks that are below the norm.  It is also usual in such examinations for there to be standard and required answers to questions (as opposed to alternative answers which are just as or more correct but not accepted) -standard answers known only to those who belong to the club or have attended the required training course [such as the misinformed but required answers to multiple choice questions in the Royal College of  Physicians’ examinations].  The Accused felt he was obliged to score 100% in this test.  This childishness also affected The Accused in the London Hospital in l964 when The Accused supposed himself tested on his own specialist subjects by those who knew little about them.   A psychologist or mathematician at a medical school or typewriter repair course might be expected not to perform very well by standard criteria of  testing at medicine or typewriter repair - but this becomes less excusable if  the felon turns out not to be very adept at psychology or mathematics!  The aforementioned childishness did accordingly result in The Accused misinterpreting at least one question 

“How many cubic centimetres are there in a litre?”, asked the question - or something equivalent.  A scientist, if  he was using litres as a measure of  volume, would subdivide them into millilitres, not cubic centimetres.  A thousand cubic centimetres, presumably, are cubic decimetre.  For practical purposes a cubic centimetre is taken to be the same volume as a millilitre - but are they exactly equal?  Science students who are working with millilitres all the time never ask themselves and don’t know.  The question does not arise.  In The Accused’s era there existed a standard metre on display at the French Academy of  Sciences or some such place and if the temperature was correct this metre was a metre and a thousanth of a metre was a millimetre.  A thousand metres is a kilometre and not a kilometer, a favourite expression of racing car commentators.  A kilometer is a device which measures the effectiveness of  Weapons of  Mass Destruction.  That is the theory, though to divide a line into a thousand equal parts it is necessary to invent a construction which divides a line into five equal parts and apart from trial and error (or ‘iteration’) there isn’t one!  On the other hand, a litre was the volume occupied by a kilogram of distilled water at some standard temperature.  So it was eventually discovered that a cubic centimetre differed marginally from a millilitre.  The number which The Accused thought he vaguely recollected from school days was in any case incorrect, but, according to the tutor the cubic centimetre had been redefined to equal a millilitre.  Apparantly non-scientists spoke of cubic centimetres and not millilitres.

The Accused was also required routinely to present himself, as were all trainees at the inception of the course, to the Medical Officer - a local General Practitioner.   The Accused expected himself to be condemned on account of  his poverty.   However, little occurred beyond conversation.  The GP suggested that The Accused could himself easily get a job as a General Practitioner.   There was, he claimed, a shortage of  General Practitioners.   The Accused pointed out that the country was flooded with doctors.  

        “Well. maybe... but there is a shortage competent practitioners..”.

The Accused pointed out that he was unable to work as a G.P. because he did not have a driving licence.  

“You can get a provisional licence and ride a motor-bike”, said the G.P.

The Accused did not feel reassured.  Advertisments for G.P. posts all specified a full driving licence - and said nothing about competence.   It is true that were The Accused in touch with the medical profession or had he belonged to medical organisations he is likely to have received direct offers, driving licence or no..but The Accused, during his medical career, had been a prisoner in hospitals, working alone and out of  touch with the medical world (while a high percentage of his colleagues led a more absentee existence).   He could not afford to join medical organisations.  His departure from Nottingham Childrens’ Hospital had been too abrupt and traumatic for him to remain in touch with any local contacts he may have had at the time - and the more established medics he had known in the past had by l976 for the most part mysteriously vanished from the register.

Mr Bucket, the instructor, believed himself to suffer from dysgraphia, or difficulty in spelling.   He would when writing on the blackboard get half way through some word and then suddenly appear nervous and embarrassed, hesitate and fumble, while stammering the word, then scrawl down a set of  letters that hardly even corresponded phonetically with the sound intended.   The Accused had learnt in his travels through life that adults who apparently could not spell usually knew very well how to spell.  They had been surrounded by words in advertisements, shops and newspapers (words were commonly used in the twentieth century where in the more illiterate early twenty first century symbols or pictures would be used).  They knew what words looked like.  However they had convinced themselves, possibly through humiliation in childhood, that they could not spell.   Mr Bucket also would have no difficulty in writing a word on one occasion but then find himself  unable to tackle the same word when hit by a fit of  nervousness.   The Accused felt that he could cure Mr Bucket’s dyslexia.   Mr Bucket just needed some reassurance.   He also supposed that it would be automatically recognised that he could cure Mr Bucket’s dyslexia.  The Accused had a capacity for curing psychologically induced handicaps that could be described as obvious.

