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Readers may have noticed that in the Bible the same story may appear several times on differing occasions.   Since the Bible is a Holy Book, the reader will not have been told about this in advance in hers R.K. classes and, when the she herself discovers it, she tries not to notice.   Perhaps in the histories the Bible recollects the same or very similar events have taken place on several occasions.  This is a characteristic of  history or the folklore of a family or culture .. and the present author strongly suspects that events do repeat generation after generation.  Nevertheless, when the Accused reports his memories,  the same event, which happened only once, may be assigned on various occasions to a different chronology - though there is an overall theme in which the Accused portrays himself as trying to find a secure place in a society in which he is ostracised from earning a living because he belongs to an eccentric or unique social class or category and he finds prejudiced or unhelpful attitudes on the part of  his socially isolated parents as well from society at large.  His progress, rather than being welcomed by his parents, is seen by them as a threat and invitation to criticism and persecution.  His mother becomes progressively more hysterical and obstructive.   The attempt to place the reminiscences in a logically progressive and consistent narrative appears to meet insoluble obstructions.   It is possible that the Accused also distorts his account through his desire to display himself as precotiously talented.   It may be that the story, in detail, is not one that is logically consistent, with the Accused during some period on some occasions being socially isolated or beset with the realisation of  his social inferiority while on others self-confident and more the person who gives reassurance to others.   He rarely behaved in accordance with his perception of  himself as being socially inferior, but nevertheless took this inferiority to be a fact.   The events assigned to the school year l956-7 and the following summer break probably occurred in l957 but the theme should not be discredited should it turn out that in some instances they did not.  

The third, fourth and fifth years were taught in the ‘huts’.   The form 3D classroom was opposite the back of  the cricket pavilion where, during the summer, the Test Match Scores were displayed, opposite the classroom door.   The pupils crowded round while Colin Cowdray and Peter May accumulated their record score against the West Indies.   The 4D classroom was nearby.   The Accused cannot even remember who was form master of form 4A, which he attended during 1956-7.  Greek was taught by Mr Dixon, who realised he was expected to maintain his tirades about The Drool.   Latin was taught by a young teacher who was in the habit of  setting Latin essays for homework.   The Accused, for felt much freer when writing in foreign languages than when writing in English, would compose humerous stories (which he did also in French) and would regularly be awarded an A followed by innumerable pluses.   French was taught by Mr Pritchard, who realised he had to live up to an image (which schoolteachers tended to do).  On bitter cold winter days he would arrive in the classroom dressed in several sweaters, a thick coat, a scarf and a hat, knock the snow off his boots, pick his nose, exclaim ‘Phew, its hot in here!’, order whatever heating anyone had contrived to set up to be banished and all the windows to be opened - and would then continue the lesson in his full outfit!  

In his reminiscences the Accused refers to the varying sixth form sets, which, at least in his circles and in the language he heard privately from teachers, carried differing academic snob status.  The Classical sixth studied Latin, Greek and Ancient History, there were also an Arts and a ‘Modern’ sixth, which relatively smalll, may have included some linguists, but did include economists.  Wyggeston School was unique in having an economics teacher, a Mr Stanlake, who had written several textbooks and whose pupils invariably obtained the highest grades in all (economics) examinations.  The science sixth was just known as the science sixth but, in everyday parlance, had three subdivisions - the ‘mathematicians’ who studied pure maths, applied maths and physics, the ‘scientists’ or ‘chemists’, who studied maths, physics and chemistry and the biologists, who studied botany, zoology, physics and chemistry.   Of these only the classicists and mathematicians carried prestigious intellectual status.  The rest were regarded either as duffers or taking easy options.   In the case of  the ‘chemists’ the objection was that the combined ‘pure and applied’ mathematics paper taken in the A level GCE was taken to be remedial ‘mathematics for scientists’ an of a low standard.   The biologists had the lowest academic standing and this option was considered the only one open to Rugger or sports specialists or former C stream or handicraft students who were supposed to be too academically inept other than to apply for medical schools.   The biologists however must have made up with quantity for quality, since Mr Lacey, the Senior Science and Biology Master insisted that Botany and Zoology be taken separately because, allegedly, Biology in the A level GCE was not a serious subject but a very easy option created for pupils at girl schools who were not academically inclined and intended to apply to medical schools (and presumably became nurses).   Also, the Cambridge University medical school did not recognise Biology ‘A’ levels and insisted on separate Botany and Zoology.   So, as matters then stood, it was impossible for a Chemist also to be a mathematician, which was in later years said to have made life difficult for chemistry students at Universities.

According to the Accused’s recollections in the l956-7 season Roger Scowen, then a first year sixth mathematician, formerly of  St John’s School, became ‘captain’ of  the school chess club and his sidekick, Dudley Long, formerly of  Saint Johns, was ‘secretary’.   Sowen and Long were inseparable.  “Scow is tall and Long is very fat”, the saying went.   They could have been a Laurel and Hardy Act and, although Scowen was a rather serious person, Long, whatever may have been his failings, had an entertaining sense of humour.  The Accused also claims that strained relations beween not only himself but most of  the school chess club and Scowen and Long were emerging from the start.   “Captain” was in the Accused’s view an inappropriate name for the Chief Executive or an organisation, a reflection of archaic militaristic and Public School attitudes and an inappropriate description of the incumbents responsibilities.  When he became an organiser he tried both to discourage the use of  the word for a person who in other organisations would have been called a manager or secretary.    The Accused had been habitually accused by his colleagues outside the club of  being ‘captain’ of  the junior chess team.   Whether or not he had claims to this title - he would say there was no such office - the term was in that context used in a sense common in other school clubs which were organised by teachers rather than pupils.   The chess club was unique not merely in the school but in the county in being organised entirely by pupils.  ‘Captain’ in other societies was a term which the incumbent might write on a CV and might imply that the incumbent was proclaimed the most accomplished player but implied no powers, duties or responsibilities,other than perhaps to yell during Rugger matches (as did most of  the other players, who would think that yelling proved their bigness).   The Accused had played on top board for the junior team.   Though the team had decided this for themselves,  there was no pressing reason for it.   The Accused could hardly play chess an did not elicit particularly impressive results.  The most favourable comments that can be made was that the team won its matches and that nobody knows whether anyone in the team was a better player than anyone else -though Kieth Emerton (who was in the same form as the Accused from the first year to the fifth) may well have been the strongest player.   The Accused however felt somewhat resentful that Scowen arrived (nobody had previously ever seen Scowen and he knew nothing about the team or players) and he instituted a new board order in which the Accused was on Bd 3!     

It appears to the author more consistent with available evidence that the Accused regularly played on top board of  the junior team and that what is really troubling him is that that was not unquivocably justifiable.  However, the story confirms that Scowen regarded himself as a captain in the old fashioned, militaristic or Public School sense - as a boss elected not by the troops but by authority above.  Scowen was to become notorious at the Wyggeston School, not merely in the chess club, for being excessively disciplinarian or imposition happy.   Scowen was amongst the oldest in his year, at least four years older than the Accused, and the margin with what were to be the majority of club members was larger.  Those born in the l940s, the later they were born, the less bound they were to the former militaristic sociology.   It was rumoured within the school however that Scowen suffered from some hidden serious ill-health which affected his self-confidence and made him self-protectively disciplinarian.

The Accused claims also that Scowen was obsessed with statistics, imposing changes in board orders on the basis of results or some statistical representation of  results, without watching the games being played, irrespective of  opposition or  the circumstances in the match (it might, for instance, be necessary to play for a win, for instance, irrespective of  the merits of a position, the Accused claims, because of  the match score or expected outcome of  other games or  the tendency of some players regularly to draw their games - though when the Accused became a club organiser he would discourage ‘playing for a win’ in drawn positions, claiming that this was invariably counterproductive).

Again, the author is unable to find factual verification of  the Accused being demoted through such a statistical approach.   Scowen however may have been less adept than the Accused in handling psychological aspects of organisation, both in the sense of generation of  team results and in the sense of  mainting interest and membership of  the club.   Amongst full time professional chess players it is possible to delineate a heirarchy or relative playing strength and the stronger player regularly beats the weaker player.   There is not an unpredictability such as is found in other games or sports.   However at a less professional level and particularly in schoolboy or junior chess psychogical and sociological factors strongly affect results.   In future years chess would be taken more seriously and there would be a grading system in which there would regularly be young players very impressively placed.  But, also, regularly, today’s brightest stars would be forgotten tomorrow.   Boys under fifteen in the l950s lived in a world in which performance in everything conformed to expectation and propaganda.  Their chess, even that of  the supposed national figures, was hardly to be taken seriously and determined much more by propaganda than native wit.   In Leicestershire every school had its chessplayer propagandised as the unbeatable world champion.   Although nobody at Wyggeston, before Scowen and Long arrived, had ever heard of any other chessplayer, whether local or national, they brought with them the build-up of opponents’ reputations.   Players would find themselves battered with propaganda about opponents not merely by the opponents themselves but by their supposed leaders (though they may have done this mainly to justify their own satisfaction with rapidly drawn games).   The Wyggeston School teams won many of  their matches with 6-0 or 5.5 -0.5 scores and at that time also the Leicestershire County Team won most of  their matches by similar margins and the Accused felt, in both contexts, that statistics based on the easily won matches were used to manufacture board orders that were not ideal in the matches less easily won.   Outside the Wyggeston School itself  club and team organisers were notorious for being weak chess players.   The Accused when he came to be a team organiser was able to assess games played and the talents of  players and opponents sufficiently to ignore statistics and gradings - which was succesful but created resentment, bitterness amongst opponents who were convinced that crude statistics were the only available modus operandi.  The Accused’s results were affected by reputations but nevertheless, throughout his career, maintained a steady seventy per cent score in matches (in Leicestershire,where he never felt very happy, though higher when playing for teams elsewhere - and not in tournaments as opposed to matches) irrespective of  opposition, though he registered somewhat higher scores against the supposedly or actually stronger opponents.   This does imply that the best team results were to be obtained by putting the Accused on top board (as did the fact that he did not give the impression of  being competition to his fellow team members).   Although the Accused may have been embittered by some isolated incident it seems more that even Scowen with his exercise books full of statistics concurred with the Accused being taken as the first amongst equals when determining board orders even if the least amongst equals according to statistics.  Nevertheless it may well be that Scowen was not an expert on human relations.

The Accused claims that the first four boards of  the Senior team were occupied by Rodney Lovett, a first year sixth chemist, Scowen, Goeffrey Webb, a first year sixth classicist, and Long.   He asserts also that there were three fifth formers available for the remaining two boards,  Vivian Woodward (4E) and Kieth Emerton (4D), both also tennis players, and the Accused.  Other stalwarts, Michael Miller, Goeffrey Morely and Malcolm Hartwell were then in the first year,  William Gregory and Christopher Holroyd in the second year and Martin Smith and Martyn Smith in the third year.   

However, the Accused then tells us that Peter Flemming, another first year sixth mathematician, who was also a tennis player, played for the school team and was even rated as the strongest player.  It is possible though that he rarely played or had been discouraged from playing so as to enable him to concentrate on his studies.   If  Flemming in fact was playing  chess then there was only one fifth former playing in the school senior team - the Accused.   Neverthless he insists that there were three players available for two places.  Amongst schoolboys ‘seniority’ depended not on chronological age but on the school year.   The Accused was regarded as older than boys in the second or third year a year or more older than he was..and in such circumstances that the fact that the supposedly younger boy was clearly older or bigger would not b noticed!  However, eligibility on school chess teams depended on chronological age.  Keith Emerton, though believed to be of fourth form age, was eligible for the junior team, as was the Accused, who was of  third form age.  However, Vivian Woodward, who was of  fourth four age, was not.   The Accused claims that neverthless he was given first choice for first team places and that Woodward was left out.  Woodward had not been in the club prior to the fourth year, had appeared from nowhere and therefore faced an existing hierarchy, even though it was suspected that he was the strongest and most serious player of  the three (and the Accused the least).

Accused-mum had met the Woodward parents at parent’s evenings though she did not meet the two brothers.   The elder brother, then in the sixth form, apparantly a typical physically imposing tall Rugger-playing medical student school prefect type of former years (though the Accused cannot recall whether he actually played Rugger) who was to become a surgeon.   This was despite Accused-mum speaking of  the Woodwards always as being ‘working class’ and with very limited financial resources.  She supposed that their home, near the Narborough Road railway bridge, was in an impoverished ‘working class’ district (which is controversial).  Vivian Woodward had the tough-looking Burt Reynolds appearance that might be associated with ‘working class’ and he himself gave his ‘working nature’ as the excuse for supposedly leaving school at the end of  the fourth year.  Vivian later became a tax inspector.

Vivian Woodward always won his games.  Kieth Emerton never lost.  The Accused perhaps felt guilty that he should, without justification, have preference.  So he shed crocodile tears, whether it was so publically or privately, without doing so sufficiently to provoke any changes.  However, there is no unequivocal evidence of  any of  the three ever having been dropped from the school first team.   Scowen and Long did not consider matches other than those in the Sunday Times competition and the grammar schools league - and in the latter perhaps only the two matches against the City Boys’ School, who were their rivals for the championship.   The other matches, mainly against county grammar schools, nominally Public Schools, but mixed schools with mainly state intake with a much more leisurely atmosphere than at Wyggeston, were even without the sixth formers won by margins of at least 5-1.   Scowen and Webb particularly missed matches supposedly because of the pressure of  studies.   The Accused however was suspicious of excuses made by Vivian Woodward to drop out of  matches - in the fourth year because he was leaving because he was ‘working class’ and in the fifth year, although he was apparantly still around and took the G.C.E. exams.  It was commonly claimed that ‘working class’ schoolboys could not attend school or university beyond compulsory school leaving age because their parents could not afford to pay - though it was not clear to the Accused what there was to pay.   He was never under the impression that his own parents, whom he believed to be unusually poor, were paying significant sums for his studies.  It seemed more that the claim that leaving school early was due to poverty was a truth reversal and that leaving school early or not attending University was the privilege of  the rich.   The Accused felt distinctly inferior to Mr Woodward and out of  his class.   The official story was that the three fourth  formers would drop out of  the first team in rotation (presumably Scowen’s orders).  Whether or not this actually happened, the Accused felt that Scowen and Long should have participated in the rota.   He felt that the Wyggeston team had older players than its rivals, that the progress of younger players was impeded and that (although Lovett regularly won) the tendency of older players to agree draws forced the fourth formers to register wins.   He felt that younger players would soon adapt if  played on higher boards.   This was particularly relevent to the Sunday Times Schools’ Competition in which there was age handicapping and the first team might have to win its matches by as much as 5.5 - 0.5.   Whatever the sincerity of  these sentiments, when the Accused came to be team organiser he routinely dropped out himself when there were more players than places available in the team - even when he considered himself the strongest player (which he usually did!).

In the course of  the year, Scowen would take the Accused to ‘training sessions’ for lower school pupils which took place in the Lower School Science Laboratory, a hut on the Lower School site.  He also persuaded the Accused to supervise the newly introduced dinner time chess sessions in the School Library.   These were supposedly limited to club members (there was a sixpence per annum membership fee) but in fact open to all and heavily patronised on rainy days (There was no other indoor activity during the dinner break).  The Accused would sit at a large table surveying the room, doing his homework while playing allcomers simultaneously.   Accused-mum did not object to the Accused absenting himself for these dinner hour chess sessions, asked no questions when he first suggested that he do so and asked none subsequently (though it is likely that she did not know he was involved in any activity connected with chess. Philip Collier, veteran secretary of the Leicestershire Chess Club, who decades previously had inherited that office from his father, wrote to Roger Scowen (i.e. to the Wyggeston School and the letter was referred to him) touting for members.   Scowen joined, and therefore also Long, and Scowen eventually persuaded also the Accused to join.   There was a entry fee of  five shillings for ‘juniors’.  Five shillings, twenty five pence in modern parlance, was considered a small sum in the l950s but any larger sum would be considered a large sum.

It does look as if  Scowen was responsible for these innovations and, as such, he triggered a great leap forward not only within the Wyggeston School chess club but with chess throughout Leicestershire..though it would be the Accused’s task to bring these leaps into effect.   Neverthless the Accused felt sufficiently sceptical of  Scowen’s leadership and Scowen sufficiently sceptical of  the Accused’s approach for relations to be strained.   Scowen’s authoritarianism might be acceptable pro-temp to the younger boys who comprised the bulk of  the club membership but they would eventually expect a more democratic approach and more charismatic leadership.   The Accused felt that Scowen viewed every problem as one in mathematics in which there was a set of  premisses which he could not change and to which nothing could be added.   He would or could not face up to the complexities that arose in practice and although this might be sufficient for management of  a team or a small club it was inadequate for the large club which was evolving. 

The Leicestershire Chess Club met at Church House, on Saint Martins East, next to Leicester Cathedral, on Saturday afternoons - and also on Monday and Thursday evenings.  It also met during the summer, which is unusual for chess clubs.  The Accused volunteered to play in a lowly division of  the tournaments there organised by J.F. Coleman, who had set up his own club, Hinkley Road Methodists, in a Church of  that name.  The elder statesmen of  the club would be heard muttering away ‘Coleman! Coleman! Coleman!’.  Coleman, a youngish and inoffensive man who got on well with the Accused, was apparantly the devil with two horns.   Mr Coleman’s offence was that he was setting up the Leicestershire Chess Council.

However, behind this apparition there was another demon: ‘Wigston! Wigston! Wigston!’.  The Wigston club had split off from the Leicestershire Club, appropriately, in l933 (a year with which the reader will be familiar) and was still run by much the same people.   They were the ‘middle class’ lower tier but true white factory managers of  Clarendon Park and Oadby - and perhaps also Wigston, which was then a small place.   By contrast the Leicestershire Club became more and more stacked up with foreigners and intellectuals.  Its regular members then included Mssrs Tabakiernik, Cordel, Russ and Weiss, believed to be foreigners.  Its British stalwards such as Philip Wallis, Philip Collier, Basil Wallis, Ewen Cameron and Edwin Chapman were assumed to be ultraconservatives because they were long standing and established members of a club with a House of  Lords style hegemony over other clubs in the county -  but, in fact, by the standards of  the founders of  the Wigston Club were left-wing extremists!  These founders of  the Wigston club in their own time and within their own generation may well have been not entirely non-entities but they were still consumed with a hate campaign based more on ancient history.   Philip Collier, Secretary of  the Leicestershire Club, retained his position as ‘captain’ of  the county team and insisted that it was he who selected the players.   The Wigston club members were convinced that it was full of  Leicestershire Club members whereas it should, in their opinion, have been full of  Wigston club members.  In this they were wrong.   The Leicestershire Club stalwarts were terrified of  the Wigston Club, leaned over backwards to placate it and, if anything, they were overrepresented in county teams.   If the Wigston members had had legitimate claims of  discrimination in the past, they did not have so now and once the Accused and his entourage joined the Leicestershire Club they should have been eclipsed altogether.   There was a gang of  individuals to whom the Accused was to refer as the Wigston Mafia who were associated and organised, whether or not they were Wigston club members, who came to exert great influence and, in the Accused’s view, by illegitimate means.   The Leicestershire Club had never set itself up as a Master Race but the Wigston Club, despite changes in management,adopted an attitude by the Accused so described compulsively and repeatedly.

The split in the county led to there being separate entries in the l957-8 yearbook of  the British Chess Federation for the Leicestershire Chess Council, Leicestershire Chess Club, Leicestershire Chess Club,  Leicestershire Chess Chess Association and Leicestershire Chess League.  Although Coleman is listed a Secretary of  the Association,  B.T.H.Smith, H.W.Tharpe and C.W.Johnson, Wigstonites, are listed respectively as President, President Elect and Treasurer.   Although Walter Gough (an Old Wyggestonian) was Secretary of  the League and worked well with the Accused, the President , President Elect and Treasurer were A.D.Hardy,  J.M.Smith and Harry Burdett, whom he regards as Mafiosi, , who worked well with the Accused.   The fact that Burdett was treasurer of  both Association and Council would irritate the Accused in that at the AGM of  either organisation the accounts would be postponed to the other!  Oswald Weiss is described as President of  the Leicestershire Chess Club, which won the National Clubs; Championship, represented  (it is recorded elswhere in the handbook), by Mssrs P.N.Wallis, W.Tabakiernik, P.Sanderson, V.J.A.Russ, Dr K.D.Warren and R.Starosolvskly.   The l957-8 yearbook suggests also that it was at this time that it introduced the Annual Capitation Fee or Poll Tax which was to affect severely clubs with a predominantly unwaged membership. The handbook lists also as affiliated o the Leicestershire League a club called Leicester Juniors, based at Church House, where the Leicestershire Club met, with a Mr Darby as Secretary or representative.   The Accused claims that no such an organisation was in evidence. 

The Accused was to find himself in the embarrassing position of  being the first of  a large number of  young people, mainly from the Wyggeston and City Boys’ Grammar Schools who were to join the Leicestershire Chess Club, which, in turn, was to be destroyed by conspiracies.   Those who regretted the Accused’s existence included a number of  teachers and others who nominally held offices connected with junior chess but actually had no functions (and no form of  contact with junior chess).   It included also some teachers who were actively evolved but emotionally guarded little private empires of  admiring, compliant and obedient little boys who took orders and had no thought of  organising themselves.   These pundits resented the adultless democratic organisation set up for themselves by the Accused’s associates and resented that it attracted previously unseen numbers.    They saw themselves as pushed out on the sidelines of  the party.   Although the Accused was to work well with administrators,  there is a tradition in Britain of  the Presidents, Chairmen and non-executive committee members of  organisations belonging to a self-appointed self-admiration society whose members award each other titles, who put on the public act of  the boss or master-race, with the various psychological trappings to which people have become conditioned, but who have no functions or merits beyond the titles.   Although for most of  the year organisations are in the hands of  Managing Directors or  Administrators, the Drone Bosses traditionally have their day once a year at the Annual General Meeting when those who bother to turn up (mainly Drone Bosses) vote as they are told to vote.   The Accused’s associates had no drone bosses and no committees other than to which all belonged.   According to the Accused,  this ‘mafia’ of  drone bosses were a collection of  self-appointed dictators who were prepared to use any dishonest or undemocratic means to preserve their own positions and power and obstructed necessary reforms out of  fear of  losing their positions and to prevent others rivalling their influence.   The Accused, being the first to arrive, was perhaps more affected than most by another difficulty - the fact that the standard of  chess amongst the newcomers was higher than that amongst predecessors, including even the junior chess heroes of  last year!   The Accused’s immediate predecessors had already displayed a possibly unnecessary intolerance of  the limited over the board accomplishments of  teachers and administrators, which generated tensions which the newcomers inherited but to which they had not contributed.   However, it was also difficult for newcomers to accommodate to the fact that their own skills were not significantly less than those of  existing heroes and perhaps the Accused’s playing results more than anyone else’s were affected psychologically by low expectations and psychological adjustment to existing reputations.  His results when playing for teams not based in Leicestershire were always to be considerably better than those for teams based within.  [The Accused suggests also that he may have been affected by constant psychological battering by his parents, being tormented that he was ‘no good at chess’ and with all manner of manoevres being instituted to discourage him from playing or to sabotage].       