So, after studying Mr Bucket’s dyslexia awhile The Accused, whenever Mr Bucket hesitated and fumbled, spelled out the words and, indeed, then Mr Bucket then just wrote them down.   However then one of  The Accused’s ex-army colleagues at the Skillcentre (who did not live on the premises) knocked on his door one evening and entered his room.   Psychologists may have some alternative explanation to offer - but his overt purpose was to bully The Accused, to declare that he was humiliating Mr Bucket, drawing attention to his dysgraphia when spelling out the words.  He was threatened with violence if  he persisted.   While the reader might expect authoritarian attitudes in army officers, those trainees (from the London area rather than the Midlands or North) who had been laid off by large conveyor-belt industrial concerns like British Leyland also exhibited rigid ultra-right wing rigid attitudes.   This appeared to be an aspect of  the workingclassification of  the factory worker..the creation of  the obedient machine within the machine.   The popular conception of  factory workers being Bolshies led on by Trotskyite trade union leaders was not confirmed.   Newspapers would hint that car manufacturers bribed their workers to vote Tory at general elections - but it seemed more likely that they would vote Tory anyway.

But Mr Bucket got his own back on The Accused, whom he abused as Old Smellie.  The Accused had, in Nottingham, been told that it did not matter what clothes he wore at the Skillcentre.  He was particularly short of  trousers, but he found amongst his possessions a brown pair of  flared trousers with a chequered pattern which seemed to be in tolerable condition.   The Accused was not as prosperous than his fellow trainees, but saw nothing untoward in these trousers and they had not been and were not to be criticised anywhere else.   Mr Bucket, however, chose to object - but could not explain what the objection was.   At the same time The Accused found that in this reactionary suburb young men in cars who had never seen him before stopped to offer him money to join them in their conveyances. This did not happen in the Midlands.   The Accused could not believe himself worthy of  being paid to enter a car inhabited by a prosperous (and handsome) yuppies - and therefore declined these generous offers.

Most of  the trainees were in their mid-twenties.  There was on another course an eighteen year old youth from Glasgow who had previously been trained to solder and rivit metal plates for the shipbuilding industry.  This had previously secured him well-paid employment.  However, the aeroplane was taking over - and the shipbuilding industry was contracting everywhere though it was believed in Britain that it was the British shipbuilders who were selectively declining - at the expense of  the Japanese.  So this highly skilled youth found himself redundant and without work.  This seemed highly unfortunate.  He was willing and able to work - and to relocate even to Southern England - and surely his existing skills could be used, perhaps with some amendment or adaption, in, for instance, the aircraft or building industries.

 But there was a also a collection of  Arab boys - one as young as fifteen years old.   Their education was limited and had they been native Britons they would probably have been found in a secondary school rather than a  Skillcentre.   But the British government did not disdain foreign money - just as they did not when employing bogus doctors who were paid by their own governments.  Iincreasingly, universities were hired out to the highest bidders amongst foreign applicants rather than places being allocated according to aptitudes and qualifications.   Increasingly educational fees were being raised to such a level in Britain that the British could not afford to become educated!   These Arab lads communicated with The Accused in sign language on a piece of  paper.   The Accused did not know what was the relevent sign language for replies - or for abstract concepts.  But it appeared that The Accused had agreed to them coming to his room to discuss politics and sociology - and they proved polite and well-behaved (which, the author understands, youths discussing politics and sociology in more recent years are not invariably)..

The Accused had been despatched from Nottingham to an eighteen months course.  But the Accused was told when he arrived that he was on a three weeks’ assessment period - a provision that perhaps had been invented for his benefit.   This type of provision exists to enforce prejudices and discriminations which are illegal or contrary to government policy - or not in the national interest.  So The Accused was only to remain for three weeks - for the reasons previously indicated (The wages went up in three weeks.  The teacher was prejudiced against The Accused because of  his university qualifications and had summoned him at short notice so that he could after three weeks, when the pay became higher, replace him with somebody else).   

So The Accused had only three weeks to learn how to repair typewriters.  From his point of  view, this meant learning how a typewriter functioned.  If he knew how a typewriter functioned, then if anything went wrong he could work out how to repair it.  This was not however the method of  teaching chosen.   Mr Bucket was an excellent teacher and greatly admired by his students.  But the method was to review the possible faults in a typewriter, one by one, and to provide an algorith for repair - left hand down a bit, right hand up a bit, apply screwdriver to third nut on the right.   All the algorithms were independent and disconnected and not secondary to an overall visualisation of the typewriters’ mechanisms.  This could be why the course lasted eighteen months.   - which may be why the course lasted eighteen months.

Algorithmic methods of  education were used in Britain, perhaps also everywhere else, for all except the supposedly exceptionally bright.  It may or may not result in more accurate or elegant work than ‘cognitive methods’ of training or education but is very much slower and requires a greater computer capacity!  It also induces a lack of adaptability - an inability to transfer the same or similar skills to slightly different problems and inability to solve or deal with new problems.  

But as matters then stood this lack of adaptability may not have seemed a great defect.  It has previously been explained that every social class, in the sense of those pursuing some particular occupation, has its ‘golden dildo’ - requiring little skill and of little value, but typically portrayed as great science and expertese.  A typewriter mechanic was conceived as a person who drove around in a car, from office to office, immersing all the typewriters into vats of  white spirit in order to clean them.  This detailed algorithmic approach, useful though it may be to the expert, was not so beneficial to The Accused who needed the more basic preliminary education into what are the components of  a typewriter, how they fit together and how they function.

Mr Bucket had a different notion however of  the basics, of  what was the test of  the ‘engineer’.  The trainee was to commence his course by drilling holes into a piece of metal.  This phase of  the training Mr Bucket said would take two weeks, though he actually released The Accused from his plight sooner.   The Accused did not doubt that accuracy in drilling holes was a valuable skill, but from his point of view this was not the purpose of  his attending the Skillcentre.  It was akin to a mathematician being expected to be perfect at arithmetic before studying mathematics or to  a soldier becoming an expert in polishing brass buttons.   When the more complex operations were performed it might then become imperative to drill accurately, but ab initio it might be useful to know how it was done but there was no incentive to do it.  In any case, The Accused had been taught metalwork at school.  If The Accused was going to repair typewriters for journalists, writers and professors, what would matter to them was whether the typewriter worked, not the niceties.  This exercise was a waste of  a valuable portion of  three weeks.  The Accused in any case had bad eyesight and could not be expected to be superaccurate (but Mr Bucket was generous enough to say that The Accused’s efforts were better than he expected).   The Accused found greater difficulty in the practical work that followed on account of his on the one hand having to wear glasses even for work at a close distance, or usually so, while the glasses themselves were apt to obtruct him when he sought to poke his nose into the interior of  the typewriter.   He felt that it would be necessary to procure contact lenses (or use a magnifying glass or discover methods of  his own - which, on account of  his myopia, had always been necessary).  Students on the course were required before commencing work to manufacture their own tools, which remained Skillcentre property, made out of  Skillcentre materials, but with which they would be ceremoniously presented when they left.   This enlightened exercise The Accused felt was constructive, educational and useful.

[The author has had some difficulty in deducing from The Accused’s narrative when it was that he commenced his habit of  wearing contact lenses in the summer.  Since he was not unpopular during his days at Harley Street, the author assumed that he was already wearing them - but it appears from the above story that in l976 he was not yet doing so.  Opticians would claim he had an abnormally shaped cornea or a sensitivity to contact lenses and would not supply them - until The Accused was supplied by such lenses by Mr Ward of  Clarendon Park Road, Leicester].

Mr Bucket eventually found the excuse for sending The Accused away after three weeks that The Accused was ‘abusing the system’.   The Skillcentre, he said, depended not only on a financial contribution by the government but on finance provided by bosses.   The Accused was not intending to become an employee but to open a typewriter repair shop.   The bosses might withdraw their contribution if trainees were to set up in competition to the bosses.

The Minister of  Employment and the voters might be very interested to hear this point of  view.   These centres had been set up to enable the unemployed to become usefully employed and to cultivate Britain’s viability as an industrial trading nation.  They had not been set up to protect or to provide employees for particular bosses.   Those who have failed to find employment or have ceased to be able to find employment in their original vocation are particularly likely to become self-employed or to find it necessary to become self-employed.   Such people have a function within the evolution of  the economy and indeed may have a necessary function.   Driving around in van from typing pool to typing pool to dip typewriters into vats of  methylated spirt was an occupation particularly suited to the self-employed craftsman and indeed in the l980s the trend was to become for such craftsmen not to be the employees of  large industrial combines but to be at least technically self-employed and hired part-time or for particular jobs.   [The author uses the word ‘technical’ because it does happen that a ‘self-employed’ worker is employed exclusively by one employer or agency and is effectively a full-time employee minus some of the rights and benefits of  full time employment].  The Accused had been interviewed by bosses who specifically stated that they had no objection to The Accused setting up in competition or becoming a boss.   Mr Bucket did not know what were the opinions of  bosses but was using the name of  bosses in vain to justify his own working class prejudices.