The Leicestershire Chess Club fielded four local league teams,  Leicester l and ll and Victoria l and ll.  For the purposes of  the Leicestershire League Leicester and Victoria were separate ‘clubs’.   The Victoria side had at one time been the team of  the Victoria Road Institute, probably the progenitor of  Leicester University, but this club had amalgamated with the Leicestershire Club and although the name had been retained for the teams,  it was now composed of  Leicestershire Club stalwarts such as Charley Cordel,  (who is immortalised in chess literature by the eponymous Cordel’s Variation of  the Ruy Lopez). Philip Collier and Basil Wallis.  Mr Cordel would spend his time at the Leicestershire Club losing games to W.Tabakiernik who had once come second in the British Chess Championship and, after each move, would exclaim “Vare-ie Gutt!”.  Cordel, Tabakiernik (reputed to have been a General in the Polish Army), and, a more elevated national player, Harry Golombek, who lived in Chalford-St-Giles, near London, were reputed to have arrived in Britain, in flight from the Nazis, simultaneously and hand in hand.  

The Accused was persuaded by Oswald Weiss to play for the Leicester ll team.  Leicester’s home games were played on Thursday evenings (whereas Victoria played home games on Monday Evenings).   The team secretary was the veteran F.H.Bath.  His predecessor had been Alan Russell,  the Wyggeston Deputy Headmaster, though the Accused neither knew this nor that Mr Russell had played club chess.  Mr Weiss, who did not drive a car, was in the habit of  hiring a taxi in place of  chauffeur driven car and would lay on his taxi for away matches.  Despite his efforts to promote the team, however, it won few matches and was on the bottom of  the second division of  the league at the end of  the season by a convincing margin- though, for reasons never revealed, was not relegated (perhaps some team dropped out).   Mr Weiss persuaded the Accused to become team secretary the next year.   An army of  people who apparantly had not offered to take on the job themselves tried to dissuade him.   Horatio Marmaduke Illsley,  a teacher who organised the chess club at the Moat School was particularly insistent,  informing the Accused that the job was a hiding to nothing,  obliging the victim to arrive early for home matches to put out the sets, clocks and scoresheets and to drop out if  there were too many players.   Mr Illsley was amongst the teachers who resented that in schools’ chess organisation Wyggeston was unique in not being represented by a schoolteacher - though the Accused’s seniors in the Wyggeston Club were very scathing about the schoolteachers, particularly on the grounds that they could not play chess!  (In fact, outside Wyggeston, it was just about unknown for club organisers to be passable chessplayers).    

The Accused’s involvement in chess was a defiance of  Bowlby’s Laws under which the mother must keep constant watch on The Child and determine all the child does.   The Accused reports that his mother tried to throw obstacles in his way of  departing for Leicestershire Club meetings or matches, but she herself was to say in the l990s when reviewing her life that she did not even know that the Accused was playing chess!   The Bowlbyite rule however reached extremes which defy assumptions that are made in autobiographies - such as that children have conversations with their parents, have opinions of  their own or have a part in buying their own clothes.   The Accused was originally puzzled that despite her parsimoniousness Accused-mum, particularly when deciding what clothes to buy for him, chose what he thought were unnecessarily expensive items.   But then he discovered that his mother charged his father a fee for everythint she did and charged for the items bought, or so the Accused claims, with a percentage added.  All was determined, he deduced, by the increase in his mother’s ‘savings’ - though there was no concrete evidence of  these ‘savings’.   The Accused discovered however one day in his mother’s bedroom cupboard a pile of  Post War Bonds.   The Accused felt hurt that when he was reduced to such alleged penury what seemed to him an enormous sum was being hoarded - at low or non-existent interest and with little chance of  replayment.

The Accused’s main worry however was that his mother was forcing him into medical studies.   This he regarded as a hopeless enterprise, for reasons already given and through an accurage forsight of  how the situation was going to evolve.   He had to live with his mother and any attempt to pursue anything other than a medical career was bound to be sabotaged and to be undermined by constant maternal anxiety and harrassment.   The Accused therefore visited the Headmaster in his Office to suggest he be transferred to the county private school, Radcliffe College (which he had visited during chess matches).  He did not give the reason - that he needed to be separated from his mother, so that he could escape from his mother’s insistence on the medical career.   The Headmaster supposed that this could only be arranged if  Accused-dad forked out the fee.   The Accused regarded this as a persecutory and obtuse reply.   Radcliffe College, he opined, would be glad to have him.  He could, if necessary, get a scholarship and could be guaranteed, if separated from his parents, to get an Open Scholarship to Cambridge.

There was a sectarian argument that county organisation, including team selection, should be taken out of the hands of  the Leicestershire Chess Club (if it fact was in their hands) and put into the hands of  the Wigston Club or operated according to the desires of the Wigston Club.  There was a more general argument that such organisation should not be in the hands of  a single club but elected on some democratic basis.   With this in mind J.F. Coleman had set up the Leicestershire Chess Council. As his senior colleagues at the Leicestershire Chess Club ranted ‘Coleman! Coleman! Coleman!’ the Accused would stand by.   Then he remarked that although it was galling to surrender a privilege and that there was inevitably fear that those who inherited the privilege would misuse it,  he could not see any flaw in Coleman’s argument that there should be an overall democratic organisation.   To his astonishment the elder statesman who had deriding Coleman replied that they thought so too.  Then the Accused confided that he had not been impressed by the integrity and morality nor the talents of  those promoting the Wigston cause and that there was a serious danger of  their misusing the Leicestershire Chess Council once it was fully set up.   It turned out that that too was their real anxiety!

Accused-dad took the Accused to the British Draughts Championships being held at the Grand Hotel in Leicester.  When chess grandmasters played lengthy matches against each other (that is, a series of  games rather than a single game) were in the habit of  registering a high percentage of draws.   The Accused came to think in later years that this was done in order to milk the Russian government, which paid the hotel bills and laid on swimming baths and tennis courts.    The undisputed world champion at draughts, who was playing in the championship, had proved to be an even greater experts at draws - though he won this particular tournament very easily.  This was supposedly because he could think six moves ahead which was one move more ahead than any other draughts player.   The number of moves seen ahead, explained Mr Warburton, the Leicester club secretary, was all-important in draughts.   To test him Mr Warburton presented him with a problem.   The Accused did not even know the rules of draughts.  However, whenever Rodney Lovett was presented with a chess problem by Scowen or Long he would say ‘What is the most unlikely move on the board?’ and proceed to play it - and that would prove to be the solution.   It was clear there could be no solution to this draughts problem unless stalemate in draughts is a win for the person delivering stalemate (which it is).  So the Accused tentatively suggested the most suicidal move available and, sure enough, at the end of it all the opponent had no moves!   Although in household draughts a player can overlook or decline a capture and the opponent then, if he notices, huffs a piece,  in tournament draughts not merely need the player not huff a piece but he can force his opponent to capture (and, when there is only one capture, he usually plays it on his opponent’s behalf.  Also, pieces are arrayed on the white squares and not the black the squares).  Mr Warburton was very impressed and gave the Accused a booklet detailing the standard draughts openings.   The Accused’s main advantageous attribute in chess was that in those days he thought further ahead and more rapidly than anyone else.   This is not a great advantage in chess and does not make up for the lack of  theoretical knowledge or lack of insight into the long term potential of a position afflicting the Accused (in which he contrasted with his opposite number at the City Boys’ School, Dave Mackey).   The Accused might therefore have been expected to be a more likely draughts player than chess player, but he felt he did not have time to add draughts to his repertoire and remained in that game inept..though it was included amongst the games the accused played with his chess colleagues at club meetings.   He would also play Kreigspeil and progressive chess - but Wyggeston schoolboys did not play ‘friendly’ chess games.   It was also frequently suggested that the Accused, who had trouble with his eyesight, might prefer postal chess.  However, he played in the county postal chess team and found that he was put under too much pressure for time and never played postal chess again.

Accused-mum occasionally tried to improve home-life by playing games of chess with the Accused, but invariably abandoned the games before they were over to return to her housewively duties.   The Accused claims that he had occasionally played games of chess with his father - and had always won.  However, on one occasion Accused-mum ceremoniously set up a chess board on a card table she brought into the breakfast room and prevailed upon Accused-dad to play against the Accused.   The Accused felt this would be no match and that it would be boring and humiliating for the Accused just to pick up material and win.  So he imagined it was his task to entertain.   So he constructed a position in which he could force mate by a succession of sacrifices.  So the Accused put a knight en prise.   Accused-dad growled and hissed that the Accused was careless and incompetent.   The Accused suggested that his father ignore the alleged error and play his move.   Accused-dad, with ill-tempered utterances, took the knight.  Immediately the Accused  put a rook en prise.   He supposed his father must have noticed that the Accused’s pieces were all poised at his king.  But nevertheless this time Accused-dad growled and hissed, got up and danced round the room in a rage, berating the Accused as irresponsible and careless.   He was not prepared to play if  the Accused was not prepared to make greater effort.   After a while, however,  Accused-dad deigned to sit down again and took the rook.  Then the Accused put his queen en prise, which was check  - and surely the relevence of  the king’s position would be noticed.   Not at all!  Accused-dad growled with rage, declared that he was not prepared to endure such irresponsibility further and stormed out of  the breakfast room into the kitchen and intimated his displeasure to Accused-mum.  The Accused was too irresponsible and careless, declared Accused-dad, for Accused-dad to continue.   The Accused repeatedly tried to explain that he was delivering a forced mate and suggested that Accused-dad return so that the Accused could demonstrate.  But Accused-dad refused to return.

Thereafter Accused-dad would forever apropos of nothing be declaring that the Accused was ‘no good at chess’.   Previously he had forever been declaring that the Accused was ‘no good at arithmetic’ (though this still occasionally appeared).   The Accused was puzzled.   ‘No good’ was a relative term - in fact, per se meaningless.   By Accused-dad’s standards, he supposed, he was highly adept at both arithmetic and chess.   It was only decades later that the likely explanation dawned on the Accused.  He was hearing from other men that they had encouraged their sons to develope an interest is chess, tennis, cricket or whatever but suddenly the child became better than they were.   They automatically assumed that at that moment they were no longer needed and rejected.   The Accused himself was soon to assume that the exceptionally talented younger boy at Wyggeston, Michael Miller, did not want his company because the Accused could not compete with him!  So the Accused thought he was doing the right thing - entertaining his father - whereas his father saw himself as facing a humiliating defeat - which he was not openly prepared to accept.  As regards ‘no good at arithmetic’ - irrespective of what might be the fact, in his junior school days, whenever anyone in Leicester mentioned the Accused’s name, it was accompanied by ‘good at arithmetic’, whereas in l956, though the Accused considered this a mistaken opinion, whenever his name was mentioned it was accompanied by ‘good at chess’.

Roger Scowen according to contemporaries ‘greatly admired’ the Accused and considered him to be a great genius.   However, Scowen  never expressed such admiration in the Accused’s presence!  He supposed him to be irresponsible, an anarchist, supposed that his more liberal approach to organisation was a disdain of discipline or order, and supposed that he played games in chess teams for his amusement without regard to any responsibility to win.   This was, of course, what the Accused wanted to be believed.  He preferred people to suppose that he was highly talented but not trying rather than for it to be realised he was inept.

The Accused claims that he was playing in the county senior team within two months of  starting to play chess.   We hear from the Accused however also that his fourth year was a lonely time and it does not sound at all as if  he was greatly occupied with chess.   However, prior to the Scowen era, irrespective of  what might be said of  his play thereafter,  the Accused could hardly have been described other than as an inept beginner.   In the third year he had even lost in the first round of  the Silver Rook under fifteen championship in four moves.   He had been playing on top board of  the school junior team without even knowing this manoevre existed!  It does seem to be true that the Accused was winning games in the county (senior team) a few months or weeks after of being a novice even by under-fifteen schoolboy standards.   It is not unequivocable whether Accused dad’s assessment of  the Accused as ‘no good at chess’ was correct.   The Accused liked problems.   He would try to generate problems in chess games, even at the cost of  volunteering for an inferior position.   On the other hand, he was apt to win against opponents whom his colleagues regarded as unbeatable.   He also had a habit of grabbing the headlines in the Leicester Mercury.  He reports that on one occasion he was highly aggrieved on being placed by the supposedly prejudiced Secondary Modern School teachers on board seven of a county junior team.   They gave his youth as an excuse.   The board order may well have been correct - but as it turned out he was not sufficiently upset by this humiliation to lose his game.   This match, at the Saint Bride’s Institute in London, was organised on the jamboree system under which each player in a team players an opponent from a different county.   So the strength of  the opponent depends more on the opponent’s county than the board order.   The Accused was paired against Middlesex - central London - the expected and actual easy winners.   Next weekend the local headlines were that the Accused had beaten S.P.Broido who then was London Boys’ Champion (it may have been Under Fifteen Champion, that is not likely to have been emphasised).   In another jamboree, it turned out that the Accused won against Christopher Wood of  Warwickshire, against whom he could be expected to lose.   The explanation of  this was that the Accused was then under the impression that the exchange variation of  the French Defence gave White an advantage.  It is well known to give neither side realistic chances of winning.  So Wood found himself obliged to try to win against this patzer in a ‘dead’ position.  Presumably that is the explanation, though the Accused thought at the time he was proving his point about the Exchange Variation!   However, the Accused was less succesful against Shiela Corbyn of  Warwickshire.  With a pawn advantage, with a certain win on adjudication (the Accused had a notion that it was more honourable for games to finished, even if rapidly) the Accused unnecessarily played on after call of time and gave away a rook!  The Accused played in a simultaneous display given in Leicester by the Grandmaster Salo Flohr - at the instigation of  Oswald Weiss - and after having inflicted upon the Accused a humiliating defeat -even though the Accused’s play is not known to have shown any merit - declared afterwards repeatedly that the Accused was certain to become World Champion!   On a later occasion, the Accused played in a simultaneous display given by Svetolar Gligoric, another venerated Grandmaster.   Gligoric spent most his time at the Accused’s board.   The Accused played a variation of the Nimzoindian Defence he had cooked up and grabbed a pawn.  Gligoric then presented the Accused with a few more pawns and won impressively.   This was an educational experience and the Accused’s play was made to look ridiculous.  Nevertheless, after the game Gligoric too declared that the Accused was ‘certain’ to become World Champion, and to emphasise that he meant it, repeated this several times. 

It is somewhat mysterious that the Accused’s play should have improved so rapidly in so short a period, even though it may not have improved towards any great expertese.   It is true that the Accused was given his father’s copy of  Cunningham’s Chess Manual, not considered a major advanced text.   However even before the aforementioned debacle against his father,  the Accused had not been permitted to look at a chess board at home.   His mother was to become progressively more passionately opposed to chess and if a book on chess was found in the house his mother would make great scenes.   The Accused had no formal knowledge of chess openings, essential for results,  did not study chess,  did not play serious friendly games against his contemporaries, never looked again at his match games after they were played and for many years - as is utter exceptional amongst chessplayers - could not even remember them once they were over!

The Accused  therefore felt that he could win the local Silver Rook Under Fifteen Championship during his fourth year but that he would have no chance of  winning it in the fifth, when his contemporaries would have studied the game and have advanced in accomplishment whereas he had not.   However he had to find the sixpence entry fee.   The Accused reports that he had five weeks to find this sixpence.  The Accused occasionally received small sums of money from his parents (which would usually be used to buy Penguin Classics) but no regular pocket money.  As it happened, he had not received any for some time and knew that if he asked for the required sixpence, as per Bowlby’s Laws,  not only would he be refused but his mother would make sure he did not by any means receive the necessary entry fee.   The Accused waited.  After four weeks no pocket money had materialised.  So the Accused mentioned this requirement to his father in the breakfast room.   His father appeared prepared to fork out the money with no further comment (sixpence, nominally two and a half  New Pence in modern money, was in those days regarded as a very small sum, though it was sufficient to buy a meal).  However then Accused-mum stormed in and began interrogating.   She interrogated and interrogated and interrogated.   The Accused had to find some way of  explaining himself to avoid his mother cottoning on that this was a competitive event in which it was possible to lose.  Indeed, several hundred competitors lost and only one didn’t.   This would not have troubled the Accused himself but Accused-mum not only would be resentful if  the Accused actually won but a defeat would be to her humiliation and disgrace and grounds for condemnation and hanging her head in shame.   But even without this difficulty it would have been impossible to explain the nature of  this chess competition to Accused-mum.   She interrogated and interrogated and interrogated and eventually, inevitably, Accused-dad lost patience.  The Accused would not get the money, he declared, he was too young, he had to work, he would be able to enter next year.  Accused-mum, when the incident was discussed during the last year of  her life, was to say that she seriously believed these excuses produced now by Accused-dad.  She was apt to attribute to others responsibilities for her own decisions.   The Accused felt forced to suggest that it was generally expected that he would win the competition and that indeed next year he would not do so.   This inevitably resulted in Accused mum shouting and screaming that the Accused suffered  ‘delusions of  grandeur’, that he would (‘if people heard you’) be locked up in a mental hospital, the Accused’s would be disgraced and Accused-dad would lose his job (because Child Psychiatrists are not expected to fail in the upbringing of  their own children).   The Accused therefore told Roger Scowen, who was collecting the sixpences, that he did not wish to enter the competition.   He felt however that Scowen should have understood the situation.  If this did not create lasting bitterness against Scowen it at least made a lasting impression on the Accused and led him to assist other pupils in such circumstances financially when he could not really afford to do so - and also contributed to his having an ultra-tolerant attitude when he took up responsibilities himself when club members did not display the reliability expected by Scowen or Long.  He felt that nobody knew what where there circumstances the boy had to endure at home.

The Accused went to Mass at the Saint Thomas Moore Catholic Church on the South end of  Southernhay Road ( 400yds from the Briarwood back gate).   The priest, Father Shaw would preach hell fire at those who might be reluctant to cough up for the fund to pay the mortgage on the church.   So the money was raised.   Then the Bishop (or Nottingham), because Father Shaw was so good at raising money, transferred him to another new church with a mortgage!  This disappointed Father Shaw who confessed that he had interest neither in hell-fire nor in mortgages and had hoped that once the money was paid off he could devote himself to real priesting.

The Accused’s parents arranged for the Accused to attend classes on Sunday conducted by Father Shaw or, sometimes, by a nun who dropped in to deputise,  to prepare for First Confession and Confirmation.   First Confession probably came first.   While this was going on another boy, called Rafferty, who was also learning to confess, regularly passed by the Briarwood back fence to converse with the Accused on such occasions as he happened to be looking over the (five foot) fence.   Father Shaw, when teaching, maintained the impression that God did not look kindly upon sinners!   The Accused’s classmates perhaps did not take this literally, despite the fact that they were going to be holy enough to be altar boys.  But Father Shaw had a skill at hellfire preaching.   Even when he himself feared he might be taken too seriously and tried to reverse the impression gained, the Accused did not notice.  As a matter of  fact, Father Shaw confided,  an individual was entitled to act according to his own conscience even if  this contradicted the nominal doctrines of  the Church.   The Church provided rules and regulations for those who needed rules and regulations but it was wrong to sit in judgement on those who disagreed but nevertheless thought they were doing right.  Hell-fire, he said, applied only to the ‘mortal sin’ and, he added, it was ‘just about impossible’ to commit a mortal sin.   It was not just a matter of transgressing the Ten Commandments or some list of offences but it was necessary to commit the sin knowing it was a sin and with the deliberate and conscious aim of affronting and rejecting God.   Although the religious terminology for masturbation is convolutory and could possibly refer to something else, it turned out also that masturbation was quite permissible when it was involuntary - as were accompanying fantasies (though priests in confession never ask about fantasies). 

Nevertheless the Accused looked towards his first confession with apprehension.   There were the sixpences at Brentwood and there was the masturbation.   Honesty to God possibly was insufficient to prevent underestimation of the number of  sixpences and priestly discourses do suggest that masturbation three times a week is well beyond the biologically feasible maximum.  Nevertheless these were humiliating matters.   Father Shaw after hearing of these dread sins, or some euphemised version of them, imposed some severe penalty - so many Apostles Creeds, Lord’s Prayers and Hail Mary’s - with an Apostle’s Creed thrown in.   When the Accused arrived back home through the back gate his mother was waiting in the garden.   What had the Accused confessed,  she demanded.   The Accused was astonished that Accused-mum took Bowlbyism so far that the power of the mother overrode religion.   The Accused declared that he could not tell her.  It was sinful to reveal what went on in the confessional.   He was not sure that this was true, but hoped his mother would accept it.  She did not, however.  “I am the Mother!”, she exclaimed.  She was entitled to know!   The Accused repeated himself,  explaining his thesis in greater detail.   Accused-mum eventually gave up and the Accused supposed that his mother had accepted his story...though her own account suggests that she did not.   It is likely that the Accused’s confessions of masturbation continued to be limited to three times a week, which may mean there is a backlog of unconfessed masturbation.  Confession routinely takes place on Saturday.  Holy Communion is received on Sundays and should be so in a sin-free state.  This means in effect that Catholics do not masturbate from some time on Saturday until some time on Sunday - or not voluntarily or they have to stop when the decide they cannot pretend they do not know they are doing so.

The confirmation classes required more intensive study.   The candidates were required to learn the Cathechism and to be able to answer questions relating to theological issues.    The Accused and his colleagues were required to write down in their notebooks the proofs of  the existence of  God listed by (Saint) Thomas Aquinas.   There is some doubt whether these are proofs - though they may be.   It is more conventional nowadays to suggest that either Faith or an intrinsic awareness of morality or of  God is the only proof of  the existence of  God.   Father Shaw appeared to be indoctrinating these proofs which he dictated at face value.  There was an end of course written examination.   The Accused repeated everything word for word as taught..including these proofs proposed by Thomas Aquinas.   For this Father Shaw possibly avoided the highest mark, but it was not a high mark - around fifty per cent.   The Accused’s answer was ‘disappointing’ he said, ‘I would have expected something more from you’.   It had occurred to The Accused that these proofs were only proofs it the believer wanted them to be proofs.   It had also occurred to him that these proofs were so potentially unconvincing that a person who based faith on them would be in serious danger of losing it.   It also occurred to him now that this was Father Shaw had in mind.   He did not expect the Accused to be inspired by the Holy Ghost but did wish him to be more honest intellectually.   Nevertheless the Accused repressed his awareness that the Believer does not need these proofs and that the Non-believer will not be influenced by them.   The justification of  belief by repression of awareness of  the weakness of an argument is apt to lead to fanaticism and ill-judged behaviour.   The Accused was apt for many years to justify dogmatic lines with verbiage, pomposity and bogus science.   The Accused seems somewhat reluctant to recollect such episodes but there is at least a report of  defending against a criticism in a public discussion by Garth Pratt of  the Roman Catholic attitude towards contraception in a manner in which pomposity and domatism shut out reason.   He was surprised that Garth Pratt in future years did not regard him as contempible fool!