Were bosses really subsidising government skillcentres and were they really inclined to scrutinise them, the fact that some student was being provided with the skills to become self-employed would be the least of  their worries.  They would be more worried whether these Pavlovian algorithmic training methods were morally justifiable and were really the means of  making Britain adaptable to the uncertainties of  the future.  The bosses might also have begun to wonder whether the Skillcentres existed for the purpose of  training at all.   Perhaps they were more of  a glorified accounting fiddle in which the bosses contributed towards a means of  providing social security benefits to sacked workers with substantial requirements without these appearing as such in the books or election propaganda.  Taxpayers can decide for themselves whether The Accused was really the least worthy cause in this government Skillcentre.  Whether so or whether not, The Accused had been promised driving lessons, driving lessons would have provided him with a means towards earning a living and driving lessons were at the Skillcentre not even mentioned.

On his last day at the Letchworth Skillcentre The Accused was pottering around with a typewriter, perhaps nervously since so little time for this phase of  his education was left - and he accidentally dropped it onto the floor.  Fortunately nobody noticed.  To The Accused’s embarrassment it turned out that the typewriter had sustained a fracture.  Was this a great calamity and disgrace.  Would he be sent a bill for a new typewriter?  Or, since this was a course of repairing typewriters, would this fracture merely provide Mr Bucket with useful educational material?  If The Accused was sent a bill, he would be unable to pay the money and would be obliged to seek to raise it by supplying newspaper editors with an account of the Skillcentre.  But then maybe he would be unable to raise the money this way.  Would this fracture be forever proof of  his ineptitude?

So The Accused had to repair this fracture before anyone noticed.  Necessity finds a way.  The Accused stared intently at the typewriter.  That did not provide sufficient information.  So he viewed its innards from various angles and tried various experiments to discover its its mechanics (that is prodding this lever and that or this cogwheel or that and seeing what happens).  Ah yes!  The Accused supposed that he had discovered what the fractured limb was supposed to do, how it functioned and how it could be repaired.  So he set about it.  His fellow trainees, or ex-fellow trainees, gathered round him in amazement.

   “What are you doing?  What are you doing?”

    “Oh, nothing!  Just pottering around!”

    “What are you doing? What are you doing?”

    “Nothing at all!  It’s a secret!... an experiment...”

    “What are you doing?  What are you doing?”

    “Oh, I am trying to repair this fracture which has mysteriously and spontaneously materialised.  Look! Here!... I can’t think how that could have happened!...”

      “Never can you do that!”, exclaimed a young West Indian trainee.

‘Never can you do that!’ was the young Caribbean’s favourite expression and was intended as no more than a joke..but The Accused thought it was serious and specific to the occasion..and therefore felt hurt and persecuted.

       “Whyever not?”, asked The Accused, proceeding with his Heath-Robinson-style alleged repair.

       “Never can you do that!  Never can you do that!”, echoed the assembly.

       “Whether or not I can do it, surely it can be done?”

        “You can’t do that!  We don’t know how to do that!  We have been here almost eighteen months and not even we have been told how to do that!”

         “Yes, you do know how to do it!  This connects to that..and that connects to that and that to that...and if  you push this here, then...”

          “You can’t do that!  You can’t do that! Never can you do that!”

The crowd dispersed.  Five minutes later the siren rang.  The Accused sneaked the typewriter back into the cupboard.   He supposed that he had proved himself less of an idiot than his colleagues supposed.  At any rate, it might no longer be obvious to a person wearing a blindfold that this typewriter had been fractured or, perhaps, it would be another eighteen months before anyone else took this typewriter out of the cupboard, by which time all would have forgotten The Accused and that The Accused was to blame.  

The Accused took all his abortive attempts to find some means of supporting himself seriously - and perhaps that there were so many of  them contributed to none of  them becoming fruitful.  The Accused was to accumulate numerous typewriters over the years, purchased cheaply in second hand shops, charity shops and jumble sales .. and when the typewriters he was currently using broke he restored their function.  Or if he failed to do so, he put them aside into the Broken Typewriter Store and told himself that one day he would apply himself more assiduously to their study and become a serious mechanic.
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