The Accusd’s parents were not overamoured by the Accused’s enthusiasm for God or religion.   To counter what they felt might be an unhealthy trend distracting him from worldly realities they would try to arrange outings that coincided with Mass or Sunday School - without success.   The Accused would buy with his money,  if  he received money,  religious pamphlets and privately repeatedly ploughed through the prayers in his prayer book.   For each of  these, per recitation, there would be so many years, thousands or years or millions of  years of  ‘indulgence’ recorded.   Nobody seeed to have a clear idea what an ‘indulgence’ was.  Father Shaw was evasive.   It referred to remission of  time spent in purgatory.   Sure enough, as the Accused suggested,  it was not clear what was meant by a thousand years with respect to purgatory, which was presumably not a physical entity in the sense of  a planet encircling the sun.   The Accused feared also that the striving after these ‘indulgences’, whatever they were, might itself be an affront to God and a sin in that it cconverted prayer or good deeds into a market commodity with a price used only for the purpose of buying off  guilt.  Although Father Shaw did not openly commit himself, it did sound as if he thought so too.  Father Shaw confessed that it was not clearly known what was meant by these ‘indulgences’.   This recording of  ‘indulgences’ was a historical tradition.  ‘Indulgences’ had been a concept that had for a while been taken very seriously by some in the middle ages.   He was not prepared to declare that it was a mistaken notion, but nevertheless it was nowadays best ignored.  Nevertheless, the Accused would read through the Jesus Psalter, with its refrain ‘Jesus, Jesus, Jesus, send me here my purgatory’.   The Accused felt somewhat uneasy about this request.   If  there was a purgatory,  then presumably, unpleasant though it might be,  it seemed more appropriate for a person to cope with whatever was his mission on Earth when actually on earth and to forget about the purgatory, however many millions of  years it might last, once it was over.   The objective surely was more to be happy and for others to be happy - and unhappiness or pain might actually be discouragement and a pathway to Hell.  But this exortation was in the prayer book and Jesus presumably would know what it was supposed to mean and what was best..though the Accused was not averse to being excused Purgatory.   Despite the impression he may give in reminiscences, the Accused’s first forty years were not purgatorial.   He saw life more as presenting problems which were potentially soluble.  God, perhaps, during the Accused’s otherwise lonely existence, was a reassuring companion and protector. In the fourth year he still had some serious intention of becoming a priest - though he felt that it was not acceptable for a priest to be an authority figure set apart from the rest of the community and that he had more to be an equal member earning a living by some other route than the priesthood.   He also feared the implications of  dedication to God.  His reason at least told him that this was not glorified by Sainthoods, statues and medals in this world and that it was more likely to lead to humiliation and disgrace or martyrdom while, at the same time, this realisation was not to be countered by a notion that some similar societal privileges were awarded in compensation in another world.   But of  this the Accused was more aware intellectually, just as he was aware that much that was believed in the world was contrary to observation and logic even though he participated in a world in which such beliefs were taken to be unchallengeable.   He was reluctant to accept that social isolation, condemnation and false opinion was the expected consequence of  doing right.

Oswald Weiss, the owner of  Connaisseur’s Corner Carpets, who was also Vice-President of  the Leicestershire Chess Club lived across the road - and was one of  the few people who found their way into Accused-mum’s front room.   He described himself as ‘Lithuanian’ but was Viennese and would enact the customs of  Viennese polite society (such as ‘Kuss Deine Hand, Knadige Frau!’).   Accused-mum would serve coffee, brewed as Nescafe powder with added hot water - which was generally considered infra-dig.  Even though  Mr Weiss was well aware of  this, he would regularly sing the praises of  Accused-mum’s coffee,  that it was the best in Leicester and the reason for his calling.   One day Mr Weiss brought round the Cultural Attache at the Austrian Consulate, which means that had Austria had a Secret Service he would have been its representative in Britain, who later was to become President of  Austria.  The Accused’s parents got on with him famously!

It was known to Accused-mum that Mr Weiss was Vice-President of  the Leicestershire Chess Club.   Accused-mum revealed in the l990s that she was not aware and had never been aware that the Accused belonged to the same chess club nor that he was acquainted with Mr Weiss in connection with his chess activities.  On one occasion Accused-mum recollected that the Accused was rumoured to have made some attempt to play chess.   Would perhaps an experienced player such as Mr Weiss,  Accused-mum ventured to suggest,  give the Accused some advice to play chess.   This was embarrassing.   Mr Weiss was occupied with his business and played little chess and rarely visited the club.   The Accused played for the county and imagined that he was rated as a significantly stronger player than Mr Weiss.  Mr Weiss however said that the advice he had to give was never to sacrifice a queen unless you have a second queen remaining.

It was, as a matter of  fact,  Roger Scowen, who was a talented player but more nervous than his contemporaries appreciated, who was renowned for ‘sacrificing’ queens.   Rodney Lovett decided that the school should have its own names for chess pieces.  Dudley Long therefore decided that the knight should be called the Moke (abbreviated ‘M’ ), his name for Keith Emerton.   It was Dudley Long who was the great expert with knights.  He was forever manoevring them onto imposing squares or shattering what appeared to be secure opposing positions with knight sacrifices.   In later years the Accused would advise that if anyone wished to win against Long they were well advised to remove both of  his knights, even at the cost of  a bishop apiece or even a rook!   Dave Mackey would claim that it was the Accused whose knights were a source of  great terror.   But Dudley Long identified the knight with Kieth Emerton.   The Accused however suggested that the Queen should be called the Scow, because Scowen during his career at least three times inadvertently lost or gave away his queen (once against the Accused).   So the Queen became the Scow, abbreviated ‘S’.

It is part of  the ‘confirmation’ ceremony that the child adopts an extra name (the Accused adopted ‘Antony’) and to be provided with a Godfather.  In continental culture the ‘Godfather’ is an important person, with  responsibility to care for the child if  the parents succumb to the bubonic plague.   Mr Weiss was the obvious choice as Godfather for the Accused.  The Accused expected him to be suggested and for it then to be discussed whether perhaps he was Jewish or not Roman Catholic (There was no pressing reason for his not turning out to be Roman Catholic).   The Accused had always supposed that his father was Austrian (or British).  But now it suddenly turned out he was ‘Czech’.  Etiquette required that the Accused’s Godfather was to be the only other Czech doctor in Leicestershire, Dr Kolacek.   So the Accused became briefly acquainted with Dr Kolacek who bought him a religious book certified as non-heretic by Cardinal Heenan.   At the confirmation itself the Bishop has to satisfy himself  that those confirmed are suitably informed.  There is always that danger that the Bishop will ask the confirmation candidate to recite some list of  theological polysyllabics to be found in the Cathechism - such as the Fifteen Most Horrific Nastitutdes or the Seventeen Heinous Heresies.   It is unlikely - but on an off-day, in theory, he might!  In practice, he realises that J.C. might not appreciate being denied a confirmation candidate on the grounds that he comes from a part of  town where all speak in monosyllables and he asks “Who made you?” and before the child can answer “God made me”, the Bishop recites the answer and holds a short sermon on the topic.  This is what happened, even though the Bishop confessed that he had been told in advance that this was not a monosyllabic region of  his diocese.   He had noticed that the church debt was rapidly evaporating.   He found this amusing.   The vast majority of  the children of  the Holy Mother Church, he confided, were poorly educated and penniless and he had been under the impression that that extended to his own diocese.

The School’s Roman Catholic morning meetings were now conducted by Bernard Robinson.  The Accused never met the parental Robinsons.   But Accused-mum had met them or her at parents’ evenings.   Despite the prejudices she picked up at sociology classes she always found herself more at home with those who were working class in the sense of ‘poor’.   However, they must have thought she was ‘middle class’ (though this actual term was too insulting to be used in Leicester)  and that the accused was ‘privileged’, prejudices Accused-mum vented against the Accused with a vengeance.   Bernard Robinson (who had a younger brother in the school) came from a street with no rivals in the in its reputation for deprivation.   After school or in the dinner hour (or if he attended the Holy Cross Church in town) the Accused would occasionally walk up Highfields Street with Bernard Robinson, a classicist who also also studied Hebrew and Aramaic (which he would have learnt from the friars at the Holy Cross Priory).   He would regularly test the Accused by asking the Accused the meaning of  the inscription on the synagogue as they passed by - which he could never remember and to this day does not recall.

The Holy Cross priory church - the largest in the City - considered itself to cater for a multidenominational audience.   It was noted for its eloquent preachers.  Bernard would tell stories about the exploits of  Father McCabe, the Prior, who appeared in learned discussions on the radio.   On one occasion, as a visting preacher in London, he had decided to preach on ‘superstition’ and insisted on doing so while holding an open umbrella above his head in the pulpit.  On another he was guest preacher at Saint Martin in the Fields on Trafalgar Square, noted for the wealth of  its congregation.  He entered the pulpit.  Looked round.  “I only know what he said”, exclaimed the Prior, “I don’t know what he meant!  It is easier for a camel to pass through a needle’s eye than for a rich man to enter the Kingdom of  Heaven.”  He paused, looked round again and repeated: “I only know what he said.  He I don’t know what he meant”.  Then he departed from the pulpit.   Holy Cross was also a popular venue for confessions.   The parish priest, Father Rupert, who had a degree in sociology, was another spectacular preacher.   The Dominicans were not noted for their allegiance to the Pope and Bishop.   They had their own Chief Dignatory, who appeared not to be overdisciplinarian.  Father Rupert appeared in the pulpit one day brandishing a piece of paper.  “This is an letter from the Bishop”, he announced with reverence, “which I am required to read to you.  It explains the importance of  Children attending Catholic Schools so as to be kept from the harmful influence of  the heretics and unbelievers.”  He paused.  “If you want to hear this rubbish”, he added, “ you will have to go to another Church.  It is not going to be read here”.  On another occasion he announced that he was required to read an ‘encyclical’ from the Pope condemning the use of  physical contraception.   “Since this is a Dominican Church”, he added, “I do not have to read it.  The Dominicans are a preaching order.   We preach to all Christians, all non-Christians, even to antheists.   Our congregation is not composed just of  committed catholics and they expect to hear a short and entertaining sermon.   I do not have the time available to read Papal encyclicals.  I do not know what to think or what to say.”   He then told a story about his hearing the weekly confession of  an impovershed lady with many children whose health had been affected by repeated childbirth and was being regularly raped by a violent, inebriated husband.  “I don’t know what to tell her”, he added, “I don’t know what to tell you.  I do not feel that I am entitled to tell her she is committing a sin”.   At Holy Cross there were numerous confessionals.  There might be one or two queuing up that occupied by the Prior (if he was there that week).  There would be a great queue outside the booth occupied by Father Rupert.   Whereas the standard diet from Father Rupert was one Our Father and three Hail Mary’s,  the Accused found him instructed by the Prior to read St Mark’s Gospel from end to end - though the Prior did come out shortly to explain that he had meant that it be read in short bursts over the forthcoming weeks and not there and then.

Bernard Robinson would regularly evangelise on a wooden banana box in the Market Place.  He had also set up a little literary circle at Wyggeston, consisting at first of  sixth formers.   However, then the Accused was asked to join - since the members supposed it a good idea to recruit someone who was younger (and could therefore recruit other younger members) and a scientist.   The Secretary was Goeffrey Webb.   Webb was a very efficient secretary, but the ill-fated decision was taken to pass on this office to the less efficient Accused, who had enough on his plate already.   One of  the tasks was to invite Professor Leon,  the Classics Professor at the University College (which then still had a classics department, irrespective of whether it had any students).  Professor Leon was Chairman of  the local Classical Association and Mr Homles was Secretary.   As far as is known, it proved impossible to arrange for Professor Leon to attend.  However, it then became a talking point that the elderly Professor had fathered a baby.   They enthusiastically related how this baby had smiled at the age of  three minutes, had walked at the age of  three days and was speaking fluent Greek at the age of  three weeks.  While his elder colleagues were enthusiastically reciting the praises of  this prodigy, the Accused listened with horror.  Did they not understand what this meant.  It was the father who was telling these stories, who enthused over these alleged landmarks of development and considered them a matter of great importance.   The oral reports, said the Accused, should not be believed without concrete evidence.   The child’s development was secondary to the development of its nervous system and the behaviour could not be expected to anticipate the anatomical development.   These reports were the emanation of  the elderly Jew living in loneliness in Britain.    The Professor was establishing a dependent relationship towards the child.   A parent should not have expectations from the child but should be prepared to accept it however it was and be prepared to make sacrifices rather than see the child as a personal annex.   This child was going to be isolated from the community and faced a life of  insufferable loneliness, failure to adapt within the community and suicide.   Although the Accused lived close to the Leons,  who had a flat across London Road, opposite Springfield Road, he never met young Leon or, if he did, ignored him.   Then one day there was a headline in the local Leicester Mercury: “Genius found dead in quarry”.   This quarry was in the Swithland Wood area (where there are many disused quarries) and the youth had presumably committed suicide.   The youth, according to the Leicester Mercury, was twenty six years old.  He had no present or recent history - only a past.  He had been a child prodigy - so clever that he was kept in a glass cage with a psychologist feeding him with intelligence tests in which he supposedly registered the world record score.   Then not satisfied with the existing psychologist,  the father had sent him to Israel where another psychologist was found to be his companion and to afflict him with even greater intelligence test scores!

The Accused was again and again to come across this tragic Exceptionally Gifted Child Syndrome amongst the only sons of  isolated Jews living in Britain.   The Accused at least was not afflicted with this by his parents!   They were very conscious of  the dangers of  a child being given the impression of  it  being exceptionally gifted - though they were full of  the praises of everyone other than the Accused.   With the Accused they more veered to the opposite extreme.   Though this did lead to misery,  it did not lead to the inability to cope, serious mental disorder and suicide that regularly accompanied the Exceptionally Gifted Child Syndrome.  The Accused likes to claim that the Exceptionally Gifted Child is always an invention of  the father and that according to propaganda it is necessary to protect the ‘rights of parents’ and ‘parental choice’ to protect these children.  He claims that he was genuinely an Exceptionally Gifted Child and that the genuine article is rejected and condemned by parents rather than it being the parents who blow the trumpet on its behalf.

The house was the empire of  Accused-mum and, once he set foot, Accused-dad was Accused-mum’s vassal.  One day, however,  Accused dad arrived in the front door porch at the same time as the Accused.

“Dr Miller is pulling his hair out!”, remarked Accused-dad, “He is at the point of suicide”.

“That is Emmanuel Miller?”

“Yes, Dr Miller.  He is pulling his hair out, desparate...”

Dr Miller was Britain’s first child psychiatrist.  He never met Dr Miller, nor his son Johnathan, but supposed from the way his father spoke of  them that Dr Miller was about Accused-dad’s age and that his son Johnathan, who was interested in drama, was about his own age.  Actually,  Dr Miller was considerably older than Accused-dad and Johnathan Miller was ten years older!  Accused-dad was in the habit of  tearing his hair out - or that was the expression he used - over nothing.  So maybe this was a characteristic of  Austrian Child Psychiatrists.

“Why exactly is Dr Miller pulling his hair out?”

“It’s his son...worries much the same as I have had with you...”

The  Accused felt it was a pity he was not acquainted with this Johnathan Miller.  It sounded as if he was a very sensible person..with misguided parents!   The Accused however was not aware that he had caused his father any aggravation.

“What problems might they be?”,  inquired the Accused.

Accused dad however refused to elaborate.  “Problems very like those I have had with you”, he repeated.

The Accused would have liked to have some objective confirmation of  whatever it was his father was talking about.   But he was not surprised.   Although the Austrians are a ‘cultured’ people with a veneration for the arts - and Accused-dad’s forebears and Accused-dad were so - they also had a militaristic disdain or condemnation of  the arts or of intellectual activities - which the Accused took to be represented by the mother-housewife adopted by his mother...The Woman.   Non-domestic pursuits were also taboo, part of  the delinquency of  the male gender.   Chess was high in the Austrian homosexuality hierarchy.  But as he understood it,  drama was at the very top!   It had always been a mystery to the Accused how Johnathan Miller had been able to pursue an interest in drama.   This meant, surely, appearing in the school play.   His parents were bound to find out.   They would be watching it - and even if  he could avoid that,  he might find his picture in the newspaper or  rival parents might tell on him.   It was not even possible to evade parental knowledge by using a pseudonym (a device possible amongst chessplayers, used for instance by I.B.N.Smith, then at Leicester University College).   They might recognise the photograph or recognise him on stage.  Maybe, he thought, Johnathan Miller survived by keeping off stage and was a director rather than actor.

It seemed to the Accused that for Miller to get away with pursuing drama it was necessary for his father to have a private practice and not to be dependent on the British monopolistic National Health Service police state with its Nazi ideas that spread into the family.  He would have to be educated at some private school remote from his parents and there would have to be circumstances that diminished the power or motivation towards power of  the mother (such as her having a career of  her own rather than being just a housewife).  Since Miller has written his own autobiographical tracts in which he describes himself as eagerly entering the medical profession, the author is restricted in his comments.  Dr Miller senior however did operate mainly in the USA and in private practice in Britain and Johnathan attended Public School.   The episode to which the Accused her refers, by comparism with Miller junior’s own accounts, suggests that this was the point at which Miller, soon after qualifying, decided to enter a career in drama rather than Medicine.   Miller describes his father as having been ‘disappointed’ but not suicidal!   The Accused claims that sons of doctors had to become doctors, that if they fail to do so they become ‘schizophrenics’ (the inferior role within the doctor-nurse social class) and that if they become doctors but do not practice they are called ‘homosexuals’.  Irrespective of  what might have been his inclinations (the author suspects that he was motivated by social justice rather than inclination) Miller did become ‘Vice President’ of  the Campaign for Homosexual Equality.   The Accused also sees the special post of  Research Worker in History of  Medicine as having been created for Miller at the University College Hospital where he performed his clinical studies (as a Cambridge graduate) as a likely compromise with the prejudice against the self-made foreigner which the Accused himself encountered when qualifying.

The Accused was taken by his parents to at least one reading of  Dickens delivered dramatically and with great energy by Philip Collins at the Vaughan College.   The Accused was faced with a shock, however, when the school’s boys were herded into the school hall to hear Mr Collins explain the activities of  the Vaughan College (the University College’s centre of adult education and a centre for the Workers’ Educational Association).   His college, he said, provided entertainment for  ‘middle-aged middle-class housewives’ who had ‘nothing else to do’ and ‘did not need work’ because they had ‘rich husbands’.   The academic standards supposedly were low and to keep the clients happy they were at the end of  their course given worthless ‘certificates’.  It seemed to the Accused that Accused-mum was being taken for a ride.  She and other ladies at the Vaughan College were seeking qualifications to help them find work.

Accused-mum when she heard of  this in the l990s remarked that Philip Collins was not used to addressing schoolchildren, had to say something and ‘people say different things to different people’.   Collins’ allegations had not been without substance, but she belonged to the Workers’ Educational Association, whose courses were of  a higher standard.  Accused-dad’s lectures in psychology had to have popularist appeal but were also used for professional education and training.

Accused-mum however did associate at her Social Work classes with what would by most in those days have been regarded as narrow minded middle-aged housewives, was unable to defend herself against their attitudes and became terrified of  the prospects of  spies or Social Workers intruding into her home and condemning her in the manner in which they condemned others - and she took aboard, at least in her hysterical states, their prejudices, which included their condemnations of  working class customs (such as watching television and playing on the street) and ‘homosexuals’ and their blanket condemnation of  categories of  people, such as those who lived in districts where there were higher crime rates.   She joined the Townswomen’s Guild, which was patronised by other housewives in the area with sons at Wyggeston (though she did not know that).  She said that this was a transformation in her previously lonely and housebound life and condemned Accused-dad for what she saw as a resentment against her attending the Social Work Class and the Townwomen’s Guild.   This turns out to have been because of  the extremist attitudes which Accused-mum there absorbed - though Accused-dad had never expressed this ‘resentment’ in the Accused’s earshot and vigorously supported Accused-mum during her railings.

Medics in those days (as now) did not have an evolutionist approach to childhood development - that children respond appropriately to their environment.  Accused-dad took such a theoretical viewpoint and was strongly opposed to Public Schools and class segregation.   He also considered that the Accused must not be in a ‘privileged’ position, an excuse for monetary deprivation which made him underprivileged.   Accused-mum however was more addicted to the ideology attributed to the Supreme Expert  John Bowlby which not merely saw the child as moulded the parent but supposed that it was essential that the parent adopted a tyrannical dictatorship which imposed the traditional and necessary class stereotype - which in the Accused’s case was hardly appropriate.   Accused-mum in later years claimed that she had been trained in the upbringing of  infants, not adolescents, that she lived under the shadow of  Accused-dad’s ill tempers, accusations and terror of  criticism.   Accused-dad had made her a nervous wreck.   He was himself the acknowledged expert, she had no relatives in Britain and there was no-one to whom she could turn for help or advice.   At home, Accused-mum was the absolute tyrant, shouting down any contradiction or attempt to inform on the part of  the Accused or his father.   His father just knuckled under.

Accused-mum would regularly reduce everything to delusional perception of  the Accused being the source of  disgrace.  “What will people say?”, she regularly wailed.   Briarwood is a large house and Accused-mum might be in the garden -  but it seems more that Accused-mum’s frequently not answering the door when the Accused arrived and rang the bell might have been due to a form of  deafness.   In later years she would claim to be partly deaf - but that she could hear better if  people did not speak in a loud voice.  “People always think you have to shout when a person is deaf”, she would say, ‘but that is the worst they could possibly do”.   The Accused, if he obtained no answer,  whether on ringing the bell, knocking or shouting over the garden gate, apparantly forgot that he could try the side-door, which is nearer the kitchen, and would return to Clarendon Park and waste four pence on a phone call.  His mother would answer the call and let him in when he returned.

On one occasion the Accused rang and knocked for a long time - but his mother eventually opened the door.  She immediately screamed and accused him of  bringing disgrace upon her.   The nature of  this disgrace was not explained.   The Accused, supposing this was a neutral comment, remarked that he had been walking down the street (which, since he was returning from school, he clearly had been).   But in response to that his mother screamed again: “Did anyone see you?”, making it clear that it would have been a greater horror had anyone done so.  The Accused mentioned that on the way he had spoken to Bobby Andrews, who lived thirty yards away on the other side of  the road and was now also a pupil at Wyggeston.   The Accused supposed that it would be O.K. to have spoken to the highly respectable Andrews who had highly respectable parents.  But no!   The Accused had been seen.  Maybe there was a speck of dust on the Accused’s cap.   It was never revealed what the disgrace might have been.

Accused-mum continued with her accusations and wailings.   The Accused was anathema to everyone, a disgrace to her, she could not hold her head for shame, people crossed over to the other side of  the road when she approached on account of  the disgrace he caused her,  he was despised by all, a person who would never have any friends.   This habitually was cited by her as the characteristic of  the Bowlbyite ‘man who does not love his mother’ (known also as ‘the homosexual’).   The Accused remarked that he ha not found other people particularly hostile or unfriendly.   It was nearer the truth that irrespective of  considerations of  social status or condemnation, they were civil to everyone.   Accused-mum then railed that if  he believed this he was suffering from delusions of  grandeur.  It was delusion even for him to consider the possibility of  having friends.  He would, if people were aware of  such an attitude, be sent to a mental hospital and his father would lose his job.

If anyone pretended to be friendly with the Accused, railed his mother,  then they were taking advantage, setting him up for ridicule or  pitying him.   Although the Accused’s relationships were not one-sided, as his mother was apt to suppose, with other people exploiting and his getting nothing in return,  there was no proof  that his mother was not right.   That did not matter to the Accused per se, but it did matter to his mother and therefore, were it so,  then if  his mother found out that would be great calamity, send her into intractable hysteria with which his father could not cope and might drive him into resigning his job.   Because there existed a possibility of  rejection and his mother finding out the Accused found himself inhibited from setting up friendships with other people.   The Accused was eventually able to say that it did not matter greatly whether what she said was true or not.   Some people did form friendships out of pity.  This was typical, surely, of  the nurse.   The person pitied by accepting the pity was then doing the pitying person a good turn - by being the necessary object of  pity.   That was therefore a basis for a relationship or friendship.   There were people who considered it important to be better than others or socially superior.   If  this was taken seriously and  the victim tried in turn to prove his equality or superiority he would be doing a bad turn towards the person who wanted to be superior.   In that case - let them be superior.   That too was the basis of a relationship or friendship.   As regards people taking advantage - did she mean by that there were people who wanted to be victims of  what she called ‘taking advantage’ or for whom it was natural to be taken advantage-of ?   If so then that was surely another basis for a relationship - and the person supposedly being taken advantage-of  was, in fact, obtaining some benefit or his or her own.   She perhaps, though he took a contrary view, perhaps thought that all marriages were men taking advantage of women.  “Is that so?”, answered Accused-mum, who had perhaps by now recovered.

The Accused felt nevertheless that it might be an idea to make some friends - and also that it might be helpful if he found some way of  separating himself from his mother to do so.   The senior physical training master, Mr Batelle, suggested he join a school party to Switzerland.   The Accused felt that his mother would never agree, but Mr Batelle would suggest it repeatedly.   The Accused eventually suggested that he join this trip to Switzerland.   Accused-mum may have heard of  school trips being events subsidised by the Council or Charity which were intended for the poor.   It was to Accused-mum a disgrace to be thought poor (or Found Out).   There was no reason for his going on this trip, she opined.  “You can come on holiday with us”.  Beside this not being the objective of  the exercise,  Accused-mum was unlikely to approve of waste of money on such a purpose when they could remain less expensively at home.

The Accused suggests that there was a series of  such abortive attempts to make friends.   Another was that he prevailed upon his mother that he could have a birthday party.   The object of  this exercise was for him to invite his classmates round and for it to emerge that the Accused was not provided with the social necessities or norms of  the day (such as a record player).   His mother, to his amazement, did not object.  However, he supposed it would be his party.   When the day arrived, to his consternation, his mother immediately took over.   She commenced with a game in which, for instance, the letter A is nominated and the gathering each have to write down the name of  an animal, flower or girl commencing with ‘A’.   Each player scores a point if  no other player has written down the same word.   Then maybe the letter G is suggested, each has to write down the name of a country whose name commences with that letter and if two players have written down Gualdeloupe neither score a point (though that could cause difficulties, since there are at least three Gualdeloupes and not all agree that they share the same spelling).  The Accused felt distressed that his mother had introduced this game.  It was not very teenager and he did not wanted any game to take place that was competitive, or at any rate, not intellectually competitive.   This could trigger Accused-mum’s  hysterias over the Accused’s inferiority.    The contestants were thus asked initially to write down an animal with name beginning with A.   The Accused read from his Chambers’s Encyclopaedia in bed at night - and the first word in an encyclopaedia is ‘Aardvark’.   So the Accused wrote down ‘Aardvark’ (or, more probably, Aardwark) which he supposed was an amusing word, and went off to collect the first volume of  the encyclopaedia lest there be query over the spelling.   This did not amuse the perceptive Robin Orton (or, rather, it did amuse him) who declared that the Accused had only collected the encyclopaedia in order to unearth an obscure animal.   He could not be convinced that the Accused had ever heard of  an aardvark!   He himself,  with characteristic wit, had written down ‘ant’.  He said ‘I was asked to write down the name of an animal with a name beginning with ‘a’ and it occurred to me that the word ‘ant’ began with ‘a’.    He claimed that he knew of no other animal with a name beginning with ‘a’  (there is Antelope, Arachnid,  Ass, Asp and Archibald).   It was more likely that he deduced that nobody else would write down ‘ant’ (which nobody else did) because they would consider it too obvious.   Robin Orton was never convinced and regularly repeat this story in future years!   The Accused however felt hurt that his mother had taken over and that she had introduced this competitive element, sulked over the rest of  the evening and regarded himself as having been robbed of  his birthday party.   It was probably customary for parents’ to organise their childrens’ birthday parties, but the Accused was not aware of  that.  [Robin Orton later invited the Accused to his birthday party - which came as a surprise!].

Philip Collier suggested that the Accused enter the British Boys’ Under Fifteen Championship which was to be held in Plymouth from l9th-31st August l958.  Peter Thomas, a Loughborough youth, had come second in this tournament the previous year.  Peter Thomas, later a policeman,  was typical of  the safe and reliable Leicestershire junior chess players of  the pre-Accused era, which included also R.H.Northage, also of  Loughborough, or Quorn, or Mr Whitelam, the current Leicestershire Under l8 Champion, and also the older players then at the University College, R.T.Partis and I.B.M. Smith, in his play being solid and reliable.   There have however also been modest unforgotten heros who never mention having won the British Boys’ Under Fifteen Championship in the past, who do not strive after gradings and reputations but retain a proclivity for sacrificial and tactical play which, the Accused was to discover, is apt to be disproportionately effective in Under Fifteen Championships.   He never routinely was to adopt such a style in tournaments but was to discover that when in a jovial mood, when he had abandoned all ambitions of  winning games,  that his lapses into such a style demolished all opposition.   Amongst such unsung heros with a tactical bent was another Leicestershire Chess Club member,  Basil Wallis, who played for the Victoria League team.   B.G.Wallis was underestimated by the more ambitious.   Had he been motivated he could have been a very effective upper board county player.   The Accused was to discover that B.G.Wallis was in his element when he could unexpectedly sacrifice a piece and rely on complications - and was in future years to allay the threat of  B.G.Wallis by playing against him, when White, the Queen’s Pawn or  English Opening or 1Nf3, even though during most seasons he regularly opened with he King’s Pawn.   The purpose of  this ploy was to avoid unforseen tactics or tactics too complicated to analyse or which B.G.Wallis might analyse more efficiently or on the basis of  speculation rather than precise calculation.  The Accused was not surpised therefore when, years later,  B.G.Wallis admitted (as the Accused suggested to him might be the case) that he had once won the British Boys’ Under Fifteen Championship! 

 The Accused was inclined to enter the tournament at Plymouth not so much for the chess but get away from his mother to be free to make friends without maternal interference.   He wished also, as part of  this, to get away from his mother’s constant harping on the supposed merits of  the sons of daughters of mothers with whom she was aquainted and her recriminations that he was such a shame and a disgrace.  Most of  these paragons attended the Wyggeston School and they did not there enjoy the reputations either per se or in comparison with the Accused which Accused-mum forever propagandised.     In the l990s Accused-mum admitted that she was not even aware that Roger Scowen (whom never met but eulogised continuously) attended the Wyggeston School!   Scowen was forever being  mentioned in the context of  it being necessary for such-and-such to be ‘clever’ and/or  ‘good at chess’  ‘like Scowen.  Any suggestion by the Accused that it was of  no importance whether such praises of  sons of rival mothers were true or false - but that they were, in fact, untrue - the Accused would be emotionally accused of  Delusions of  Grandeur and threatened with being locked up in a mental hospital.   Accused-mum feared rejection and persecution - and therefore also the Accused’s rejection and persecution - for which she would be blamed - could envisage no possibility other than that the Accused was rejected by all,  would pry into the Accused’s affairs and imagine that he was being rejected and abused when, in fact, he was not and would torment the Accused with recriminations.   However, as far as chsess was concerned, it was the Accused’s  intention to practice stonewalling - to play lengthy games without taking any risks and eventually to win the endgames.   Possibly the Accused had been influenced by Dudley Long’s emphasis in conversation on the relative importance of  endgames.   The Accused also was indeed considered by many pundits as an exceptionally good endgame player.  Endgames depend on capacity for analysis and the Accused could get away with his lack of  theoretical knowledge.   The Accused’s plan was to travel to Plymouth without booking lodgings in advance.   He felt that there would be no difficulty in finding an adequate roof.   He also expected to be able to finance himself, even if it meant, to a limited degree, raiding his savings account.

The difficulty that the Accused envisaged was obstruction by his mother.   His impression was that his mother’s knowledge of  English life and customs was limited,  that she was beset with her anxieties,  and worked herself into hysteria during her interrogations.  He therefore asked his father whether he could persuade his mother.   Accused-dad went into the next room and persuaded Accused-mum remarkably rapidly.   He may however not have told her the unvarnished truth.   In later years Accused-mum would declare that the Accused had never played chess previously (He had previously only played in local and county team events - but he was not entering this tournament as a novice) and that this entry to the Plymouth tournament had been arranged by Accused-dad as an introduction to the game.  Up till the l990s she would also shout down any contradiction to such a suggestion.   However, had she known that that Philip Collier was behind the proposal, then Accused-mum would have, to the Accused’s embarrassment have contacted Mr Collier and other Leicestershire chess personalities with the expected result of  her picking up imaginary ill-opinions and persecuting the Accused with recriminations as well as setting up an alliance with those with malicious motivations directed against the Accused.   Despite the Accused’s protests,  the Accused’s parents arranged accommodation without heed of  his wishes.  In particular, he did not wish to espouse accommodation on a list provided by Mr Stammwitz,  Secretary of  the British Chess Federation.  To the Accused’s horror, not merely was Accused-mum to accompany the Accused, while Accused-dad escaped to some conference of  his own,  but lodgings were arranged with a local Plymouth lady  whose son, one Peter Dawson, was also entering the British Boys’  Under Fifteen Championship.   The Accused felt he was being robbed of  his holiday - the only one, he asserts, he ever had or might have had - in order to provide instead a facility for his mother to enjoy herself by patronising and singing the  praises of  this Peter Dawson and persecuting the Accused.    The Accused felt that there was no longer any point in going to Plymouth...but, as a compromise,  obtained from his mother a promise that she would keep away from the Congress Hall  (the Devonport High School for Girls).  The Accused may already have been aware that his mother made promises to gain some objective but did not keep them - but what was he to do?

The two hundred and four competitors in the various tournaments,  a record entry for a British Chess Federation Congress, were introduced at a civic reception to the Lord Mayor of  Plymouth,  Alderman Leslie F.Paul.   The sun was shining throughout the fortnight.  Accused-mum would reminisce that this was for her a period of  freedom,  the happiest occasion during her days in Britain.   She made friends with mother’s of  other congress entrants (mother’s were more in evidence during this tournament than any other in which the Accused was to compete).   She also befriended Mr Stammwitz and his wife, several mothers and wives of  contestants and several of  the competitors in the British Ladies’ Championship.   She was also able to identify with Dr S.Fazekas, the 59 year old Buckhurst Hill (Essex) General Medical Practitioner, who wore earplugs when playing his games and who was to win the British Chess Championship.   Dr Fazekas had a resplendent record over previous years in the (strong) Essex County Championship and on the basis of  his results it was not a forgone conclusion that he would be outclassed amongst the better-known chess players who regularly competed in tournaments.   In the final round of  the Championship Fazekas, Clarke, Wade and Penrose were on seven points out of  ten, whereas Leonard Barden, another elevated player, was on 6.5.and Alexander was on six.  In the final round Penrose drew with Clarke, Wade drew with Alexander and Barden drew with the disabled player Mardle.  When the truth came out,  that Fazekas had won the championship, there was a great whining.  The ‘top’ players, looking at each other over their shoulders, had over the final rounds been drawing games to avoid losing and to each other, in the hope of eventually settling the issue within their own numbers (or sharing the honours) - while Fazekas, whom none of  them considered, had sneaked through.   This was regarded as akin to cheating.  Under the Swiss pairing system, players with qual point, so far as is possible, are paired against each other.   Fazekas had sneaked through without taking the lead and had had an easy draw.  Fazekas was a weak player who did not deserve to win the championship it was being muttered.  In every game he had lost a pawn in the opening!   It occurred to the Accused that Fazekas could not be that weak a player if  he could give the field a pawn start!   Dr Fazekas’s victory continued to be met in poor grace.  It was agreed eventually that Fazekas would be included in the England team.   Fazekas replied that it was customary for the National Champion to play on top board and that he would play only if  that was offered.   Fazekas had no intention of  insisting that he played on top board.   However, it was possible that he might during team games justify a position on top board.   He objected to there being a snobbery in which established players put themselves into a fixed board order irrespective of  results.   Fazekas, eventually, did not play for England.   There were other foreigners in the England team, or at least one, but they were prettier than Dr Fazekas.

The l976 British Championship had been won by Hugh Alexander.   Alexander, however, at Plymouth,  spending his time while his opponents’ clock was running  joking with fellow contestants and discussing the other games, managed only seventh place, in eleven games agreeing seven draws with his mates!   He also managed to lose in round eight to P.H.Clarke.   The Accused found a large crowd gathered around the game and was puzzled by the fact that  Alexander had put his queen en prise (where it was also threatening Clarke’s Queen).  The Accused whispered to a colleague.  “Shut up!”, muttered the colleague.   Clarke thought for a very long time, then took the queen and Alexander resigned.   This turned out to have been a bluff in a lost position.  “If  there had been any other playable move on the board”, confessed Alexander, “You wouldn’t have noticed it!”. [Clarke concurred].  There was amongst contestants a prejudice against Alexander as well as against Fazekas.   Alexander had in l937 entered the British Championship at a few minutes’ notice when another contestant dropped out and had won with a record score.  This was considered unfair.   The other players had not had time to prepare what they intended to play against Alexander. 

Alexander, a pupil of  King Edwards’ School, Birmingham, had an ambition to be an mathematician.  However, he claimed,  he spent too much time at (King’s College) Cambridge playing chess (half as many games for the University as the Accused was to play when an undergraduate!) and did not get a good enough first class honours degree.   He was however befriended by Stuart Milner Barry, then his opposite number as top board for Oxford University chess team and a Public School Boy.   A game between Alexander and Milner Barry when they were representing the universities (a King’s Gambit) regularly appeared in journals, but Alexander admitted to the Accused that he never preserved his game scores, that he could not remember the game and that Milner Barry must have unearthed it!  Milner Barry, now Permanent Under Secretary at the Treasury, in l957, was seventeenth equal in British Championship.   When he left University however Milner Barry became a stockbroker and Alexander joined his firm.   With the impending outbreak of  World War ll,  Milner Barry, now a civil servant, approached Alexander with a view to setting up a cryptanalytic bureau, then called a Naval Intelligence Unit or the Government Golf and Chess Club but later the Government Communications Headquarters.   Alexander accordingly recruited for this most of  the England chess team (including Baruch Wood, who now had set up his own business,  “CHESS” of  Sutton Coldfield) as well has his former undergraduate colleage at Kings’,  Cambridge,  Alan Turin.   As a senior civil servant,  Alexander was no longer permitted to travel to Soviet Bloc countries to play in chess tournaments  and therefore a game between world champion Botwinnik and Alexander, which Alexander won, was played by telegraph.   Botwinnik expressed annoyance at this, claiming that there was inordinate delay in the arrival of  telegraph signals from England and hinting that the English had been cheating, using more than their allocated time and resorting to the aid of  teams of  Secret Service chess analysts and computers!   Botwinnik also travelled to Nottingham to play in a tournament which was won by Alexander - and he greatly protested by what he claimed were horrific living conditions in England which had handicapped his performance.   The Accused in later years was accused by mathematical colleagues of  reflected guilt for Alan Turin’s suicide.   He had been a friend of  Alexander,  Alexander had been Turin’s boss and must have been responsible.   Another view of  the underlying politics however was prevalent amongst chessplayers.   Alexander’s son was a member of  the England fencing team.

Although  Accused-mum enjoyed herself and the Accused was able to watch the British Chess Championship and become acquainted with its contestants - and appears to have amuse himself -  the Accused describes himself as having been persecuted by his mother and claims that the tournament was so traumatic that during future tournaments he would lie awake at night screaming as he recalled his experiences at Plymouth and could not forget the recollections as he was playing his games.   The Accused’s recollections do not fully tally with the records.   R.H.Northage played in the British Boys’ Under Eighteen Championship sharing 27th to 32nd place out of  32 despite Accused-mum’s eulogies.  Accused-mum may have met Mrs Northage, but there is no record of  Scowen having played in this tournament. M.T.Partis, V.J.A.Russ and P.E.Collier played in Major Open Tournaments.  The Accused appears from the a group photograph to have been clearly the youngest entrant in the Under Fifteen Tournament (and the best looking) and scored an unimpressive four and a half  points out of eleven  in an impressive field after losing four out of  his first five games (the only win being against the courageous hero who scored a total of  zero).   The Accused claims however to have played a game of  bowls for  Devon County on Plymouth Hoe.   The Accused had never previously played bowls and he did not know the rules but Sir Francis Drake had dropped out and the team was short of  players.  His partner tried to instruct him how to hold and propel the ball.   The bowl would roll along as instucted and then veer off to the right or left.  So the Accused tried propelling the bowls at top speed - which resulted in his hitting the little white ball (the ‘jack’).   He thought it was going to fly over the cliff into the sea, thereby causing a diplomatic crisis, but it ended up in a ditch around the green which the Accused could not see from where he was standing.

Accused mum indeed did sing the praises of  Peter Dawson who scored an impressive six points (winning his first three games and last two).   At breakfast Accused-mum was bickering at the Accused non-stop accusing him of  transgressing table-regulations.   She thought she should be controlling the Accused like a puppet!   In the hope of  saving the Accused, Mrs Dawson suggested the two boys eat on a separate table.  But the Accused had to decline this because his mother would have taken it to be disgrace and fuel for further persecution.   Accused-mum also gave Peter money for bus-fare to the congress.   He was working class, she said, and short of money.   The Accused, however, was given no money for busfares or anything else - whereas, being  Working Class,   Peter received regular pocket money.   Had Mr Dawson taken the bus to the congress,  the Accused would presumably have had to walk and maybe, on his own, would have lost his way.  Fortunately, however,  Peter Dawson walked to the congress hall with his girlfriend Myra Wherry and the Accused.   Myra courageously scored zero in the British Girls’ Championship.

The Accused’s major complaint, however, was that virtually from the moment he set foot in Plymouth his mother was without interruption singing propaganda about a C.Waring who, according to her, was expected to win the tournament.   He had never previously heard of  Mr Waring.  It was going on continuoulsy, he claims:  “Waring! Waring!  Waring!”.   His mother was generating non-stop noise about this Waring: “Waring!  Waring!  Waring!”.  The Waring fan-club included also Mrs Dawson and a Mrs Sutton, mother of  a Tony Sutton (whom Accused-mum was also propagandising) who came half way up the British Boys’ Under Eighteen Championship.   For the rest of  his life the Accused felt himself unable to communicate with Tony Sutton on those occasions when he was to meet him.

The Accused claims that because of  the continuous battering “Waring!  Waring!  Waring!” that he decided that he was not going to take the chess seriously.   However, he had made up his mind to beat this Waring.   He was even under the impression that Waring was a bully.   The evidence for this was that during one of  his games he was standing at the board yelling at his opponent admonitions that he should resign.   The opponent did not resign and shortly thereafter Waring made a move, banging the piece on the board yelling “Now will you resign!”.   There is no reason to suppose other than that Waring’s opponent was an established friend of  his and that between them such behaviour was other than routine clowning - but the Accused interpreted the events as if  Waring was intimidating and humiliating a stranger.  It seemed advisable to the Accused to beat Waring and, by stonewalling, he felt he could beat anyone.   If he had to he could bore anyone into submission.  So sure enough, the Accused eventually found himself in an endgame, a pawn up.   This he says was a routine win - though we have only his word for it.   However, both players were getting short of  time, though, without extraneous interruptions,  the Accused had sufficient time left before the next time control.    The other contestants had long finished their games (though sessions were available for any required adjournments).  Then suddenly Accused-mum arrived in the playing area and started nagging the Accused: “Hurry up!  Hurry up!  I am in a hurry to leave!”.    No comproller was watching at the time - but had anyone other than a mother so behaved he/she would have been banned from the congress hall.   The Accused waved his mother away and told her to stop barracking and she left - but she then came to harrass him several more times.   This caused time to be consumed - she harrassed the Accused only when he clock was running - and the Accused found he could no longer clearly perceive the position in the confusion - and lost the game!   In l995, when the Accused for the first time was able to discuss this incident with his mother without her being distracted by obsessions or  fixed ideas she admited that the rival mothers with whom she was talking in a corridor had put her up to it.   They had informed her he had already lost the game.   The Accused was never given the honour of  a return match against Waring.   He was subsequently informed (by Devon acquaintances) that Waring had become afflicted with a ‘nervous breakdown’ and had given up playing chess.   Alan Edwards, an authority, reports that Waring was a highly talented chess player.

There are recorded facts that differ from the Accused’s account.   The Accused claims that Waring was a local entrant who was being promoted by local colleagues and local mothers.   The results tables in the British Chess Federation Yearbook record that Waring came from Manchester.   Possibly Tony Sutton, who came from Stafford, was acquainted with him.   The Accused, prior to the Plymouth congress had little acquaintance with Yorkshire and Lancashire chess players.   Furthermore,  it turns out that the Accused was paired with Waring not halfway through the tournament but in the second round.   In the first round he lost to R.F.T.Wood (younger son of  B.H.Wood, founder and owner of  “CHESS” of  Sutton Coldfield who was well-known in the Midlands.   Moreover, Waring did not as the Accused claims win the tournament outright but tied with J.A.Lawrence of  Birmingham, about whom the Accused has nothing to say!  In the third round the Accused lost to R.A.Fenn, who was to become the first pupil of  a  comprehensive school to attend Cambridge University (but after the Accused had been awarded his B>A> and was studying clinical medicine at London).   The Accused did not resign despite being a large amount of  material in arrears.  Fenn, for his part, did not deliver mate because he wanted to play the longest game in recorded history (he knew the existing record and beat it easily -  though the Accused himself was to play numerous games of  similar length quite genuinely.   The moves were played very quickly during the final phase during which  Fenn decided to queen a succession of pawns.   It is not clear retrospectively whether Fenn was after the record or whether he was registering his objection to the Accused not resigning (though he was making his moves instantaneously, so as not waste Fenn’s time).   In the last round the Accused was far from taking the tournament seriously and played more in characteristic style,  playing the Vienna Gambit against 1961 Under Eighteen Champion R.A.Beach (who was to succumb to such accidents several times) and winning a flashy and tactical game with apparant ease.
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